
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington  
– Telephone 04-916 3300 – Facsimile 04-918 0099 

 

 

 

30 January 2026  

 

 

Tēnā koe  

 

Official Information Act request 

Thank you for your email of 7 November 2025 requesting a copy of the Ministry of 
Social Development’s (the Ministry’s) internal policy, guidance and standard 
operating produces that governs how staff handle Police requests.               

I have considered your request under the Official Information Act 1982 (the Act). 
Please find my decision on your request set out below. 

Please see the attached appendices for the Ministry’s internal policy for handling 
police requests: 

• Appendix One: NZ Police Requests for Information Training Centralised 
Services  

• Appendix Two: Information Sharing CPU Desktop Companion  
• Appendix Three: Requests for Information (RFIs)  
• Appendix Four: NZ Police – Warrants to Arrest Request for Information  
• Appendix Five:  NZ Police RFI – Other Common Requests  
• Appendix Six: Operating protocols for Sharing Information with the Gang 

Harm Insights Centre 
• Appendix Seven: Requests for Information from external agencies 

Please note that the names and contact details of individuals and certain SEEMail 
trigger words have been marked and withheld as ‘out of scope’. 

You will note that the information regarding some individuals is withheld under 
section 9(2)(a) of the Act in order to protect the privacy of natural persons. The 
need to protect the privacy of these individuals outweighs any public interest in 
this information.  

Please see the publicly available link to the document on information sharing 
between the New Zealand Gang Intelligence Centre Agencies which involves the 
Ministry and New Zealand Police here: 
https://www.police.govt.nz/sites/default/files/publications/nz-gang-intelligence-
centre-approved-info-sharing-agreement.pdf.  

I will be publishing this decision letter, with your personal details deleted, on the 
Ministry’s website in due course. 

If you wish to discuss this response with us, please feel free to contact 
OIA Requests@msd.govt.nz. 



If you are not satisfied with my decision on your request, you have the right to 
seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman. Information about how to 
make a complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 0800 802 602. 

Ngā mihi nui 

pp.  

Anna Graham 
General Manager 
Ministerial and Executive Services 
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Introduction 

 

Learning objectives By the end of this learning, you will be able to: 

• Demonstrate an understanding of what a Police Request for 
Information is 

• Demonstrate an understanding of reasons why the NZ Police 
request this information, and why we provide it 

• Show knowledge of how the Police request for information are 
managed by Centralised Services Processing Unit   

Key Messages • At Work and Income everything we do is about people – helping 
New Zealanders to help themselves to be safe, strong and 
independent. 

• The success of the work that you do relies on your ability to 
understand what is required of you and be able to transfer your 
classroom learning into the live environment. 

Overview 

Today, we will be covering the following: 

• Background of NZ Police Requests for Information 

• How the work is managed 

• The Process 

• Demonstrating the Process 

• Live Actions 
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Background 

The New Zealand Police request information from Work and Income about a person to 
enable them to prevent, detect, investigate, prosecute, and punish offences. 

 

Legislation 

Under the Privacy Act 1993 – Section 6 Principle 11 (e) (i) and (iv), the New Zealand Police 
have the right to request information deemed necessary to maintain the law or conduct 
court proceedings. 

The full legislation can be found by copying the link below into your browser: 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0028/latest/DLM297038.html?search=ts act pr
ivacy resel&p=1 

 

Our Role 

Since August 2010 Centralised Services Process Unit has managed this work. 

The NZ Police complete an official email template and request personal information regarding 
people of interest to them and email these requests to us. 

Where there are reasonable grounds, we are responsible for locating the requested 
information, and completing the response. 

 

Response time – Service Level Agreement (SLA) 

All requests are to be replied to within 24 hours (except for any requests which come through 
over the weekend or public holidays.  These must be responded to by close of the following 
working day). 

 

Managing the work 

The NZ Police Requests for Information are managed through the Straight to Processing Tool 
(S2P).  Responses are filed in the NZ Police newsgroup (shared email) and should be 
manually moved from your personal email sent box at the end of each action.  We will cover 
this more as we go through the process. 
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The Process 

Identifiers 

In all cases we need to complete an identification check. 

 

The NZ Police must provide us with at least two identifiers i.e., name and date of birth, for us to 
match their request for information with the client information held in CMS (although we prefer 
three identifiers). 

 

Where NZ Police have not provided us with enough details to make an accurate match in CMS, 
we will email the requesting officer back and request further identifying information e.g., address, 
other known aliases. 

Providing the right information 

Under the Privacy Act we are given authority to release any personal information about a 
client if we believe there are reasonable grounds, and it is required to maintain the law. 

 
The information we provide can include but is not limited to person details such as current 
and previous benefit details. 

 
Where we are not certain why information is required and of what relevance it is to the Police, 
we can contact the Police Officer directly to ask why the information requested is needed, 
and of what relevance is has to their investigation. 

 

Examples of information not provided unless a necessary reason has been specified include: 

− Client Number 

− Agent bank accounts 

− Client’s work details 

 

An ‘Official Template’ 

When NZ Police send requests for information, they must complete a formal template.   

These may come in different forms; Information Request Form (IRF), General Warrant 
Request (GWR), Public Safety Information Request (PSIR), Stop Benefit Request (SBR).   

 

In this template the Police should provide the following: 

• Specifically state “Privacy Act Section 6 Principle 11 (e) (i & iv) 

• State the name of the person, their date of birth and last known address 

• Clearly advise what information is required 

• The reason for the request for information 

• The name, QID, Station (location) and a contact number of the requesting officer 
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If you receive the old email template, you will forward this back to the requesting Officer using 
email template below: 

Hi [requesting officers name] 

 

There have been some changes to how you will request information from Work and Income. 
Please note this is an old form and does not have the SEE mail signature embedded in it.  

The form that you require is Information Request form POL 4135. 

If you have any queries or questions regarding the new process, please email or contact your 
District Prevention Manager. 

You will need to resend your request (one request per email) for processing on the new, 
correct Police Request form. If your request is Urgent, then please mark URGENT in the 
subject field of the email and submit for processing. 

 

Thank you and regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 

 

If any of the above are not provided, you cannot complete the request.  You will respond to 
the requesting officer with what is required so they can amend the RFI and return for 
processing. 

 

Address information 

Where our clients have a current postal address which is a street address, we should give 
both the residential AND postal addresses (where they are requesting address information), 
for example: 

 Residential address (current from 15/08/15) 

  

 Postal address (current from 21/03/15) 

  

 

The reason we provide this information is that often the person the police are enquiring about 
can be contacted through residents at the postal address; therefore, we are trying to provide 
a better service to the police. 

 

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)
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Postal Addresses (PO Box / Private Bag) 

Where our clients have a current postal address which is either a PO Box or Private Bag, we 
should not give the NZ Police these details.  It is not likely that the NZ Police are trying to 
post a letter to our clients. 

 

C/O (care of) Addresses 

If the address is C/O someone other than the client, we can provide the address but delete 
the name of the other person. 

 

Emergency Housing (EH) Clients 

If you have reason to believe that the client is currently in Emergency Housing (i.e.: Current 
benefit but address listed as ‘No fixed abode’), Please provide any current Emergency 
Housing details (i.e.: Name of EH, Dates booked if available and address if available) as 
found in the Hardship assistance screen in CMS. 

 

Collections Addresses 

We will not provide any “Collections” postal addresses. 

 

Reason for the request 

**These are not complete lists. Staff must always use their discretion to determine if the 
requested information is necessary for the investigation to proceed. 

The following examples are enough to complete the Police Officers request: 

• Investigation into a burglary 

• Suspect in theft investigation 

• Is in Breach of Court Bail and concerns of safety 

• Client is sought for a burglary that occurred 

• Client has a Warrant to Arrest (WTA) for failing to appear at the District Court 

• Required to be located and spoken to in relation to two incidents of fraud 

• For service of a summons to appear in court 

• Wanted to serve a DNA compulsion notice on 

• Drugs investigation 

• Sexual Abuse 

• Domestic Violence 

• Traffic Offence 
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Insufficient reasons 

The following examples require further information before a request is completed: 

• Client is a victim for a serious matter and needs to be located 

• Wanted/Witness to be interviewed 

• Criminal investigation 

• Police file number 

• Active charges 

If you do not feel that the reason the Police are requesting information from us is reasonable 
e.g., “need to talk to this person”, you should email the Police to seek clarification. 

