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Trade measurement
	Key points

	· Trade measurement regulation aims to ensure the accuracy of measuring devices such as scales and dispensers, and that products are properly measured and labelled.

· As part of the COAG Seamless National Economy reforms, the previous state-based system of trade measurement regulation was replaced in July 2010 with a national system administered by the Australian Government.
· The change has involved the transfer of administrative and enforcement costs of $21 million from the State and Territory governments to the Australian Government.
· In conjunction with the move to a ‘one-stop shop’, minor changes were made to licensing provisions and new ‘product shortfall’ provisions were introduced.

· Overall, the changes are estimated to lower ongoing business costs by around $5 million per year, phasing in over the first three years of operation. 
· Implementation of the reform is estimated to involve a one-off transition cost of $9 million to the Australian Government.
· While there is scope for ongoing administrative gains, there appears little potential, as this stage, for substantive further reform within COAG’s reform agenda. 

	

	


From everyday purchases of bread, milk and petrol to multi-million dollar exchanges of minerals, energy and agricultural commodities, there are millions of consumer and business transactions in which the price paid is dependent on measures of quantity and/or quality (or product ‘grade’). By one estimate, the value of Australian business-to-business and retail transactions reliant on measurement could exceed $400 billion per year (MCCA 2006). 

The use and verification of product measures in Australia is governed by trade measurement regulation. Its provisions cover:

· approval and use of measuring instruments for trade (such as weighing scales, flow-meters, tanks and beverage dispensers);
· licensing of measuring instrument servicing organisations that have personnel nominated to certify measuring instruments;
· packaging and labelling of pre-packaged articles;
· sale of goods by measurement (of quantity or quality);
· licensing of operators of public weighbridges; and
· inspection of trade measuring instruments and pre-packages, and penalties for breaches of the law.

Trade measurement regulation has primarily been the province of the States and Territories. Each jurisdiction enacted and administered its own trade measurement legislation and conducted its own enforcement and compliance programs. In 1990, the States and Territories (excluding Western Australia) agreed to adopt Uniform Trade Measurement Legislation (UTML), to address concerns about discrepancies in trade measurement and to ‘provide a high level of consistency of regulation between jurisdictions’ (Tan 2008, p. 4). Despite the adoption of UTML, inconsistencies in approaches remained, and a number of reviews argued that there would be merit in a more nationally consistent approach to trade measurement regulation (box 11.1).

As part of the COAG Seamless National Economy reforms, the previous State-based system of trade measurement regulation was replaced in July 2010 with a national system administered by the Australian Government. 
This chapter discusses the details and objectives of this reform and considers who and what will be affected. It also reports estimates of some of the benefits and costs of the reform, and canvasses the scope for further reform in this field. The Commission’s assessment of the likely direct impacts of the shift to the new trade measurement system has required judgements about the effects of reform that has just been implemented and is still being consolidated. The results are exploratory and should be regarded as broadly indicative of the likely effects of the reform.
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Reform objectives and changes

According to the COAG Reform Council, the overall aim of the reform was ‘to ensure that nationally consistent and equitable trade measurement practices and standards’ were used on all measurement-based transactions (CRC 2010, p. 63). Among other things, the new national system would see one set of rules, fees and administrative system replacing 17 pieces of State and Territory legislation. A further benefit envisaged was that a shift to a single regulator would enable more efficient administration and enforcement practices, including better workforce training and retention, within the trade measurement sector. 
	Box 11.
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Recent reviews of Australia’s trade measurement system

	Kean review 1995

This Review of Australia’s Standards and Conformance Infrastructure received numerous submissions highlighting the differing fee structures across the jurisdictions, varying requirements on industry and the inconsistent administration of legislation across the jurisdictions. The review concluded that the UTML was not achieving its objectives, and recommended that a national system be adopted. 

The Australian Government subsequently amended the National Measurement Act 1960 to take responsibility for trade measurement in utility meters, but the broader recommendation was not taken up.

