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FOREWORD 
 
TEU appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on Tā Tātou Huarahi | Our Pathway: 
Te Pūkenga Organisational Direction and Design. The feedback included in our submission 
emerged out of hui with TEU kaimahi, Branch Presidents, our RoVE Reference Group and 
wider membership. 
 
TEU has embraced the concept of a unified vocational education system because it aligns 
with our long-championed goals of reduced competition, improved collaboration, and 
better ākonga outcomes. 
 
The original vision was to bring together all 16 Institutes of Technology and Polytechnics 
(ITPs) along with the Industry Training Organisations (ITOs) to create something better – 
that places ākonga at the centre and provides exceptional learning experiences, wherever 
in Aotearoa ākonga might happen to reside. 
 
With the commitment of our union to advancing Te Tiriti, and to working relationally, our 
members agreed with the values of Manawa nui, Manawa roa, and Manawa ora. 
 
However, TEU members cannot see themselves or their mahi with ākonga reflected in Tā 
Tātou Huarahi | Our Pathway. Even more concerning is that the original vision seems to 
have been replaced with the language of products, customers, cost savings and business 
units. 
 
TEU members know only too well the need for good governance, finance, and surpluses 
– they don’t need reminding. What they would like to remind the decision-makers of, 
however, is that this organisational design must be about training and education, and 
what will build an organisation that will endure and serve ākonga for many decades to 
come. 
 
While our members – your kaimahi – are worried about the lack of detail in this 
organisational direction and design document, and some have stated that the ‘top-down 
approach’ forgets where the real mahi occurs, others fear that the relentless cuts to 
provision they have previously experienced will continue. 
 
They are looking for lean management structures and a high trust model that enables 
them to get on and meet the needs of their ākonga. 
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When reading our submission, I encourage you to think about the best teacher you’ve 
ever had. The chances are they were highly engaged, innovative, and they operated with 
the autonomy necessary to really stand out and inspire you and others around you. 
 
This is what our Tā Tātou Huarahi | Our Pathway must be set up to encourage and enable. 
 
Tina Smith, Te Tumu Whakarae | National President  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Te Pūkenga is an organisation established with bold legislation and a charter. It needs to 
be managed and governed accordingly and in such a way that ensures all students get  
access to the learning they deserve and the future of Aotearoa’s workforce depends on.  
 
At its core, the Charter mandates that Te Pūkenga “be responsive to the needs of all 
regions of New Zealand and their learners, industries, employers, and communities.” 
 
Our members are particularly looking to us to ensure that Charter obligations deliver a 
mix of education and training in each region, accessible delivery, collaborative and 
empowered regions; in order to “maintain a high-quality, coherent network of 
infrastructure that meets regional skills needs.” 
 
With these things in mind, TEU’s starting point in the formulation of our submission was 
five key asks we would have of any new organisational structure. 

1. That it will honour Te Tiriti o Waitangi   
2. That it will uphold the Te Pūkenga Charter   
3. That staff working conditions are ākonga’ learning conditions and should be 

prioritised as such  
4. That a mix of on-campus, on-job, and online provision must be available both in 

the cities and in the regions   
5. And that the organisation will be governed centrally, but with the autonomy 

needed to operate locally 

We have assessed these principles against Tā Tātou Huarahi, and what follows is our 
resulting analysis. Where the proposals meet our goals and objectives, we have given 
credit where it’s due. In the multiple areas we believe improvements are necessary we 
have outlined why and provided constructive suggestions for improvement. 
 
Summary of recommendations 
 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

A leadership structure conducive to realising Te Tiriti aspirations 

1. Separate the proposed ‘Equity & Tiriti Outcomes’ division and, instead, establish [a] a ‘Te Tiriti 
Lead’ Division and [b] an ‘Equity – Ākonga and Communities’ division 

Ako at the heart of the leadership structure 

2. Adapt the leadership structure so that ako-related Executive Leadership roles, and the 
divisions that fall under these, are at the centre of Te Pūkenga. See Figure 1. 
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3. Ensure that the ako-related expertise and leaders are grouped together and operate 
collaboratively. 

4. Move responsibility for Learning Quality Assurance and reconfigure as part the Ako related 
executive roles. 

5. Create an executive position to lead Learner Journeys, removing this function from the 
Experience, Strategy, and Design sub-division. 

Research and innovation 

6. Create a Research and Innovation division under the Ako executive positions. This sub-
division will be responsible for research and innovation planning and oversight, and would 
include the co-ordination of research, resources, libraries, labs, and databases. 

Mix of provision 

7. Establish Tier 3 leaders and divisions with expertise in each of the three modes of education 
provision – on-campus, on-job, and online – which will sit within Te Pūkenga. 

Good jobs, wellbeing, and equity for kaimahi 

8. Add an explicit and resourced kaimahi equity “champion” role and group as part of the People 
and Culture enabling function. This group would set policy and processes to deliver kaimahi 
equity as well as gather data and monitor progress toward equity for kaimahi of different 
genders, ethnicities, cultures, and abilities, including (but not limited to) the priority underserved 
groups of Māori, Pacific, and disabled kaimahi. 

Regional divisions 

9. We recommend shifting Northland into Te Tai Rāwhiti and the top of the South Island into Te 
Tai Tonga to group together localities with more similar challenges and needs. This will 
strengthen their voices and promote shared understandings that can promote innovative 
solutions. 

Ako Delivery Networks 

10. Establish two additional Ako Delivery Networks: 

a) Bridging and Foundation (Level 1-3) Provision 
b) Professional Educator and Learner Support Training (for kaimahi and employers) 

11. Establish a range of Ako networks – designed by kaimahi – that will ensure development and 
implementation of best practice in the areas in which they work. 
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Figure 1: TEU Proposed Organisational Leadership Structure and Related Functions (Tiers 1-3) 
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A LEADERSHIP STRUCTURE WITH PURPOSE 
 

A leadership structure conducive to realising Te Tiriti aspirations 
 
In the words of a group of kamahi Māori TEU members: 
 

We are tired of trying to get those above us who hold the power and the pūtea to 
understand what we need to support ākonga Māori, Ae, we are tired of choosing 
which battle we have the energy to fight today. We are tired of trying to push up – 
it needs to flow down from above. 