Other reasons 

Some Officers may ask for other information.  Below is a list of common requests we have 
seen and the process we should follow when receiving them. 

Return of Property   

DO NOT provide client details for this reason.  Check the client’s benefit status and if current, 
contact the client to advise that we have received information from the NZ Police that they 
are holding property that belongs to them.  Provide the client with the requesting Officers 
name and contact number to follow up further. 

Calling the client:  Remember to dial ‘25’ before the client’s phone number.  This is so the 
work and income 0800 will appear instead of ‘unknown number’. 

 

Client Contact Made 

• Response to requesting Officer 

Hi there, 

We are unable to provide you with information based on your reason for request.  We have 
however contacted the client on your behalf and provided them with your name and contact 
details (as per the request form).  They will contact you to retrieve their property. 

 

Regards, 

(your name) 

 

 

Out of Scope
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No contact made or Benefit Not Current:  Leave a Must View Note on the client’s record 
so that if contact is made, the client can be advised to contact the requesting Officer. 

• Must View Note (Expiry Date – 1 year) 

NZ Police have property to be returned to this client.  

If client makes contact, please ask them to enquire at the following Police station 

Station: 

Contact No: 

Once done, please remove the MVN.  

 

• No Contact Made - Response to requesting Officer 

Please be advised that due to the Privacy Act, I am unable to provide you with this client’s 
details as ‘Return of property’ does not fall under the Privacy Act criteria. I have left a 
message to contact your station on the client’s record. 

 

• Benefit Not Current – Response to requesting Officer 

Please be advised that due to the Privacy Act I am unable to provide you with this client’s 
last known address. I was unable to contact this client as their benefit is no longer 
current. 

I have left a note on the client’s record should they contact Work and Income in the near 
future.  

 

Agents Bank Account 

Advise the requesting Officer that the clients’ bank account belongs to their agent and that we 
are unable to provide this information for this reason. 

If the Officer persists, then they should provide a specific reason for this and explain how this 
is relevant to their enquiry.  If you feel their reason is enough, seek manager’s approval 
before providing this information. 

• Response to requesting Officer 

Bank account number: Unable to provide as client has no bank account listed, payments 
received by an Agent.  
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Payment Card Details 

If NZ Police provide us with the full payment card number, we are able to search for this in 
CMS to locate client details following the below steps: 

 Click on the following latches/tabs: 

• Workspace 

• Advanced Functions 

• Maintain Payment Card 

o Add Payment Card number and ‘Search’ 

o The client details will appear in the results field below where you can click on 
the client’s name to open their record in SCMS 

 

 

 

If we have a partial payment card number (i.e.: last 4 digits) then we can put the request on 
hold (in S2P with a note stating “Awaiting information from Intel) and email the INTEL unit at 

 to follow up. 

 

Once INTEL has provided us with the information, we will send this to the requesting Officer 
and pull our ‘hold’ record back and ‘Complete’. 

Note: You should remember to keep the officer informed if you are getting further information 
from another business unit. 

 

Part of a Confidential Investigation 

NZP must provide a sufficient reason for requesting information. If a request comes through 
with 'confidential', we must ask the office to clarify the nature of the investigation prior to 
releasing the information requested. 

Note: In your response email to the Officer, you will need to CC  so these 
requests can be monitored. 

 

 

Out of Scope

Out of Scope
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Non-current Benefit 

Where the NZ Police request information for our clients whose records are non-current 
(suspended/expired/cancelled/registered/declined/cond.grant), we should advise them as 
such. 

 

Address information requested (non-current benefit) 

“Last known address…” 

Benefit status requested (non-current benefit) 

“This record is not current since (date benefit stopped)” 

 

More than one request as an email attachment 

The Police quite often send two or more requests through on one email attachment. The 
standard process is one request per email. 

You will need to forward the email back to the requesting Officer and advise that they should 
send one request per email – it is easier to process one request at a time and to keep track of 
the requests. 

 

Police request hard copies of documents 

If the Police ask for hard copies of client application forms or documentation, where this is in 
the clients Scanned Documents then we can provide this information.  Please use your 
discretion on what has been requested. Do not breach the privacy of any third parties named 
in the scanned documents or provide any information that you wouldn’t normally provide. If 
you are unsure, please ask for guidance.  

Advise the officer that our offices do not hold /keep original copies of forms once they have 
been digitised.  

If there is documentation required that we cannot locate in Scanned Documents, then we will 
refer this to the Site to follow up further. 

We should respond to the Police advising them that we have forwarded their request for 
documentation to the Work and Income Service Centre concerned.  

 

 



 

NZ Police RFI - Learners guide_15042019.doc       | Page 16 of 34 

Response to Police: Documentation requested - forward to Service Centre 

Hi [requesting officers name] 

 

Client: [full name and date of birth] 

 

We are unable to complete your attached request as we do not hold client documentation or 
files in our office. 

We have forwarded your request to the Work and Income [site area name] Service Centre 
Manager, [SCM’s name] to respond to your request under the Official Information Act. 

 

We have advised the Manager to contact you directly regarding this matter with the contact 
number provided on your request. 

 
Regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 

 

Forward Police request Service Centre Manager 

Hi [SCM name] 

 

We have received an information request from NZ Police.  We are unable to complete this 
request as it is for documentation which your site holds. 

Please find attached the request for information which the NZ Police have forwarded to us.  
This request should be considered under the Official Information Act. 

 

Please contact the Police Officer using the contact phone number included in the attached 
document as soon as possible regarding this matter. 

 

Thank you and regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 
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Select the sites Ready for Processing Queue (refer to SWIFTT SSTAI screen for site details) 

 

 

Click ‘Send to Workqueue’ 

 

 

Why we don’t suspend 

The person in question may be actively avoiding the authorities but do in fact still reside at 
the address we have on our system. 

In these instances, we should always refer to the site so they can follow up with the client to 
give them the opportunity to correct our records before we undertake any suspension based 
on advice from NZ Police, or any other outside agency. 
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Live Actions 

Notes: 
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Notes: 
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Quality and Assurance 

Share  

Your work will be 100% checked until deemed competent, this means you are able to 
process the work independently and the accuracy of your actions are 95% or more (Advise 
learners of who their support person is if it is not you i.e., Quality Assurance Officers).   

Once competent, your work will be randomly checked each month by the Training & Quality 
team. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1 : Response/Email/CEN templates 

General RFI response layout for IRF (in body of email) 

Note: Edit fields as required – only provide what is requested 

 

Our Response: 

[Client name] 

[List information requested by Officer] 

• If we state ‘Last Known’ – that indicates they are not receiving current assistance 
from MSD. 

• If your request is Urgent, then please mark URGENT in the subject field of the email 
and submit for processing. 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 

General RFI response layout for GWR and PSIR (in body of email) 

Note: Edit fields as required – only provide what is requested 

 

Benefit status: [current, suspended, cancelled, no record] 

SWN: 

Current (or Last Known) address: 

Date registered at address: 

Contact phone number(s): 

Date phone number registered: 

Future appointments: [date, time, location] 

Bank account number: 

Any other information: [only complete if specific information requested in PSIR] 

 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 
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Email templates 

Response to Police:  Insufficient reason for request 

Hi [requesting officers name] 

 

Client: [full name and date of birth] 

 

We have not responded to your request for information as the reasons you have provided are 
insufficient. 

Please resend your request with more specific reasons as to why you require this 
information. 

 

Thank you and regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 

 

Response to Police:  Incomplete template  

Hi [requesting officers name] 

 

Please resend the attached request with all information provided, including: 

• the reason for your request and 

• Your Officer information. 

 

Thank you and regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 

 

Response to Police: One request per email 

Hi [requesting officer’s name] 

 

Please resend the attached request as two separate requests.  One request per email. 

This makes the process faster and easier to keep track of. 

 

Thank you and regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 
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Response to Police: Documentation requested - forward to Service Centre 

Hi [requesting officers name] 

 

Client: [full name and date of birth] 

 

We are unable to complete your attached request as we do not hold client documentation or 
files in our office. 

