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Purpose of Report 

This paper seeks direction on the future model for the Education Export Levy (EEL) and the 
International Student Fee (ISF) – which is also referred to as the International Student Levy. 

Your preferred option/s can be developed into a fully formed proposal with associated policy 
and regulation for implementation, if required. The current intention is to restart the EEL from 
1 January 2023, and the ISF is ongoing. 

Summary 

1 The success of New Zealand in sustaining demand from international students relies 
on high quality educational offerings, student experiences and the reputation of New 
Zealand as an education destination. 

2 The EEL raises funds to contribute to the cost of activities that support international 
education offerings and New Zealand’s reputation. The ISF seeks to compensate the 
Crown for school capital costs related to international students. 

3 Both the EEL and ISF charge education providers with international students, to fund 
services or costs related to international students. Decisions on each of the levies can 
be taken independently. 

4 This report looks at the rationale for using levies to fund these activities and considers 
the appropriateness of alternatives such as reducing expenditure, Crown funding, and 
relying on providers to fund activities directly. The International Education Strategy 
actions include conducting a review, and providers have raised concerns with the 
fairness of the policy settings. 
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5 The EEL and ISF have attributes that undermine good policy rationale for the use of 
levies and fees. Based on Auditor-General fee and levy guidance, and Treasury 
Guidelines for setting charges in the public sector a good use of a levy should: 

a. primarily benefit the levied 
b. solve a collective action problem that prevents the levied from acting 

themselves 
c. include accountability to ensure high value spending  
d. avoid excessive administration costs. 

6 While EEL activities offer clear benefits to international students and providers, most 
of the activities could be carried out by the providers directly, or are already heavily 
supported by the Crown, lessening the marginal benefits of using the levy.  

7 With EEL spending directed by the Crown, and largely implemented by the Crown, 
there is an accountability gap that calls into question the use of an industry levy. 
Providers pay the levy but get no say in how it is used. In the case of reimbursements 
for a provider failure, the main beneficiaries do not meet the cost.  

8 The administration burden of this levy is high and would increase if activities were 
reduced. With 80 percent of the levy coming from Crown institutions (schools, 
universities and Te Pūkenga), the administration cost is difficult to justify, particularly 
as it does little to create good incentives. 

9 The ISF’s purpose is to reimburse the Crown for expenditure relating 
to international students. It is not clear that international students impose capital 
depreciation costs on the Crown. Crown capital investment decisions are not based on 
international students, and state schools that reach capacity have a duty to preference 
domestic students.  

Levy performance 

 Primarily 
benefits the 
levied 

Solves a 
collective 
action problem 
or externality 

Accountability to 
those making 
payments 

Avoids 
excessive 
administration 
costs 

EEL     
Promotion and 
Marketing, 
research, and 
industry 
development 

    

Code of Practice    

Reimbursement  -  
Wellbeing 
Initiatives 

   

ISF    - 
 
10 With a poor case for using levies, this report includes three options for the EEL: 

• Option 1: Leave the EEL revoked, with Budget funding for the Code of Practice 
administration and dispute resolution ($1m per annum) 

• Option 2: Leave the EEL revoked, with Budget funding for high priority activities 
($1m - $6m per annum) 

• Option 3: Reinstate the EEL from 2023, with improvements and a new higher 
rate. 
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11 Reinstating the EEL will require setting an EEL rate to cover predicted EEL 
expenditure. In 2019 the EEL collected an average of $63 per student ($113 per 
equivalent full-time student). Initial modelling suggests that the EEL rate for January 
2023 to the end of the 2024/25 financial year will need to collect $115 per student per 
year. The model assumes steady growth from 13,000 students in May 2022 to 75,000 
students in the 24/25 financial year – which is a rough and optimistic estimate. If 
student numbers are lower, then the EEL rate will need to be higher to fund the same 
activity level.  For providers this means the rate of EEL charged on tuition fee revenue 
will need to increase around 83% from current rates, and potentially more. The driver 
of the increase in EEL rates is the need to fund activities and restore the EEL balance 
while tuition fee revenue is low as student numbers recover.  

12 In the case of the ISF, this report has two options: 

• Option 1: End the collection of an ISF  

• Option 2: Maintain the status quo. 
13 The Ministry recommends an approach of running preferred options through Cabinet 

before consulting with the sector because it is a significant decision with financial 
implications. 