 
The Charter states that Te Pūkenga must “ensure that its governance, management, and 
operations give effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi” (4(d)(i)). As such, Te Pūkenga must ensure 
that kaimahi and ākonga Māori are able to teach and learn as Māori. It is our view that 
the leadership structure proposed in Te Pūkenga’s organisational direction and design 
document is not conducive to meeting this requirement of the Charter. 
 
Instead, we propose the following: 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
1. Separate the proposed ‘Equity & Tiriti Outcomes’ division and, instead, establish [a] a ‘Te Tiriti 
Lead’ division and [b] an ‘Equity – Ākonga and Communities’ division 

 
To strengthen the vocational education network in its capacity to realise our Te Tiriti 
aspirations, we think it is necessary to avoid conflating issues pertaining to Te Tiriti and 
equity. These important areas of work are often conflated; one example of which is the 
first of Te Pūkenga’s priorities which is framed as “A relentless focus on equity and 
ensuring participation – we honour and uphold Te Tiriti o Waitangi in all that we do” (p.6). 
Hence, we recommend these two issues are treated as separate Divisions (see below for 
our recommendations pertaining to equity). 
 
The separation of the two roles allows for a much stronger focus on Te Tiriti at the 
executive table. We support the proposal for regional co-leadership structures but 
achieving Te Tiriti aspirations require a dedicated Te Tiriti Lead and an associated Division 
that works closely with the Office of the CEO. This Division will be responsible for ensuring 
that the network builds strong relationships with iwi and hapū, responsiveness to Māori 
needs and that there is improved access and outcomes for Māori ākonga, whānau, 
communities and employers. 
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Although beyond the specifics of the proposed structure, it is important to note that any 
structural proposals intended to advance Te Tiriti relationships and responsibilities 
require proper resourcing. There are concerns that non-Māori co-leaders will rely on 
Māori co-leaders to lead all Māori-related matters, rather than developing their own 
cultural capability. For the proposed structure to achieve its aims, leaders and kaimahi – 
Māori or non-Māori – must be provided with proper time and resourcing to pursue 
professional development and cultural capability training. 
 

Ako at the heart of the leadership structure 
 
As an organisation, Te Pūkenga is first and foremost intended to meet the education and 
training needs of all ākonga. We acknowledge that part of meeting these needs involves 
governance, auditing, and finances – but only part. TEU members are concerned that the 
proposed executive leadership structure makes little space for what should be the 
network’s core aim: the provision of quality ako, including ākonga support. Of the nine 
proposed Executive roles in Tā Tātou Huarahi, only two fully encompass ako-related 
elements. 
 
To ensure a focus on education we propose five core teaching, learning, and student 
support roles be moved into the executive leadership line. This would mean executive 
members with the following portfolio: Learning Planning and Performance; Equity 
Ākonga and Communities; Academic Centre and Systems; Learning development; and 
Learning Quality Assurance (see Figure 1). 
 
Tā Tātou Huarahi states that “National operating structures will be responsible for 
direction setting and enabling functions, with strong links into the regions” (p.11). By 
ensuring a greater degree of ako-related expertise at Tier 2, Te Pūkenga will both 
strengthen its quality assurance and strategic capacities in the interest of providing 
quality education and training, as well as create a structure which is more conducive to 
realising its Charter obligations to empower ākonga and kaimahi. These ako-related 
positions at Tier 2 must have both expertise and experience in education provision to 
ensure an educational perspective in all strategic decision-making. 
 
Tā Tātou Huarahi situates a Learning Quality Assurance Sub-Division under the Office of 
the CEO, due to its importance. We think this denies the real-world application of quality 
assurance which must be led and put into action by academic kaimahi as part of their 
holistic approach to quality education and training. The CEO and Board of Te Pūkenga 
are ultimately responsible for auditing and compliance work. TEU proposes moving 
leadership of quality assurance alongside all other ako functions ensuring more robust 
quality assurance, reduced risk. Strong academic leadership with these additional ako-



 9 

related leaders, who work together as a team alongside the CEO is the best way to ensure 
quality assurance. 
 
The proposed Learner, Employer, and Customer Experience Division needs to be 
substantially rethought. This Division currently spans branding, marketing, and 
international ākonga and employer recruitment, alongside the learner journey, wellbeing, 
and experience of ākonga throughout the course of their study (whether work-based or 
otherwise). Engagement, attraction, and recruitment of ākonga is quite different to the 
pedagogical and support roles that will contribute to the learning experience. Te Pūkenga 
has envisioned ‘learner at the centre’ in almost all documentation but grouping ākonga 
in this way is not consistent with that view of ākonga. 
 
Therefore, we recommend the following changes. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
2. Adapt the leadership structure so that ako-related Executive Leadership roles, and the 
divisions that fall under these, are at the centre of Te Pūkenga. See Figure 1. 
3. Ensure that the ako-related expertise and leaders are grouped together and operate 
collaboratively. 
4. Move responsibility for Learning Quality Assurance and reconfigure as part the Ako-related 
executive roles. 
5. Create an executive position to lead Learner Journeys, development and design, removing the 
learning journey function from the Experience, Strategy, and Design Sub-Division. 

 
Research and innovation 
 
With degree-based provision making up a significant proportion of Te Pūkenga provision, 
it is crucial that there be strong leadership in Tier 3 of the organisational structure. This 
leader would be responsible for co-designing and implementing a strategic plan for 
research and innovation across the network. This role is necessary as there is a crucial 
connection between degree-based teaching and the need for research active kaimahi to 
teach in these programmes which is set out in the Education Act. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
6. Create a Research and Innovation Division under the Ako executive positions. This Sub-
Division will be responsible for research and innovation planning and oversight, and would 
include the co-ordination of research, resources, libraries, labs, and databases. 

 
Mix of provision 
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The Charter requires Te Pūkenga to ensure that “Students and employers can transition 
seamlessly between delivery sites and educational needs, including between workplaces 
and other forms and places of learning” (5(a)). 
 
TEU members know the value of on-job training and are already involved in organising 
and running placements, managed apprenticeships, and organising and running 
internships. 
 
While supporting on-job training, TEU continues to hold reservations about the extent to 
which employers can pick up more responsibility for training. A recent article in the press 
quoting the chief executive of the Roofing Association of New Zealand echoes these 
reservations. It raises questions about a lack of suitability of on-job training for many 
ākonga combined with the risk of variation in teaching quality that will inevitably be the 
result when training is delivered by people who have trade skills but who may not have 
the capacity or the teaching skills within the setting to support student success. 
 