We have forwarded your request to the Work and Income [site area name] Service Centre 
Manager, [SCM’s name] to respond to your request under the Official Information Act. 

 

We have advised the Manager to contact your directly regarding this matter with the contact 
number provided on your request. 

 
Regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 

 

Forward Police request Service Centre Manager 

Hi [SCM name] 

 

We have received an information request from NZ Police.  We are unable to complete this 
request as it is for documentation which your site holds. 

Please find attached the request for information which the NZ Police have forwarded to us.  
This request should be considered under the Official Information Act. 

 

Please contact the Police Officer using the contact phone number included in the attached 
document as soon as possible regarding this matter. 

 

Thank you and regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 
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Response to Police:  When submitting incorrect forms etc. 

Hi [requesting officers name] 

 

There have been some changes to how you will request information from Work and Income. 
Please note this is an old form and does not have the SEEmail signature embedded in it.  

The form that you require is Information Request form POL 4135. 

If you have any queries or questions regarding the new process, please email or contact your 
District Prevention Manager. 

You will need to resend your request (one request per email) for processing on the new, 
correct Police Request form. If your request is Urgent, then please mark URGENT in the 
subject field of the email and submit for processing. 

 

Thank you and regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 

 

Response to Police:  Follow up required - Client not at current residence 

Hi there, 

 

Client: [full name and DOB] 

 

We are unable to comply with your request as we cannot lawfully suspend any part of a 
benefit for the purpose of obtaining information on behalf of another agency. 

 

I have however contacted the Service Centre the client deals with and requested that they 
attempt to establish the client’s current address so please consider making a further address 
request to us using the email address below, when it may be possible to provide you with 
updated information. 

 

 

 

Thank you and regards, 

[your signature incl. SEEMail] 

 

Out of Scope
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Appendix 2: ‘Formal Written Statement’ Template 

IN THE MATTER of Section 82 of the Criminal Procedures Act 2011 

 

FORMAL WRITTEN STATEMENT 

 

I,  NAME state: 

1 My full name is NAME.  

2 I am a Service Manager at Centralised Services (CS) in Mangere, Auckland. 

Centralised Services is the processing arm of Work and Income which is part 

of the Ministry of Social Development.  

3  On the Date of request, Officer Name of the New Zealand Police requested 

Work and Income access our records and provide information held for NAME, 

date of birth DOB. This request was made under Section 6 principle 11(e) (i) 

and (iv) of the Privacy Act 1993. 

4 The following information was provided on DATE to OFFICER NAME. 

5. The information was extracted from the Work and Income computer database 

system       called Single Client Management System (SCMS) and reflects the 

details held for NAME   .  

  

I confirm the truth and accuracy of this statement. I make the statement with the knowledge that it is to be used in 
court proceedings. I am aware that it is an offence to make a statement that is known by me to be false or 
intended by me to mislead. 

 

 

 

Signed: ______________________   Date:  ____________________ 
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IN-CONFIDENCE 

The purpose of this document 

This Desktop Companion is targeted to our processors in the Central Processing 

Unit (CPU). It provides a general overview of what information sharing is, and our 

roles and responsibilities as the holding agency when we share information. 

This companion focusses on the types of requests the CPU handle in their work, 

specifically, requests for information between government agencies. It covers the 

following types of requests:  

• Information Privacy Principle 11, Privacy Act 2020, section 22 

• Memorandums of Understanding 

• Statutory Demands. 

Our aim is that this Desktop Companion will sit alongside all the current CPU 

Learner’s Guides and can be used to help process any requests for information 

received from other agencies, organisations, or companies.  

What it does not cover 

This guide does not cover all types of information sharing. Specifically, when 

people request their own information (Privacy Act Requests) or when people 

request information about other people (Official Information Act Requests).  

Where to go to for more information 

If you would like any more information about information sharing, or help with 

any type of information request, the Information Group are happy to help. Please 

contact us at privacyofficer@msd.govt.nz 
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IN-CONFIDENCE 

Contents 

Please follow the links below to the corresponding 

sections of this guide.  

Information Sharing  

• What is information sharing? 

• What are our responsibilities when we share information? 

What is a Request for Information? 

• Most common types of RFIs 

What is a Request for Information under Information Privacy Principle 11 of the 

Privacy Act 2020? 

• What do I look for when processing an IPP 11 RFI? 

• Decision Tree 

• What do I need to do for all IPP 11 RFIs, regardless of which Disclosure 

Exception is used?  

• What are reasonable grounds? How do I form a ‘reasonable belief’? 

• Sensitive personal information 

• Information Sensitivity Table 

What is the ‘maintenance of the law’ Disclosure Exception? 

• What do I look for when processing a maintenance of the law RFI? 

What is a ‘threat to safety’ Disclosure Exception? 

• What do I look for when processing a threat to safety RFI? 

What do I do if the requesting agency has used the wrong Disclosure Exception? 

What is a request for information under a Memorandum of Understanding? 

• What do I look for when processing an RFI under a MOU? 

What is a request for information under a Statutory Demand? 

• What do I look for when processing a Statutory Demand? 

What about requests for information under Section 66 of the Oranga Tamariki 

Act? 

Where to go for more information? 

• Glossary 

• Appendices (Decision Tree, Information Sensitivity Table, MoU Stocktake)  
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IN-CONFIDENCE 

Information Sharing 

What is ‘Information Sharing’? 

The Ministry of Social Development - Manatū Whakahiato Ora (MSD) interacts 

with over one million people each year and holds a vast amount of both personal 

and official information. MSD does not ‘own’ this information but is its trusted 

‘steward’ and should treat information as a Taonga (treasure), to be valued and 

used responsibly. As stewards we can usethe Taonga we hold to improve 

outcomes for the individuals, whānau, and communities we serve. 

Information sharing is when we share the information we hold about an 

identifiable individual with another agency, usually for a purpose unrelated to 

the reason for which it was originally collected (e.g., MSD collected a client’s 

contact details for a job seeker application, and Police are now requesting those 

contact details to locate the client for an active investigation). 

MSD is one of the largest sharers of information with other public service 

agencies, both supplying and collecting information. There are multiple, legal 

information sharing mechanisms that agencies can use to define what type of 

information can be shared, and to share that information. 

Acting in good faith and cooperating with other agencies is important for the 

delivery of excellent, joined-up services to the people of Aotearoa - New 

Zealand. However, when we share information, we must make sure that we 

share only what the relevant sharing mechanism allows, so the public can trust 

that what we do is legal, responsible, and respectful. 

Unless governed by a specific legal authority, all information sharing must 

comply with the Privacy Act 2020. Sometimes, for reasons in the public interest, 

agencies will want to share personal information in a way that would otherwise 

be a breach of the Information Privacy Principles (IPPs) of the Privacy Act. In 

those situations, an Approved Information Sharing Agreement (AISA) is 

required. An AISA is a formal agreement under the Privacy Act that allows 

agencies to agree to override specified IPPs to support the delivery of public 

services. 

What are our responsibilities when we share information? 

As the agency holding the information, MSD has a responsibility for its care and 

correct use. Sharing the information we hold is the exception, not the rule - we 

can only share information when the law allows us to, and it’s on us if we get it 

wrong. 

The law can either: 

1. make us share information with another agency (i.e., a statutory demand 

for information under s17B of the Tax Administration Act 1994), or 
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IN-CONFIDENCE 

2. allow us to share information if we volunteer to (i.e., a request for 

information under one of the grounds specified in s22 IPP11 of the Privacy 

Act 2020). 

In either case, we must be satisfied that the disclosure meets the relevant 

statutory test for disclosure and if we do not have sufficient information to make 

this assessment, we should request further information from the requester. 

This Desktop Companion focusses on case-by-case mandatory or voluntary 

requests to MSD for information relating to either an individual, whānau, or 

small number of individuals. Sometimes public service agencies bulk share 

information or set up a way to routinely share information. If you receive any 

requests for the bulk sharing of information, please contact the Information 

Group at privacyofficer@msd.govt.nz  

What is a Request for Information? 

An RFI is a one-off request for personal information, made to MSD by another 

public service agency1. Each time we get an RFI, it is important that we assess it 

to make sure we are legally allowed to share the information that’s been 

requested by assessing the request against the relevant statutory criteria. 

