
 

 

16 August 2024 
 
 
Reserve Bank of New Zealand   dta@rbnz.govt.nz     

 
Dear Madam/Sir, 
 
Re: Deposit Takers Core Standards 
 
The Financial Services Federation (“FSF”) is grateful to the Reserve Bank of New Zealand (“RBNZ”) 
for the opportunity to respond on behalf of our members to the consultation on the Deposit Takers 
Core Standards (“the Consultation”).  
 
By way of background, the FSF is the industry body representing the responsible and ethical 
finance, leasing, and credit-related insurance providers of New Zealand. We have over 90 members 
and affiliates providing these products to more than 1.7 million New Zealand consumers and 
businesses. Our affiliate members include internationally recognised legal and consulting partners. 
A list of our members is attached as Appendix A. Data relating to the extent to which FSF members 
(excluding Affiliate members) contribute to New Zealand consumers, society, and business is 
attached as Appendix B.  
 
The FSF’s membership contains seven of New Zealand’s non-bank deposit takers (NBDTs) so the 
outcomes of this consultation will directly impact our membership. A list of these deposit takers 
can be found in Appendix A.  
 
Introductory Comments 
We would like to begin our consultation by thanking the RBNZ for the lengthy consultation period, 
particularly post extension. Particularly due to the importance of the consultation as well as the 
volume of material which is being consulted on. We also believe that the proposed standards are 
likely to have the effect of promoting the resilience of deposit takers through the capital and 
liquidity standards 
 
To begin we would like to reemphasise the need for proportionality when seeking to apply the 
same standards to all deposit takers. There are vast differences in size, resources and capacity 
across the spectrum of deposit takers. Smaller deposit takers do not have the same resources and/ 
or structure of the banks (as currently defined) but that does not necessarily make them higher risk.  
 
We would also like to make some general comments about some issues surrounding the content of 
the consultation document. In particular the issue of the right of any deposit taker to refer to 
themselves as a ‘bank’ and the ability for any deposit taker to be granted access to the Exchange 
Settlement Account System (ESAS). As deposit takers will all be licensed in the same way and to 
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similar levels (scaled for size) it would be incorrect to draw distinctions between who is able to 
access these benefits.  
Overall, a further submission point is that we are unhappy with where the risk weights have landed. 
80% is much too high and may have the effect of reducing capital adequacy. The risk weights should 
be reduced to accurately reflect the probability of loss given default.  
 
Consultation Questions 
We have elected to only answer questions that directly relate to our membership.  
 

1. What do you think the cumulative impact of the proposed standards will be on the 
relevant principles? 

 
The main impact that we foresee as a result of the proposed standards is that the levies for 
the Depositor Compensation Scheme (DCS) will not be proportionate. All current NBDT’s 
will be classified as group 3, this means that in proportion to their profits they will be 
paying a much higher percentage of levies then deposit takers that fall into the group 1 
and 2 buckets.  
 
We also note that the asset threshold will need to be adjusted periodically due to 
continued growth in balance sheets. It is likely that due to consolidations within the NBDT 
space some entities will already be getting close to that threshold. This will be necessary to 
avoid fiscal drag. Without this adjustment the small deposit takers will ‘drift’ into Group 2 
over time, thereby eroding the benefits of the Group 3 arrangements, especially regarding 
capital and liquidity requirements. 
 
It is also likely that we will begin to see deposit spread to maximise protection under the 
scheme. What that means will depend on consumer awareness of the protection and how 
they chose to behave. It is worth reiterating to the general public that for all deposit takers 
there will be no difference in risk for deposits up to 100k.  

 
2. What do you think of the way we have taken into account the proportionality principle in 

developing the proposed standards? 
 

We are not unhappy with the way that proportionality has been taken into account in 
developing these standards. While there is definite room for improvement in areas such as 
the calculation of levies for the DCS as discussed above it is still relatively proportionate in 
its approach.  

 
3. What do you think the implications of the proposed standards will be on the deposit-taking 

sector comprising a diversity of institutions to provide access to financial products and 
services and on financial inclusion more generally? If possible, please provide specific 
feedback on how these requirements might impact the accessibility and affordability of 
financial services. 

 
As noted above the proportionality principle, as applied by the RBNZ in the Consultation 
Paper, will help to some extent in promoting contestability and competitiveness in the 
deposit taking sector by taking account of the burden of regulatory requirements on small 



deposit takers when compared to larger deposit takers. However, this benefit does not 
extend sufficiently to the disclosure requirements, or to the capital and liquidity 
requirements, which may have a material impact on NBDT compliance costs and will 
discourage the entrance of new deposit takers (further discussed below at question 5). 
Simplification of the proposed regulatory requirements (especially in relation to disclosure 
and liquidity) needs to be considered for Group 3 deposit takers. 
 
A further point is that the proposed minimum capital amount for Group 3 deposit takers 
will reduce the contestability of the deposit taking sector by raising the entry hurdle for 
new entrants. Consideration must be given to dropping this proposal and, instead, the 
RBNZ could rely on requirements relating to governance, risk management capacity, 
capital and liquidity ratio requirements, and disclosure requirements to ensure that only 
financially sound and well managed entities can become deposit takers. 