Added to this, ākonga involved in on-job training are vulnerable to economic fluctuations 
which can severely impact on their ability to succeed. We know of ākonga who are unable 
to progress or complete their on-job hours because an employer has reduced business. 
We know of others who have, through no fault of their own, lost their apprenticeship 
when an employer faces economic challenges or closes. A significant issue for 
apprentices and trainees in this situation is the different requirements that have caused 
an apprentice who has done two years in one system to be required to start at the 
beginning of another system of provision. 
 
The focus of employers is to put their business needs first and there are concerns that 
this will be prioritised over the learning and holistic support needs of ākonga. A priority 
for Ako leaders will be to reduce barriers for ākonga and to identify the strengths in 
different modes of provision. These leaders must ensure any transformed provision is a 
combination of the best parts and not just accepting one type of provision over another. 
 
On-campus provision is essential for some ākonga and some programmes. There is a risk 
in the proposed structure that these benefits will be underplayed or not fully realised. 
Ākonga who may initially not manage on-job learning without having gained work ready 
skills in a more supportive environment, benefit from foundational work on-campus. As 
an example, one TEU member elaborated on the importance of on-campus, face-to-face 
provision of mental health services: 
 

We see value in the face-to-face delivery of our [mental health] service, 
diagnostically this is important as in an assessment information is often obtained 
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in nonverbal cues and facilitates the asking of questions that create deeper 
understanding of ākonga’ challenges, and opportunities for change. 
 
We see many ākonga struggling with feelings of anxiety, much work is done in our 
space to educate ākonga about the benefits of exposure and part of treatment is 
coming into the learning space and educating them on the broader implications of 
attendance for their wellbeing: connection, friendships, ease of group work and a 
feeling of community and belonging. Online delivery, while being convenient, 
removes this important exposure work and creates further opportunities to avoid 
– if this is what is creating challenges for ākonga. 
 
We would urge you to consider the importance of face-to-face ākonga support in 
the mental health roles across Te Pūkenga. We believe this would be best delivered 
from each institution (locally) and our hopes are these services will not be 
centralised or wholly moved online. 

 
On-campus provision is also essential for sectors and small business areas that currently 
lack capacity to train apprentices or workers. Simulated work experiences can be 
provided on-campus along with more academic support and guidance. On-campus 
learning also provides the opportunities for second chance ākonga to trial new directions 
and, for many ākonga, access to services such as libraries and the camaraderie of other 
ākonga assist their success. 
 
Emphasis must be placed on the relationships between on-campus, on-job, and online 
learning and pastoral support and services. The organisational design for Te Pūkenga 
must ensure, that there are leaders in the Executive who have experience and expertise 
in education and training; and who are supported by Tier 3 divisions and leaders who 
have experience and expertise in the very different approaches to education and training 
which come through providing on-job, on-campus, and online provision. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
7. Establish Tier 3 leaders and divisions with expertise in each of the three modes of education 
provision – on-campus, on-job, and online – which will sit within Te Pūkenga. 

 
Online learning is already used to support on-campus and on-job provision as well as 
being a form of delivery in its own right. However, there are multiple issues with different 
IT platforms, the need for support such as instructional designers and IT back up and 
ākonga lacking access in some areas to stable internet and devices. This means Ako 
expertise leadership roles will need to collaborate with Operations and Support leads and 
digital and technology enabling functions. 
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Empowering kaimahi and ākonga 
 
Further rationale for increased leadership with ako expertise is the requirement 318 (3d) 
for the empowerment of kaimahi and ākonga set out in the Charter, and for academic 
freedom of kaimahi to teach and assess ākonga in the manner they consider best 
promotes learning. Academic kaimahi need to have the autonomy to design, develop, 
update, and deliver programmes inclusive of moderation requirements at their local 
level. This means they need to have delegated authority to make decisions on what is 
best and/or appropriate for the ākonga cohort enrolled at any point in time. Additionally 
academic kaimahi need to have clarity and ready access to line management when 
decisions are above their limited level of authority. 
 
A very high-level management structure that decides for large regions and large 
communities of interest does not meet that requirement without ensuring there are 
many spaces for kaimahi input into design and decision-making. There seems to be a real 
danger embedded in the proposed structure for educators to be seen as simply 
facilitators who will deliver ‘lessons in a box’ which are passed down from “on high” – 
whether that be educators working on-campus, on-job, or online. 
 
The ‘Ako’ function needs to be understood much more holistically and the operational 
structure must not lead to educators being seen as kaimahi responsible for ‘delivery’ 
alone. High quality educators are effective because they are involved in the whole 
teaching and learning process including design, delivery, and moderation of learning. 
Indeed, from a learning perspective assessment and moderation only has value in as 
much as it provides insightful feedback and opportunity for: 

a) ākonga, to reflect on their own learning and skills and plan for their ongoing 
development, and 

b) kaimahi, to reflect on the design and delivery of their programmes and plan for 
any improvements needed to better support learning. 

Below are some examples of ways of working that may ensure the structure, which is 
multi layered, empowers kaimahi and prevents wasteful competition. This is by no means 
an exhaustive list but shows the power of design to capture the deep knowledge held in 
the membership of the TEU. 
 
A coordinated curriculum delivered across all regions could be tied together through the 
Ako networks if those networks had conferences every three years to discuss a strategic 
plan for the network (what delivery would happen throughout Aotearoa). This could be a 
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time to discuss curriculum and programme design and redesign, and ensure the latest 
training is made available for all in the network. When back in their home regions the 
connections and relationships would help kaimahi be mindful of their colleagues and 
ākonga across the network. 
 
Meetings in each region to look at the strategic plan for the network, could then be 
followed up with a national hui of regional leads and representatives from kaimahi, 
ākonga, and employers. 
 
These are just a few examples in which the multi-layered structure could be overlaid with 
processes to ensure the network is an ecosystem that works well and drives in the same 
direction. We would be happy to work collaboratively with you to design other 
approaches as the consultation for the structure of Te Pūkenga continues. 
 