Generally, except in instances where there are legitimate imminent concerns for 

the life and safety of the public or an individual, all RFIs must be in writing, and 

clearly state the legal authority for the request. It is important that we record 

both the RFI and our response to the request, so we can later refer to them if 

necessary.  

It is important that our response to the RFI does not exceed or provide any 

information that’s over and above what the RFI is asking for, or what the legal 

authority allows us to share.  

A requesting agency can use an RFI to: 

1. request the holding agency use its legal discretion to voluntarily disclose 

the information, or 

2. demand the information from the holding agency under a specific legal 

authority. 

The most common types of RFIs are: 

• In reliance on one of the grounds specified in Information Privacy Principle 

11 of the Privacy Act 2020 (IPP 11 RFI) 

• Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 

 
1 A list of all public service agencies are set out in Schedule 2 of the Public Service Act 2020 (Public 

Service Act 2020 No 40 (as at 01 March 2024), Public Act Schedule 2 Public service agencies – 
New Zealand Legislation) 
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• Statutory Demands. 

As the holding agency, we have different responsibilities when processing 

different types of RFIs (see following page). 

  

 



 



 

 

Information Sharing – CPU desktop companion  Page 8 

IN-CONFIDENCE 

What is an IPP 11 RFI? 

Information Privacy Principle 11 of the Privacy Act 2020 helps protect individual 

privacy in Aotearoa by preventing the agency holding personal information from 

disclosing it to any other agency or person, unless an exception to Information 

Privacy Principle 11 (IPP 11) applies. There are multiple exceptions to IPP 11 

listed in s22 of the Privacy Act 2020. To make it easy, we will call each a 

“Disclosure Exception”. 

Agencies often cooperate and share information under a Disclosure Exception 

when necessary and in the public interest to do so. For example, to ‘maintain the 

law’ or to ‘prevent a threat’ to public or individual safety. However, requests for 

information under IPP11 should be thought of as a last resort, not a free-for-all. 

The requesting agency should have exhausted sources available to them (within 

reason). This includes seeking the information from the individual themselves, 

and if that is not possible, the requesting agency should tell us why. 

If a Disclosure Exception applies, an agency isn’t forced to share information, 

but has a discretion to share it voluntarily. If a requesting agency wants a us to 

share information under a Disclosure Exception, the requesting agency must 

demonstrate to us why it thinks the Disclosure Exception applies. 

If we can form a reasonable belief from those reasons that the Disclosure 

Exception does apply, we can voluntarily share the information with the 

requesting agency. If we can’t form the reasonable belief that the Disclosure 

Exception applies, there is no legal basis under the Privacy Act 2020 for the 

information share, and the request must be refused if the request cannot be 

further refined. 

An IPP 11 RFI is a requesting agency saying to us, “we think you have 

information we need to perform our legislative function and we are requesting 

that information under a Disclosure Exception of the Privacy Act”. 

As the holding agency, we are legally required to form a reasonable belief that 

we can release the information for the reason the requesting agency is telling us 

(e.g., ‘maintenance of the law’) before we can release the information. To form a 

reasonable belief, we need to assess the request to decide for ourselves whether 

we think we can voluntarily release the information. 

IPP 11 RFIs can be tricky – there are multiple Disclosure Exceptions, and we get 

requests from multiple public service agencies. However, once you understand 

how they work, the same methods of assessment can be used against any IPP 

11 requests for information. 
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IPP 11 Request for Information Decision tree 

Please see the Decision Tree (Appendix A). The decision guide aims to be a 

visual process guide for any IPP 11 RFI, regardless of which Disclosure Exception 

is used. Every IPP 11 disclosure exception relies on ‘forming a belief, on 

‘reasonable grounds’. This decision tree aims to guide you in your assessments 

to forming that belief. 

It demonstrates the different levels of assessment required for the different 

levels of sensitivity of personal information being requested, which will guide you 

through the process of assessing when a request is reasonable and the 

disclosure of the personal information to the requesting agency is justified under 

Principle 11 of the Privacy Act 2020. 

The decision tree was designed using terms found in this guide, so if you hit a 

bump working through the decision tree to process an IPP 11 RFI, there is 

guidance below explaining the process in detail. There is also guidance 

explaining how two of the most common Disclosure Exceptions work, and what 

to look for when processing those types of RFIs. 

What do I look for when processing an IPP 11 RFI? 

Regardless of which Disclosure Exception the requesting agency cites, one thing 

about processing an IPP 11 RFI always remains the same: MSD can only share 

information if MSD “believes on reasonable grounds” that a Disclosure Exception 

applies. 

What are reasonable grounds? How do I form a reasonable 

belief? 

Put simply, with the information you have been provided and considering the 

request from an objective standpoint, can you clearly see why the information 

being requested is needed by the requesting agency? And without that 

information their ‘purpose’ would fail? 

For example: 

• Police requesting appointment times for a client subject to an arrest 

warrant for a serious assault. Police have been unable to locate the client 

and want to intercept them away from other individuals. They are using IPP 

11(1)(e)(i) or (iv). 

• Corrections requesting contact, relationship, and benefit information of a 

client to ensure accurate records, bail condition compliance, and the client 

is receiving the proper cross-agency support. They are using IPP 11(1)(e)(i) 

or (iv), but could also use IPP11(1)(a) or (c). 
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• MBIE (which includes Tenancy Services) requesting client contact 

information in relation to an investigation against a landlord. To prosecute 

the landlord, they need the statements of our clients who lived there, and 

money MSD may have paid them. They are using IPP 11(1)(e)(i) or (iv). 

In all those examples, if you can see how the type or amount of information 

being requested by those agencies is needed for them to perform their 

legislative function (e.g. investigating or prosecuting offences), then you have 

that belief on reasonable grounds that you can disclose the information under 

the disclosure exceptions used in the request. 

To form a ‘reasonable belief’ when processing a request:  

1. Assess the type and amount of information being requested considering the 

‘sensitivity’ of the information. 

2. Consider the steps taken by the requesting agency demonstrating the need 

for requesting the information from MSD (as opposed to from the person 

directly or using other more appropriate methods). 

3. Using the information gathered from the above two steps, you can see why 

the requesting agency needs the information to perform their function (i.e., 

there is a reasonable basis for that belief). 

The requesting agency must give usenough information that demonstrates why 

they think the Disclosure Exception applies. The processor can assess the 

request to see if they also think the Disclosure Exception applies. This means the 

requesting agency needs to provide the holding agency with sufficient 

background information, detail, or context to enable them to form a reasonable 

belief that the Disclosure Exception applies. We don’t need detailed, confidential, 

or operational information, but we can’t form a reasonable belief that the 

information being requested is necessary from information that is generalised 

and without detail.   

If in doubt, ask yourself (or test your reasoning with a colleague): 

• Can I explain why I believe the Disclosure Exception applies? 

• Do I have the evidence to show that that my belief is reasonable? 

- I understand the information being requested and the sensitivity of that 

information.  

- I understand why the agency is requesting the information.  

- I can explain how the requested agency has demonstrated that they 

need the information (i.e., adequate detail in the RFI enabling me to 

form that reasonable belief that the Disclosure Exception applies)? 

Sensitive Information 

 



 

 

Information Sharing – CPU desktop companion  Page 11 

IN-CONFIDENCE 

The more ‘sensitive’ the information, the greater the chance of harm to the 

individual if the information is improperly disclosed. Because of this, as the 

sensitivity of the requested information increases, so does the holding agency’s 

disclosure risk. 

To balance the risk, we need to make sure proper assessment is carried out over 

RFIs requesting sensitive information. The greater the sensitivity, the more 

robust the assessment. The more sensitive the information is, the more 

information the requesting agency should provide in the request, detailing why 

they need that type of information. 

What type of personal information is considered ‘sensitive’ personal information 

is subjective, but health and financial information will likely always be considered 

sensitive. We have created an Information Sensitivity Table (Appendix B) 

to help you identify what level of sensitivity the requested information is likely to 

be.  

When an agency requests information that is medium or high on the information 

sensitivity table, we require context from the requesting agency to be able to 

form a reasonable belief that this type of information is required. 

For example: 

• The Police are investigating a client as they are a suspect in a shoplifting 

incident. Police have requested contact details of the client from MSD as 

they have been unable to locate the client themselves. If the Police 

provided those details in the RFI, it would be enough information to enable 

a processor to form the required reasonable belief for MSD to release the 

information.  

