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Te Tīmatanga | Introduction 

 

Te Hautū Kahurangi | Tertiary Education Union (TEU) welcomes this opportunity to 

respond to Te Kawa Maiorooro: Educational Regulatory Framework. 

 

The TEU is the largest union and professional association representing 10,000 academic 

and general/allied staff in the tertiary education sector (in universities, institutes of 

technology/polytechnics, wānanga, private training establishments, and rural education 

activities programmes). 

 

The TEU actively acknowledges Te Tiriti o Waitangi as the foundation for the relationship 

between Māori and the Crown. We recognise the significance of specific reference to Te 

Tiriti in the Education Act and the emergent discourse resulting from this. We also accept 

the responsibilities and actions that result from our nation’s signing of the UN Declaration 

on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 

 

The TEU expresses its commitment to Te Tiriti by working to apply the four whāinga 

(values) from our Te Koeke Tiriti framework as a means to advance our TEU Te Tiriti 

relationship in all our work and decision-making – with members and when engaging on 

broader issues within the tertiary sector and beyond – such as our response to Te Kawa 

Maiorooro: Educational Regulatory Framework: 

 

Tū kotahi, tū kaha – We are strong and unified; we are committed to actions 

which will leave no-one behind; we create spaces where all people can fully 

participate, are fairly represented, and that foster good relationships 

between people. 

 

Ngā piki, ngā heke – We endure through good times and bad; we work to 

minimise our impact on the environment; we foster ahikā – the 

interrelationship of people and the land, including supporting 

tūrangawaewae – a place where each has the right to stand and belong. 

 

Awhi atu, awhi mai – We take actions that seek to improve the lives of the 

most vulnerable; we give and receive, acknowledging that reciprocity is 

fundamental to strong and equitable relationships; and we work to advance 

approaches that ensure quality public tertiary education for all. 

 

Tātou, tātou e – We reach our goals through our collective strength and 

shared sense of purpose, which are supported through participatory 

democratic decision-making processes and structures. 
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Our response to Te Kawa Maiorooro: Educational Regulatory Framework stems from our 

commitment to the whāinga expressed above and our wish to see these enacted in the 

tertiary education sector and in our society and communities. 

1. General feedback 

1.1. The introductory material of the Framework states that “The delegated authority 

for waivers or variations will be the Regional Lead.” This suggests that a single 

Regional Lead is intended to be the sole person that authorises variations of 

assessments, supervision arrangements, and other academic issues. There is a 

concern that this is an unmanageable task for a single Regional Lead to take on 

and may result in delays to decisions being made, thereby negatively impacting 

the experience of ākonga. There are also concerns around transparency and 

consistency with this. We recommend that greater detail be provided on the 

logistics of this role, and that rather than this enormous task being vested in a 

single person, there is a clear process provided that is overseen by a person or 

team at the regional level. 

1.2. As a framework, it is necessary to ensure consistency across the various sections 

of the documentation. We think the following general recommendations will help 

with the overall cohesion of Te Kawa Maiorooro: 

1.2.1. The introductory section of the Framework should include brief allusions 

to the purpose, values, and Charter of Te Pūkenga and how these elements 

have guided the development and content of the Framework. 

1.2.2. Compile each of the sections of the Framework and present them as a 

single document. 

1.2.3. Revise and make consistent the use of terminology, definitions, 

abbreviations, and Te Reo translations throughout the Framework. 

1.2.4. Include a glossary of terms and translations used in the Framework. Below 

is a non-exhaustive list of terms that we recommend be included: 

• Training Agreement 

• Course 

• Programme 

• Micro-credential 

• Appellant 

• Delegated Committee 

• Delegate authority 

• Continuous Quality Improvement Plan 
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• Self-assessment Programme 

• Ohu Whakahaere Quality 

• Ako Network Management 

• Intellectual Property (IP) 

2. Programme Regulations 

2.1. The Programme Regulations state that “higher requirements, exceptions, and 

restrictions must be approved by the delegated authority.” We recommend that 

greater detail be provided regarding how the Regional Lead will undertake this 

work in a timely and relevant manner (see also 1.1 above). 

3. Recognising knowledge and skills 

General 

3.1. The terminology as currently written has a risk of misinterpretation because 

educational institutions do recognise knowledge and skills through the conferring 

of awards and by graduation.  However, the primary purpose of this section is 

recognising the knowledge and skills that ākonga have already acquired 

throughout their lives and previous education and training. Hence, we 

recommend the term ‘prior’ be used throughout this section of the Framework – 

i.e., ‘Recognising Prior Knowledge and Skills,’ as opposed to ‘Recognising 

Knowledge and Skills’ (this would also align with the terminology used in 4.3 

[Advice about recognising prior learning] of the Framework). 