Leadership and structures to progress equity 
 
We applaud the prioritisation of “a relentless focus on equity” (p.6) outlined in Tā Tātou 
Huarahi. We endorse the proposal for a national executive role with explicit responsibility 
for equity. 
 
In addition to these efforts, more thought needs to be put to how the progression of 
equity for kaimahi, ākonga, and communities will best be facilitated and embedded within 
the executive and organisational structure. In particular, and in addition to the equity and 
Te Tiriti functions needing to be separated (as discussed above), we also propose a re-
alignment of the equity portfolio and structures to create more explicit accountabilities 
for equity for ākonga, communities, and kaimahi. 
 
Equity for ākonga and communities 
 
The “relentless focus on equity” (p.6) for ākonga, must also be set in the context of the 
communities in which ākonga live. Equity is about removing barriers such as distance and 
cost. As noted above, in order to enable an expanded view of equity, we recommend 
separating the proposed ‘Equity & Tiriti Outcomes’ Division and, instead, establish [a] a 
‘Te Tiriti Lead’ Division and [b] an ‘Equity – Ākonga and Communities’ Division 
(Recommendation 1 above). 
 
The Equity – Ākonga and Communities Executive Leadership team member would be 
responsible for determining equity priorities taking a learner-centred approach. The aim 
would be to dismantle barriers, increase access and lifting achievement for all and 
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particularly for priority learner groups of Māori, Pacific and those with disabilities (as 
stated on p.21). But this group would also: 

• Work to design and employ a work programme that ensures no matter the 
educational, social, or financial starting point for ākonga so they have 
opportunities to grow their skill, knowledge, and become their best self, and 

• Guide a work programme which ensures no matter where you live, access to 
quality on-campus, on-job, and online education opportunities are available. 

We respond to the four regional groupings proposed in the document (see Regional 
divisions below) including our concern that ākonga and communities in smaller local areas 
are likely to be significantly disadvantaged by being grouped with those in larger urban 
centres. Simply offering predominantly online provision to remote communities is not an 
acceptable or equitable outcome of RoVE. Many ākonga struggle online. Furthermore, 
like their counterparts in larger centres, small and medium businesses in more local areas 
often find it difficult to take on apprentices or trainees with no prior experience or 
training. Campus-based provision can bridge the movement of people into on-job 
training. 
 
Neither should local tertiary education opportunities be limited to Levels 1-3. Provision 
throughout the network must enable ākonga to progress to higher levels of education 
and into employment, and new directions. 
 
In terms of accessibility of education, it is also vitally important to keep sight of the lack 
of internet and cell phone coverage in many parts of Aotearoa. 
 
Our proposal for an Equity – Ākonga and Communities Division will help to ensure 
equitable, accessible, and inclusive access to education and training for ākonga in all 
communities, and to ensure that the economies of scale that Te Pūkenga will create are 
available to cross-subsidise provision in smaller or more isolated areas. By connecting an 
Equity – Ākonga and Communities Division with other areas of ako expertise at Tier 2, Te 
Pūkenga will be well placed to deliver equity (p.6). 
 
Good jobs, wellbeing, and equity for kaimahi 
 
Kaimahi conditions of work are ākonga conditions of learning. As such it is critical that Te 
Pūkenga operates as an exemplary employer which delivers equitable and inclusive 
workplaces for kaimahi and decent jobs. 
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We understand that it is the intent of Te Pūkenga to progress equity for kaimahi of 
different genders, ethnicities, cultures, and abilities and note that explicit mention is 
made in the document regarding “Fair pay and equity” (p.10), “Equity and inclusion” (p. 
21), and in relation to “Delivering for kaimahi” (p.25). However, the proposed structure 
which groups kaimahi and learner equity into the same function is unlikely to deliver 
equity for kaimahi because too often Te Pūkenga as an equitable employer (rather than 
an equitable provider) slips out of sight. 
 
As an example, in our discussions with Te Pūkenga executive team over the last two years, 
questions about kaimahi equity have typically been bounced between the Equity 
leadership and the People leadership with neither group being able to provide any detail 
about how Te Pūkenga will approach and deliver kaimahi equity. This lack of ownership 
relating to kaimahi equity is also demonstrated in the consultation document. For 
example, the ‘People’ function is explained in the document on p.15 but there is no 
mention of kaimahi equity. Directly following this statement, the ‘Equity and Tiriti 
Outcomes’ function is explained on the same page but again there is no mention of 
kaimahi equity. While specific learner groups are specified within the focus of the Equity 
function, aspirations for delivering equitable outcomes for kaimahi are absent. 
 
It is right that there is a strong focus on learner equity within the Equity function 
articulated in the proposed structure. But there needs to be a resourced and formal 
champion for kaimahi equity also. Because the policies and processes coming out of the 
‘People’ function will underpin equity for kaimahi within the organisation, we propose the 
addition of an equity focus to this enabling function. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
8. Add an explicit and resourced kaimahi equity “champion” role and group as part of the People 
and Culture enabling function. This group would set policy and processes to deliver kaimahi 
equity as well as gather data and monitor progress toward equity for kaimahi of different 
genders, ethnicities, cultures, and abilities, including (but not limited to) the priority underserved 
groups of Māori, Pacific, and disabled kaimahi. 

 

Regional divisions 
 
The RoVE reform recognised from the start that provision of vocational education in 
Aotearoa was uneven. The Charter has specific provisions at 3(b), 3(e), 4(b)(ii), 4(g), and 
5(e) to ensure that there is a mix of provision that suits the needs of local communities 
inclusive of hapū and iwi, is of a high quality, contemporary and equitable in access, 
range, and breadth. 
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The Charter will only be met if we have a keen eye on all that comes with providing ākonga 
with on-campus, on-job, and online opportunities where they live – this includes the 
furthest communities of Northland, to the western most points of Taranaki and 
Greymouth, the eastern tip of the East Cape, and the southern most points of 
Bluff/Southland. 
 
Local hubs/campuses and the delivery they can do will benefit local employers and 
sustainable economic growth regionally. Investing leadership and resources into this is 
essential, and that means building this unique set of opportunities into the DNA of the Te 
Pūkenga structure. Tertiary education campuses are often the hub for local communities, 
and if over time delivery sites are reduced it could potentially further isolate and decimate 
rural/remote communities and create inequities in access and provision of tertiary 
education and training opportunities for some ākonga and employers. 
 