- This is because the information is low on the information sensitivity 

table, and  

- MSD has been told why it’s needed – we know from the reasons 

provided that without these details, the Police would not be able to 

locate the client, prejudicing their investigation into the shoplifting 

event. 

• In this case, releasing the requested information to the Police would be 

justified under the Privacy Act 2020 section 22, IPP 11 (1)(e)(i).  

BUT 

• If the Police were also requesting the client’s health or financial information 

with the same reasoning (to locate the client because of a shoplifting 

event), there would not be enough detail provided to form a reasonable 

belief for MSD to release the information. 

- This is because the information of high sensitivity (health or financial 

information). 
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- It isn’t clear why that information is necessary to locate the client. To 

be able to release information of high sensitivity in this circumstance, 

we would require additional information from the requesting agency. 

Another example: 

• If the Police had instead told us in the RFI that the client is a suspect for 

shoplifting and serious Facebook fraud, we may be able to form a 

reasonable belief that the sensitive financial information being requested is 

necessary for the maintenance of the law. 

• If the Police were requesting the client’s benefit details and told us that it 

was to determine how the client had been supporting themself during the 

time of the suspected fraud (i.e., if their income was from a legitimate 

source).  

- That information would have the required detail to allow us to form a 

reasonable belief that high sensitivity information is required to help the 

Police maintain the law   

- We know that the Police need the client’s financials for their fraud 

investigation, and why. 

What is the ‘maintenance of the law’ disclosure 

exception? 

Also known as the ‘maintenance of the law’ exception, IPP 11(1)(e)(i) allows a 

holding agency to voluntarily release information if it reasonably believes that 

the, ‘disclosure of the information is necessary to avoid prejudice to the 

maintenance of the law by any public service agency, including prejudice to the 

prevention, detection, investigation, prosecution, and punishment of offences’. 

IPP 11(1)(e)(i) doesn’t allow a requesting agency to say, ‘you must provide us 

with this information so we can maintain the law’, it allows the holding agency 

to say, ‘explain to me why not giving you this information would stop you from 

maintaining the law’: 

• As the agency holding the information, it's on us if we release information 

we’re not supposed to – not the requesting agency. It’s our risk, so we 

need to make sure we have everything we need from the requesting 

agency to legally release the information. 

The requesting agency must provide reasons why it thinks IPP 11(1)(e)(i) 

applies, so that the holding agency can assess whether the request is sound: 

• If the information we need to form that reasonable belief isn’t provided, we 

must go back to the requesting agency to either refine or refuse the 

request.  
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• Our records must show that we had adequate information to be able to 

form a reasonable belief that IPP 11(1)(e)(i) applies. 

What do I look for when processing a ‘maintenance of the 

law’ RFI? 

To be able to process the RFI and release the information, the processor must be 

able to form a reasonable belief that the requested information is necessary 

for the maintenance of the law by a Public Service agency2. 

Necessary 

To be ‘necessary’ the requested information must be needed or required in the 

circumstances, not just desirable or convenient to have. 

Maintenance of the law by a Public Service agency 

Maintenance of the law in this context relates to law enforcement action by a 

Public Service Agency3, including the prevention, detection, investigation, 

prosecution, and punishment of offences. This exception does not apply to 

agencies seeking to uphold lawfulness in a general sense, it relates specifically to 

public service agencies which have a law enforcement function.  

The Police are widely known for their law enforcement function in respect of 

criminal offending, but other public service agencies may also have a law 

enforcement function in respect of the legislation which they are responsible for 

administering (i.e. MSD in relation to benefit fraud, IR in relation to tax 

fraud/evasion, MBIE in relation to offences under the Residential Tenancies Act 

1989 and Corrections in respect of the enforcement of sentences which have 

been imposed).   

If in doubt, ask yourself: 

• Is the requesting agency a public service agency which has a law 

enforcement function? 

• Has the requesting agency provided reasons why they think not providing 

the requested information would hinder, or be detrimental to, its 

maintenance of the law? 

 
2 For further reading: Office of the Privacy Commissioner | Releasing personal information to Police and law 

enforcement agencies 
3 A public sector agency means an agency that is a Minister, a Parliamentary Under-Secretary, a 
department, an organisation, or a local authority; and includes any agency that is an 
unincorporated body (being a board, council, committee, or other body)— (i) that is established 
for the purpose of assisting or advising, or performing functions connected with, any public sector 

agency within the meaning of paragraph (a); and (ii) that is established in accordance with the 
provisions of any enactment or by any such public sector agency 
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• Has the requesting agency provided reasons why they think the requested 

information is necessary to help maintain the law? 

For example: 

MSD receive an IPP 11(1)(e)(i) RFI from the Police, advising they have a 

warrant to arrest a client on an arson charge, but cannot locate the client. The 

address they hold in their system is the address that was burned down in the 

arson, and the client’s family have not assisted with locating the client. Police 

have requested MSD provide the client’s address, contact numbers, and any 

future appointments with MSD, so they can locate and arrest the client for arson. 

Can MSD release the requested information to the Police? 

Ask yourself: 

Do I have a reasonable belief that the requested information is necessary for 

the Police’s maintenance of the law? 

The Police have told us that they’ve tried to locate the client by checking the 

client’s address on their system and conducting checks with the client’s family. 

These checks have not resulted in locating the client. This is enough information 

to show us why the requested information is necessary to locate the client. 

From the information provided by the Police, MSD can infer that not providing 

the client’s address, contact number or future MSD appointments, would mean 

Police could not locate and arrest the client for arson – hindering the Police’s 

maintenance of the law. 

The Police have told us why the requested information is necessary, and how it 

will help the Police maintain the law. This is enough information to enable MSD to 

form a reasonable belief that the information requested is necessary for the 

maintenance of the law. MSD can release the requested information to Police. 

For example: 

MSD receive an IPP 11(1)(e)(i) RFI from Corrections advising they are 

trying to locate a client who has breached bail by not residing at the bail address 

for two months. Corrections have stated they have exhausted all avenues to 

locate the client and need updated contact information, otherwise they will have 

to apply to the Court for a warrant to arrest the client. Corrections have 

requested the client’s address, contact numbers, and email address so the client 

can be located, and their sentence managed. Can MSD release the requested 

information to Corrections? 

Ask yourself: 

Do I have a reasonable belief that the requested information is necessary for 

Corrections’ maintenance of the law? 
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Corrections have told us they’ve exhausted all their own avenues trying to locate 

the client, and that they need to locate the client to manage their sentence, or 

they will have to apply for a warrant to arrest the client. This is enough 

information to show us why the requested information is necessary to locate 

the client. 

From the information provided by Corrections, MSD can infer that not providing 

the client’s address, contact numbers and email address, would mean 

Corrections could not locate the client and manage their sentence – hindering 

Corrections’ maintenance of the law. 

Corrections have told us why the requested information is necessary, and how it 

will help Corrections maintain the law. This is enough information to enable MSD 

to form a reasonable belief that the information requested is necessary for the 

maintenance of the law. MSD can release the requested information to 

Corrections.  
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What is the ‘serious threat to safety’ disclosure 

exception?  

Also known as the ‘threat to safety’ exception, IPP 11(1)(f)(i) and (ii) allows an 

agency to disclose information if it reasonably believes the ‘... information [is] 

necessary to prevent or lessen a serious threat to public health or safety, or the 

life or health of the individual concerned or another individual’. 

This is an important Disclosure Exception that allows an agency to release 

personal information to prevent or lessen a serious threat to public health or 

safety, or the life or health of an individual. The requesting agency must be an 

agency that is able to do something to prevent or lessen the serious threat (i.e., 

the Police).  

The requesting agency must provide reasons why it thinks IPP 11(f)(i) or (ii) 

apply, so that the holding agency can assess whether the disclosure of the 

requested information is permitted: 

• if the information we need to form that reasonable belief isn’t provided, we 

must go back to the requesting agency to either refine or refuse the 

request.  

• our records must show that we had adequate information to be able to 

form a reasonable belief. 

What do I look for when processing a ‘serious threat to 

safety’ RFI? 