Regulation Taskforce report 2006

The Taskforce on Reducing Regulatory Burdens on Business heard that ongoing differences in trade measurement regulation between jurisdictions were resulting in some costs for industry. Cognisant of the long history of efforts to achieve a nationally-consistent approach, its January 2006 report recommended:

The Australian Government should initiate an independent public review to identify practical steps to expedite the adoption of a nationally consistent trade measurement regime and streamline the present arrangements for certifying trade measurement instruments. (Recommendation 5.52)

Subsequently, on 10 February 2006, COAG agreed to address six cross-jurisdictional areas, including trade measurement, where overlapping and inconsistent regulatory regimes were deemed to be impeding economic activity.
Ministerial Council of Consumer Affairs review 2006

The Review of National Arrangements for Administering Trade Measurement in Australia, released in May 2006, assessed several options for moving to a nationally consistent system. The study identified and provided some indicative estimates of the likely impacts of the different options — based in part on submissions from some major businesses, project surveys from jurisdictions and estimates by the National Measurement Institute. It found that moving to a system of national legislation with a single national regulator would be:

… the best option to remove existing structural problems, to rationalise the different regulatory regimes of the States and Territories, and to address the challenges presented by new measurement technologies (Ministerial Council on Consumer Affairs 2006).

	Sources: NMI (2011); Regulation Taskforce (2006); MCCA (2006).

	

	


As part of the April 2007 agreement to establish the new system, COAG provided three years for the transition. During this period:

· the Australian Government appointed the National Measurement Institute (NMI) as the system administrator, and allocated around $30 million over four years in its 2007–08 Budget to establish and begin operating the new system (this included a three year transition period, and the costs of its first year of operation);

· administrative arrangements were negotiated for the transfer of various State and Territory trade measurement resources and staff to the NMI;

· drawing on consultation with business and other stakeholders, the NMI examined whether specific trade measurement provisions should be reformed in conjunction with the switch to the national system;
· only two substantive changes were made: the introduction of new ‘shortfall’ provisions and some minor refinements to licensing provisions (box 11.2);
· the National Measurement Amendment Act 2008 (Cwlth), which provides a legislative basis for the system, was passed and commenced on 1 July 2009;
· the supporting National Trade Measurement Regulations 2009 (Cwlth) were also developed and gazetted; and

· the States and Territories repealed relevant legislation in their jurisdictions. 
The new national system for trade measurement formally commenced on 1 July 2010. The COAG Reform Council reported in December 2010 that, while there had been minor delays in meeting some intermediate milestones, the overall reform was delivered on time.  
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Who or what will be affected by the reform?

The number of businesses directly affected by trade measurement regulations — and which might thus be significantly affected by any reforms — is much smaller than data on the pervasiveness of measurement-based business transactions might suggest. Trade measurement regulations do not materially affect the operation of most businesses, many of which buy and sell pre-measured and packaged goods. Businesses that use measuring devices (such as scales and bowsers) are potentially more affected, but are unlikely to notice much change in their interactions with the regulatory system. As the NMI stated:

… the [new] Regulations largely correspond to current state and territory trade measurement legislation … there is little impact on the daily operation of most businesses. (NMI 2009, p. 3)

	Box 11.
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Main changes to the regulations

	Shortfall provisions

‘Shortfall provisions’ relate to whether quantities stated on pre-packaged goods are accurate, and are the area of most substantive change to the regulations. 

Under the pre-existing UTML system, no one pre-packed article could contain more than a 5 per cent shortfall, and there could be no deficiency (on average) in a sample or batch of a particular product.

The new regulations, while allowing businesses to continue using the UTML provisions, also include an option for businesses to instead use the (slightly different) Average Quantity System (AQS). The AQS is an internationally recognised method intended for use in large scale packaging plants for goods (for example, breakfast cereals) packed in the same quantity in large numbers.