However, this is not solely about the interests of local communities. Aotearoa’s larger 
centres also need to operate in regional divisions that are cognisant of different 
challenges created by urban poverty and deprivation as well as the much more 
multicultural communities they draw ākonga from. 
 
The consultation document proposes to organise Te Pūkenga into four new regional 
groupings (p.18). These divisions are: 
 

• Te Tai Tokerau | North – Northland, Auckland 
• Te Tai Rāwhiti | East – Waikato, Bay of Plenty, Gisborne, Hawke’s Bay 
• Te Tai Hau-ā-uru | West – Taranaki, Manawatū, Whanganui, Wellington, 

Marlborough, Nelson/Tasman 
• Te Tai Tonga | South – West Coast, Canterbury, Otago, Southland 

 
While we understand the rationale for the four proposed regions, TEU members are not 
convinced that these are the regional divisions that will provide the best outcomes 
possible for ākonga and employers, and most importantly we are concerned that they 
will not meet the original objective of the reforms – to even out provision so that wherever 
ākonga happen to live, in the cities or in the regions, they will have the access to life-long 
learning they deserve. 
 
In particular, it is clear that Northland will struggle to have its needs met in a region that 
will be overwhelmingly dominated by the voices and interests of Tāmaki Makaurau. 
Likewise, we fear that Nelson, Tasman, and Marlborough will not share similar 
communities of interest with the rest of Te Tai Hau-ā-uru. As such, we propose the 
following: 
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RECOMMENDATION 

9. We recommend shifting Northland into Te Tai Rāwhiti and the top of the South Island into Te 
Tai Tonga to make their voices stronger with other more similar areas that better understand 
each other’s needs. 

 
In addition, Tairawhiti, due to its geographical location and iwi affiliation, is more usually 
aligned with the rest of the lower North Island rather than the Waikato and Bay of Plenty. 
We also note that South Canterbury have felt unheard since their amalgamation with CPIT 
occurred, with a loss in voice and provision. Much care and consideration will be needed 
to ensure these mistakes are not repeated. 
 
A structure created to “Support the flow of strategic direction and product development 
from the national office” (p.18), is clearly a top-down flow which many kaimahi fear will 
lead to their knowledge and expertise being overridden.  Although the subsequent 
statement to “have the ability to adapt delivery approaches to better reflect the 
demographics of the region….” (p.18) allows some flow back up to national office, this is 
still far too little. It is vital that kaimahi can make changes that are relevant to ākonga in 
their campus and employers in their local community. This must be built into the 
structure to ensure that kaimahi can engage in both decisions about and not just delivery 
of educational and training content. 
 
It also needs to be pointed out that while p.18 of the consultation document says “Te 
Pūkenga regions … will connect directly with the RSLGs and ensure this is an input into 
regional decision making,” the importance of local relationships, often built often over 
decades of living and working in a local community, must be adequately reflected in the 
operating structure. 
 
For example, pp.18-19 note that iwi and hapū will have “an influence point in the regions.” 
Having clear influence points may be helpful but should ensure that the work 
complements local hapū and iwi connections that exist and the fact that Kaimahi Māori 
are part of hapū and iwi. 
 

Regional leadership 
 
Training and national, regional, and local employers 
 
The establishment of strong, proactive co-leadership at the regional level will be pivotal 
to the success of Te Pūkenga. These leaders must have a true understanding and 
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experience of tertiary education, and a clear demonstration of their knowledge of Te Tiriti 
o Waitangi. 
 
Many successful working relationships with communities including local employers 
already exist and have been established over many years. Māori kaimahi and ākonga are 
members of local iwi, hapū, whanau and bring these relationships with them. Their 
whānau participate with local industries and are employers. Kaimahi also have close links 
with secondary schools and support these ākonga into foundation programmes, and so 
they begin their tertiary journey. Local employers will want to work with the kaimahi they 
already have a relationship with, they know how this works and what is important in their 
space.  It is these existing dynamic relationships that have led to changes and created the 
environment for innovation which works specifically for them – for example, in Tokoroa 
employers wanted construction ākonga to produce dovetail joints, so programmes 
adjusted to incorporate. 
 
The Regional Leaders will need to support and resource these existing relationships as 
well as develop new ones. This local discussion needs to be driven by local kaimahi so 
appropriate and rewarding connections are established.  Kaimahi are aware of the 
employers that are proactive in the training space and understand that the training is to 
provide a skilled workforce for the industry, to encourage life-long learning not about 
short-term skills with a narrow focus. 
 
The Regional Leaders will encounter issues of regional employers (for example, Bay of 
Plenty Trucking) and will need to establish a responsive, coordinated, and proactive 
approach to these employers who may already be interacting with several kaimahi 
throughout the region. It is advised that small regional hui be held so that all involved 
make the decisions how to make this work going forward, in a collaborative way. 
 
Nationwide employers such as Fulton Hogan may already have a process for ‘educational’ 
interactions and, again, the current situation will need to be researched and a 
collaborative approach established by those involved in these interactions. The 
importance of local relationships (within a nationwide environment) cannot be 
underestimated as it is the local employer that employs the local apprentice with input 
from the local campus, albeit the firm is nationwide. 
 

Ako Delivery Networks 
 
The Charter reflects best practice when it asserts that Te Pūkenga must empower kaimahi 
and ākonga on matters academic, non-academic, and wellbeing. Several actions are 
needed to ensure this empowerment is made real. 
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Te Pūkenga must build into the organisational structure multiple places and spaces for 
kaimahi to be involved in design work and decision-making. Kaimahi below the Tier 2 and 
3 positions must not just be responsible for delivery; their experience and expertise is 
crucial to inform design. 
 
There must be support for kaiako and other kaimahi to maintain current industry 
relationships and develop new contacts nationally, regionally, and locally. 
 
It is crucial that the organisation support collaborative practices across the network by 
formalising, acknowledging, and resourcing Communities of Practice – Ako networks - so 
all kaimahi can be involved. 
 
Learning Support functions and leaders are needed within the Ako networks. In addition 
to the seven proposed Ako Delivery Networks, we propose the following: 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
10. Establish two additional Ako Delivery Networks: 

c) Bridging and Foundation (Level 1-3) Provision 
d) Professional Educator and Learner Support Training (for kaimahi and employers) 

 
The importance of foundation and bridging courses and, of lifting critical literacy and 
numeracy for all workers and citizens, is missing from the Te Pūkenga documentation. 
 