To be able to process the RFI and release the information, the processor must 

be able to form a reasonable belief that the requested information is 

necessary to prevent or lessen a serious threat to public health or safety, or 

to the life or health of an individual. 

Necessary  

To be ‘necessary’ the requested information doesn’t have to be essential, or 

indispensable, in order to help the requesting agency prevent or lessen a serious 

threat, but it must be needed or required in the circumstances, not just desirable 

or convenient to have.  

Serious threat 

A ‘serious threat’ is a threat that, if eventuated, could result in serious, harmful 

consequences to public health or safety, or to the life or health of an individual. 

When processing a request, there are three factors to think about to help 

determine if the threat is serious: 

1. What is the likelihood of the threat being realised? 
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• How likely is it that the threat will happen? 

2. How severe are the consequences if the threat is realised? 

• What are the consequences to public health or safety, or individual 

health or safety, if the threat is realised? How bad are they? 

3. When may the threat be realised? 

• How soon might the threat occur?  

Each threat should be assessed in context, and all relevant circumstances should 

be considered when assessing the threat. All three factors do not have to be 

present for the threat to be serious: 

• A threat that, if realised, has severe consequences for the individual 

concerned may be considered a serious threat even if we are unsure of its 

likelihood or when it will occur.  

• A threat that has serious consequences and a high likelihood of occurring is 

likely to be a serious threat, even if we are unsure of how immediate the 

threat is.  

• A threat to a tamaiti will more readily meet the ‘serious threat’ threshold 

because tamariki are vulnerable and have limited capacity to act for 

themselves. 

For example: 

MSD receive an IPP 11 (1)(f)(ii) from Police. The Police are trying to locate a 

client to conduct a welfare check because the client threatened self-harm when 

MSD declined hardship assistance (MSD reported this to the Police). The Police 

have advised they have been unable to contact the client and urgently need the 

client’s contact details to check their welfare.  

Ask yourself: 

1. Do I have a reasonable belief that there is a serious threat to the life or 

health of an individual? 

2. Is the release of the requested information necessary to prevent or lessen 

the serious threat?  

3. Is the release to an agency who can do something to prevent or lessen the 

serious threat?  

The Police have told us that the client reported they would self-harm after being 

declined hardship assistance. This is enough information to enable us to form a 

reasonable belief that there is a serious threat to the life or health of an 

individual – we know that if realised, the consequences of the threat are very 

severe and that given the threat was a reaction to being declined hardship 

assistance, we know it is likely that the threat may occur soon.  
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The Police have also told us they have been unable to contact the client to 

conduct a welfare check. This is enough information to show us why the 

requested information is necessary – it is required in the circumstances to 

locate the client to prevent or lessen the serious threat of self-harm.  

We also know that Police are the proper agency to disclose this information to, as 

they are the agency tasked with conducting welfare checks for any reports of 

concern. MSD can release the requested information to the Police as the 

information is necessary to prevent or lessen a serious threat to the life or health 

of an individual and the Police is an appropriate agency for responding to this 

threat. 

For example: 

MSD receive an IPP 11 (1)(f)(ii) from Police. The Police are investigating a 

missing person report and have stated there are real safety concerns for a 

client: the client is elderly, has dementia, and has not been seen for over 24 

hours. Police have urgently requested the client’s bank account details from 

MSD, so they can issue a Production Order to the client’s bank to help locate the 

client and make sure they are safe. 

Ask yourself: 

1. Do I have a reasonable belief that there is a serious threat to the life or 

health of an individual? 

2. Is the release of the requested information necessary to prevent or lessen 

the serious threat?  

3. Is the release to an agency who can do something to prevent or lessen the 

serious threat? 

The Police have told us that the client is elderly, suffers from dementia, has been 

reported missing and not been seen for over 24 hours, this is enough information 

to enable us to form a reasonable belief that there is a serious threat to the 

life or health of the individual concerned. We know that if the client is not 

located, there may be serious consequences to the life, health, or safety of the 

client. We also know that the likelihood of the threat being realised is imminent 

(i.e., happening in real-time) as the client has not been seen for over 24 hours.  

The Police have requested the client’s bank account so they can get a Production 

Order to give to the bank to obtain further information to help locate the client 

(i.e., transaction history). This is enough information to show us why the 

requested information is necessary in the circumstances to prevent or lessen 

the threat. If MSD do not provide the requested information, the Police may not 

be able to get transaction history from the client’s bank to help locate the client 

to prevent or lessen the serious threat to the client’s safety.  
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We know that Police are the proper agency to disclose this information to as 

they’re the agency tasked with conducting welfare checks for any reports of 

concern. MSD can release the requested information to the Police as the 

information is necessary to prevent or lessen the serious threat to the life or 

health of an individual. 

What to do if a requesting agency has used the 

wrong disclosure exception?  

Occasionally an agency may cite the wrong Disclosure Exception in their RFI. In 

most circumstances, we would send these RFIs back to the requesting agency 

and ask them to refine the RFI by citing the correct Disclosure Exception. We 

wouldn’t release the information until the correct Disclosure Exception is cited 

(and the RFI is sound).  

However, if the circumstances mean that not providing the information would 

have a greater negative impact to the situation that generated the RFI, we may 

be justified in releasing the requested information under another Disclosure 

Exception. This should only happen in urgent circumstances, and if we release, 

we need to clearly cite for our records that we are releasing under that 

Disclosure Exception, and not the one cited by the requesting agency. 

For example: 

Police are trying to locate a client to conduct a welfare check, as the client 

threatened self-harm when they were declined for hardship assistance from 

MSD. MSD reported this to the Police. The Police have advised they have been 

unable to contact the client and need the client’s contact details urgently to 

check on the client’s welfare.  

Police have stated in their RFI that the information is requested under IPP 

11(1)(e)(ii) - for the enforcement of a law that proposes a pecuniary penalty. 

We know that the information provided in the RFI does not meet the criteria for 

release under that Disclosure Exception but would be meet the criteria for 

release under Disclosure Exception IPP 11(1)(f)(ii) - to prevent or lessen 

serious threat to safety to life of individual.  

In these urgent circumstances, asking the Police to refine their RFI to site the 

correct Disclosure Exception is justified, but may worsen the threat to the safety 

of an individual. The information could instead be released to Police with a 

statement noting: ‘this information has been released under the Privacy Act 2020 

- Section 22, Principle 11(1)(f) as it has been deemed necessary to prevent or 

lessen a serious threat to the life or health of the individual concerned or another 

individual.’ 
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What is an RFI under a Memorandum of 

Understanding?  

A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) is a formal agreement that records how 

two or more agencies will share personal information to support delivery of 

specific services or outcomes. It is a statement of the participant agencies’ 

shared understanding of the proposed information share. Simply put, it’s saying 

‘this is how we will work together to manage the information we share with each 

other’. It defines the roles and responsibilities of each participating agency, 

including what to with the information when things go right, and what we will do 

if it goes wrong. 

To be clear, an MoU does not provide a legal authority to share information or 

require MSD to provide any information where it is not satisfied that there is a 

legal authority to do so, MOUs essentially provide for agreed operational rules 

that are to govern the sharing of information based on a pre-existing legal 

authority under the Privacy Act 2020, an AISA or other legal authority (i.e., the 

Tax Administration Act 1994). 

An MoU is beneficial because it clarifies expectations in respect of the lawful 

authority for sharing information making regular sharing where similar 

conditions exist more efficient between agencies.  It's a formal way of recording, 

in writing, the willingness of the parties to work together to achieve the 

outcomes of each party. 

MoUs provide: 

• Certainty about the purpose of sharing personal information. 

• Recognition of the agencies’ roles and obligations. 

• Safeguards and technical descriptions of how the information will be 

shared. 

• Remedies if things go wrong because of the sharing. 

MSD operates many MoUs with different agencies, including:  

• Inland Revenue - Te Tari Taake (Child Support, Child Support Pass On and 

WFF/benefit payments).    

• Ministry of Education - Te Tāhuhu o te Mātauranga (locating tamariki who 

aren’t enrolled/attending school). 

• Corrections - Te Ara Poutama 

• Police - Nga Pirihimana o Aotearoa (to monitor Child Sex Offenders CSOs). 