Under AQS, the average net content of packages in a production run may not be less than the stipulated quantity, but a small number of pre-packed articles is allowed to exceed a specified ‘tolerable deficiency’ that is proportional to the quantity of product and related difficulty of accurate filling. For example, for a lot of 200 packages, a sample size of 50 is required for inspection and 3 packages in the sample are allowed to exceed the tolerable deficiency (for a 500 gram net package, for example, the tolerable deficiency is 15 grams or 3 per cent.)
Businesses that opt to use AQS for their products are required to print a mark on their packages to show they have been packed under AQS rules.
Licensing changes
One of the rationales for moving to a national system of trade measurement regulation was to remove the need for businesses operating in more than one jurisdiction to obtain multiple licenses. In parallel with the move to a single national license, some other details of the licensing system were refined. The changes entailed:

· extending license renewal periods from one to three years;
· removing a requirement for ‘certificates of suitability’ for public weighbridge operators;
· allowing weighbridge licensees — often local councils — to contract their operations to third parties;
· phasing in skill and competency recognition arrangements for verifiers and operators; and
· adjusting license fees to align with licensing costs.

	

	


Two groups of businesses will be materially impacted:
· those that supply and/or verify the accuracy of trade measurement devices, or operate weighbridges, which are required to be licensed by the NMI — the Commission has been advised that there are currently around 750 such businesses Australia-wide (NMI, pers. comm., November 2011); and 

· those businesses wishing to avail themselves to the optional, new AQS shortfall provisions — this may be a larger group, although data on the actual number are not available. 
For consumers, changes to the trade measurement system are unlikely to be discernible. While any improvement in efficiencies or reductions in costs consequent upon the reforms could in theory be expected to flow through to lower price levels (or lower net taxes where efficiencies are captured by governments), such benefits would likely only become visible at the aggregate (population) level. 

The reforms will also have some impacts on governments and their officials. The move to a national system has entailed administrative and financial changes, including the transfer (and, in some cases, relocation) of staff to the NMI, with some differences in pay, duties and work practices entailed. Legislators themselves may also be affected insofar as the reforms reduce the demands on all jurisdictions to alter regulations and legislation where changes in the approach to trade measurement are made. 
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Analysis of the direct impacts of the reforms
While it seems likely that the magnitude of the impacts of this reform is small in an economy-wide sense, information that would allow a precise assessment of those impacts is not readily available. Reflecting the ‘machinery of government’ nature of the reforms, the Office of Best Practice Regulation waived the requirement for a Regulation Impact Statement (RIS) when the new national legislation was enacted. And while the national system formally commenced in July 2010, the NMI has indicated that it is still in a process of consolidation and that the full extent of any operational efficiencies it will be able to obtain, relative to the previous State-based system, is as yet unclear.
However, the 2006 Ministerial Council on Consumer Affairs (MCCA) study provides a basis for identifying some of the potential impacts from the shift to the national system, and includes ‘indicative’ estimates of some of those impacts.

The Ministerial Council on Consumer Affairs study
Problems with the previous system

The MCCA study identified several concerns about the State-based system. Those concerns represent areas of potential benefit from the move to a national system. The key problems raised were:

· legislative differences across jurisdictions, due to lack of synchronisation of amendments to trade measurement acts and regulations;
· different enforcement regimes, as jurisdictions have separate trade measurement administration acts which reflect different procedures, priorities, fees and charges;
· multiple licensing systems for certifiers of measuring instruments, involving multiple fees and reporting systems for companies which operate across jurisdictions; and
· inconsistent advice and interpretation of legislation by trade measurement authorities, leading to industry confusion and costs. (MCCA 2006, p. 32)

Further, some State and Territory trade measurement authorities were concerned about their ability to maintain appropriate levels of enforcement activity given an anticipated loss of experienced staff in the coming years. It was noted that:

Although there could be a loss of expertise in the short term, a national agency would offer improved career opportunities for staff, and would create a critical mass for effective skills development, knowledge transfer and succession planning. (MCCA 2006, p. 56)