A person’s lifetime earnings, learning, as well as health and wellbeing, will be improved 
by engaging in education and training at Levels 1, 2, and 3. Te Pūkenga is well positioned 
to contribute to this provision. 
 
Foundation and bridging courses are frequently the first step for many in their lifelong 
learning journey and often a first positive educational experience. 
 
Some of the possible ways of improving outcomes for ākonga and their communities 
include providing Community Learning Hubs. These have been a part of the provision of 
some ITPs in past very successfully. Such hubs would be responsible for specific courses 
related to the range of literacies required to be a citizen and worker; spaces for learning 
support in relation to, for example, literacy and numeracy; computing skills; career 
advice. Such hubs could be placed in shopping malls, marae, secondary schools, and 
community centres. 
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Another proposal would be picking up on-job approaches such as the previously run 
union Learning Reps programme which would see literacy and numeracy skills improved 
across a range of industries through peer assisted learning. 
 
We also see a need for an Ako Delivery Network that links together the expertise of those 
who are responsible for educator training in the Te Pūkenga network. It is crucial for high 
quality provision and ensures positive student experiences when there are great teachers 
and trainers working alongside these ākonga whether on-campus, on-job, or online. 
 
We need to ensure that those directly employed by Te Pūkenga can continue to develop 
and enhance their teaching skills and this requires a focus on accessible, timely, and 
relevant kaimahi training with the experts responsible for this. An Ako Network – 
Professional Educator and Learner Support Training – will enable kaimahi training to be 
readily available and consistent. 
 
Added to this an Ako Network Professional Educator and Learner Support Training would 
have responsibility for upskilling on-job trainers. Not all employers who want to engage 
trainees, interns, or apprentices have teaching and training skills personally or within 
their setting. There needs to be easy access for the development of the required 
expertise, through timely, accessible ‘tutor training’ programmes. 
 
In this collaborative, complex network of provision it will be important for Ako networks 
to interact nationally, to be proactive in planning the way forward and determine 
priorities. Ako Delivery Network leads across the network will need to build robust 
relationships with the direct contact of each of the Workforce Development Councils 
(WDCs), to act as information intermediary for Te Pūkenga and an education expert for 
WDC to contact. 
 
We recommend the establishment of a range of Professional Networks like the 
communities of practice set up for teaching kaimahi in Ako Networks. Professional 
Networks would encourage, support, and endorse collective practise and innovative ways 
to provide things like student support, IT, data collection and analysis and so on. Kaimahi 
that are strongly connected to ākonga and contribute to the learning experience need to 
be involved. These kaimahi contribute significantly to student success especially with 
ākonga who have been marginalised in the past. They also work very closely with 
international ākonga, and it is vital that they have their own space to collaborate and 
innovate. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
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11. Establish a range of networks – designed by kaimahi – that will ensure development and 
implementation of best practice in the areas in which they work. 

 
Collaborative Ako Delivery Networks 
 
Part of the vision of vocational reform was for increased collaboration and co-operation.  
Collaborative Ako Delivery Networks have such great potential for shared best practice, 
innovation and creative approaches worked out by kaimahi working together. Regional 
Ako Delivery Networks will need champions/advocates/leaders to welcome and 
encourage all kaiako to be involved. There will need to be spaces for the advocates across 
the region to korero, share, create, and explore opportunities as well as be involved in 
the academic tasks of assessment and moderation. Teaching is not a solo activity. 
 

Finances 
 
The TEU has long advocated for an overall increase in funding for the tertiary education 
sector and a funding model that can flex to changes in the economy while providing the 
appropriate baseline funding needed to ensure a consistency of provision and enable 
innovation. 
 
The Unified Funding System (UFS) has not provided an appropriate funding model that 
will ensure sustainability of education and training provision and it is disappointing that 
Te Pūkenga must now live within its insufficient means (p.22). However, stating this does 
not absolve Te Pūkenga leadership from their role as champions for an adequate funding 
system that can support the network to deliver on its core purpose. This is an ongoing 
responsibility that rests with the executive team. 
 
We endorse the concern stated on p.22 to find savings that will have the least impact on 
jobs and balance workload pressures. It is critical to note that any kaimahi cuts will do 
harm to Te Pūkenga, its ākonga, their whānau and their communities. Reducing kaimahi 
through attrition still means services, support and capacity to provide learning 
opportunities are impacted. 
 
The mix of provision certainly needs to be evaluated and refined. However, the TEU wants 
to note that any decisions about eliminating “marginal” programmes with low EFTS need 
to be made with all information available including risks of undermining Te Pūkenga’s 
ability to serve national, regional or local skills development and community needs. 
 
The proposal document states that “the specifics of these changes will need more 
planning and connection with leaders in the network” (p.22). In fact, such decisions must 
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be done with leaders, kaimahi, external stakeholders (e.g., WDCs and RSLGs), iwi, and 
communities if the outcomes are going to be durable and not undermine the core 
purposes of Te Pūkenga. 
 

Further conversations 
 
Those involved in day-to-day provision of learning are the hearts, heads, and hands of Te 
Pūkenga and are best positioned to ensure ākonga needs are met.  There must be a clear 
pathway in the structure of Te Pūkenga for their expertise and experience to reach 
decision-making tables. As above, we have proposed that the key functional areas related 
to teaching and learning are led from the executive table. But more will be needed to 
ensure learner, iwi and hapū, and employer needs are met, as is required by legislation. 
 
During the many conversations held between TEU members on the organisational design 
and delivery, there were matters discussed which go far beyond the organisational 
leadership structure that has been proposed. It is important to be mindful of these 
comments as they reflect the work yet to be done and conversations we still need to have. 
They also indicate some of the questions, clarifications, suggestions, and practical 
problems that will need to be addressed in the creation of a network of vocational 
education and training provision. The structures will only advance the Charter and vision 
of the RoVE reforms when the detailed day-to-day activities are designed. 
 
As we move into the next stage, we need to see the details of how regional and Ako 
networks will be organised, and collaboration enabled. The members of TEU are ready to 
provide their expertise and experience on the further conversations outlined below: 

• It is unclear about whether online provision will be treated as a separate region, 
or as a separate workgroup in the Academic Centre & Learning Systems 
workstream. Further exploration is needed and TEU members look forward to 
being involved in this korero. 