 
5. What do you think the cumulative impact of the proposed standards will be on 

competition? How do you think competition should be factored into our broader analysis 
of the principles? 

 
There are many entry hurdles for potential new entrants into the market. This is an 
undesirable area to enter into due to the sheer amount of regulation and change. The 
proposed standards are also anticipated to encourage more consolidation in an already 
small market. Therefore, the result is likely to be a substantial lessening of competition in 
the market.  

 
29. Do you agree with our proposal to set the minimum total capital for Group 3 deposit takers 

at 9% with a 4% prudential capital buffer, to align with the requirements for Group 1 and 
Group 2? 

 
We submit that the proposal is acceptable regarding the minimum total capital and 
prudential buffer percentages. We do however submit that new entrants should be 
required to hold a higher level of capital.  

 
30. Do you agree with our proposal that Group 3 deposit takers that are exempt from a credit 

rating should face an additional buffer of 1%? 
 

We would like to note that the mere fact an entity does not have a risk rating does not 
automatically mean they are higher risk then an entity who has a credit rating as credit 
ratings are typically designed for large entities and do not accurately reflect the risk of 
smaller entities.  
 
We also note that the proposed strengthened public disclosure requirements for deposit 
takers will enable depositors and other stakeholders to compare deposit takers across a 
range of financial and risk metrics. This would reduce the need for a mandatory credit 
rating requirement. Therefore, there is no need for an additional capital ratio buffer for 
deposit takers that are exempted from a credit rating, as they will be subject to broadly 
similar disclosure requirements as other deposit takers. 

 



31. Do you support the introduction of a minimum capital requirement for Group 3 deposit 
takers? 

 
We do support this proposal as it will increase the perception of the deposit takers. The 
proposal as it currently stands is looking at a minimum capital requirement of somewhere 
between $5 million and $10 million. We submit that we would like this to be at the higher 
end of the scale.   
 

33. Do you support our proposed approach to calibrating the minimum capital requirements 
to ensure individual entity soundness? 

 
See points above.  

 
34. Do you have any feedback on the initial assessment of our estimated calibration range of 

$5 million to $10 million? 
 

See above answer to question 31.  
 

39. Do you agree with our proposed capital composition for Group 3 deposit takers? 
 
We are accepting of the proposed capital composition for group 3 deposit takers.  

 
40. Do you agree that simplifying the capital issuance process would be useful for Group 3 

deposit takers? 
 

See above. 
 

41. Do you agree with our proposed approach to risk weighted assets for credit risk for Group 
3 deposit takers? 

 
Yes, we agree with this proposal.  

 
42. Do you agree with our proposal to separate the operational risk calculation from the 

market risk capital calculation for Group 3 deposit takers? 
 

We are accepting of this proposal. 
 

43. Do you agree with our proposed approach to capital requirements for market risk for 
Group 3 deposit takers? 

 

We are accepting of this proposal. 

 
44. Do you agree with our proposed approach to capital requirements for operational risk for 

Group 3 deposit takers? 
 

We are accepting of this proposal.  



 
49. Do you agree with our proposed transition path for Group 3 capital requirements or are 

there alternatives that would better balance the factors discussed above? 
 

We appreciate the need for a transition pathway and are grateful to RBNZ for looking to 
provide one for deposit takers. Particularly as until we understand how consumers will 
behave regarding the DCS there is going to be a lot of unpredictability in the sector.  
 
On the face of it this transition pathway appears to be reasonable.  

 
78. Do you agree with our proposed qualitative requirements for Group 3 deposit takers? If 

not, what changes would you propose to these requirements? 
 

In terms of liquidity, we generally agree with these requirements that the RBNZ has 
outlined. These are broadly consistent with international requirements and should not 
constitute much of a change from their arrangements already in place.  

 
79. What compliance costs do you think may result from the proposed qualitative 

requirements for Group 3 deposit takers? 
 

See above.  
 

80. Do you agree that Group 3 deposits takers should be required to comply with a CFCR? 
 

We are comfortable with this requirement in principle.  
 

81. What are the implications of the different structures for the CFCR? 
 

We submit that RBNZ should review the Australian Prudential Regulation Authorities 
(APRA) settings for their Liquidity Ratio Coverage. APRA allows some authorised deposit 
takers (ADIs), especially small ones, to comply with a simple liquid assets-to-liabilities ratio, 
instead of meeting the LCR. This has much lower compliance costs for small ADIs in 
Australia than does the LCR (equivalent to the CFCR). We submit that an approach such as 
this one would better reflect the principle of proportionality as outlined in the Act.  

 
82. Is there a need for a cap on the amount of Kauri bonds and LGFA securities that Group 3 

deposit takers may hold as liquid assets under the CFCR? 
 

 
 

83. Do you agree that the minimum requirement under the CFCR should be 100%? 
 
 
 

84. Do you prefer Option 1 or Option 2 for the treatment of deposit run-off rates? 
 



The compliance costs associated with Option 1 are likely to be more than for Option 2, as 
option 2 is a simpler method of calculating deposit run-off rates. However, the two options 
will give rise to different liquidity ratio outcomes, and therefore liquid balance 
requirements, with attendant implications for the different costs of maintaining liquid 
balances under the two options.  
 
