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Subject: RE: Proposal to recommend that HVCS is designated submission

Hello,

| don't agree with the statements or the proposal, for these following reasons and comments
below.

1) As PNZ is a limited liability company, with the shareholders being the big banks  what
level of financial liability insurance and assets does it have to be maintained as  player
within the Financial Market? How does this reflect PNZ under the FMI act?

"The HVCS is a pure payment system operated by Payments NZ and has ot been regulated
before. The HVCS processes large payments that cannot be reve sed such as house settlements.

]

2) Please clarify what you mean by a “pure payments sy tem” as they do not operate any
payments infrastructure, the HVCS rules are g idelines and processing guidelines and in
no way interact directly with the payments chain.

a. It's the banks that process the payments through ESAS using the RBNZ payments
rails and infrastructure.

b. ESAS provides the fundamental irrevo able settlement through the RTGS system.

c. The banking participa ts provide the clearing through their back office systems,
once the settlemen notification has been received.

3) Atwhat level or wha capacity does the RBNZ supervision teams have oversight of
Payments NZ?

4) HVCSis a exclusve club, supported by the big banks. The definition of their guidelines
doe no creat an inclusive payments community with much flexibility.

5) The RBNZ already supports open exchange between all ESAS account holders and run'’s
the three payments rails AVP, SBl and AVPMX (1SO20022)

a. Both AVP and AVPMX services operate as ‘open’ payment rails which is available
to all ESAS account holders.

b. The RBNZ operate SBI, however PNZ governs who has access.

c. The RBNZ have a problem with PNZ as they are registered with Swift as SBI's
owner.

i. PNZ do not technically fit Swift's definition as they are not an infrastructure
operator or a market infrastructure.

UNCLASSIFIED
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ii. Nothing technically has changed since SBI's initial implementation over 12
years ago, showing no willingness to grow and change as technology
advances. The RBNZ had proposed a technical change as part of the
1ISO20022 in 2023 which would support alignment with the new
standard(s), but this was dismissed as additional work.

6) The ESAS Account holder terms and conditions ensures all account holders are operating
in a way that promotes a sound and efficient financial system.

7) Your feedback proposal should include all financial or business stakeholders and not by
definition limit respondents to those involved in HVCS.

“We would like feedback on this proposal from:

e Payments NZ and the participants of the HVCS. This includes indirect
participants of the HVCS, for example those that have n arrangement with
either the HVCS, its operator or participants.

e Any other stakeholders of the HVCS."

8) HVCS are member only based rules and do not apply to al part cipants of ESAS, ESAS sets
the base rules for wholesale settlement acros the N w Zealand RTGS (ESAS). There are
participants of ESAS like the government Treasu  which are significant to the financial
system who are not part of HVCS.

9) l'am not able to draw any conclusion that HVCS meets the definitions beyond the clearing
terminology under section 5 of the Act.

a.

The systems operate between the Banks and Institutions that are ESAS account
holders, these are the FMI monitored bodies. FMI and HVCS are mutually exclusive
in their representat on.

Rules for payments mechanisms would be better served through a central
governm nt entty like the RBNZ, in order to continue to support a sound and
eff cient financial system.

ncrea ing the mandate for the current operations & scope of ESAS and NZClear
wo Id put the RBNZ & FMI in a better position to facilitate this.

0) Fig re 2: The HVCS process

a.

An AVP payment is a payments rail provided by the RBNZ for ESAS account holder
settlements.

The RBNZ governs the members of the Swift AVP group or as referred to as a
closed user group (CUG)

ESAS governed rules apply to all transactions submitted to ESAS for settlement. An
ESAS account holder does not need to be a member of HVCS to send a payment
or rather a transaction to ESAS, nor do they need to be a member of PaymentsNZ.
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11) The Operator — Payments NZ Limited

a.

Yes Payments NZ maintains or administers the rules of the HVCS, however this
does not legitimise them as an operator of an FMI. They do not contribute to the
central processing or handling of information, payments or transactions in any
way.

The test of an FMI should also be it's financial standing and accountability for its
involvement in the payment(s) process. If PNZ did not exist, settlements would still
occur over ESAS.

12) The HVCS is systemically important

a.

Payments data is shared from the RBNZ to Payments NZ; the reasons  r this is
limited and historical in nature. The RBNZ technically shouldn't share this
information.

The assessments of the values settled in ESAS is not rep esented and analysis of
ESAS data should have been used to derive quantifiable fig res.

The volume of clearing is representative of the big banks clearing in the markets.

New market participants can effectively cle r outs de of the HVCS group using
ESAS and their own bi-lateral settlement agreements thus creating more
competition in the market, rather than conforming to an old standard.

The ESAS Terms and Condition cover the same aspects of the HVCS rules.
Supervision and Regulation supports he obligations the ESAS account holders
have to their custom rs.

3LCis a function of ESAS t  bypass the Swift infrastructure for those affected by a
Swift or related network outage. Due to the levels of Swift resiliency this event is
rare a d mo e often a likely product of change at the participant level.

HVCS is limited to local transactions only based on the participants and has no
connection to International participants. ESAS account holders have their own bi-
lateral elationships with parent, partner and counter party settlement agreements,
as do local banks, nbdt's, commercial and other financial institutions.

HVCS could be easily replaced with more up to date and flexible specifications, like
those used by the RBNZ. Like ISO20022, which could in turn be further developed
to become more consumable across the financial system.

As noted PNZ (as an operator) is easily substitutable — able to be substituted, as
HVCS is also able to be substituted.

The RTGS settlement model can be changed so all messages are directly
exchanged with ESAS and not copied to the SWIFT network, thus reducing risks
and recording transactional details centrally for supervision, regulation and

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

fraud/AML purposes. A change to the RBNZ mandate would be required in this
instance.

Is Payments NZ suitable to be designated as an FMI under the act?

. Are you working on the Act terminology definition alone or have full
financial and legal assessments be performed?

i. If there was a legal challenge to PNZ over its handling of HVCS, BECS,
CECS or API's and Open banking what financial provision would it have to
be able to maintain its viable position?

iii. If one of the five big banks pulled out of HVCS or PNZ membership, wh t
signal would that send to the other participants in the financia ommunity?

13) Designation

a.

| agree PNZ should be subject to Regulatory requirem nts  shou d other 3™
party entities involved with ESAS and NZClear.

| don't believe the designation of HVCS and regu ation o PNZ will have any
positive effect on the financial system as the urden of risk and resiliency is with
the financial institutions which are it's paid up membership.

i. Underlying this, the financial system participants must still meet the ESAS
terms and conditions, which also covers these aspects/obligations.

ii. Who will provide the legal p otection to the HVCS rules, PNZ or the FMI
body?

ii. When the rule benefit the shareholders of HVCS, how does designation
then ensure it also promotes and facilitates the development of fair,
effi ient and ransparent financial markets for all participants in an open
marke ?

"Without the enforceability of HVCS rules, any disruption to high-value payments
could play out in the ESAS..."” This is an ambiguous statement, highly theoretical in
n ture. It has existed this long and is applied at the participants backend systems.
Most significant disruptions come from technology failures, HVCS information is
additional in the payment chain and does not affect the settlement across ESAS.
Liquidity is so high in ESAS the likelihood of affecting the settlement of other
transactions is low to unlikely.

Participants must notify the RBNZ (ESAS terms and conditions) if they are unable to
fulfil their obligations and the RBNZ is the actor that removes a participant from
one or all payments rails (AVP, SBI, AVPMX).

PNZ would be unlikely to be registered as a Financial Institution or a Market
Infrastructure under SWIFT. Hence the reason why the RBNZ runs the payments
systems, CUG's and operates the SWIFT technology.

UNCLASSIFIED
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f. "..to have sufficient financial independence to operate, maintain, and develop the
HVCS to the expectations of its participants and other stakeholders. This
requirement is likely achievable for Payments NZ.” This point is very vague — likely
achievable — if they don't have to change rules then they won't, that's why they
“already seeks non-objections from us on material changes to the HVCS Rules”.
The rules only change if they have to and it's not an open book while they are in
control. It's the same with the other standards, that's why they haven't constantly
evolved & improved.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kind Regards,

s 9(2)(2)
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From:

Sent: Monday, 4 August 2025 2:20 pm

To: FMI Consultation mailbox

Subject: Proposal to recommend that HVCS is designated submission

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi

My concern is that NZ is going to have complex systems.

Has the Reserve Bank looked at the Pix payment system from Brasil?

Itis so successful that Italy and other countries are looki g at it.

Run by Banco do Brasil, the Brasil Reserve Bank it ha reduced the number of cash transactions,
reduced the number of card transactions and ransact ons can be as small or large (multi million)
securely.

Fraud is reduced.

https://en.m.wikipedia.org/ iki/P x_(payment_system)

| hope that you look at th s system. Having Banco do Brasil managing the software for it could save NZ
developmentan runni gcosts. Transactions costis a fraction of eftpos and credit card costs by banks.

Regards

s 9(2)(a)
s 9(2)(a)

s 9(2)(a)
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s 9(2)(a)

Private Bag 39806, Wellington Mail Centre, Lower Hutt, 5045
20 March 2026

Reserve Bank of New Zealand

2 The Terrace

PO Box 2498

Wellington 6140

Email: fmiconsultation@rbnz.govt.nz

Dear Sir or Madam

Bank of New Zealand's response to the Reserve Bank of New Zealand's open letter to
Payments New Zealand regarding the costs of compliance and High Value Cle ring System
rules.

1 Introduction

1.1 E mihi ana a Te Péke o Aotearoa ki te whai wahitan a ki te tuku i tétahi urupare ano hei
kaiuru ki te panui tiwhera a te Pltea Matua i tuhia i te 23 o Kohitatea 2026, e pa ana ki
te High Value Clearing System (HVCS) me nga pang pea o te whakatiinga hei ptinaha kua
tohua.

1.2 Bank of New Zealand (BNZ) welc mes the opportunity to provide a participant response
to the Reserve Bank of New Zealan ’s Open Letter of 23 January 2026 regarding the
HVCS and the potential impacts of designation.

1.3 BNZ supp rts the broader objectives of maintaining clear governance, fair access, and
effective crisis management arrangements. We also reiterate the views set out in our
previous submi sion of 30 September 2025 which provides some broader context about
our perspective on designation.

14 he llowing submission points focus on participant impacts raised in the Open Letter.
O r comments are intended to provide practical insight from a HVCS participant
perspective and to support ongoing dialogue on how any designation framework could
be implemented in a way that achieves regulatory objectives while minimising cost and
operational complexity.

2 Broad participant perspective

2.1 BNZ acknowledges the majority of incremental compliance costs associated with
designation will sit with Payments NZ in its role as operator of the HVCS. From a
participant perspective, we believe designation will likely result in ongoing indirect
financial, operational, and governance impacts for HVCS participants. While these



2.2

impacts may not necessarily require major new systems or transformation programmes
within participant organisations, they are likely to introduce some direct internal costs.