14 Our best advice is to remove the EEL due to the collection costs and administrative 
complexity, noting that collection is primarily from Crown owned providers and for 
purposes where there is a rational for Crown funding over an industry levy. Options 1 
or 2 would achieve this. We note you have previously indicated a preference of 
collecting the EEL from January 2023, this can be achieved through option 3.  

15 Our best advice on the ISF is to end the practice of deducting payments to schools 
who have international students (option 1). We currently do not have a strong link 
between the costs international students impose on the Crown through their use of 
capital assets and the deductions. 

Recommended Actions  

The Ministry of Education recommends you: 
 

a. note that the Education Export Levy funds activities that preserve the reputation of 
New Zealand as a study destination and promote New Zealand as an international 
student destination. 

b. note the ISF is a charge on state schools who enrol international students. The charge 
seeks to compensate for school capital costs related to international students. 

c. note the EEL levy has been suspended from 2020 to 2022, in response to the impact 
of COVID-19 and measures to keep New Zealand safe.  

d. agree to the Ministry of Education progressing one or more of the following EEL 
options into a Cabinet paper seeking approval for consultation: 

1. Leave the EEL revoked, with Budget funding for the Code of practice 
administration. (recommended) 

Agree / Disagree 
2. Leave the EEL revoked, and seek Budget funding for high priority activities. 

 Agree / Disagree 

3. Reinstate the EEL from 2023, with improvements and a new higher rate. 

 Agree / Disagree 
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e. agree to the Ministry of Education progressing one or more of the following ISF options 
into a Cabinet paper seeking approval for consultation 

1. End the collection of the ISF for 2023. (recommended) 

Agree / Disagree 
2. Maintain the collection of the ISF. 

 Agree / Disagree 

 

f. agree that the Ministry of Education release this briefing in full following the 
announcement of a decision. 

Agree / Disagree 
 
 
 
 
 
Shelley Robertson          Hon Chris Hipkins 
Group Manager           
Te Puna Kaupapahere Minister of Education 
 
08/06/2022       __/__/____ 
 
 

19  6  2022
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Background 

Export Education Levy 

16 The EEL was introduced in 2003 using the principle of cost-sharing between 
government and the sector. It was introduced in the context of long-term concerns from 
both sides about insufficient industry investment in promotion, quality assurance and 
professional development.  

17 The Crown funds activities for international education primarily through baseline 
funding of education agencies (Education New Zealand, Ministry of Education, New 
Zealand Qualifications Authority), and supplements appropriated funding using the 
EEL and ISF. This model emerged with the establishment of Education New Zealand 
from 2011. 

18 The EEL charges education providers to fund a legislatively defined set of activities 
that benefit the international education sector and New Zealand’s international 
reputation. The ISF is payable by all state and state-integrated schools with 
international students to reimburse the Crown for expenditure relating to 
the international students. The ISF is taken from schools’ operating grant.   

19 The draft refresh of the International Education Strategy includes an action to ensure 
the Export Education Levy is sustainable and remains fit for purpose, and to review 
the International Students Fee. 

20 A review is timely as: 

• COVID-19 has had a significant impact on the international education sector, 
and international student tuition fee revenue is likely to take a number of years 
to recover. 

• The adequacy and fairness of rate setting is a reoccurring theme. In the case 
of the EEL, the sector has limited influence on levy activities and fund revenue 
has struggled to cover liabilities since 2016. For the ISF, there is no clear link 
to costs imposed by international students. 

• Eighty percent of tuition fee revenue comes from publicly funded institutions 
(Schools, Universities and Te Pūkenga), it is unclear that levying this income 
creates good incentives. 

• Since the levies were created, Education New Zealand (ENZ) has been 
established with baseline funding for the marketing and promotion of 
international education, the largest EEL funded activity. 

• The levy balance has been under pressure and required an advance to over 
unexpected costs that it could not meet. 

• The complexity and cost of administration, which will become pressing when 
the EEL restarts from its current suspension. 

When the EEL could not meet its costs, the Crown provided an advance 

21 A sudden and significant increase in closure-related reimbursements (from an average 
of $0.15m until 2017 to $3.2m in 2018-19) caused immediate financial pressure on the 
EEL reserves. In response, rates were increased and Cabinet agreed to a temporary 
advance to cover additional unforeseen closure-related expenses. $4m of this has 
been drawn down, with $2m remaining in contingency. The full amount of the advance 
was due to be repaid by June 2024. 
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When student numbers reduced, the Crown funded the activities rather than reduce service 
levels  

22 COVID-19 has had a significant impact on tuition fee revenue. In 2020, revenue 
expected to be collected by the EEL was replaced with funding from the COVID-19 
Response and Recovery Fund (CRRF) – CAB-20-MIN-0219.27 and CAB-20-MIN-
0328.22 refer. This included $6.61m for 2021/22. 