The tendency for legislative changes to be slow, as multiple agencies needed to amend their legislation, was also regarded as problematic: 

… there are differences in administration across States and Territories and the time taken to implement changes to the UTML is excessive; there are additional costs to industry through each State having its own Administrative Act, and each jurisdiction has its own priorities for amending the legislation. (MCCA 2006, p. 29)

The MCCA study noted that moving to a national trade measurement system under the one single jurisdiction would eliminate the problems arising from differences between the States and Territories. That is, it would potentially address the licensing concerns, differing legislative and enforcement regimes and inconsistencies on industry as well as the burdens on States and Territories. 

Cost-benefit analysis

The MCCA study included an ‘economic’ cost-benefit analysis (CBA) of moving to a national trade measurement system under a single national regulator. The estimates included in the analysis were based on consultations with NMI on predicted transition costs, expenditure and revenue data from the States and Territories, and some estimates from businesses of potential reductions in paperwork burden and compliance costs.

The items estimated included:

· costs for the Australian Government;
· drafting of new national Trade Measurement Act and Regulations, establishment of a national licensing scheme, new IT equipment and other establishment costs; 
· staff and operating expenses; and
· annual enforcement and laboratory services.
· benefits for the States and Territories;
· savings in legislative maintenance and amendment costs and reduced expenditure on administering and enforcing trade measurement legislation.
· benefits for businesses;
· reduced administrative costs and other efficiency benefits.

In the CBA, the costs and benefits of the reform were streamed over a 10 year period (with an assumed start date of 1 January 2007) and yielded a net present value — calculated using a 7 per cent discount rate — of $5.7 million (table 11.1).

Table 11.
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MCCA study estimates of impacts of trade measurement reform

$ millions (2006)a
	
	Government
	Business
	Combined

	Direct cost savings
	(16.2)
	1.8
	(14.4)

	Efficiency benefits
	0
	20.2
	20.2

	Net benefits
	(16.2)
	22.0
	5.7


.. zero. Estimates in brackets ( ) represent cost increases. Totals may not sum due to rounding. a These impacts reflect the present value of the estimated benefits to business and the present value of the  estimated costs to government. 
Source: MCCA (2006, tables 6.12 and 6.13).
Importantly, the MCCA study emphasised that its estimates were based on a range of assumptions and, in some cases, limited data or evidence, and that they should be treated only as indicative. 
The study also noted that it had not sought to quantify all the possible benefits that might arise from moving to a national trade measurement system run by the Australian Government. One source of unquantified benefits was identified as improved operational efficiency of the regulator. The study also indicated that the benefits to business would probably be larger than implied by its estimates, and that there could be flow-on benefits for consumers.
Some impacts in more detail
The AQS shortfall option
As mentioned in box 11.2, the adoption of the AQS method entails a variation on existing shortfall provisions and has been introduced as an option for businesses. 

The AQS is an internationally recognised method and its availability as an option should provide benefits for businesses, particularly importers and exporters, which already use, or are required to demonstrate compliance with, AQS for some of their sales. In its progress report for 2008-09, COAG stated that one of the benefits of adopting AQS is in the reduced need to ‘overfill’ packages. Of course, the costs to business entailed in overfilling packages are offset to some extent by benefits to consumers. Even so, as COAG went on to observe, there are also efficiency and international competitive issues to consider:

[The AQS method] is intended to introduce an internationally accepted mark to provide ease of access to markets that accept the mark. The costs of overfilling are not faced by many overseas competitors with Australian packaged goods given widespread international use of AQS. (CRC 2009b, p. 42)

While the provision of the AQS option thus appears likely to yield a net benefit, data is not available on the likely uptake of AQS or on the magnitude of any savings for businesses that may result. Nor were estimates of the benefits of the AQS option included in the MCCA study’s CBA. 