We anticipate that these impacts will contribute to increased complexity, slower delivery,
high overall cost of participation and a further incremental loss in productivity over time.
We consider these impacts relevant to the Act’s objective of avoiding unnecessary
compliance costs and unnecessary constraints on innovation. Therefore, BNZ
recommends continued engagement between RBNZ, Payments NZ, and industry
participants to explore ways these impacts can be appropriately managed or mitigated.

3 Direct BNZ impacts

3.1

3.11

3.1.2

3.2

We submit that if the HVCS is designated, we are likely to feel some incremental direct
impacts:

Additional legal, risk, and compliance effort to support participation in a desig ated
system, and ensuring internal policies, controls and documentation remain aligned with
designated-FMI expectations.

Incremental operational and assurance effort (including techn logy, yber, incident
management, and control assurance functions) to supp rt height ned regulatory
expectations and potential supervisory queries

While these impacts are not expected to require m te ial new systems or programmes,
we submit these impacts represent additional i ernal effort and co-ordination beyond
current arrangements. BNZ considers it appropriat that these and other incremental
participant impacts are recognised when considering the overall participant impact of
designation.

4 Indirect financial impacts

4.1

4.1.1

41.2

4.2

We believe indirect f anc al impacts are the most material participant-level effect of
designation In par icular:

Increased Paym nts NZ operator costs associated with external legal opinions,

enhan ed gov rnance and disclosure obligations, operational and cyber assurance, and
sup rvisory engagement. We believe these increased Payments NZ operator costs are
ikel t be passed through to participants via higher levies.

We acknowledge individual cost elements appear modest. We would however like to
highlight their ongoing and cumulative nature is likely to result in a more significant
impact. These costs are expected to be structural, rather than transitional, and will form
part of the enduring cost of participation in the HVCS.

BNZ therefore welcomes further discussion with RBNZ on whether there may be
opportunities to minimise these impacts or manage their introduction in a way that
smooths these impacts over time.




5 Operational and delivery considerations

5.1 BNZ believes that designation will have operational and delivery impacts for participants,
including:

5.1.1 Increased senior subject-matter expert and governance engagement in regulatory
interactions, information requests, and supervisory processes.

5.1.2 Opportunity cost arising from the diversion of specialist expertise away from risk-based
resilience initiatives, industry collaboration, and customer focused delivery.

5.1.3 Afurther loss in productivity addressing the requirements of the designation.

5.1.4 Slower implementation of HVCS rule changes due to the additional procedural ste s
associated with the statutory rule change process.

5.2 We note that while designation is not expected to increase the frequency o the ule
changes, even modest increases in process and approval time can be material in a high-
value, time-critical payments environment.

53 For completeness, BNZ has provided the requested information reg rding its HVCS
operational costs below:

5.3.1 S 9(2)(b)(i)
5.3.2 s 9(2)(b)(ii)

5.3.3 S 9(2)(b)(ii)

6 HVCS rules and rule-change framework

6.1 BNZ support the P yments NZ view and does not see sufficient merit in producing a
separate HVCS ule se

7 FMI standards and incremental benefit

7.1 We note that Payments NZ already observes the Principles for Financial Market
In rastructures, which underpin the FMI standards. To the extent that designation
introduces additional requirements, these appear primarily focused on formal assurance,
disclosure and reporting.

7.2 From a participant perspective, this suggests that designation may deliver limited
incremental resilience benefit, whilst introducing additional compliance formality, cost,
and operational overhead.

7.3 BNZ would welcome further clarity on how designation is expected to materially improve
outcomes beyond those already achieved under existing arrangements.




Should the RBNZ have any questions in relation to this submission, please contact Paul Hay
on the details below:

Yours sincerely

Paul Hay

Apiha Matua: Waeture me te Tatohu (Chief Regulatory and Compliance Officer)
Bank of New Zealand

DDI: s 9(2)(a)

Mobile:
Email:




Regulatory Affairs
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Private Bag 39806, Wellington Mail Centre, Lower Hutt, 5045
30 September 2025

Reserve Bank of New Zealand

2 The Terrace

PO Box 2498

Wellington 6140

Email: fmiconsultation@rbnz.govt.nz

Dear Sir or Madam

Bank of New Zealand's response to the Reserve Bank of New Zealand's proposal to
recommend the designation of the High Value Clearing System.

1 Introduction

1.1 E mihi ana te Péke o Aotearoa ki te whai wahi ki Te Pite Matua mo te arotake i te
proposal to recommend the designation of the High Value Clearing System. E tautoko ana
matou i te Gpoko pakari a Te Pitea Matua kia mau tonu ai te kaha o te panaha tahua o
Aotearoa.

1.2 Bank of New Zealand (BNZ) appr ciates the opportunity to respond to the Reserve Bank
on their proposal for designation of the High Value Clearing System (HVCS). BNZ supports
the Reserve Bank’s commitment o en uring New Zealand’s financial system remains
sound and efficient.

1.3 BNZ supports he objective of maintaining clear governance, fair access, and effective
crisis manag ment arrangements. We submit that existing arrangements through
Paymen s NZ al eady achieve the intended outcomes and the Reserve Bank’s
con tructi e regulatory engagement in this area has positioned New Zealand well in
r lation o payment system resilience. We encourage the Reserve Bank to build on these
strong foundations rather than introducing additional designation requirements which
we believe may not add material value.

14 BNZ believes the additional regulatory burden may have a negative effect on customers
and current Payments NZ arrangement.

1.5 In relation to increasing the Reserve Bank’s oversight over Payments NZ rule change we
note that these rule changes occur frequently, with several changes happening each
year. We appreciate the Reserve Bank’s interest in ensuring strong oversight; however
we are concerned an approval requirement for each HVCS rule change will slow down
the delivery of the outcomes the rule change seeks to put in place and add cost of their
delivery.



1.6

1.7

BNZ notes Payments NZ’s well-established process is to send the Reserve Bank material
rule changes for no objection review. We believe this process has worked effectively. We
would welcome clarity on what additional attention, scrutiny and input into the rules of
HVCS the Reserve Bank envisages under a designation framework.

We note the designation proposal implies HVCS rules may not fully align with global
norms, or may raise questions about access, enforceability, or effectiveness. Our
experience has been that the rules are robust and have evolved to reflect industry needs
and regulatory expectations. It would be helpful to clarify which rules require attention if
the Reserve Bank has identified specific areas of concern. We believe this will enable
Payments NZ and participants to collaborate with the Reserve Bank to address those
matters directly. We believe the Reserve Bank’s long run observations regarding the
rules will ensure any solution will be fit for purpose.

2 Is the HVCS an FMI and pure payment system as per the definition in the Act?

2.1

2.2

2.3

BNZ believes that HVCS does not neatly align with the statutory definition. We submit
that HVCS is a body of rules, rather than an infrastructure ope ator, and does not own or
control the systems used for processing payments BNZ on ide ownership or control of
infrastructure is intrinsic to any designation as a Financial Market Infrastructure.

HVCS is not yet designated as a Financial Marke Infrastructure or as a pure payment
system and we question whether it would qualify nder 10(2)(a).

We believe the Reserve Bank a owner of ESAS is closer to the definition.

3 Is the HVCS a systemically importa t FMI in New Zealand as per the definition in the Act?

3.1

We acknowledge that syst mic importance is ultimately determined by the regulator,
taking into a count section 24. It would be helpful to clarify the specific criteria to be
applied when a sessing HVCS against this test.

4 Would designat ng the HVCS promote the maintenance of a sound and efficient financial
system by llowing us to enforce requirements in the Act and FMI Standards?

4.

4.2

4.3

BNZ’s believes that designation is unlikely to deliver material new benefits beyond the
arrangements already in place. Payments NZ operates a transparent rules framework,
and the Reserve Bank already reviews material changes under a no-objection process.

BNZ recommends continuing this process, with the option of further targeted
enhancements if the Reserve Bank identifies specific gaps, we submit this is more likely
to achieve the intent of the Act without creating unnecessary cost and delay.

BNZ values the Reserve Bank’s longstanding oversight of HVCS where Payments NZ has
always sent material rules for a no-objections review. We believe this collaborative
approach has served the industry well and recommend continuing this process to




4.4

ensuring that rule changes are responsive to evolving needs whilst maintaining process
efficiency.

We submit that the current framework allows the Reserve Bank to request to review the
HVCS at any time and designation is not required to do so.

5 Would designating the HVCS provide further certainty and confidence to participate in the
system? For example, if a participant defaults, designation provides legal protections to the
validity and enforceability of the HVCS Rules relating to settlement, and to the statutory
obligation on participants to inform the operator.

5.1

We believe the current framework already provides certainty to participants, including
legal enforceability of settlement arrangements. BNZ is not aware of any concerns from
industry participants about confidence in HVCS. We would welcome further disc s on
regarding any specific risks or concerns the Reserve Bank has in this regard.

6 Would designating the HVCS help us avoid significant damage to the fina ial sy tem by using
our crisis management powers in the event of a failure or disruption o Payments NZ or the

HVCS?

6.1

We recognise the Reserve Bank’s central role in crisi man gement. We believe that this
role is well understood and exercised in prac ice. W  ubmit designation is unlikely to
strengthen crisis management arrangements. T e discussions underway with Payments
NZ recognise the Reserve Bank should run crisis management under the Industry Incident
Management Plan (IIMP) arrangements t at are already defined and understood.

7 Do you agree with the rules that we have identified as the HVCS Rules for the purposes of
designation? Are there any rules th t do not apply to the HVCS that can be excluded from the
proposed rules in Annex B?

7.1

7.2

We acknowl! dge the effort in compiling the list; however we consider the Payments NZ
list better distinguishe between rules of systemic importance, and those that are
operational in natu e. We anticipate that designating an unfiltered list would introduce
inefficiency, further reducing timeliness.

We enco rage the Reserve Bank to re-assess the Payments NZ rules that are in place and
the ationale they provided with their selection.

8 Do you have any comments on the capabilities and capacity of Payments NZ to comply with
the Act and FMI Standards?

8.1

BNZ does not have any comments at this time.

9 Do you have any comments on the next steps following the publication of this proposal?

9.1

BNZ does not have any comments at this time.




10 Do you have any other comments or feedback related to the proposal and the reasons for
the proposal?

10.1 BNZ does not have any comments at this time

Should the Reserve Bank have any questions in relation to this submission, please contact
Paul Hay on the details below:

Yours sincerely

Paul Hay

Apiha Matua: Waeture me te Tatohu (Chief Regulatory and Compliance Officer)
Bank of New Zealand

DDI: s 9(2)(a)
Mobile:

Email:
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From:

Sent: Saturday, 16 August 2025 4:20 pm
To: FMI Consultation mailbox
Subject: Info

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Sir/Ma'am,

Quick question, will you be using XRP, XLM, XDC, and HBAR or which ones and/ rw ich combination of
them for your HVCS and how will it work? Also will QNT be involved in ny way for |l gacy systems?