International Student Fee 

23 The ISF is linked to reimbursement of costs in the Education and Training Act section 
523, however as currently collected there is not a clear link between ISF rate setting 
and costs imposed by international students. Funds collected are returned to the 
Crown, and do not influence capital funding of the education system. The fee is linked 
to compensation for the use of capital assets.  

Revenues 

24 In 2019 the ISF raised $3.463m and the EEL collected $7.03m. This is in the context 
of 23,000 school students and 87,000 tertiary students (110,000 total), which equates 
to 61,500 Equivalent full-time students (EFTS). In 2019/20, 10% of ENZ’s $31.4m 
funding for international education programmes was provided by the EEL. 

The use of levies to fund activities  

25 Public organisations should only be charging compulsory targeted levies where a 
service benefits the group that bears the incidence of the levy, or the levy is necessary 
to mitigate or compensate for an externality that an activity is imposing on society.   

26 A good use of a levy should also: 
a. Be more equitable than using crown funding – so the extent to which the Crown 

benefits from the service is relevant 
b. Solve a collective action problem that prevents the levied group efficiently 

providing the service themselves. 
c. Include accountability so that the benefiting organisations can maximise value 
d. Have limited and proportionate administration costs associated with the 

collection. 
Beneficiaries of EEL activities 
27 The success of New Zealand in sustaining demand from international students for an 

international education offering relies on: 

• High quality educational offerings and post study opportunities 

• High quality student experience  

• The reputation of New Zealand as a destination. 
28 The EEL is set up to fund a set of activities that protect New Zealand’s reputation and 

promote New Zealand as a study destination. For providers this is a shared benefit, 
they all benefit from New Zealand’s reputation and efforts to promote New Zealand as 
a study destination.  

29 International education contributes to a thriving and globally connected New Zealand 
through world-class education. Purposes for which the EEL may be applied are set out 
in section 540 of the Education and Training Act 2020 (the Act). Over recent years the 
EEL has been funding: 
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• marketing and promotion, research and professional development ($2.3m - 
$3.3m) 

• administration of the international portion of the Education (Pastoral Care of 
Tertiary and International Learners) Code of Practice 2021 (the Code of 
Practice) ($0.72m) 

• the International Student Contract Disputes Resolution Scheme (the DRS) 
($0.22) 

• initiatives to support the overall wellbeing of international students and their 
positive experience in New Zealand ($0.75m) 

• protections for international students affected by private provider closures 
(variable ongoing provision of $0.75m - $1.5m depending on sector size is 
required per annum) 

• Advising, administrating and collecting the levy ($0.4m). 
Marketing and promotion 

30 In addition to course quality, international students often choose to study in New 
Zealand for “destination” attributes: lifestyle, environment and natural beauty, English-
speaking, and safety. This means that a centralised function which markets the New 
Zealand brand internationally and provides a source of information on the New Zealand 
education system can add value. This supports (potential) international students in 
their decision-making process and means that providers can focus on highlighting the 
comparative advantages of their specific programmes. 

31 This role is currently fulfilled by ENZ. Prior to 2011, it was filled by a sector trust, funded 
under contract with MoE, using levy funding. ENZ promotes New Zealand as a study 
destination and supports the delivery of education services offshore. The majority of 
ENZ activities are designed to support the international education sector. The 10% of 
the ENZ budget that comes from the EEL has funded: 

• professional and institutional development of the industry (sector engagement, 
workshops, forums) 

• research and resource development (brand health tracker, student perception) 

• promotions and marketing (events, fairs, marketing campaigns, Digital 
resources for students, support agents’ promotion of New Zealand). 

32 The benefit of collective action to promote New Zealand is likely achieved through ENZ 
baseline funding, although the addition of EEL funding allows activity that brings 
benefits. 