Licensing issues

One of the rationales for moving to a national system of trade measurement regulation was to remove the need for businesses operating in more than one jurisdiction to obtain multiple licenses. This has now been achieved. Estimates from the MCCA study included the value of this change. 
However, as noted in box 11.2, in parallel with the move to a single national license, refinements were made to other details of the licensing requirements, including to the length of license renewal periods, and the conditions of licenses. In general, the changes are intended — and appear likely — to reduce transactions costs and/or increase flexibilities for licensees. Accordingly, these changes would be expected to provide benefits additional to those estimated in the MCCA study. However, as noted earlier, there are around 750 licensees Australia-wide. Accordingly, while these changes are of value, they are unlikely to be significant in an economy-wide sense.

As part of the reforms, license fees are also being harmonised and the NMI is moving to cost-reflective license fees. Because fees in many jurisdictions under the previous system were low relative to the costs of licensing, the new national fee will represent an increase for a proportion of licensees. While this represents an additional cost for those businesses, this cost is basically offset from an economic viewpoint by the additional revenue received by government. That is, it represents a ‘transfer’ between different groups, rather than a ‘cost’ in an economic sense. As such, it is not necessary to adjust estimates of the benefits and costs of the reforms to account for this change.

Transitional costs

The NMI conducted an array of activities during the three year transitional period for the new system. The activities included: reviewing and/or drafting legislation and regulations; communicating with stakeholders and website development; facilitating the transfer of State-and Territory staff; evaluating State and Territory trade measurement properties, plant and equipment and assessing future needs; acquiring and fitting out some new premises; and acquiring and/or establishing new databases and ICT systems (NMI 2011).

The NMI incurred total capital and operating expenses for the transition of around $10 million over the three years (NMI 2011, pp. 8-10). The NMI also allocated an additional $1 million for capital expenditure in 2010-11 to complete aspects of the transition process. These expenditures exceeded the amount estimated in the MCCA study (which had assumed that the transition would take place over two years). 
Up to around $2 million of the additional expenditure was directed to the establishment and fit-out of new premises for NMI in Brisbane. As part of the COAG agreement, there had been an expectation that the premises of all States and Territories would be available for use by NMI. The Commission has been informed that NMI’s need for new premises in Brisbane reflected the nature of the existing premises, and it is possible that the Queensland Government would have needed to incur similar expenditure at some point had it retained responsibility for trade measurement. If so, the expenditure by NMI could be considered a ‘transfer’ between the states and the Australian Government, rather than being an additional ‘cost’ of switching to the new system. The NMI has also indicated that it had needed to incur expenditure on some information technologies that, due to privacy and licensing issues, were unable to be transferred from the States and Territories. (NMI 2011, p. 10)

Improved regulator efficiency
As alluded to above, one of the benefits seen in moving to a national system under a single, central regulator is that it should facilitate longer term efficiencies within the trade measurement regulation field.

Staff development is seen as offering significant potential for improvement. The previous State-based system faced an aging workforce and had experienced problems in retaining and developing expertise. As noted above, the MCCA study considered that the move to a national agency would offer improved career opportunities for staff, and would create a critical mass for effective skills development, knowledge transfer and succession planning (MCCA 2006).

The move to a single national regulator is also expected to unlock efficiencies in the form of better use of technology. The NMI is establishing a national database containing information on licensees and inspection outcomes, which should aid in the identification of higher-risk businesses and enable better coordination between inspectors around the country. The NMI is also training and equipping enforcement officials with upgraded field and office information and communication technology devices and systems which are expected to significantly improve efficiency. For example, the Commission has heard anecdotally that, previously, field enforcement officers could spend as much as two fifths of their time on ‘paperwork’ associated with inspections. It is understood that this figure could fall substantially as the new systems come online.