Thanks.



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

s 9(2)(a)

Tuesday, 5 August 2025 3:31 pm
FMI Consultation mailbox
Re: Consultation on regulating the High Value Clearing System opens

Follow up
Flagged

My Submission
| agree that the HVCS should be Designated and regulated and supervised by the RBNZ Especially

with unstable, untrustworthy, out of control governments like the current one. It is doubly important.

Kind regards
s 9(2)(a)

Out of Scope

On 04/08/2025 13:09 NZST Reserve Bank of New Zealand wr te:

View ] I

=

Consultation on regulating the High Value

Clearing System opens

4 August 2025

The Reserve Bank of New Zealand — Te Putea Matua is proposing that the
Minister of Finance designates the High Value Clearing System (HVCS),
allowing it to be regulated and supervised by RBNZ.

The HVCS is a pure payment system and is operated by Payments NZ. It plays

an important role in New Zealand's financial system by making sure that large



payments, such as house settlements, are cleared and able to be settled.

The HVCS cannot be easily substituted by another system and disruption to its
activities could damage New Zealand's financial system, Director of Specialist

Supervision Scott McKinnon says.

“Every month more than $420bn of transactions are cleared using HVCS, which
is more than New Zealand’s GDP - representing a significant value of payments

in New Zealand.”

The proposal is made under the Financial Market Infras ructure Act 2021. If
designated, HVCS will be required to comply with the FMI Act and Standards. It

will also receive greater legal protection .

“Designating HVCS will allow us to make sure that HVCS is operating soundly
and efficiently. It would also allow us to look closely at the governance, access
and crisis management of HVCS, while giving us powers that can help avoid

significant damage to th fina cial system if there were problems with HVCS.”

Designating HVCS would also promote confident, informed, fair, efficient and

transparent financial markets.

“"We eally want to hear from all of the HVCS's participants on our proposal.

This includes indirect participants and stakeholders.”

This proposal is open for consultation until 30 September.

Key information

« The Reserve Bank of New Zealand — Te Putea Matua is proposing to

recommend that the Minister of Finance designates the HVCS



o The HVCS is a pure payment system operated by Payments NZ, and has
not been regulated before.

« This proposal is made under the FMI Act that came into force in 2021.

« The Reserve Bank will decide whether to continue with its proposal to
the Minister after it has considered submissions on the proposal. The
Minister ultimately decides whether or not to designate HVCS.

« Visit our consultation page for more information.

Media contact:

Georgina Hassell-Hopkinson

Senior External Stakeholder Advisor
DDI: +04 460 4366

Email: Georgina.Hassell-Hopkinson@rbnz.govt.nz
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FMI Supervision

Reserve Bank of New Zealand
2 The Terrace

Wellington 6140

By email: fmiconsultation@rbnz.govt.nz

25 August 2025

Re: Proposal to recommend the designation of the High Value Clearing System

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Reserve Bank’s consultation paper
dated 4 August 2025 regarding the designation of the High Value Cle ring System
(“HVCS”) under the Financial Market Infrastructures Act 2021 (t e FMI Act”). | have
extensive international advisory experience in the FM space nd would like to
comment on just two aspects of the proposal. In gener | | be eve there are strong
public policy reasons in favour of designation which outweigh any credible arguments
to the contrary.

1. HVCS Definition

There is no doubt that HVCS is a systemical y important pure payment system for the
purposes of the FMI Act. However there is some ambiguity in the proposed definition of
“High Value Clearing System” in the dr ft de ignation notice. HVCS would perhaps
better be defined by reference o the e ements of its operation, similar to the approach
taken in the Financial Mark t Infrastructures Act Designation Notice (NZCDC) 2024.
Elements might include the electronic verification, computation, confirmation,
transmission and reconciliati n of counterparties’ obligations to make relevant
payments, on a ne or g oss basis (as the case may be). A more precise definition
improves legal certainty for each material aspect of HVCS’s activities.

2. PFMI Responsib lities

The cons ltation paper discusses aspects of the CPMI/IOSCO Principles for financial
market infrastructures (“PFMI”) in terms of how various principles pertain to HVCS.
Howeve , what is perhaps not clear from the paper is that the PFMI also has crucial
guidance on the responsibilities of central banks, market regulators, and other relevant
authorities for financial market infrastructures. | believe designation decisions should
be firmly guided by these responsibilities, particularly Responsibility A: Regulation,
supervision, and oversight of FMIs, Responsibility B: Regulatory, supervisory, and
oversight powers and resources and Responsibility D: Application of the principles for
FMis. This is consistent with section 13(2)(d) of the FMI Act and section 10(1)(g) of the
Reserve Bank of New Zealand Act 2021 and international best practices.



Paragraph 4.1.3 of the commentary on Responsibility A in the PFMI states that relevant
authorities should address any existing gaps in the regulation and supervision of FMIs.
There is currently a large gap in the regulation and supervision of clearing systems in
New Zealand since none of the clearing systems operated by Payments NZ have been
designated. As is clear from the description of payment systems in Annex D (Summary
of designs of payment systems, SSSs, and CCPs) of the PFMI, HVCS is a part of the
high value “payment system” which also includes ESAS. It is something of an historic
quirk that in New Zealand the settlement part of the payment system is regulated but
the clearing part has been left to self-regulate.

This “quirk” colours Responsibility D of the PFMI relating to the respons bility of
authorities to apply the PFMI principles consistently. Currently the principl s are not
being applied consistently with respect to systemically important payment systems
because the clearing component of the payment system is self-regulated.

This “quirk” is also problematic for Responsibility B of the PFMI be ause authorities do
not have adequate powers to induce change or enforce correcti e action with respect
to HVCS. Designation will significantly enhance the Rese ve Bank's powers, including
crisis management powers under Part 4 of the FMI Act. These additional powers are
crucial for the Reserve Bank to be able to fulfil the s atutory purposes of the FMI Act
and at a higher level to be in the best position to p ote t and promote the stability of
New Zealand’s financial system. Designation will a so better align New Zealand’s legal
framework with the Financial Stability Board’'s Key Afttributes of Effective Resolution
Regimes for Financial Institutions, particular y Key Attribute 3 on resolution powers and
Key Attribute 11 on recovery and resolution planning as they pertain to FMIs and the
need to maintain continuity of critical FMI funct ons in resolution.

Approaching the designation decision from the above perspective leads to the clear
conclusion that the Reserve Bank sh uld, and indeed has a normative responsibility to,
recommend HVCS designation under the FMI Act.

Yours sincerely,
s 9(2)(a)



Overview on Reserve Bank consultations recording matters raised by Payments NZ in response

Consultation

Payments NZ Response

Strengthening Statutory Payments
Oversight Powers (2013)

- strengthening of statutory powers may be warranted but needs to be limited to material concerns or crisis
management. Needs to be on the basis of clear articulation of st tutory provisions (grounds, purposes,
scope). Replication of other regimes that are in place (such a for banks, insurers) not appropriate ;

- no need for haste. Sufficient time should be taken for g tting the policy and implementation right;

- importance of market-led initiatives, as opposed to Gover ent led mandates. Making use of what is
already in place, reducing the need for extensive regulation;

- consultation lacking in many key details maki g it difficult to respond. Not a meaningful consultation in the
circumstances;

- favouring the “recognition” appr ach in he consultation (covering the full payments landscape) and the
identification of all the entities invo v d (and amenable to the direct jurisdiction of the Reserve Bank);

- further clarity needed on the proposed role of Payments NZ and its responsibilities;

- Reserve Bank should be able o rely on Payments NZ to deliver a sound and efficient payments system at a
product level and to keep pace with innovation;

- different intervention ry powers needed for crisis resolution;

- emphasising the existing collabor tive relationship with the Reserve Bank. Emphasising the real progress
that has been made a ready by Payments NZ;

- raising the lack of larity on systemic importance, in particular, on the criteria being applied to different
clearing systems (re il v high value).

Oversight of Designated Financial
Market Infrastructures (2015)

- notan ffective approach to designate a rules body as an operator of an FMI. Instead, should have a
recognitio approach that:
a) identifies all operators, infrastructure providers and standards bodies relevant in a system (through the
eeping of a register),
b) targets crisis management,
c) uses the existing approach to setting policy for FMls,
d) formalises the current no-objections approach to rule changes;
- oversight of core infrastructure providers should not be done by contractual arrangements but directly;
- regulation needs to be “right sized” for NZ market (self-regulation works well here);
- more information needed on the criteria for designating the different clearing systems.




Crisis Management Powers for
Systemically Important Financial Market
Infrastructures (2016)

BCP (Business Continuity Planning) should not be part of crisis managemen but should be BAU;

dealing with critical service providers through the FMI operator will not be effective with no control able to
be exercised over switches and card schemes;

preference (again) for a recognition or registration regime which would enab e Reserve Bank to monitor the
whole payments system and to use crisis management as appropria e;

supporting a separate crisis management framework but tailored in scope (when Payments NZ is not an
operator in the usual sense);

pushing back on being heavily influenced by the anks pointin to the role and input of independent
directors);

offering a workshop with stakeholders including NZX, ASX, LCH, CLS.

Financial Market Infrastructures Bill:
Exposure Draft (2019)

suggesting “the desirability of indust y led sol tions” as an additional principle in the law;

pointing out the unusual definition of op rator in the law (at variance with the PFMI and the definition in
the Reserve Bank’s own legislation) C eating difficulties with the implementation of the law including the
proposed standards;

guestioning the value of designating the rules, having regard to the rationale for Part 5C designation and
what is done overseas;

guestioning the proposed approval process for changing the rules. Pointing out its limitations in the
circumstances of Payments NZ.

Financial Market Infrastructures Bill:
Submission to Finance and Expenditure
Select Committee

proposed designation regime not appropriate for pure payment systems:

a) diverts fr m what should be the key focus (security and efficiency, and management of a crisis),

b) form | approval process for rule changes not appropriate,

c) do snotre ognise the difficulties when the operator is (merely) maintaining or administering rules,

d) more appropriate to have a recognition regime with the ability to exercise direct powers (rather than
w rking through the FMI which is problematic);

expl ining the governance arrangements of Payments NZ and their positive aspects;

identifying all the infrastructure that sits outside the control of Payments NZ (switches, card schemes,

gateway providers);

the issues associated with the proposed requirements for rule changes;

settlement taking place through ESAS, with settlement finality being assured through the designation of

ESAS;

NZ’s proposed approach being out of step with other jurisdictions;




suggesting “the ability or capability of an operator to carry out or comply w th an action required by a
regulator” being included as a principle in the law;
pointing out the unusual (artificial) definition of operator, also at odds with Australia and UK.