• There must be constructive efforts to identify and integrate best practice and 
teams from on-campus provision and previous ITO provision. We strongly 
recommend that efforts are made to integrate the staff of all subsidiaries as 
soon as possible. 

• For academic and allied kaimahi to have a voice, to be heard and exercise their 
right to academic freedom, it is important that they can freely access both 
physical and digital spaces – locally, regionally, nationally. The reinstatement of 
tea rooms and other common spaces, and a shift in attitude to monitoring of 
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digital spaces is needed for free engagement. Kaiako workloads must include 
time for critical reflection to fulfil their critic and conscience roles. 

• Kaimahi require clarity about the form and function of national roles (focus on 
developing and setting strategy for the organisation); regional roles (focus on 
operationalisation and implementation of strategy); and local roles (about the 
daily provision of learning to ākonga). 

• The organisational structure needs to support teaching professionals to be 
involved in the whole cycle of curricula – the programme design, teaching 
methods, assessment, moderation, and reflection. They need to be able to make 
the final decisions on curricula, delivery, and methods of quality assurance as 
appropriate for their specific learner groups. Creating siloes in education will not 
allow the network to prepare ākonga to act/live in a global community, it drives 
down critical thinking, problem-solving, innovation and creativity – the very skills 
that our industries and communities need. 

• It is important to ensure kaimahi on the ground have access to regional and 
national leadership so that views and requests (etc.) can transfer across all parts 
of the organisation. But kaimahi also need to have confidence that local issues 
can be resolved quickly and effectively without having to refer to a regional or 
national lead for decisions. 

• Clear mapping of delegated authorities is needed. At this point the structure as 
presented seems to indicate there will be the Tier 1 national strategic decision-
makers and the Tier 2 regional and ako network leaders who will provide 
regional line management and curriculum leadership respectively. 

- How will these groups interact and what is their level of authority in 
leading decision-making?  

- Will academic leaders in the various provision sites have authority over 
changes in daily teaching/learning practices and have the ability to 
influence programme design and development? 

- Will the regional leads hold all control over how the strategy will be 
implemented? Or will local campus/hub leaders have some decision-
making authority?   

• While the document presents a structure for ensuring all functions required are 
carried out, information around how resources will be used across the network 
is missing. There is a need for a level of detail and transparency around where 
resourcing will go in the operating structure for kaimahi who are the experts in 
teaching, learning, and student support and services. Funding needs to enable 
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their vision of quality tertiary education. For example, for the Charter 
expectation of equity and accessibility to be met, the funds that need to go back 
to the centre from small campuses/courses to ensure the national network 
enabling functions are paid for, need to be lower than that for larger 
campuses/courses with greater opportunity to generate income. There is no 
indication in the current structure document of where costs will lie or even the 
size of staffing of various divisions. 

• The structure needs to ensure kaiako are resourced, supported, and encouraged 
to strengthen their teaching and learning practices by sharing best practice and 
research and engaging in professional development (p.23). 

• It is noted in the consultation document (p.18) that the regions are expected to 
work closely with RSLGs but there is no detail about how that will occur. Likewise 
with a dearth of academic expertise amongst many of the RSLG and WDC 
members, it’s extremely unclear how those with the educator knowledge about 
for example, writing qualifications, staircasing of qualifications, developing 
literacy and numeracy, and learner needs, can influence decisions made by 
WDCs about qualifications and standard setting. 

• We urge Te Pūkenga leaders to use educational, rather than corporate, language. 
For example, educational ‘resources,’ not ‘products’; ‘provision,’ not ‘delivery’; etc. 

• What is still to come is the conversations and co-design work needed to create a 
high-trust organisation and a culture where kaimahi feel appreciated and 
empowered. We look forward to working with Te Pūkenga leaders on this issue 
in order to make the network a great place to work and study. A sustainable 
network will only be possible if Te Pūkenga is a great place to work. 

 

CONCLUSION 
 
Te Pūkenga exists to fulfil the functions set out in Section 315 of the Education and 
Training Act 2020 including providing a variety of vocational, foundational, and degree-
level or higher education and training, in a way that is responsive to ākonga, communities, 
industries, and employers of all regions throughout Aotearoa. 
 
Again, we stress that the Charter sets out how Te Pūkenga must go about delivering this 
purpose. We want the promise and the hope of these reforms to be fulfilled. Aotearoa 
New Zealand needs them to work to address the longstanding inequities in our education 
system and to provide the skills, knowledge, and capabilities needed for those wishing to 
study so they can fully participate in the labour market, society and their communities. 



 25 

 
In the words of Minister Hipkins, "Instead of our institutes of technology retrenching, 
cutting programmes, and closing campuses, we need them to expand their course 
delivery in more locations around the country." 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our submission. 
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APPENDIX 
 
The Appendix includes additional (anonymised) feedback on Tā Tātou Huarahi: Our 
Pathway from TEU members received via our website. 
 

Message: Anonymous thoughts  
  
1. employment arrangements section in the document is very high level. How can fair pay and 
equity be achieved when the different poly techs have different ways of working? Some of the 
issues: For example, will academics at the Open Poly still be working under a 'disaggregated' 
model of teaching while other academics have a more traditional/holistic model? At the Open 
Poly academics report to many different managers as a result of disaggregation. Also, as a 
result of the last transformation, staff were cut with academics picking up subjects that they 
wouldn't normally teach as they were required to teach more courses while others polytechs 
might have staff with a lower number of courses to teach but more responsibilities for 
marking etc. And, research expectations seem to be done on a 'comparative' basis, which 
doesn't seem fair but could be a bigger equity issue under a national model: e.g. the research 
manager often says she expects more from us because other staff are outputting X number of 
articles or have plans for Y number of articles, but under a national model one would hope 
that a more equitable approach is taken. Another related issue is promotion: For promotion, 
for example, there are 6 or so managers at the promotion panel for the senior academic level 
at the Open Poly. Do other institutions have this same approach? Or, will there be a uniform 
approach to promotion and how many managers will academics report to? All of these 
matters seem important for fair pay and equity. 
 