While some of these and other efficiencies might in theory have been captured by individual jurisdictions had the State-based system continued, it appears that the recent reforms are expediting and possibly deepening such change.
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Summary of effects
The indicative estimates developed in 2006 for the MCCA study suggested that the move to a national trade measurement system run by the Australian Government could, over a 10 year period, generate a small net benefit. 
The Commission has drawn on the MCCA estimates as the starting point for its own estimates, but has adjusted them to, among other things, account for the additional costs incurred by NMI in the (longer) transitional period, data on actual costs incurred by NMI in operating the new system and for the effects of inflation. The components of the Commission’s estimates are set out in box 11.3.
Available information indicates that the three year transition to the new system would entail an estimated cost of around $11 million, while the operation of the new system will afford a reduction of business compliance costs by around $5 million annually (2010-11 prices). 

A case could be made to adjust the former estimate downwards, to recognise that some element of the expenditure by NMI during the transition period — for example, some or all of its expenditure on its Brisbane premises and possibly some other capital expenditure — does not reflect a net economic cost of transitioning to the new system. Correcting for this, transition costs for this reform are estimated to be around $9 million.
A case could be also made to adjust the latter estimate upwards to account for the ‘unquantified’ economic benefits identified by the MCCA study, and for the potential benefits of those reforms not considered by the study, such as the adoption of the AQS option. However, given the limited information available at this early stage after implementation on the possible scale of those benefits, the Commission has taken a conservative approach and not included such adjustments. 
	Box 11.
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Components of the Commission’s estimates

	· Ongoing reductions in business costs — the estimate is derived from the MCCA study estimate of annual business benefits (MCCA 2006, p. 64), of $3.9 million in 2006 dollars, adjusted to 2010-11 dollars ($4.5 million). 

· Ongoing costs to the Australian Government for administration and enforcement — this is the ‘budgeted ongoing funding’ for NMI for trade measurement purposes for 2010-11, taken from the NMI ‘Transition’ report (NMI 2011, p. 7). 

· Ongoing savings to the State and Territory for administration and enforcement — for the purposes of estimating the effect of shifting to the new system, the Commission has made the simplifying assumption — similar to the treatment in the MCCA study — that the ongoing costs of administering and enforcing trade measurement regulation, now being incurred by NMI, exactly offset the expenditures that would have been incurred by the States and Territories had they remained responsible for trade measurement.

· One-off costs to the Australian Government incurred for the transition — this estimate is derived from ‘actual’ expenditure data in the NMI ‘Transition’ report, for both capital and operating costs for the years 2007-08 to 2009-2010, adjusted for inflation (that is, adjusted to 2010-11 dollars), and the additional capital expenditure allocated for 2010-11 (NMI 2011, pp. 9-10).

	

	


The Commission estimates that the reform may deliver around $5 million in net benefits on an annual basis, accruing to business in the form of ongoing cost savings (table 11.2). 
Table 11.
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Estimated direct impacts of trade measurement reform

$ million (2010-11 dollars)

	
	Annual longer-run ongoing direct impacts
	One-off direct impacts  (transition costs)

	
	Realised
	Prospective
	Realised and prospective 
	Potentiala
	

	Reduction in business compliance costs from harmonisation
	5
	..
	5
	..
	..

	Increase in Australian Government administration and enforcement costs
	(21)
	..
	(21)
	..
	(9)

	Saving in State and Territory government administration and enforcement costs
	21
	..
	21
	..
	..


.. zero or none estimated. Estimates in brackets ( ) represent cost increases. a As discussed in section 11.5, the Commission’s assessment is that there is little potential for further reforms to the trade measurement regulatory framework that would be likely to yield significant net benefits.
Sources: MCCA (2006); NMI (2011); Commission estimates.

With the new system having commenced in July 2010, after a three year transition period, some of the benefits and costs of the reforms would have already been realised. Because the reform is still in the transition phase, the estimated costs borne to date are likely to have exceeded the benefits actually realised. However, the stream of prospective benefits (both quantified and unquantified) should continue in perpetuity to deliver a longer-term net economic benefit. 
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Opportunities for improvement

Recasting institutional arrangements?
The shift to a national system of trade measurement regulation under the auspices of the NMI is the culmination of several decades of reviews and reform effort and represents a major recasting of institutional and governance arrangements. It is difficult to envisage scope for any further change to these arrangements that would yield major net benefits.