A Framework for Identifying
Systemically Important Financial Market
Infrastructures, Developing Standards
for Designated Financial Market
Infrastructures (2021)

supporting use of the PFMI but drawing attention to the approach  Australia. And noting the
misalignment between the PFMI and the FMI Act;

noting the differences between ESAS rules (which don’t change a gr at deal) and Payments NZ rules which
change frequently (the payments ecosystem is fa t cha ging and dynamic);

broadly supporting the Pillar approach but expressing reservations about some of the new Pillar lll matters
(e.g. on contingency plans, on cyber);

expressing doubts about the implementation tim table, in particular, given the need to identify rules for
the purposes of the designation notice;

noting that there may not needt be an mmediate substitute when all parties agree to continue to use the
rules if a new organisation or meth d is found;

standards will not always be applicabl when Payments NZ is a rules body only and does not own or
operate infrastructure;

noting that Payments NZ has undertaken an assessment against the PFMI and offering to meet and discuss;
pointing out the diffi ulties in u ing contractual arrangements between the FMI and the critical service
provider. Better for any equirem nts to be imposed directly by the Reserve Bank;

a preference for a self asse smen per the existing approach.

Financial Market Infrastructures
Standards: Exposure Draft (2022)

the need for a formal arve out process or mechanism when matters in the FMI Standards do not have
applicati n;

noting previous tatements by the Reserve Bank that it will not require operators to do something that they
cannot do And that they will work with rule making bodies to ensure standards are appropriate;

setting out the proposed FMI Standards that will not apply and the ones that will only have partial
application;

submitting a table listing the individual requirements under the proposed FMI Standards and the response
of Payments NZ against each of the requirements (using the rating classifications of the international
methodology). We said that this would be a key document in terms of recording our understanding of our
state of compliance across the Company’s activities;

that we do not have critical service providers. While HVCS (and SBI) work through ESAS and SWIFT,
Payments NZ does not operate these systems and does not have arrangements with them;




that we already have a strong alignment with the Pillar Il matters (elaborati g on this) but having issues
with some of the new Pillar Ill matters;

again emphasising that the critical infrastructure such as ESAS, SWIFT the witches and the schemes are
part of the wider payments ecosystem, falling outside our jurisdiction. That there is no ability to extend our
reach beyond our participants;

again mentioning designation of the rules and the considerable work hat will need to be done on this.
Wanting to see definitive guidance on the approach of the R ser e Bank (as yet not available). Drawing
attention to an earlier Cabinet Paper which contemplated esignated rules being limited to material
aspects of an FMI’s functions. This being accompani d by a statement that regulators would not be getting
involved in aspects of the rules that should be | ft to private contractual arrangements.

Engagement on determining the
systemic importance of HVCS including
provision of information under section
14 of the FMI Act (2022 to 2024)

that HVCS operates using a decentra ised mod | and participants connect directly with the Reserve Bank’s
ESAS system via SWIFT. That all p rties who make high value payments in New Zealand are members of the
AVP CUG (owned by the Reserve B nk). But are not all participants in HVCS or party to the rules of
Payments NZ;

designation of HVCS will not apture the complete high value ecosystem undermining the effectiveness of
the initiative;
that Payments NZis rules bod only and does not own or operate payments infrastructure (it does not
process, clear or settle t ansactions);

our rules require settl ment to be effected through ESAS operated by the Reserve Bank, providing legal
certainty that tr nsactions cannot be unwound;
our practice of seeking confirmation from the Reserve Bank that it has no objection to rule changes;
tha the e are o formal tiered arrangements between participants who settle on a principal to principal
basis ( key req irement under the rules);
the difficulties in determining “indirect participants” for the purposes of the section 14 notice;

hatt ere is no settlement risk, all payments being “push payments”;
on substitutability, the potential for participants to agree in advance to continue to comply with the rules,
and to the novation of the management of the rules to a new entity (nominated by the Reserve Bank);
our view that designation would not support the purposes of the FMI Act which can more readily be
achieved through existing regulation.
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Executive summary

Payments NZ Limited (Payments NZ) has worked closely with the Reserve Bank of New Zealand
Te Phtea Matua (“the Reserve Bank”) since it was established in 2010. We have found our
relationship with the Reserve Bank to be collaborative and constructive, and we believe that the
Reserve Bank already has appropriate oversight of the High Value Clearing System (HVCS),
including information gathering powers.

The Reserve Bank has proposed that HVCS be designated under the Financial Market
Infrastructures Act 2021 (FMI Act), with Payments NZ being the specified operator of the FMI
(which is HVCS). HVCS is classified as a pure payment system under the FMI Act and fall under
the sole regulation of the Reserve Bank (by virtue of section 10(1) of the FMI Act).

We do not support the Reserve Bank’s proposal to recommend the designation of th HVCS
under the FMI Act.

In essence, it is our submission that:

e the Reserve Bank does not have a proper legal basis under the FMI Act to designate the
HVCS; and
e even if it has such authority, there are no sound policy reasons o designate the system.

We do not believe that HVCS is an FMI as defined in the FMI Act because it is not a multilateral
system for the clearing, settling, or recording of paym nts. HVCS is, in effect, a contractual
arrangement which sets out how participants clear and s ttle payments between themselves on
a bilateral basis. The HVCS rules specify the use of SWIFT infrastructure to transmit payment
instructions (through the AVP' Closed User Group administered by the Reserve Bank) and
require settlement to take place in the Reserve Bank's Exchange Settlement Account System
(ESAS).

It is important to note that Payments NZ does not own or operate payments infrastructure, and
that designation will not assist the Rese e Bank if there is an operational failure (like the SWIFT
outage on Anzac Day in 2012) ra inancial failure of a key payments infrastructure provider, like
SWIFT.

We are firmly of the iew hat designating HVCS will not meaningfully assist the Reserve Bank to
achieve the objec ives of the FMI Act (as set out in section 3(1)), but will generate significant work
and cost for Payments NZ. In respect of HVCS, our role is maintaining rules which promote a
safe, open inte operable, innovative and efficient system. It is unclear how designating the HVCS
rules would further promote confident, informed, fair, efficient and transparent financial
markets, g ven that:

e there are entities involved in making high value payments who are not participants in
HVCS or party to the rules of Payments NZ;
there is no settlement risk in HVCS;

e all participants in HVCS are separately regulated (most of them on a prudential basis).

T Assured Value Payment.



We also note that designation will not, as asserted by the Reserve Bank, provide stronger legal
protection for our rules. Finality of settlement is assured through the requirement for HVCS
participants to use ESAS, which is already designated under the FMI Act.

In relation to the Reserve Bank’s concerns about reducing the damage that could arise from a
failure of an FMI, we note that we do not operate any infrastructure. Furthermore, we do not
believe there is significant impediment to another organisation assuming the function of
operating and managing the rules should Payments NZ be unable to perform its functions.

The Reserve Bank has always been consulted on all material changes to our rules and, as the
Reserve Bank is aware, we ensure that our rules comply with relevant international principles for
FMIs (reflected in the FMI standards). In light of the existing practice and the close oversight tha
has been exercised by the Reserve Bank, we do not see that designation is necessary. In fact, he
likely delays and the cost involved in requiring approval for any changes to the HVCS rules (as is
proposed) will make the system less efficient and increase risk, particularly when there  a need
for urgency or where deadlines have to be met.

We also note that our peer jurisdictions (such as Australia and the U ited Kingdom) operate
much simpler regimes that do not designate rules as is being proposed in Aotearoa New
Zealand.

For the reasons above and more fully developed in the body of th s submission, HVCS cannot
and should not be designated under the FMI Act. The existi g combination of the Reserve Bank’s
oversight powers, the designated status of ESAS and P ments NZ's governance role provide all
the necessary legal certainty and operational resilience th tis needed.

We do not believe that the grounds outlined by the Reserve Bank in support of its proposal to
designate HVCS are compelling. Aswe u derst nd the consultation, the Reserve Bank's rationale
for proposing designation is based on the following:

e designation would allow th Re erve Bank to regulate and supervise HVCS and would
help the Reserve Bank to ensure that HVCS is operating in a way that:
o promot s asound and efficient system;
o reducesth damag that could arise from a failure of HVCS or some other
financ al system distress; and
o promotes onfident, informed, fair, efficient and transparent financial markets;

e designat on wou d allow the Reserve Bank to review how HVCS complies with the FMI Act
and Ml sta da ds and give the Reserve Bank power to require changes to ensure
complian e;

e designation will provide stronger legal protection for the rules.

We have set out our views in response to the Reserve Bank's proposals in more detail below. We
think it is important to set these out reasonably fully given the stage we are now at, which
hopefully will help to inform the Minister if called on to make a decision under section 20 of the
FMI Act to declare the HVCS as a designated FMI.

This submission reinforces what we have said previously as well as responding to our concerns
in relation to the grounds outlined in the consultation document in support of the designation
proposal. This consultation represents the latest of many consultations on the regulation of
FMIs undertaken by the Reserve Bank. These started over a decade ago and have continued
down to the present time. We attach a table setting out our responses to those consultations.



The High Value Clearing System

The Reserve Bank has provided a helpful overview of HVCS, and described it as:

“a set of rules, standards and procedures that allow participants to confirm information about
high value payments. For example, the HVCS sets out what payment information must be sent
between payer and payee. It also sets out the timeframes for completing the transactions.

The HVCS rules are multilateral, this means that they apply to all system participants”.

On this basis, the Reserve Bank has concluded that HVCS meets the definitions of clearing and of
an FMI under section 5 of the FMI Act.

We do not support this conclusion. While the rules for HVCS are multilateral, HVCS its Ifisno a
multilateral system. Clearing and settlement occurs on a bilateral basis between p rticipants
The HVCS rules and procedures are not a “system” in a functional or operationa sense They
are, in effect, a contractual framework between participants, and we do not think they should be
conflated with payments infrastructure (which, in the case of HVCS is ESAS and SWIFT). Very
simply, Payments NZ does not clear or settle transactions.

ESAS is operated and managed by the Reserve Bank and, together w th SWIFT, forms the
settlement and messaging backbone of the high value ecosystem in Ao earoa. SWIFT (which has
the operational relationship with the Reserve Bank) facilitates the ecure transmission of
payment instructions and ESAS performs the real time sett nt of these instructions.
Payments NZ simply operates as the manager of a cont act that governs the relationship
between each participant in the HVCS without any clearing function or capability.

Systemic importance

The Reserve Bank has concluded th t HVCS is systemically important. We have concerns about
this, especially given that there a e financi | institutions involved in making high value payments
who are not participant in HVCS or party to the rules of Payments NZ. These include the Debt
Management Office, the Local Gove nment Funding Agency, CLS Bank, and indeed the Reserve
Bank itself. Additiona ly if the Reserve Bank sees the HVCS as being systemically important, it is
hard to understand why it does not participate itself in the arrangements (which the Reserve
Bank of Australia does in respect of the HVCS in Australia).