33 ENZ notes that a removal of EEL funding would lead to a reduction in expenditure and 
the prioritisation of activities could impact the NZ brand offshore, brand research, and 
professional development. ENZ see a reduction in funding, which would be the case 
with option 1, and could potentially be the case with option 2 depending on Budget 
decisions, as having a significant impact (ENZ 2021-253). ENZ is forecasting Crown 
revenue of $31.2m in 2023 without EEL revenue and excluding funding for 
scholarships. 

Administration of the Code of Practice and the Disputes Resolution Scheme 

34 When international students come to study in New Zealand, education providers have 
an important responsibility to ensure that students are well informed, safe and properly 
cared for. To support this, the Government has developed the Education (Pastoral 
Care of Tertiary and International Learners) Code of Practice 2021 (the Code of 
Practice), which sets out minimum standards providers must meet, building on the 
previous 2016 Code. 
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35 The presence of minimum standards benefits provides across the sector by ensuring 
that the poor practice of a few providers does not impact the reputation of NZ providers.  

36 The provisions for the Code of Practice and its administration are set out in the Act. 
The administrator (currently NZQA) supports implementation and monitoring of the 
Code of Practice; promotes international student safety and wellbeing; helps resolve 
issues; and protects New Zealand’s reputation as a safe and welcoming international 
education destination.  

37 The requirements for the International Student Contract Disputes Resolution Scheme 
(DRS) are also set out in the Act. The DRS deals with financial and contractual 
complaints where international students have been unable to successfully resolve with 
their education provider. An accessible, free, fair and impartial system for resolving 
international student complaints is an important part of our protections for international 
students and supports our international reputation for high-quality pastoral care. The 
legislative requirements and the need for (both real and perceived) impartiality means 
that this service cannot be provided by the sector. 

38 New Zealand’s reputation and international students both benefit from the Code of 
Practice. 

 
Support for sector implementation of the International Student Wellbeing Strategy 

39 The International Student Wellbeing Strategy (ISWS) supports the international 
education sector by enhancing New Zealand’s international reputation as safe, 
welcoming and responsive to international student needs. 

40 In 2016, a series of violent and racially-motivated attacks against mostly Chinese 
students in Auckland prompted the development and funding of the ISWS. In addition 
to long-standing concerns about student welfare and the recognition that the Code of 
Practice alone wasn’t sufficient to ensure a positive experience for international 
students in New Zealand, there were fears in the sector that, if unaddressed, incidents 
such as these would prompt a significant decline in key markets. 

41 Projects funded under the ISWS have been 100% sector funded, through the EEL 
(although the Ministry of Education and other agencies have absorbed staffing and 
administrative costs). The funding needs for wellbeing initiatives are flexible, and within 
a range of $0.25m – $0.75m per annum. 

42 Wellbeing projects must fit within the EEL purposes set out in the Education and 
Training Act, which is the ‘development, promotion, and quality assurance of the export 
education sector.’  

Private provider closure-related reimbursements 

43 Ensuring that international students are reimbursed in the event of private provider 
failure is a key part of protecting our international reputation for a high-quality, student-
centred international education offering. The whole sector benefits from ensuring that 
students are protected, and ENZ views these provisions as an important part of being 
able to market New Zealand as a country that ensures students get a high-quality 
education. 

44 New Zealand is the only one of our key English-speaking competitor countries, apart 
from Australia, which makes provision for refunding full tuition fees to an international 
student when the education that has been delivered is deemed to have been of such 
poor quality that it is not recognised. This is linked to the fact that New Zealand has an 
increasingly well-developed “mid-flight” (while the course is still in progress) inspection 
and moderation process of the quality of a provider’s teaching and assessment 
practices, which in some instances leads to programme or provider closure. 
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45 However, the Student Fee Protection Rules (SFP Rules), introduced in 2004, ensure 
that international student fees are protected (generally in a Trust) should a provider 
face financial difficulties or liquidation and be unable to refund students for any pre-
paid but unused portion of their fees. This means that, in practice, the only sector-
funded coverage for international students affected by private provider failure is due to 
regulatory closures, when the provider has delivered education which is not up to the 
prescribed quality standards. In most cases where NZQA is looking at regulatory 
closure a pathway to completion is found for existing students. 

46 These reimbursements are currently funded 100% by the sector, through the EEL. 
While an important function, the significant costs over recent years (peaking at $3.2m 
in 2017/18) have put increasing financial pressure on the EEL account. Ongoing 
provision of $0.75m - $1.5m, depending on sector size, is required per annum.  