Reform of regulations?
Prior to the drafting of the new Act and Regulations, the NMI released a number of discussion papers seeking comment from industry and other stakeholders on aspects of UTML and its enforcement. The reforms to the shortfall provisions and licensing arrangements discussed above, and a number of other, minor refinements introduced in the new regulations, emerged from those consultations. The NMI has indicated that it followed the Australian Government’s requirements for ‘best practice’ regulation-making in considering the merits of those changes, although no formal RIS was deemed necessary as the changes were adjudged to have a sufficiently minor impact on business. 

Some other issues that arose in the NMI’s consultations were deemed sufficiently significant that any decision to proceed would likely require preparation of a RIS. Those matters included specifying the use of ‘accuracy classes’ for particular trade applications; re-verification periods for certain measurement devices, and extension of provision for the sale of beer and specific spirits. For practical reasons, the NMI decided to hold over more detailed consideration of those issues until after the new system had commenced. The NMI has now released a discussion paper on those matters and is in the process of considering the merits of reform in these areas (NMI 2010). 

These processes will exhaust the potential areas of reform to trade measurement regulation identified in the NMI’s consultations. While new problems with the existing regulations, or matters warranting new regulation, will no doubt emerge from time to time, at this stage it is not evident to the Commission that there is scope for further reform to the regulations that would generate major net benefits.

Regulator productivity dividend?
It is expected that the shift of responsibilities to a single regulator will enable efficiency gains to be accrued in administration and enforcement. Over time, such gains could allow the NMI to increase the level of effective enforcement of the regulations within existing resourcing. Alternatively, such efficiencies could allow any particular level of enforcement to be maintained with fewer resources. As part of the 2007 COAG agreement to move to the new national system, the Australian Government committed to ensure the maintenance of existing service standards, but made no specific commitment on future input levels.
The NMI has advised that, at present, it is still consolidating its new structure, rolling-out new systems and facilitating workforce development. Its current staffing levels are less than the aggregate pre-reform staffing levels in the States and Territories, but the NMI is intending to progressively increase staffing levels over time. The NMI has stated:
NMI is maintaining services by ensuring that staffing and resources are adequate and that staff receive appropriate training. It is expected that in the next three to five years NMI will be able to demonstrate that services have not only been maintained but have provided more outcomes for industry and the community with increased confidence in trade measurement transactions. (NMI 2011, p. 48)

One issue for government is to what extent the resource savings represented by the efficiency gains within NMI should be ‘reinvested’ in further efforts to enforce trade measurement regulations. An alternative would be to reallocate those resources to the consolidated revenue fund to be available for other uses. However, in its 2006 study, the MCCA noted that State and Territory resourcing of trade measurement had declined significantly over the previous five years and that:

It is expected that [the reform] would deliver significant operational efficiencies, and it is assumed that the resultant savings would be redirected towards areas which are currently under-resourced. (MCCA 2006, p. 61)

Summing up
The Commission’s assessment is that, while there is scope for ongoing administrative gains, there appears little scope, at this stage for substantive further reform within COAG’s reform agenda. The changes that have been implemented or set in train in conjunction with the move to a national system may have largely exhausted the pool of reforms available in this field. 
�	The MCCA report included both a ‘financial’ CBA and an ‘economic’ CBA. The financial CBA included estimates only of impacts for which direct financial flows could be identified. The financial CBA yielded a $14.4 million net cost (in net present value terms), but it was emphasised that this result did not include the unquantified benefits from the reform. The ‘economic’ CBA additionally included estimates of the value of some indirect productivity savings (e.g. time savings) for business and government. As noted in the text, it yielded a small net benefit (of $5.7 million) in net present value terms. 
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