Itis importantt note that we do not have the ability to exercise any control over institutions
that are not party to our rules. However, they do all belong to the Reserve Bank’s AVP Closed
User Group w ich is administered by the Reserve Bank and which operates via the SWIFT
messaging ystem AVP Closed User Group, where control can be exercised.

We also note that:

much of the systemically important payments infrastructure in Aotearoa is provided by
large global organisations (like SWIFT) that Payments NZ has little, if any, practical
influence over (because Payments NZ has no commercial agreements, or formal
relationships, with these organisations);

e thereis no settlement risk in HVCS; and

e many of the FMI Standards which designated FMIs must comply with simply do not apply
to Payments NZ.



There is mention in the proposal of contagion risk without further elaboration. It should be
noted that HVCS only facilitates “push” payments. A transaction can only occur if the paying
institution has funds available in its ESAS account. If contagion were to arise, it would likely
reflect a participant's financial difficulties and not anything inherent in HVCS - this would be an
issue of wider systemic supervision or interest, not a feature or product of our rules, and it is the
Reserve Bank which prudentially regulates the five largest HVCS participants.

Finally, we do not believe there is significant impediment to another organisation assuming the
function of operating and managing the rules should Payments NZ be unable to perform its
functions. Each of the participants of Payments NZ could quite readily agree that they will
continue to comply with the rules in such an eventuality and to the novation of the management
of the rules to a new entity (this could be with the approval of the Reserve Bank). On this b sis,
we do not envisage the need for HVCS transactions to be cleared using an alternati e
arrangement (as suggested by the Reserve Bank).

Stated benefits of designation

Ability to regulate HVCS

One of the key grounds put forward by the Reserve Bank in support of designation is that the
Reserve Bank does not currently regulate HVCS and that HVCS would be required to comply with
the FMI Act and the FMI Standards.

We note that the Reserve Bank already has oversight of HVCS, and we think that the Reserve
Bank's view requires further examination in light of the law that existed previously and in light of
the current law. It needs further examination also in the context of the arrangements that have
been in place between the Reserve Bank nd Payments NZ.

In terms of the law, Part 5B of the Reserv Ba k of New Zealand Act 1989 conferred powers to
require the supply of any information or da a from an operator of a payment system, or a
participant in a payment system. An a dit of this information or data could then be required. The
FMI Act itself has powers to r quir information, to obtain reviews, and to require independent
reports in respect of an operator or a participant of an FMI. These powers are exercisable
irrespective of whether designation is in place.

There also needs to be an appreciation of the nature of the relationship between the Reserve
Bank and Paymen s NZ before the arrival of the FMI Act, and the nature of the regulation that
has beeni plac In general terms, Payments NZ was (and still is) a self-governing organisation
that works closely with the Reserve Bank. This started in 2010 when Payments NZ was founded
and continues down to the present time. This has been a collaborative relationship with the

Res rve Ba k, featuring close involvement in our work and activities. There have been regular
meetings between senior people at the Reserve Bank and our Board (also with our independent
directors), and there are regular catch-ups at the executive level (on a quarterly basis and at
many other times). Until 2020, when it advised that it no longer wished to do so, the Reserve
Bank attended our board meetings and management committee meetings as an observer.

This close engagement has provided the Reserve Bank with oversight, and input, into our work.
This has resulted in changes being made by us voluntarily in response to concerns expressed by



the Reserve Bank?. Notably, no rule changes of a material nature have been introduced by
Payments NZ without the Reserve Bank’s knowledge and without us obtaining confirmation that
it has no objection to the proposed amendments.

These arrangements have worked well and ensured an efficient and safe payment system. It has
been a positive and constructive relationship, notwithstanding the absence of formal regulation,
and we do not believe that the formal regulation now being proposed will deliver any material
benefits or will meaningfully assist the Reserve Bank to achieve the purposes of the FMI Act.

In relation to compliance with the FMI Standards, Payments NZ has always sought to comply with
international principles, and we elaborate on this below.

Stronger legal protection for our rules

It is claimed (on page 4) that designating HVCS would provide stronger legal prote ion for ou
rules and then it is stated (on page 12) that this means “payments can be irreve sible once they
have been cleared in the HVCS". We note that finality of settlement is already assured through
the requirement for HVCS participants to use ESAS, which is already designated under the FMI
Act. We note also that payments are not “cleared in the HVCS” - they re in fact c eared in
accordance with the HVCS rules.

It is stated (again on page 4) that this “finality of settlement wou d help promote confidence in
the financial system”. We have canvassed this previously bu we take the opportunity to go over
it again. Our rules deal predominantly with the form of pay t instruments that will be
accepted, and the file formats and processes for the ex hanging of files, i.e. operational matters.
When Payments NZ was established, we considered wheth r our rules should be designated
under Part 5C of the Reserve Bank of New Zealand Act 1989, but decided it was not necessary.
This was because our rules require transactions to be effected through ESAS, which gives legal
certainty that the high value transactions are settled without the risk of being unwound.

Settlement finality was also assured by virtue of the designation of ESAS under Part 5C, in
particular, section 156R which st ted hat settlements must not be reversed if effected in
accordance with the rules of the d signated settlement system. This same settlement finality is
carried over into the FMI Act by vi t e of Subpart 5 of Part 3, so our position on this remains the
same.

In the circumstan es, we do ot consider the argument for requiring designation under the FMI
Act for finality reasons has any merit.

Other stated benefits
The Rese ve ank also asserts that designation of HVCS would mean that:

e HVCS participants (all of whom are supervised entities) must notify Payments NZ if they
become insolvent - we note that our rules already require participants to notify material
information to the Company (including any financial issues) and we have processes to
respond to this;

e HVCS would be required to operate in a manner consistent with the requirements in the

2 For example, the introduction of a comprehensive industry management plan to deal with operational
problems, the introduction of CECS authorisation and settlement rules, and rules relating to default
(including facilitating the implementation of the Reserve Bank’s ‘open bank resolution’ policy).



FMI Act which supports promoting fair, efficient and transparent financial markets - we
note that Payments NZ's own objectives (outlined in its constitution) already require it to
promote interoperable, innovative, safe, open and efficient payment systems;

e the Reserve Bank could supervise Payments NZ's compliance with the FMI Standards -
we note, as set out below, that we have always sought to comply with relevant FMI
Standards and we have worked closely with the Reserve Bank in relation to this;

e the Reserve Bank could review HVCS access requirements against the FMI Standards -
we note that our access requirements have been developed (and reviewed) with input
from the Reserve Bank. In this regard, the Reserve Bank has confirmed that it had no
objections to our access requirements and that these were consistent with its
expectations that the criteria for participation should be objective, risk-based and
publicly disclosed;

e the Reserve Bank could review the governance of HVCS against the FMI Standa ds - we
note that Payments NZ continues to review its governance arrangeme tst ensure an
open payment system with broad participation and representation and, s part of this,
has engaged closely with the Reserve Bank.

Crisis management

The Reserve Bank is seeking crisis management powe s to enable itt act where there are
reasonable grounds to believe that HVCS is distressed (as defi d in section 5 of the FMI Act) -
for example issuing directions to Payments NZ and instructing participants to comply with the
HVCS rules. We do not believe that designation under the FMI Act is required for this - and, as
noted previously, participants could agree in advance that they will continue to comply with the
rules if Payments NZ is in distress (and w uld ha e significant incentives to do so).

Rules of HVCS

A designation notice under sectio 29 of the FMI Act must specify the documents that set out
the FMI rules. In this regard, we b eve it is worthwhile to record some of the earlier history
around this and what has be n said about the potential designation of an FMI's rules. The paper
that was put to Cabinet in 2017 (when the oversight regime was being proposed) stated that
these documents would be “limited to material aspects of the designated FMI's functions”. This was
accompanie by a tatement that the joint regulators would not get involved in aspects of the
rules that should be left to private contractual arrangements.

The Reserve Bank itself has said that the standards should not require operators to do
something they cannot do (when talking about the tailoring applicable to FMIs where the

opera or controls the rules of the FMI but not the underlying infrastructure). It has also said that
it will work with rule-making bodies to ensure any standards applying to such entities are
appropriate. This is the gist of what was conveyed arising from the consultation on the FMI
Standards.

Importantly, however, FMI Standard 1 states that the operator “must ensure that the FMI has rules
and contracts that are legally enforceable in respect of all material aspects of the FMI's activities in all



relevant jurisdictions.” The emphasis is added but this does clearly envisage materiality as a key
factor in determining the rules that are in contemplation for these purposes. The theme of
materiality is evident throughout the standard and in the accompanying guidance (as it is in the
PFMI).

In light of these matters, we are surprised that the Reserve Bank is now adopting a blanket
approach to the rules that are to be identified in the designation notice. We ourselves have
endeavoured to drill down and identify the individual rules within each Part of our rule book
which we believe are material, rather than just identifying the whole Part. This is set out in Anne
B to the consultation paper where the two approaches are laid out. We have always equated
materiality with rules that are systemic in nature (as being within scope) and distinguishing these
from those that are operational or related to process (as being out of scope and not justifyi g
interest at the regulatory level).

We do not understand the rationale that has been advanced in support of the use of the blanket
approach - namely, that it will reduce any future complications arising from amen ments to the
rules - when our experience is that it will have the opposite effect.

The identification of the rules for the purposes of the designation notice is extremely important
because they will become subject to the approval requirements n Subpart 3 of Part 3 of the FMI
Act. As such, any rule change will need to be approved by he Reserve Bank pursuantto a
reasonably prescriptive process. This is governed by section 39 of the FMI Act, and involves:

- an application by the FMI with a copy of the propo d rule change, a description of the
change and the reasons for it, and the time it should ome into effect,

- (where approved) a notice of approval which must be sent to the FMI stating prescribed
matters,

- publication of the notice of appro al on the Inte net site of the Reserve Bank (this
requirement arising under sect on 6 of the FMI Act).

We have never been in favour of a form | approval process such as this, because of cost and
efficiency considerations. For he record, the same 2017 Cabinet Paper made reference to the
availability of a disall wanc process* which would operate for the purposes of amendments
and which was stipulated and sed under Part 5C of the Reserve Bank of New Zealand Act 1989
in respect of designated settlement systems. This disallowance process was altered to a formal
rules approval pr cess ( s we have now) in the Select Committee process. We also note that
there is no pro ision for a graduated response in relation to rule changes (e.g. a simpler process
for minor amendments vs a significant change) or provision for urgent rule changes when
required

As noted earlier, we have always sought confirmation from the Reserve Bank that it has “no-
objection” to material rule changes (effectively a disallowance process). This has been beneficial
in erms of efficiency and works well in the fast changing and dynamic payments environment
(and when urgent changes to our rules are required). There is a need for the rules to keep pace
with the market and, because of this, our rules change significantly and frequently.

3 We think the important matters here are governance, access, risk management, settlement finality,
contingency measures, participant default.
4 Following what was stated to be the preferred option in the 2017 regulatory impact statement.