47 International students are the primary beneficiaries of the reimbursement funding. 
However, providers also benefit from the guarantee, as attracting students is easier 
with the expectation of reimbursement.  Providers that would otherwise struggle to 
signal high quality programmes and resourcing benefit the most from student 
reimbursement. 

 
The EEL does not perform strongly as levy for collective action, accountability, or 
administration reasons 
Marketing and promotion, research, and industry development 

48 The highest priority marketing and promotion activities are likely to be covered through 
the internal prioritisation of Education Agencies baselines. It is unclear that the sector 
values the additional activities enabled by EEL funding above the activities that they 
could fund if they retained the levied funds. However, EEL funding can create a sense 
of ownership over ENZ’s activities, which exacerbates a perception of a crown agency 
as a sector advocacy body. 

49 With universities, schools and Te Pūkenga benefiting from New Zealand’s education 
reputation, combined with the wider economic benefits of international education there 
is a strong case for continued Crown funding of ENZ baseline marketing and promotion 
at or around current levels. 

50 In 2003 with less Crown funding of marketing and promotion of the New Zealand 
international education sector, the levy helped ensure that activities promoting NZ as 
an education destination were not underprovided due to providers struggling to 
coordinate action. This is no longer the case with the substantial presence of Education 
New Zealand and its baseline resourcing. 

51 Collecting the levy involves the deadweight costs of the policy, financial and 
administrative activity to collect the levy, in addition to the time of the providers in 
understanding and making the payments. The Crown spends approximately $0.4m 
collecting the $7m levy, of which $2.2m comes from providers without a form of Crown 
ownership. This is a high ratio of administration and will be higher while revenue is 
lower than 2019 as the sector rebuilds after COVID 19. 

52 Levy activity is directed, and mostly delivered by the Crown rather than the providers. 
This limits the ability of the sector to direct to activities that they see as highest value 
but allows the Crown to target areas where it sees value. This has created some 
tension with ENZ where a provider may feel they should have some say over ENZ 
priorities. 

53 With general promotions activity and an active New Zealand Education brand covered 
through ENZ, there will always be the ability for the sector to self-fund additional 
targeted promotions. The peak body alliance and ENZ could partner to put forward 
proposals for joint support.  
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Code of Practice and the Disputes Resolution Scheme 

54 The Code of Practice fulfils a regulatory function that now exists for domestic students. 
Funding of a regulatory function requires collective action, accountability to the wider 
community (including students) rather than directly to providers and fits well with the 
functions of the NZQA.  

55 The dispute resolutions scheme is required to be an accessible, free, fair and impartial 
system for resolving international student. The legislative requirements and the need 
for (both real and perceived) impartiality means that this service cannot be provided 
directly by the sector. 

56 This makes either Crown Funding, levy funding, or a direct charge for code signatories 
potential funding methods for the functions. Crown funding would have the benefit of 
low administration costs and parity with the domestic function. A direct charge to 
providers in a dispute would help to tailor the size of the administration to the demands 
placed on the service by the presence of international students. 

57 There is now a comprehensive Code across tertiary (domestic and international) and 
there is an intention to combine the provision of the dispute resolution schemes for 
domestic and international students after ETAB 2 passes. The Crown funds the 
domestic code and dispute resolution through vote Tertiary Education. 

58 The Crown interest in funding a code for domestic students is clear. For international 
students and providers there is a strong case that they benefit from the code and 
should support the running costs. The main issue is that Code costs alone are not high 
enough to justify the administration costs of a levy, or user charging. Therefore, the 
case for sector funding of the Code is linked to the case for the sector to fund other 
costs. 

59 A rationale for the Crown to fund the code and dispute scheme is that (1) it is a 
regulatory requirement, (2) it would match the funding arrangements of the domestic 
code, (3) it could benefit from economics of scale and scope with the domestic code, 
(4) it benefits Crown owned providers, and (5) it is among the highest value activities 
for international education – so would be top of the list for a Crown contribution to 
support the sector. 

Wellbeing supports 

60 In 2020, 21 wellbeing initiatives were funded, such as: 

• workshops giving an overview of international student rights living in New 
Zealand, covering topics such as immigration; employment; tenancy and 
general contracts. 

• entrepreneurial pitch competition, and support for female entrepreneurs to 
develop their skills 

• on-campus Māori cultural experience for new international students within the 
first six weeks of arriving 

• activities for international students. 
61 A funding round was run by the Ministry of Education to select initiatives, with projects 

selected by international education sector representatives including students, 
communities, education providers and government representatives.  