What do I look for when processing an RFI under an MoU? 
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An MoU sets out what type of information can be shared between participating 

agencies, and for what purpose. This is helpful because when processing an RFI 

under an MoU, the terms of the MoU provide operational ‘rules’ for processing 

the request.  

If the terms of the MoU allow the requested type of information to be shared – 

then we can release the information. By sticking within the defined rules of what 

the MoU allows, we have a process to follow for each RFI – regardless of what 

MoU an RFI sits under. 

We can release the information to the requesting agency if the RFI: 

1. is from a participating agency; and 

2. the information requested complies with the terms of what the MoU allows 

to be shared. 

Most learner guides tell you what information can be shared under which MoU. 

However, if you get stuck processing an RFI under an MoU, it can be helpful to 

check the MOU itself to see what information the terms of the MoU allows to be 

shared. We have created a CPU MoU Stocktake (Appendix C) of the MoUs 

that the CPU are most likely to see when processing RFIs.  

The CPU MoU Stocktake lists the MoUs and gives a breakdown of each MoU’s: 

• participating agencies 

• purpose of the information exchange, and 

• type of personal information that can be provided by MSD. 

If you need any help processing an RFI under an MOU, please contact 

privacyofficer@msd.govt.nz  

What is a Statutory Demand for information? 

A statutory demand for information, or a demand for information under a search 

warrant or production order, are mandatory requests for information set out in 

statute/law. The holding agency must comply with the demand and provide the 

requested information (if held). 

The holding agency is required by law to comply with demands because they 

operate under specific legal authorities that, in those cases, override the Privacy 

Act 2020. Although the Privacy Act 2020 doesn’t apply to demanded information, 

it does apply to any information provided beyond the scope of the demand. We 

must be careful not to overshare, and to only provide the information allowed by 

the underlying legal authority.  

There are different types of statutory demands, under different specific legal 

authorities, for different reasons.  
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For example: 

• s17B of the Tax Administration Act 1994 gives the Commissioner of Inland 

Revenue a ‘statutory power’ to require information, or the production of 

documents, for purposes of administering an Inland Revenue Act. 

• s66(1) of the Oranga Tamariki Act 1989 enables Oranga Tamariki and the 

Police to demand information that may affect or relate to the safety and 

wellbeing of te tamaiti or rangatahi from an agency, if the information is 

needed for the reasons listed in s66 (aimed at protecting the welfare of 

tamariki). 

• Production Orders served by Police Officers. 

Each specific legal authority will tell us what information can be shared and why. 

A search warrant or a production order will also tell us what type of information 

can be demanded. 

What do I look for when processing a Statutory Demand? 

The specific legal authority used to demand the information will set out what 

information can be shared and for what purpose. Like MoUs, this gives us 

‘defined rules’ for the share.  If the specific legal authority allows the requested 

type of information to be shared – then we can release the information. By 

sticking within the defined rules of what the specific legal authority allows, we 

have a process to follow for each statutory demand – regardless of what specific 

legal authority is used. 

We can release the information to the requesting agency if the demand: 

1. is from the correct agency, and  

2. the information requested complies with the terms of what the underlying 

legal authority allows to be shared. 

Most learner guides tell you what type of information can be requested under 

which specific legal authority. Often, it will be helpful to check the specific legal 

authority itself, to see what information it allows to be shared. We have created 

a Statutory Demand Table (Appendix D). This table provides a breakdown of 

some common statutory provisions and explains what type of information can be 

demanded under that provision. 

If you need any help processing a statutory demand, please contact 

privacyofficer@msd.govt.nz. There is further guidance below on statutory 

demands. 
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What about requests for information under the 

Oranga Tamariki Act 1989? 

What should I look out for when processing a request under 

s66C? 

Section 66C Requests (‘Voluntary’) 

Section 66C allows us (as a Child Welfare and Protection Agency) to disclose 

information we hold relating to a tamaiti or rangatahi (young person), to another 

Child Welfare and Protection Agency or Independent Person, if we reasonably 

believe that the requested information will assist the requesting agency to carry 

out any of the purposes set out in s66C(a), those being: 

• preventing or reducing the risk of a tamaiti or rangatahi being subject to 

harm, ill-treatment, abuse, neglect, or deprivation, or  

• making or contributing to an assessment of risk or need in relation to a 

tamaiti or rangatahi, or any class of children or young persons, or 

• making, contributing to, or monitoring any support plan for a tamaiti or 

rangatahi, where the plan relates to the activities and functions of Oranga 

Tamariki (“the department”), or  

• preparing, implementing, or reviewing any prevention plan or strategy 

issued by Oranga Tamariki, or  

• arranging, providing, or reviewing services facilitated by Oranga Tamariki 

for a tamaiti or rangatahi and their family or whanau, or  

• carrying out any function in relation to family group conferences, tamariki 

or rangatahi in care, or other functions relating to care or protection under 

Part 2 of the Oranga Tamariki Act 1989. 

Although requests made under section s66C of the Oranga Tamariki Act are 

made under a statute, they aren’t statutory demand, just like IPP11 requests, 

they require us to form a reasonable belief that the information is required to 

enable the requesting agency to carry out one of the above purposes.  

To be able to form a reasonable belief that the information requested will 

assist with carrying out one of the listed purposes, the requesting Child Welfare 

and Protection Agency or Independent Person needs to tell us:  

• The type of information required.  

• Why is it required. 

• What will the information be used for. 

• Information about any relevant timeframes (is it urgent?).  
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• Any contact details for the person the information is about (for the purpose 

of consulting). 

If the requesting Child Welfare and Protection Agency or Independent Person has 

not provided enough information to enable us to form a reasonable belief that 

the information is required for one of the listed purposes, we will need to refine 

or refuse the request.   

Section 66C Requests to be made on template forms 

Ideally, all section 66C requests will be made using one of the following forms: 

• Information-Sharing-Request-Template-Agency-to-Agency.pdf 

(orangatamariki.govt.nz) 

• request-for-information-s66-s66c-form.pdf (orangatamariki.govt.nz) 

These forms have been developed by Oranga Tamariki and cover the key 

information and context that MSD needs to assess to be satisfied of in 

responding to section 66C requests. 

Provided these forms have been adequately completed, CPU may release the 

requested information provided it has considered whether consultation with the 

child or young person is practicable or appropriate (see Obligation to Consider 

Consultation with Child or Young Person below). 

Section 66C Requests not made on template form 

If requests are not made on the template form, we should still assess them to 

consider whether we can release the requested information. In those cases, 

assess whether the request:  

1. Is the request from a child welfare and protection agency or independent 

person? 

This step is met if the request is from anyone from Oranga Tamariki 

because Oranga Tamariki is a “child welfare and protection agency”.  

2. Does the request relate to a child or young person or any class of children 

or young persons? 

There are no limits in section 66C on who the information might be about, 

but it must relate to a child or young person (singular or plural). This could 

be things like: 

• details about who works with tamariki or whānau (like schools or doctors) 

and why 

• details about the home environment  
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• descriptions about tamariki and whānau needs, aspirations, strengths, 

what’s working well (physical or mental health, education, behaviour, and 

social connections)  

• an outline of challenges whānau are facing (like financial pressure, 

housing difficulties, family violence concerns or alcohol and drug issues)  

• information about who or what has helped tamariki or whānau in the past 

or what challenges and concerns there have been in the past for tamariki, 

or people around tamariki. 

3. Is the information requested for any of the following purposes: 

• preventing or reducing the risk of a child or young person being subject 

to harm, ill-treatment, abuse, neglect, or deprivation, or 

• making or contributing to an assessment of risk or need in relation to a 

child or young person, or any class of children or young persons, or 

• making, contributing to, or monitoring any support plan for a child or 

young person, where the plan relates to the activities and functions of 

Oranga Tamariki, or 

• preparing, implementing, or reviewing any prevention plan or strategy 

issued by Oranga Tamariki, or 

• arranging, providing, or reviewing services facilitated by Oranga 

Tamariki for a child or young person and their family or whanau, or 

• carrying out any function in relation to family group conferences, 

children or young persons in care, or other functions relating to care or 

protection under Part 2 of the Oranga Tamariki Act. 

This step requires the requester to state which of above purposes it 

requires the information for. 

4. Has the requester provided sufficient information for MSD to hold a 

reasonable belief that disclosing the information will assist the requester to 

carry out one or all of the purposes stated in step 2? 