There needs to be certainty as to when a rule is to come into effect, in particular, so that the
necessary operational processes can be implemented by participants in good time. This will be
much more difficult to manage when the approval process (and the coming into force of rules) is
out of our hands, particularly as the Reserve Bank builds up the necessary (highly technical)
expertise that will be required to give formal approvals. We note that we are up to version 67 of
our rules since Payments NZ was established in 2010.

We contrast this with the FMIs that have already been designated under the FMI Act, namely:

- ESAS, which is operated by the Reserve Bank (classified as a pure payment system which is
solely concerned with the transfer of funds),

- NZClear settlement system which is operated by the Reserve Bank (classified as a entral
securities depository and a securities settlement system),

- CLS System which is operated by CLS Bank Limited in New York (classified as a pur
payment system and an “overseas-equivalent FMI"),

- NZCDC settlement system which is operated by New Zealand Cl aring L mited (classified as
a central counterparty),

- ASXCF settlement system which is operated by ASX Clear (F tures) Pty Limited (classified as a
central counterparty and an “overseas-equivalent FMI)

Each of them is the owner or operator of payments nfrast  ture (unlike Payments NZ) but our
observation here relates to their rules, in particular tha they are reasonably static and do not
change a great deal.®

We are surprised at the Reserve Bank’s high-leve findings on aspects of the HVCS rules when
measured against the Guidance Note - D signat ons (on page 15), in particular relating to Parts 5
and 12 of our rules. We have engaged close y with the Reserve Bank on these matters over
many years and responded to any oncerns raised by the Reserve Bank. We continue to review
these rules to ensure that they are ef ective.

In respect of Part 12, we hav recently completed a comprehensive review of how we would
respond to a participant default. We have engaged closely with the Reserve Bank throughout,
sought feedback and reflected this in the proposed amendments.

Our Part 5 rules, which are focussed on ensuring that our participants comply with the rules,
were welcomed by the Reserve Bank in 2018 who noted that the amendments improved the
level of observa ce in relation to the monitoring of on-going compliance with participation

requirements, as contemplated by the Principles for financial market infrastructures (PFMI).6

FMI Standards

Th FMI Standards came into force on 1 March 2024 (save for FMI Standard 23A which came into
force on 1 March 2025). They largely replicate the PFMI and the related guidance, but they do
change the nature of the obligations from “should” (as used in the PFMI) to “must” (as used in the
FMI Standards). Additional standards also have been introduced, on the basis that they are said
by the Reserve Bank to be needed in the circumstances of Aotearoa.

5 Although subject to periodic reviews from time to time as seen recently in relation to ESAS.
8 Published in April 2012 by the Bank for International Settlements and IOSCO.



To say that Payments NZ “chooses to apply some international best practice principles” (as on
page 4) is not, we consider, a fair characterisation and understates the efforts that we have
always made to ensure our rules are compliant with relevant international expectations.

We have previously pointed out that many of the FMI Standards are not relevant to an entity
which is not an “operator” in the usual sense. However, Payments NZ has been captured by the
definition of operator in section 5 of the FMI Act which we have said before is an artificial
definition (by the inclusion of the second limb of paragraph (a))’. Payments NZ is purely a rules
body and does not own or operate any payments infrastructure. Its situation is to be contrasted
to the other key types of FMIs (central securities depositories, securities settlement systems nd
central counterparties). These perform critical roles in the markets they serve and there is an
assumption of their systemic importance because they actually own or operate the
infrastructure used to clear and settle transactions.

The Reserve Bank has indicated FMI Standards 4 (Credit Risk), 5 (Collateral), 6 (Margin) nd 7
(Liquidity Risk) are not relevant to the operation of the HVCS. We also note that on 12 September
2025 the Reserve Bank published information about the requirements that designated financial
market infrastructures must meet in Aotearoa. In relation to a payment sy tem it appears that
FMI standards 10 (Physical Deliveries), 11 (Central Securities Depositories) and 14 (Segregation
and Portability) will also not apply. We consider that the following will not apply to us as well, as
we do not own or operate any infrastructure and we are no invo ved in clearing and settling of
transactions:

- FMI Standard 12 (Exchange of Value Settlement Sys ems),

- FMI Standard 16 (Custody and Investment R sks),

- FMI Standard 17B (Critical Service P oviders),

- FMI Standard 17C (Cyber Resilience)

- FMI Standard 19 (Tiered Participation Arrangements),

- FMI Standard 20 (FMI Links).

We consider also that the following will only have partial application:
- FMI Standard (Money Settl ments),

- FMI Standard (Gene al Business Risk).

There is a suggestion on page 16 of the consultation paper of the need for a gap analysis against
the FMI Act and against the applicable FMI Standards. This is elaborated on further on page 17
where it is st ted that the following steps are conditional on the Minister's decision to designate
the HVCS:

that Payments NZ will need to identify any compliance gaps against the FMI Act and the FMI
Standards (and 8 weeks appears to have been allowed for this),

- we would then have to seek agreement with the Reserve Bank on the steps to resolve any
identified compliance gaps.

7 The definition of an operator is a person providing or managing services (the usual meaning) but it also
extends to a person maintaining or administering the FMI’s rules (the artificial limb of the definition which
brings in Payments NZ).
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We want to draw attention to the work that we have done already on measuring ourselves
against the PFMI/FMI Standards. All significant rule changes have been subject to external legal
advice to ensure that they are valid, binding and enforceable. This has also extended to seeking
confirmation that the changes being proposed are consistent with the PFMI, and more recently
the FMI Standards. We have also completed a detailed analysis of our state of observance with
these requirements. This has been provided to the Reserve Bank on several occasions but we
are yet to receive feedback on it. In the circumstances, we doubt whether we would need to
complete another gap analysis, but we remain happy to discuss what has been done already, in
case there are any outstanding issues to resolve.

One of our constitutional objectives is to promote interoperable, innovative, safe, open and
efficient payment systems (mirroring the safety and efficiency objectives of the PFMI).

Cost-benefit analysis

There was a regulatory impact statement in 2017 when the oversight frame ork was being
proposed. There was also one in 2023 for the purposes of the FMI Standards However, we do
not yet have a clear understanding of the costs and benefits (as contempla ed by the Reserve
Bank) in the current context when a payments system such as our is being proposed for
designation. We do not believe this is apparent at all in the desi nat on proposal itself® or in the
earlier regulatory impact statements. The 2017 statement s emed to cover the full range of FMIs
and not single out or pay special attention to Payments NZ as a rules body versus the entities
with a real involvement in payments infrastructure). It so seemed to revolve around the
inadequacies of the regulatory arrangements then in plac in particular by virtue of Parts 5B and
5C of the Reserve Bank of New Zealand Act 1989, and justifying the case for the strengthening of
regulation (following the IMF's Financial Sect r Assessment Program completed in May 2017).

The FMI Act brings a payments system under the same extensive regime (which we do not
consider is appropriate) as the othe orthodox FMIs (a central securities depository, a securities
settlement system, a central counte party, nd a trade depository). This is in contrast to
Australia® where there is a distinc difference in the nature of the regulation between payment
systems and that applying to th other FMIs. In this regard, the former has a much simpler
regulatory model compared o the latter which is far more comprehensive and involved. This
becomes more stark in the case of Aotearoa when Payments NZ is merely a rules body with no
central infrastruc ure that clears or settles payments (this being done through ESAS).

Designation of HVCS will introduce cost and delay without delivering any tangible benefits
(particular y given the broad-brush approach which has been taken by the Reserve Bank in
identifying the ru es for the purpose of designation). We do not believe there is a compelling
cas forth regulation as proposed, if this is to be based on proper cost-benefit analysis which
shou d always underpin new regulation.

8 The extent of analysis appears to be as follows: “To avoid unnecessary compliance costs, we have
reviewed and categorised the rules applicable to the HVCS from the Payments NZ Rules to circumvent a
re-write of the HVCS rules in a separate document if designated. We have also considered the FMI’s
ability to comply with regulatory requirements if designated and we consider this ability exists.” (on page
14).

®The Reserve Bank of Australia exercises its regulatory powers sparingly with a presumption in favour of
self-regulation. Itimposes regulation only where it is in the public interest and where industry is unwilling
to act. Because of this, the scope of its regulation is quite narrow.
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Concluding remarks

Payments NZ is committed to doing what is right for the payments industry in Aotearoa. This
includes working collaboratively and constructively with the Reserve Bank. This has been the
case since we were established and we wish to see this continue. Payment systems are complex
and technical, and there is considerable benefit in the Reserve Bank being able to utilise and rely
on the expertise that we can provide which is not readily available elsewhere. However, this
relationship needs to be efficient and effective to deliver the right outcomes.

Given the stage we are at in the designation process, we are setting out matters reasonably fully
and firmly in this submission. In summary, we think the law is best kept for owners and
operators of payments infrastructure, and as it is being used for the clearing and settl ment
systems currently designated under the FMI Act. This should be the predominant fo us of th

law - addressing how a regulator can prevent harm from operational and finan ial failu e
affecting infrastructure itself. Designating a rules body, such as us, will not a hieve anything
meaningful but will simply add cost and complexity. This, in turn, will cre te inefficiency and
negatively impact the safety of the system.

Nga mihi,

gﬁ ;/:_ ;;-"'-‘— | S —
¥

Steve Wiggins

Chief Executive
Payments NZ Limited
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Responses to questions raised by the Reserve Bank

1. Is the HVCS an FMI and pure payment system as per the definition in the Act?

We do not believe that the HVCS qualifies as an FMI under the FMI Act, particularly given its lack
of operational infrastructure. We don't consider it is a “multilateral system”, but a set of rules
governing bilateral payment instructions. Moreover, no clearing or settlement occurs within the
HVCS itself — clearing happens directly between banks using the SWIFT AVP CUG, and
settlement is completed in ESAS. The HVCS does not meet the plain words of the statutory
definition of an FMI or a pure payment system.

2. Is the HVCS a systemically important FMI in New Zealand as per the definition in t e Act?

As noted in our previous submission to the Reserve Bank, we do not agree th t HVCS is
systemically important. HVCS is a rule set - it does not involve any infras ructure and many of
the FMI Standards which designated FMIs must comply with simply do not apply to Payments NZ
(or HVCS). Furthermore, HVCS does not capture the full sector of high va ue institutions that are
participating in the market as members of the AVP CUG, there i no set lement risk in HVCS, and
all participants in HVCS are separately regulated.

3. Would designating the HVCS promote the maintenanc of a sound and efficient financial
system by allowing us to enforce requirements in the Act and FMI Standards?

i. For example, would designating the HVCS promote clear and transparent governance
that promotes the interests of its stakeholders by allowing us to review the HVCS
governance and ensure it meets the requirements under FMI Standard 2: Governance?

ii. For example, would designa ing he HVCS promote fair and open access to the system
by allowing us to review its access policy and require that it complies with FMI Standard
18: Access and participation requ rements?