62 Only the students who participate in the wellbeing initiatives benefit. Without the EEL, 
providers would have resourcing they could put toward these kinds of initiatives to 
support students and make their offering stronger. Direct accountability in this way 
could also improve the quality and appropriateness of the service offered. 
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Reimbursement 

63 The sector, as a whole, benefits from ensuring that students are financially protected. 
Student reimbursement can be seen as insurance against a situation where one 
provider brings down the New Zealand education sector reputation.  

64 However, it’s not clear-cut that failures in one provider type (such as English language 
schools) would impact other provider types  (such as universities) and vice versa. The 
complicating factor is when foreign governments that direct their outbound students 
could take a role in coordinating action against NZ.  

65 The insurance analogy is also imperfect, as the risk of a provider failing in course 
provision and failing to make up for it to students is not evenly shared within sub-
sectors let alone across sub-sectors.  

66 Ending the reimbursement scheme would risk leaving some students with a bad 
experience of New Zealand education and without a qualification reflecting the time 
they have studied here (where a formal qualification is important, not necessarily the 
case with English Language providers). Ending the practice of reimbursement may 
include a risk of reputational damage which could impact student numbers and tuition 
fee revenue. 

67 Reimbursement decisions could be made on a case-by-case basis and funded by the 
Crown. This would limit fiscal costs to cases that would severely impact New Zealand’s 
reputation and recent policy changes combined with the Immigration Rebalance are 
likely to make low value provision less likely, thereby reducing the need for 
reimbursement. 

Beneficiaries of ISF 
68 The ISF funds the reimbursement of the Crown for expenditure relating 

to international students. In practice the funds return to the centre, with the ISF 
deducted from the operations grants to state and state-integrated schools by the 
Ministry of Education.  

69 The ISF is deducted from state and state-integrated schools’ Operations Grants 
payments as the “Foreign Student Fee”. A portion of the Foreign Student Fee is used 
to cover schools’ EEL obligations (currently 0.5% of international student tuition fees), 
and the remainder is transferred to Treasury as the ISF.  

70 The Foreign Student Fee is currently charged at $440 per international student per 
year, including GST. This equates to $10.73 per student per week for primary schools 
(3.8% of average tuition fees), and $11 per student per week for secondary schools 
(2.9% of average tuition fees). 

71 When schools are setting their international fees, they are required to set the fees 
above the costs of tuition and an appropriate reflection of the use made of the Board’s 
capital facilities. On this basis a school’s international fee income compensates the 
school for associated capital costs. In paying the ISF, the school can be seen to ensure 
the Crown bears no capital costs in relation to the presence of international students. 

72 An international student may not be enrolled at a State school if the student’s 
enrolment has the effect that a domestic student who is entitled to enrol there and has 
applied for enrolment is not able to be enrolled. This calls into question the Crown 
facing capital costs because of international students, other than the marginal 
additional depreciation caused using an asset by, in most cases, a handful of 
international students. 

73 There should be a good case that international students are imposing costs that need 
to be compensated for, to justify a fee like the ISF. ISF policy and the rate charged 
have remained unchanged for around 10 years. 
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The ISF does not have a strong case for compensating for costs imposed by 
international students 
74 The link between the ISF enabling or compensating for Crown capital investment in 

schools is the weakness in the ISF as a fee. Making the payments doesn’t to lead to 
larger investments in the schools that make the payments, and the rate doesn’t differ 
depending on the capital costs of a school.  

75 Schools and domestic students also benefit from the presence of international 
students. 93 out of 173 schools that applied for border exception places to bring in 
international students sought 5 or less students. It’s not clear that the depreciation 
costs of 5 students on school infrastructure, that is unlikely to have been scoped with 
them in mind, outweighs the benefits to Schools and the Crown. 

76 With funds raised through the fee going to Crown accounts, there is no direct link 
between the fee and spending that benefits schools. This limits accountability for 
schools who pay the fee. 

Options 

EEL Options 
Option 1: Leave the EEL revoked, with Crown funding for Code of Practice administration at 
around $1m per annum. 
 
77 The Governor-General may, by Order in Council made on the recommendation of the 

Minister, make regulations imposing an export education levy on signatory providers 
who receive tuition fees from international students enrolled with them. With this option 
the levy would not be imposed though maintaining the currently revoked status of the 
EEL. 