This step requires MSD to be satisfied that the requested information will 

assist the child welfare and protection agency or Independent Person with 

the stated purpose (or purposes) for which it is requested. If this is not 

apparent from the request, CPU should request further detail from the 

requester.  

5. Is it practicable and appropriate to inform the child or young person 

concerned, or their representative, about the proposed disclosure? 

See Obligation to Consider Consultation with Child or Young Person 

below. 

6. If the answer to step 5 is no, the information can be released. 
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If the answer to step 5 is yes, then consult with the child or young person 

concerned or their parent/guardian prior to forming a decision on release: 

Consultation requires the child or young person concerned, or their 

representative (any parent or guardian), to be informed of the proposed 

disclosure and provided with reasonable assistance to understand the 

proposed disclosure. 

This step requires MSD to take the views of the child or young person into 

account but does not require MSD to obtain consent. 

Obligation to Consider Consultation with Child or Young Person 

• This obligation applies when MSD considers it is practicable or appropriate 

to consult with a child or young person (or their representative) who is 

subject to a section 66C request.  

• It might not be practicable or appropriate to consult with the child or young 

person concerned (or their representative) if: 

- they are not developmentally able to understand 

- it might put them or someone else at risk of harm 

- it might distress or upset them, or have a negative impact on their 

wellbeing 

- it could get in the way of a Police investigation or prosecution 

- you need to share information quickly because the child or young 

person might be harmed otherwise 

- after making reasonable efforts you, or another professional, can’t get 

in touch with them, and you still think sharing is important to protect 

the child or young person from harm. 

• There is no obligation to consult with children or young people about 

sharing other people’s information under section 66C (like a family 

member’s criminal history) 

Section 66(1) – Agencies to supply information  

Section 66(1) is a statutory demand; MSD must comply with requests 

under s 66(1) unless the information requested is legally privileged. 

There is no obligation to consult or consider consulting the child or young 

person, we simply disclose the information requested if satisfied that the 

information is not legally privileged and meets the criteria set out below. 

Requests should be made on the following form: 

•  request-for-information-s66-s66c-form.pdf (orangatamariki.govt.nz) 
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However, if these requests are not made on this form, you should forward them 

through to the Information Group for guidance. 
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Glossary 

Approved Information Sharing Agreement (ASIA) 

A legally binding agreement that outlines the conditions for sharing information 

between agencies to support the delivery of public services. AISAs are 

authorised through an Order in Council process – they become the law. A breach 

of an AISA is considered as a breach of the Privacy Act. 

AISAs can authorise information sharing even if it would otherwise breach some 

of the privacy principles in the Privacy Act. 

Generally, any sharing under the legal authority of an AISA should be done in 

accordance with an MOU. 

Child welfare and protection agencies: 

• The Department of Corrections 

• The Ministry of Health 

• The Ministry of Social Development 

• The Ministry of Education 

• The Ministry of Justice 

• The New Zealand Police 

• Housing New Zealand Corporation 

• Oranga Tamariki – Ministry for Children 

• Every registered community housing provider (as defined in section 2(1) 

of the Public and Community Housing Management Act 1992)  

• Every DHB  

• Every school board (as defined in section 15(1) of the Vulnerable 

Children’s Act 2014)  

• Every early childhood service (as defined in section 309 of the Education 

Act 1989)  

• Any person, body, or organisation that provides regulated services (as 

specified in Schedule 1 of the Vulnerable Children’s Act 2014)  

• Any organisation or class of organisation designated as a child welfare and 

protection agency by regulations made under section 447(1)(ga)(i) of the 

Oranga Tamariki Act. 

Disclosure 

The action of providing MSD held information to another agency, organisation, or 

person (providing the information requested). 

Disclosure Exception 

This is what we have called the specific legal mechanism that allows MSD to 

share information with another agency when it should otherwise remain private. 

For example, IPP11(1)(e)(i) is the ‘disclosure exception’ for maintenance of the 

law type requests for information. 
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Good Faith 

Good faith, in relation to information sharing, means that requesting agencies 

make their best efforts in following the requirements of a public service agency’s 

obligations under relevant legislation (i.e., the Privacy Act 2020, Oranga 

Tamariki Act 1989, etc) 

In regard to information sharing made under the Oranga Tamariki Act 1989, if 

we share information in good faith, and in line with the provisions, we are 

generally protected from any kind of criminal, civil or disciplinary action (as per 

s16 of the Oranga Tamariki Act 1989) 

Holding Agency 

The agency holding the requested information. For the purposes of this 

document, and for your work, the ‘holding agency’ is the Ministry of Social 

Development 

Independent person (under the Oranga Tamariki Act 1989): 

• A practitioner registered under the Health Practitioners Competence 

Assurance Act 2003 who provides health or disability support services  

• A Children’s worker (as defined in section 23(1) of the Vulnerable 

Children’s Act 2014) 

• A person or class of persons designated as an independent person by 

regulations made under section 447(1)(ga)(ii) of the Oranga Tamariki Act. 

IPP   

One of the Information Privacy Principles contained within section 22 of the 

Privacy Act 2020 

Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 

A formal agreement that records how two or more agencies will share 

information to support delivery of specific services or outcomes. An MoU doesn’t 

provide legal authority for information sharing. There needs to be an underlying 

legal basis to allow the information sharing (typically a disclosure exception of 

the Privacy Act 2020 or another piece of Legislation which allows the sharing of 

information).  

An MoU can be considered as a statement of the participant agencies’ shared 

understandings of their roles and responsibilities to share information for an 

agreed purpose at the time the MoU was signed. It’s saying ‘this is how we will 

manage the information that we share with each other’.  

Necessary 

Relating this to information sharing, this would be the information required to 

achieve a specific purpose or goal. It implies a careful balance between the need 
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to share information for a legitimate purpose (i.e. Police request information to 

investigate an offence), and protecting the individuals’ privacy rights.  

Public Sector Agencies  

A broad range of organisations that serve as instruments of the Crown in respect 

to the Government of New Zealand. However, not all public sector agencies can 

request information under the Privacy Act 2020, this is usually reserved for 

public service agencies (and police)  

Requests for information from organisations such as body corporates, local 

government authorities, and crown entities (which can sometimes be viewed as 

included in the wider public service) are responded to under the Official 

Information Act. If you receive a request for information from an organisation 

not listed here, contact the Information Group for support. 

Refine 

Going back to the requestor with questions gathered from initial assessment to 

seek further clarification and context to allow assessment. 

Requesting Agency 

The agency requesting the information from the Holding Agency 

Reasonable Belief 

An idea based on what an objective, reasonable person, with similar knowledge, 

experience and context would believe or do in a particular situation. 

RFI 

Request for Information made from another public service agency to MSD for 

information that we hold. This can be under a ground specified in Principle 11, 

s22 of the Privacy Act 2020 or other legislation which allows agencies to make 

voluntary requests for information from MSD.  

Statutory Demand 

A power given to agencies under Legislation they operate under to compel MSD 

to provide information. Not providing the requested information may be an 

offence against the Act that gives the agencies this power. These requests don’t 

require an assessment like a voluntary request as the responsibility for invoking 

this power falls onto the requesting agency. Instead, we check to ensure the 

scope of the information demanded is correct (for example, legally privileged 

information usually isn’t allowed). 

Steward (Stewardship) 

Stewardship is a duty of care for a resource. For MSD, this would be the 

information we hold about our clients. 
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Voluntary Request  

What we have called a request made for information that MSD is not compelled 

to provide. Typically, these refer to request made under a ground specified in 

IPP 11 of the Privacy Act 2020, these require assessment and can be refused 

should MSD not be able required to form the reasonable belief that the 

requested information in necessary. Just remember, other Legislation can give 

agencies the ability to request, or demand, information from MSD (i.e. the 

Oranga Tamariki Act 1989) 

 

Glossary of kupu Māori 

Tamariki/tamaiti 

Children/child 

Rangatahi 

young persons  

Kaitiaki 

a minder, custodian, keeper, or steward 

Taonga 

a treasure, anything that is prized. It can be applied broadly to anything 

considered to be of value. 
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Appendix A: IP 11 Requests – Public Service Agency requesting MSD held information  

 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 