No. We consider the governan e arrangements already meet the expectations of FMI Standard 2,
in particular noting the role f our independent directors and the requirement for all directors to
act in what they believe to be in the best interests of the Company. On access and participation,
it needs to be u derstood that our rules have been developed and reviewed in detail by the
Reserve Bank ove he past 15 years. The suggestion that designation is necessary to enforce
these pri cip es ignores established practice and the close oversight that has been exercised by
the Reserve Bank. In fact, the likely delays and the cost involved in changing the HVCS rules (as is
proposed) will make the system less efficient, and increase risk.

4. Would designating the HVCS provide further certainty and confidence to participate in the
system?

No. Legal protection and certainty already exists due to the requirement that all HVCS payments
settle through ESAS. This provides finality and it is further assured by the designation of ESAS
under the FMI Act bringing in the application of Subpart 5 of Part 3, i.e. the irreversibility of
transactions.
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5. Would designating the HVCS help us avoid significant damage to the financial system by
using our crisis management powers in the event of a failure or disruption of Payments NZ or
the HVCS?

No. Payments NZ does not operate any infrastructure - it manages the rules, which are a
multilateral contract that all participants have signed up to.

If Payments NZ were to fail or be disrupted, the rules would still exist and participants could
agree that they would continue to comply with the rules (and clear and settle with each other n
a bilateral basis as they do as participants in HVCS). It is more efficient to have a party such as
ourselves managing rule changes and running the supervisory management committees, but t
is not essential. The systemic infrastructure (ESAS and SWIFT AVP CUG) is what actua ly matters.

By way of explanation: the infrastructure that makes up the high value payment system includes
ESAS, SWIFT and our Participant organisations. If there is a failure/outag at:

e ESAS - the Reserve Bank has designated powers under the FMI Act o r the RBNZ as the
operator.

e SWIFT - the Reserve Bank will be relying on the powers i has over the RBNZ as the
operator, who use SWIFT as a network/ mes aging provider - Payments NZ does not
have a contractual relationship with SWIFT as we do not operate SWIFT infrastructure.

e Participant organisations - the Reserve Bank prudentially regulates our high value
Participants, and should they suffer an outage in their payment infrastructure, the RBNZ
already has recovery and resolu ion p wers in place. Payments NZ does not have any
ability to manage or become involv d in payment infrastructure at our Participant
organisations.

In summary, Payments NZ does ot ave the ability to directly manage or control any of this
systemic infrastructure

6. Do you agree with the ules that we have identified as the HVCS Rules for the purposes of
designation?

No. Thisis ¢ n rary o the previous indications given on how they would be dealt with, in
particular, that m teriality would determine eligibility for being specified in the designation
notice More ver it appears to be contrary to what is contemplated by FMI Standard 1.

Do you have any comments on the capabilities and capacity of Payments NZ to comply with
the Act and FMI Standards?

Payments NZ would not have difficulty complying with the FMI Act providing the law is applied
appropriately and commensurate with our circumstances as a rules body - although it will add
unnecessary cost.

We already comply with the FMI Standards as applicable to us. A number of the FMI Standards
do not apply to us or only partially apply.
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8. Do you have any comments on next steps following publication of this proposal?

Yes, we think the proposal needs rethinking and should not be proceeded with.

9. Do you have any other comments or feedback related to the proposal and the reasons for
the proposal?

Yes. These are all contained in the attached submission.
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Introduction

This submission is made by Payments NZ Limited (Payments NZ) in response to the letter dated
23 January 2026 from the Reserve Bank of New Zealand Te Patea Matua (“the Reserve Bank”)
requesting further submissions on its Proposal to recommend the designation of the High Value
Clearing System (HVCS).

The Proposal has been made under the Financial Market Infrastructures Act 2021 (“the FMI Act")
and was published on 4 August 2025. Payments NZ made a submission on the Proposal date 30
September 2025.

The submissions now sought are specifically focused on the following matters:

o identifying all rules applicable to the HVCS to be specified in the designation otice under
section 29(1)(b) of the FMI Act (as set out in Appendix 1 of the Reserve B nk's le er); and
e compliance costs for Payments NZ and its Participants.

We have been asked:

1. whether we agree with the list of rules applicable to the HVCS (as proposed by the
Reserve Bank in Appendix 1 of their letter);

2. whether we wish to re-draft our HVCS rules nto a s parate document for the purposes
of section 29(1)(b);

3. for further submissions on compliance costs, with the Reserve Bank mentioning a
number of matters in Appendix 2 of their letter (said to be a non-exhaustive list) and
some matters raised in the course of discussions that we have had;

4. to respond to more specific questi ns on costs, with the provision of quantifiable or
indicative figures where possible.



Summary of key points

e The Reserve Bank's assessment that designation cannot be limited to material aspects of
the designated FMI means both Payments NZ and the Reserve Bank will have to apply
the same standard to all attributes of the HVCS. This is likely to introduce material costs
and time delays to the efficient governance of the clearing system, by making non-
material operational and process-related rules subject to Reserve Bank approval.

e Having considered the advantages and disadvantages of separating the HVCS rules into a
separate document, we believe it is in the best interests of the clearing system to retain
the current rule structure. The creation of a separate document would create pra tica
challenges in relation to rules management; introduce risk by requiring Parti ipants to
comply with and operate under multiple different rule sets; reduce clari y for Pa ticipants
in understanding their obligations; and potentially force major (and expen ive) process
changes for Participants who have embedded the rules and proc duresi to their
operational processes.

¢ We have made best endeavours to provide information on estimated compliance costs,
based on what we believe is relevant for any determinat on for he purposes of section
13(2)(f) of the FMI Act. Given our role as an o erator of a rules body, versus that of an
operator of payment infrastructure, it is still u clear exactly how the FMI Standards may
be applied to Payments NZ or the HVCS. This has meant our ability to provide accurate
estimates is very challenging.

e Having provided the estimate fo compliance costs, we are concerned about the negative
impact this may have on encouraging new e trants into the HVCS. Payments NZ
operates a cost recovery model which mean all costs of designation will be shared
amongst the Participants of he HVCS. New entrants who are likely to be payment
service providers may see the cost and implications of designation as a barrier to joining
the clearing system.

e We operate a h ghly dynamic and regularly updated set of rules, placing us in a very
different position to most FMI operators with relatively static rule sets. As a result, if
designati n proc eds in the current form the requirement for approval to both material
and non-material changes to the HVCS rules will impose a significant time and resource
bu den on both Payments NZ and the Reserve Bank. It may also increase risk by
intro ucing delay in situations when urgent rules changes are required to protect
Par icipants or the system.

e As arules body, versus an operator of payment infrastructure, it remains unclear how
the FMI standards will be applied to both Payments NZ and the HVCS (and, as outlined in
our earlier submissions, we believe that there are no sound policy reasons to designate
HVCS). It will be important that the unique nature of our designation is reflected in the
proposed gap analysis and that we jointly arrive at outcomes which are in the best
interests of the payments system.



1. Whether we agree with the revised list of rules (at
Appendix 1 of the Reserve Bank letter)

We have always maintained that there should be a delineation between rules that are systemic
in nature (amenable to designation) and rules that are operational or process related (not
amenable to designation). This essentially introduces a threshold of materiality for determining
the scope of the rules that should be identified for the purposes of designation. The Cabinet
Paper made this clear when the FMI regime was being introduced in 2017 (“The documents
specified would be limited to material aspects of the designated FMI's functions."). It is also consistent
with FMI Standard 1, the clear thrust of which is materiality.

We note the Reserve Bank's view that it now considers that the FMI Act does not p ovide it with
discretion to determine which rules should, or should not, be included in he designation notice
on the basis of materiality or importance. Therefore, it is not able to mpl ment an approach that
only includes rules that provide for material aspects of the HVCS's activi ies. We do not support
this broadbrush approach and do believe that it becomes a factor when consideration is given to
the need to avoid unnecessary compliance costs and un  cessary constraints on innovation (for
the purposes of section 13(2)(f)). When all HVCS rule are b ought into the scope of designation
(as proposed), and become subject to approval from he Reserve Bank, additional overhead is
introduced in respect of matters which are not systemic n nature, thereby introducing
unnecessary costs and time delays. We consider this should be a material consideration for
these purposes.

2. Whether we wish to re-draft the HVCS rules into a
separate document for the purposes of section
29(1)(b)

The Reserve Bank has suggested that Payments NZ should consider whether it wishes to re-draft
the rules applicab e to the HVCS into a separate document, which would apply solely to the
HVCS. Itis claimed that t is would:

e all wPayments NZ to fully operate its other systems which are not designated, free from
he r gulatory requirements;
alle iate concerns around compliance costs and efficiencies;

e be straightforward for Payments NZ to publish as a stand-alone HVCS rules document on
its website, whereas it may be more complicated to publish selected subparts of the
current Payments NZ rules;

e be better for public consumption and independent of other Payments NZ system rules.

In response, we note that:

e therules are separated into different Parts which cover access to, participation in, and
governance of each of the three clearing systems;



while there are discrete Parts relating to how Participants exchange and settle payments
in the different clearing systems (including legal certainty in relation to end to end
clearing and settlement of transactions and when debts are created and discharged),
most of the rules apply generically to all Participants, and provide a clear, transparent,
and enforceable legal basis for each material aspect of Payments NZ's activities,
including:

o access to clearing systems;
risk management;
security and operational reliability;
system resilience; and
Participant default.

o O O O

The HVCS Management Committee and the board of Payments NZ have conside ed the Reserve
Bank’s suggestion and undertaken work to understand how the re-structured rule sets could be
managed.

While there may be some advantages in having the rules which are re evan to the HVCS (if itis
designated) in a standalone document, Payments NZ does not believe it would be practical, cost

effective or beneficial to do this.

In particular:

it would be challenging (and time-consuming) t ensure that multiple copies of the same
rules which apply to all Participants (e.g. access requirements, compliance, warranties,
clearing system governance) are maintained and updated at the same time;

it could introduce risk if Participants were required to operate under multiple/ different
rule sets (containing the same obligations) which are amended and updated on a regular
basis;

the rules are, in effect, a mul i atera contract between Payments NZ and its Participants,
and having Participant obl gations (across multiple clearing systems) in one place
ensures clarity and ease of se for Participants;

some of our Pa ticipa ts have chosen to embed the rules and procedures as part of their
operationa processes, and a significant re-structure could involve major (and expensive)
changes to these processes;

other than changes to the rules which relate specifically to individual New Zealand dollar
payments made by HVCS Participants (that cannot be revoked or reversed after

s ttlement), all other changes to the proposed scope of designated rules which are
relevant to the HVCS will flow through to the wider rule set in any event - so there is
limited benefit in removing these from any regulatory requirements.

In terms of publishing designated subparts of the rules on our website, Payments NZ will be able
to manage this more easily than undertaking a complete restructure of the rules and then
maintaining multiple sets of rules which contain the same obligations.