78 While EEL activities offer clear benefits to international students and providers, most 
of the activities could be carried out by providers directly, or are already heavily 
supported by the Crown, lessening the marginal benefits of using the levy. With EEL 
spending directed by the Crown, and largely implemented by the Crown, there is also 
an accountability gap that also calls into question the use of an industry levy. In the 
case of reimbursements for provider failure, the main beneficiaries do not meet the 
cost. The administration burden of the levy is high, and would increase if activities were 
reduced. With 80 percent of the levy coming from Crown institutions (schools, 
universities and Te Pukenga) the administration cost is difficult to justify, particularly 
as it does little to create good incentives. 

79 The exception is the Code of Practice, which requires Crown funding or Crown 
organised collection of costs. Code of Practice costs could be met through Budget 
funding, or alternatively through charging providers that sign up to the Code (as they 
are required to do, in order to enrol international students). 

 
Option 2: Leave the EEL revoked, with Budget funding for high priority activities, set between 
$1m - $6m per annum. 
 
80 In this option the EEL remains revoked, and the Crown directly funds the activities. 

This option values: 

• The benefits from international education to New Zealand. 

• Allowing the sector to self-manage any additional promotion, wellbeing 
activities and insurance options for students over and above that prioritised by 
the Crown through Budget processes. 
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• Efficiency in the form of ease of administration – baselines are increased 
directly rather than via an EEL levy, with accountability though the crown entity 
receiving the funds. 

 
81 With Crown funding it will be difficult to size the ENZ promotion and marketing budget, 

as additional promotional activity above current baselines in international education 
competes with other Budget spending priorities. This function is government funded in 
our main competitor countries, all have some type of government agency responsible 
for promoting their international education sector. 

Option 3: Reinstate the EEL from 2023, with improvements 

82 This is the status quo option, it could be added to with the addition of a sector advisory 
board to provide more transparency and engagement in the expenditure of sector 
funds, to ensure that the sector is able to provide input into the strategic direction of 
the funding. 

83 This option: 

• Recognises the benefit that international education providers receive from EEL 
activities and requires them to contribute to it 

• There is limited accountability, with Government controlled entities (MoE, ENZ, 
NZQA) allocating and delivering activities 

• There is limited efficiency, with high administration costs in relation to the 
funding raised through the levy. 

84 Accountability can be improved through adding a sector advisory board in decision 
making on levy setting and expenditure. This could add to costs but ensure spending 
meets sector needs. 

85 Setting the EEL for 2023 will require estimates of both EEL expenditure and 
international student tuition fee revenue (driven by the number of students).  

86 When the levy was suspended the rate was 0.50% of international student tuition fees 
for universities, Institutes of Technology and Polytechnics, and private schools, and 
0.89% of international student tuition fees for Private Training Establishments. These 
rates will need to increase around 83% until the end of 2024/25. This is unlikely to be 
supported by the sector. 

87 If you wish to progress this option, the Ministry can provide advice on rate setting 
options and consultation with the sector on reinstating the levy. 

88 The 83% estimate above assumes EEL continues its 2019 activities, and that student 
numbers recover at a steady rate to 75,000 in 2024/25. The 75,000 is an assumption 
with recovery rates difficult to predict and may be optimistic. If student numbers are 
lower, then the EEL rate will need to be higher.  

89 After an initial period of recovery, the EEL rate could be reduced in a steady state with 
student numbers at levels approaching 2019 levels. 

ISF Options 
Option 1: End the collection of the ISF for 2023 
 
90 This option recognises that the ISF has flaws as a levy due to the difficulty in 

establishing international students impose costs on the Crown requiring compensation. 
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91 The Act gives the Minister the option but not a requirement to set fees to be paid by 
boards in respect of international students enrolled at State schools. Removing the 
requirement could be done by Gazette. Removing the fee would have a revenue 
implication for the Crown of around $3.5m per year when the sector returns to 2019 
levels, with a lower implication as the sector rebuilds. 

Option 2: Maintain the ISF charge 
 
92 This option maintains current practice and has no financial implications. 
 
Next Steps 

• Preparation of a Cabinet paper outlining a preferred option for the EEL and ISF, 
seeking agreement to consult with the sector 

• A paper identifying options to ensure the EEL account is balanced 
• Consultation with the international education sector on the proposed changes. 
• A Cabinet paper seeking a final decision on the proposed changes 
• Implementation of any required changes to the EEL regulations. 
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