As noted under question 80 an alternative that is to allow Group 3 deposit takers to simply 
comply with a minimum liquid assets-to-liabilities ratio, such as the APRA HQLA 
requirement, instead of complying with the CFCR. This would significantly lower 
compliance costs for NBDTs. This would be a more proportionate outcome.  

 
85. What compliance costs do you think may result from Option 1 and Option 2 (including the 

costs of any necessary system builds)? 
 

See above. 
 

86. Are the potential size bands in Option 1 appropriate for measuring the potential deposit 
outflows of Group 3 deposit takers in a liquidity stress scenario? 

 
See above.  

 
87. Do you agree the CFCR should be applied for both 7-day and 30-day periods for Group 3 

deposit takers that issue both demand and term deposits, and for only a 30-day period for 
Group 3 deposit takers that only issue term deposits? 
 
We submit that this is a great start however 30 days is a relatively short period of time. Of 
the two options we indicate a strong preference for 30 days.  
 

88. Do you agree that the CFCR should be met ‘at all times’ rather than just at the end of each 
business day? If Group 3 deposit takers were required to comply with the CFCR at all times, 
what are the expected costs and are there reasons why at all times 7 days a week is not 
appropriate (for example, if payments are not processed 7 days a week)? 

 
We strongly disagree with this. The compliance costs are likely to be much greater if the 
CFCR must be met at all times rather than just as at end-of-day, given that an ‘all times’ 
requirement would suggest the need to calculate the CFCR on an intraday basis. This might 
require NBDTs to invest in additional IT systems and enhanced monitoring capacity to track 
intraday liquidity positions, which could prove costly. We submit that the CFCR should be 
applied on an end-of-day (business day) basis.  

 
89. Do you have any views or suggestions on what further simplifications could be made to our 

proposed CFCR? 
 

Its important to note that “at all times” is a massive burden to place on deposit takers. It is 
also important to note that in times of stress smaller players will have less options 
available to them then larger players. Due to this proportionality needs to play an 
important role in these decisions.  



 
90. What would be the impact of the proposed treatment of term deposits on your business 

model, liquidity risk management, and profitability? Please quantify the impacts on 
profitability where possible. 

91. What could mitigate the impacts of the proposed treatment of term deposits? For 
example, could Group 3 deposit takers hold (more) liquid assets such as NZGBs, Kauri 
bonds, and LGFAs? 

92. Do you agree with our proposal not to apply a quantitative stable funding requirement on 
Group 3 deposit takers? 

 
We support this proposal.  

 
96. Do you agree with our preferred approach of disclosure requirements to identify protected 

deposits? 
 

Yes, we agree with this approach.  
 

97. Do you agree with our proposal to focus on the product disclosure approach? 
 

Yes, we agree with this approach.  
 

98. Do you agree with the proposal to require the use of a trademark in connection with DCS 
protected products, except for credit products? 

 
We strongly agree with this proposal.  

 
99. Is it practical to require deposit takers to make supporting information provided by the 

Reserve Bank available to depositors? 
 

We submit that it is practical to require this.  
 

100. Are there any issues with adopting the “advertising” definition in section 434(4) of the DTA 
for the purpose of the DCS disclosure standard? 

 
We do not see any issues with this.  

 
102. Do you agree with the proposal not to impose requirements for disclosure in sales 

conversations? 
 

We submit that we support the approach outlined by RBNZ and urge the RBNZ not to 
impose complications in the disclosure arrangements, such as not requiring disclosure of 
DCS matters in sale conversations or other restrictions. 

 
104. Are there any products offered by Group 3 deposit takers that are designed differently 

from bank deposits, that could require a different treatment under the DCS disclosure 
standard? 

 



We have no comment on this question.  
 

105. Do you have any comments on the proposed list of variables required for the SDV file? 
 

We note there is a high cost in terms of system change to enable single depositor view 
(SDV) as is required by the proposed core standards. It may be necessary to impose a 
simplified version of the SDV data requirements to ensure deposit takers with limited 
resources are able to comply.  

 
106. Do you have any comments on the proposed fields for the variables, especially where they 

may be currently held as a string rather than individual fields? Would this requirement 
have any significant negative implementation or data quality impact? 

 
See above.  

 
108. Do you agree that the option of combination deposit taker and regulator testing is 

appropriate? If not, which option would you prefer? 
 

We are comfortable with this proposal, and we note it is in line with international 
principles and practices.  

 
Disclosure Requirements for Group 3 
The proposed disclosure requirements will have considerable costs for NBDTs as they are much 
more comprehensive then the existing NBDT disclosure requirements. Option C is likely to have the 
least negative effect in this regard, it would also be more in line with the proportionality and 
compliance costs principles.  
 
We also note it would be preferable to provide this information annually rather than quarterly.  
 
Please do not hesitate to reach out if you wish for us to speak further on any of the points made in 
this submission.  
 
Yours sincerely,  

 
Katie Rawlinson 
Legal and Policy Manager 
Financial Services Federation  
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