From the perspective of public consumption, we note that the rules have been written for our

Participants and future Participants, and set out rights, powers and obligations relating to the
governance and operation of safe, efficient, open, interoperable and innovative clearing systems.
The rules are predominantly focussed on facilitating the exchange of payments between



financial institutions at an operational level and are necessarily technical in nature. Therefore,
while some of the rules may not be easily understood by readers without some degree of
expertise in clearing and settlement of payments, having a standalone HVCS rule set will not
alleviate this issue.

More generally, we note that the revised list at Appendix 1 excludes a number of rules which are
patently not applicable to HVCS. We have always maintained that, if the rules were designated,
the focus should be only on those rules which relate to material aspects of the HVCS. Merely
excluding rules which have no application does not meet what we have always considered to be
the right approach, and in line with fundamental policy thinking when the law was being
developed.

3. Compliance costs

As a general observation, it is challenging to provide the complianc cost that the Reserve Bank
is seeking, primarily because it is not clear to us whether the requirem nts n the FMI standards
will apply to Payments NZ as the operator or to the HVCS as the FMI.

Payments NZ has always focused on compliance with re ev nt P inciples for financial market
infrastructures (“PFMI") which form the basis of the FMI Standards (as noted in the Reserve
Bank’s letter). In this regard, we have provided the Reser e Bank with a comprehensive table in
support of this. However, we do not yet know how the Reserve Bank views the current state of
our compliance, and what more may be required to meet its actual expectations. As such, we are
very much at a disadvantage and this makes the e timation of costs very challenging. This needs
to be kept in mind for the purposes of this xercise, and our comments are subject to this caveat
(where applicable).

Our submission covers the costs tha we th nk are relevant for any determination for the
purposes of section 13(2)(f) of the FMI Act. However, we wish to reiterate the point we have
made previously, that ther needs o be proper cost-benefit analysis. This is required by Cabinet
Office Circular CO (24) 7 which states that proposed regulation “should address a well-defined
problem and should be carefully analysed to ensure the benefits exceed the costs.” Thus, while the
current initiative s concerned with costs, the regulator also needs to understand the value of
what is being d ne,t ensure there is a sound basis for having it in place and for it exceeding the
costs involved

The specif ¢ matters raised by the Reserve Bank in its letter are covered in the attached table
(sav for the first one which is dealt with below). We have also commented on some other
matters which are relevant to compliance costs, which are set out below. We think that all of the
FMI Standards need to be considered, not just the list outlined in Appendix 2. However, it is
difficult to assess compliance costs in relation to all of the FMI Standards when we do not know
what is going to be required of us (as we have alluded to already). In the circumstances we are
confining our consideration to the matters identified by the Reserve Bank in Appendix 2 of its
letter, where the obligations are somewhat more clear-cut and more meaningful observations
can be made.



Impact of increased compliance costs on Participants

We are concerned about the impact which increased compliance costs will have on our
Participants, in particular smaller Participants and new applicants. The Company has a
constitutional objective to facilitate and encourage new entities to become Participants in the
clearing systems. The board of the Company also has obligations when setting fees, charges and
levies to ensure that, in respect of the HVCS, these are reasonably and prudently required to
meet the anticipated costs and expenses of the clearing system (including a proportionate share
of the general operating and administrative costs and expenses of the Company).

When setting levies, charges and fees the board must be satisfied that these are:

e equitable:
o as between Participants in the HVCS, and
o as between all of the clearing systems; and
e do not undermine fair and open access to the clearing system.

Depending on the level of compliance costs, there is a risk fees and levies could become a
barrier for new entrants joining the HVCS. Conversely, if costs a e absorbed in order to avoid a
barrier to new entrants, funds will need to be diverted f om maj projects, resulting in
unnecessary constraints on innovation.

Need to obtain approval of rule changes

We are a rules body, and manage a large and det iled set of rules on behalf of Participants in
order to operate our three clearing systems.

Under the proposed designation, any change to the HVCS rules would only come into effect if
approved by the Reserve Bank (sect on 38 of the FMI Act). The approval process now in place is a
formal action by the Reserve Bank, and ca ries with it a number of prescriptive requirements
(section 39 of the FMI Act).

Our rules are under re ular review. We are now up to version 69. There is a table at the start of
the rules which summarises the amendments that have been made since we began operating in
2010. Our positio is qui e different to that of the other FMIs which are now designated under
the FMI Act. The rul s of these other FMIs are relatively static and do not change nearly as much
as ours - the payments ecosystem is dynamic with advances in technology that are always at
play. Th re a e also occasions where rule changes need to be brought in with urgency to

acc mmod te the rapidly changing environment.

The Reserve Bank had a much closer involvement in our work previously. Reserve Bank
representatives attended meetings of Management Committees and of our Board as observers,
and hence had an early involvement and understanding of our work and projects. As this no
longer occurs, the Reserve Bank will not be conversant with the background and context of rule
changes until we make an application for approval. There will be a need to then explain what is
being proposed and sufficient time allowed for the Reserve Bank to review and make informed
decisions. This will lengthen the process and may introduce risk in situations where urgent rule
changes are required.



The approval process will be a steady and ongoing process, as demonstrated by the number of
changes to date. It will entail significant time and resource on our part and also on the part of
the Reserve Bank.

Publication of rules

Pursuant to section 36 of the FMI Act, the operator is required to publish a copy of its rules on its
website, including whenever there is a change to the rules.

Our access rules and procedures are already available through our website but additional co ts
will arise if we are required to provide for publication of all HVCS rules. These costs will increa e
if there has to be a republication each time there is a rule change. As noted already, these ¢ ur
quite frequently in our circumstances. In addition to this, we may also be required  publicly
disclose clear descriptions of the system’s design and operations, as well as the FMI'sa d
Participants' rights and obligations. There will be a substantial amount of w rk in meeting this
obligation.

We also note that publication of this information, together with the HVCS rule set, will inevitably
generate external queries which will be time-consuming to respond to. We already receive many
enquiries from the public in relation to things such as automatic payments and direct debits.

Gap analysis

The Reserve Bank will require a gap analysis to be underta en as a result of the Proposal to
recommend the designation of the HVCS. It is sta ed in the Proposal that:

e if the HVCS is designated, Payments NZ will need to identify any compliance gaps against
the FMI Act and the FMI Standards (expected to take 8 weeks);

e Payments NZ would then se k agreement with you on the steps to resolve any identified
compliance gaps.

This will generate a gr at deal of work between the Reserve Bank and the Company and is likely
to involve considerable resource on our part. It will be important from our point of view to
ensure we arrive t outcomes which are in the best interests of the payments system.

Specific matte s on costs

The Res rve ank has asked us to:

i.  p ovide operating expenses for the last financial year with respect to HVCS;

ii. estimate costs of meeting legal and external assurance requirements in FMI Standards
1: Legal basis, 17: Operational risk, 17C: Cyber resilience;

iii.  provide any further information or feedback on compliance costs in respect of the HVCS
rules and FMI Standards if HVCS were to be designated, along with indicative cost
figures if possible (recognising that compliance costs are not always quantifiable in
financial terms);

iv.  provide any other information or feedback on compliance costs if the HVCS were to be
designated, along with any indicative cost figures if possible;



v.  provide any other compliance costs that are not directly associated with Payments NZ as
operator, such as Participant costs or other costs, whether financial or otherwise.

Our operating expenses for the last financial year for the HVCS came to [REDACTED]. Responses
to the remaining requests can be found in the attached table, in the second column. These
invariably are our best estimates. We have endeavoured to provide an estimate of Participant
costs, as requested.

Concluding remarks

It should not be overlooked that proposals on FMI regulation have been underway since 2013
There have been numerous consultations and interactions with the Reserve Bank and this has
been a major workstream for us involving hundreds of hours on the part of staff, our
Management Committees and our board. This current initiative has also generated great deal
of work. We do not think you should lose sight of the time and resource t at has gone into FMI
regulation over a considerable period, apart from what may be involved once the regime is up
and running.

We value the long and constructive relationship that we have had with the Reserve Bank
including its oversight of our work, our governance nd the operation of our clearing systems.
We look forward to this continuing and we would be pl ased to discuss any of the matters that
have been raised by this response.

Nga mihi,

Steve Wiggins

Chief Executive
Payments NZ Lim ted



s 9(2)(a)

From:

Sent: Thursday, 7 August 2025 1:02 pm

To: FMI Consultation mailbox

Cc: Hon Nicola Willis

Subject: Proposal to recommend that HVCS is designated submission

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear FMI
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback to this proposal

I would hope that this change, if it is agreed to by the governmen would not stifle work that
is needing to be done to facilitate new technologies into the banking system

Our banks do seem to be very cautious and not transparent in relation to what they are doing
in this area

The northern hemisphere is powering ahead with facilitating banking that utilises new
technologies such as Blockchain and DeFi These developments have huge advantages over
traditional banking in relation to lower cost, faster speed and environmental impact

We will be severely disadvantaged if we do not keep abreast of opportunies in this area

Accordingly, the RBNZ should be able to demonstrate why they will be able to do this work
better than the current system man ged by Payments NZ

Again, thank you for p oviding the opportunity for this feedback

Regards

s 9(2)(a)
s 9(2)(a)



From: Simon Jensen s 9(2)(a)

Sent: Tuesday, 12 August 2025 7:47 pm

To: Scott McKinnon <Scott.Mckinnon@rbnz.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Letter to Simon Jensen - DTA.docx

IN' CONFIDENCE

Hi Scott,

[Redacted]

There is however something that | did want to raise with you.

| noted you posted a note on Linked in on the HVCS consultation. | have been vac llating on what |
should do but do feel reasonably compelled to point out a couple of fu damental errors in the
consultation given it is a consultation being:

1.

HVCS is not a multi-lateral clearing system. Itis  bila eral learing system in which banks
exchange files with each other through the SWIFT A sured Value Payment — Closed User
Group. SWIFT is just a messaging system and not a clearing system. That has been
accepted by BIS and in the last few days | understand confirmed by the Belgian supervisor
. SWIFT is just infrastructure. There is no cl aring house nor central counterparty involved
in the HVCS. In the fact the CSis  misnomer , copied from Australia. It should just be the
High Value Payment Rules/ System.

The RBNZ has known and accepted for 15 years (originally Steve Anderson) that legal
certainty is provided for HVCS  ecause of the requirement for transactions to be settled
through ESAS (which is designated) or another appropriately designated system. There is
no rule in HVCS that would benefit from s 54 (1) of the FMI Act (ie of the nature set out in s
54 (2))

| know that you h ve not been involved in the paper and no criticism of you is intended — but | do
think that for consultation to be effective that these errors do need to be pointed out and your
linked in post seems the best way to do that. | would pretty much post what | have said above.

| won't do it until Thursday in case you think there is a better way to do it.

Simon Jensen

Commercial Barrister

Phone: s 9(2)(a)