2. AKO delivery networks: these seem very high level and I don't see how some disciplines 
would fit into the networks or some disciplines might fit awkwardly in a network and not have 
a proper home or might be undervalued etc. 

Message: Kia ora, 
 
My thoughts on the Te Pūkenga proposed organisational direction makes sense.  I feel that the 
more direct reporting lines are well organised, and the splitting of regions makes sense. 
 
My question is, regarding the consistency of expectations and the way each region is 
supported to implement and manage.  As an academic staff member who has an APM I feel 
there is a lack of transparency from the APM to the Dean currently.  The Dean oversees a 
number of teams, and this does not provide a sense of consistency and clarity.  Decisions are 
not timely nor are they clear or well supported from inception to implementation which 
therefore does not provide a sense of security.  This links to my concern around the lack of 
community and hierarchy either actual or perceived with leadership and the lack of humility 
which permeates big organisations. 
 
I also have questions around the role of the Te Tiriti team and how visible they will be and 
what this will look like in regard to the capacity and capabilities of all staff to understand this. 
 
I have concerns about the fact that Ako Delivery is the last to be considered both throughout 
the structure as opposed to being in the centre.  There does not look to be enough support 
and thinking around the importance of Ako Delivery and staff members who are delivering 
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courses as this to me as is the case in most areas is what we are here for. 
 
There are alot of words and all bases have been covered within the document however, 
without action, transparency and meaningful commitments they are only words. 

There are many more questions however I would be here all day.  I am excited about being a 
part of this pathway, however I will need more evidence and action. 

Kia Ora Simply Signing over to Te Pukenga for the same terms and Conditions is not good 
enough and needs to be addressed immediately. The Wellbeing of Kaimahi across the Sector 
is not being acknowledged at all & that means as a result, Te Pukenga does not even meet and 
honour its treaty commitments as there is zero recognition of the Cost-of-Living Crises 
Kaimahi currently experience. Kaimahi are the Atlas holding the Reforming Dynamic 
Structures up (a job requiring great strength and courage) whilst the new Framework is being 
built around us, we are the True Strength behind the current and Future Network and are to 
be held with a higher standing than currently in the proposed Structure. 

Kia ora, My thoughts on the Te Pūkenga proposed organisational direction makes sense. I feel 
that the more direct reporting lines are well organised and the splitting of regions makes 
sense. My question is, regarding the consistency of expectations and the way each region is 
supported to implement and manage. As an academic staff member who has an APM I feel 
there is a lack of transparency from the APM to the Dean currently. The Dean oversees a 
number of teams and this does not provide a sense of consistency and clarity. Decisions are 
not timely nor are they clear or well supported from inception to implementation which 
therefore does not provide a sense of security. This links to my concern around the lack of 
community and hierarchy either actual or perceived with leadership and the lack of humility 
which permeates big organisations. I also have questions around the role of the Te Tiriti team 
and how visible they will be and what this will look like in regard to the capacity and 
capabilities of all staff to understand this. I have concerns about the fact that Ako Delivery is 
the last to be considered both throughout the structure as opposed to being in the centre. 
There does not look to be enough support and thinking around the importance of Ako 
Delivery and staff members who are delivering courses as this to me as is the case in most 
areas is what we are here for. There are alot of words and all bases have been covered within 
the document however, without action, transparency and meaningful commitments they are 
only words. There are many more questions however I would be here all day. I am excited 
about being a part of this pathway, however I will need more evidence and action. 

Equity & Inclusion Pg 21 - Please remove the term 'underserved' and replace with 'priority 
learners' as outlined by MoE (2012) where it states "Priority learners are groups of students 
who have been identified as historically not experiencing success in the New Zealand 
schooling system. These include many Māori and Pacific learners, those from low socio-
economic backgrounds, and students with special education needs." This is in line with 
objective 2 in The Statement of National Education and Learning Priorities (NELP) and the 
Tertiary Education Strategy (TES) are issued under the Education and Training Act 2020. 
"Objective 2 is about BARRIER FREE ACCESS Great education opportunities and outcomes are 
within reach for every learner Reduce barriers to education for all, including for Māori and 
Pacific learners/ākonga, disabled learners/ākonga and those with learning support needs" (ref 
see https://assets.education.govt.nz/public/Documents/NELP-TES-documents/FULL-NELP-
2020.pdf) 

Hello, my question pertains to provision of academic support (including discipline-specific 
study skills, academic literacy, and information literacy support) for ākonga. Will this support 
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be part of Ako Delivery Networks or provided with other support services? Embedded 
academic support has been found to be more relevant and effective than generic academic 
support, as academic writing conventions and study skills vary between disciplines. It'll be 
great if it's clarified whether ensuring well-resourced academic support services is among the 
responsibilities of the Ako Lead of each Ako Delivery Network? In the proposed operating 
model, it appears academic support sits in "Support Services etc." that seem to a have regional 
orientation (e.g., libraries). I'd like to suggest that academic support service be made a part of 
each of the seven Ako Delivery Networks so that support as well as teaching kaimahi can work 
in collaboration and ensure suitably pitched, discipline-specific, and targeted support for 
ākonga. 

The proposal seems reasonable; however, I would be really opposed if salaries for some of the 
regional and top posts are overinflated (CEO salary is grossly obscene more than the PM, just 
not on.) This is because many staff working doing the real mahi with students deserve a 
decent pay rise that meets the increasing costs of living and inflation. We have not been 
keeping up with inflation and many of us have had only a 0.5 % or minimal increases over the 
last 5-6 years. Many staff are working above their contracted hours. Last semester I worked 12 
hr days and some 6-day weeks. We deserve work family life balance... Staffing is not 
sustainable in these conditions. Staff deserve real rewards and not PEANUT rises.... 

It is evident from the presentation earlier this week that there is a priority to provide 
education to students at the same level regardless of where the student is located NZ.  In 
saying that it would also be fair then to expect that the employees would also be treated the 
same regardless of where they are located in NZ.  That will not be the case on the signing of 
the new contracts, as acknowledged by the presenter.  Out of good will it is likely that the 
majority of employees will sign these agreements.  It is reasonable therefore to have a 
reciprocal show of good will from the leadership of Te Pukenga by means of a commitment to 
their employees that Te Pukenga will address the pay discrepancies regardless of location, as 
a matter of course within a reasonable time frame. 

 