3.2. Regarding 3.1.b there is concern around the wording of this point and the 

expectation that it may create by saying that there “are no limits on the number 

of credits that may be granted towards a qualification.” We recommend: “Limits 

on the number of credits that may be granted towards a qualification will be 

stated in approved qualification documentation and the relevant programme 

regulations.” TEU members have noted many cases where it becomes apparent 

that, subsequent to being awarded RPL, ākonga often exhibit a lack of 

understanding pertaining to the foundational theory that underpins their 

practical abilities and skills. Added to this, assessing potential RPL is a time-

consuming and resource-intensive process. Adequate kaiako capacity and 

expertise will be required if fair processes, designed to ensure quality educational 

outcomes, are to be implemented. 

3.3. Regarding 3.1.e, the Framework states that “Ākonga are encouraged and 

supported to apply for recognition of skills and knowledge before the beginning 

of their intended programme to enable them to make informed decisions about 
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their enrolment.” Clarity is required here relating to whether or not ākonga need 

to formally enrol in their intended programme in order to apply for RPL. Also, as 

noted above, assessing RPL can be a time-consuming process, particularly if 

ākonga are intending to apply to be granted a complete qualification based on 

RPL. We recommend the Framework includes timeframes to help guide ākonga 

relative to the amount of time they need to allow for RPL to be assessed ahead of 

the start of their intended programme or course(s). 

3.4. Point 3.1.f notes that “The RKS assessment process may incur fees.” In the past, 

fees charged for recognition of prior learning has been very inconsistent across 

the sector, within ITPs, and even within programmes. We recommend that a clear 

and consistent approach to calculating fees should be set across the network in 

a way that adequately reflects the staff time involved in evaluating applications 

for recognition of skills and knowledge. We also recommend that fees are clearly 

communicated to ākonga so that they are fully informed when applying for the 

recognition of prior knowledge and skills. 

Awarding credit 

3.5. Regarding 3.2 (Awarding credit), the Framework states that “the Ungraded Pass 

(P) grade [will be] given where a standard grade cannot be stated.” However, 

‘Ungraded Pass (P)’ does not appear in the Table under 7.10 of the Framework. 

We recommend clarification and consistency be provided regarding whether 

‘Ungraded Pass (P)’ and ‘Pass (P)’ (which appears in the Table at 7.10) are, in fact, 

the same thing. 

Appealing decisions 

3.6. Regarding the process for appealing decisions where RPL credit is not awarded, 

the Framework states that “ākonga will have a discussion with the appropriate 

kaimahi to determine the process to be followed.” We think this is problematic as 

it implies the process will be different for individual ākonga. Also, clarity is 

required regarding whether the appeals process for RPL is related to the Ākonga 

Appeals Policy which is part of the Framework. We recommend revising the above 

points in the interests of clarity. 

Records 

3.7. The Framework states that “Records of all applications, the resulting assessment 

outcome, and any appeal decisions are kept along with other learner records, in 

accordance with the Records Management Policy.” We fully agree that such 

information should be kept. However, there is a lack of clarity on where and how 
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this information be kept – i.e., should it be kept as part of individual learner 

records or should there also be a central repository on RPL for auditing purposes?  

Of course, all records must also be kept in accordance with relevant legislation 

(e.g., the Privacy Act). 

4. Enrolment 

General feedback 

4.1. The structure of this section of the Framework means that information that 

applies to different types of ākonga – domestic, work-based, international – is 

scattered throughout. For example, ‘Part C: Application (Domestic Ākonga)’ 

includes various clauses which indicate that information does not apply to certain 

programmes and work-based learning. In the interests of cohesion and clarity, 

we recommend starting with information that applies to all ākonga followed by 

an outline of the exceptions that apply to, for example work-based and/or 

international ākonga. 

4.2. Significantly, although the Framework states that “Te Pūkenga aims to enable 

broad access for ākonga and is committed to providing barrier-free access and 

enrolment processes for Māori, Pacific, Disabled, and other equity groups,” there 

is little information that pertains to the specific needs of these ākonga groups. 

For example, online enrolments are known to be constraining for some disabled 

ākonga, yet there is no acknowledgement of these types of issues in the 

Framework. On this point, it appears the Framework will only maintain the status 

quo and thereby miss the opportunity to truly meet the needs of all ākonga, 

especially priority groups. We recommend that these are explicitly addressed and 

that a definition of who is intended to be included within ‘other equity groups’ 

should be clearly outlined as part of the Framework. 

Advice about recognising prior learning 

4.3. As noted above, section 3.1.e requires clarification pertaining to the enrolment 

process in relation to recognising prior knowledge and skills. We recommend that 

a clear link between sections 3.1.e and 4.3 is included in the Framework, in 

conjunction with consistent use of terminology (for example, whereas section 3 

refers to ‘recognised knowledge and skills,’ section 4 refers to ‘recognised prior 

learning’). 

General admission requirements 

4.4. The distinction between Discretionary Admission (4.8.c) and Special Admission 

(4.8.d) is not clear. Without a clear distinction, there may be scope to combine 
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these two types of admission in the interests of clarity and conciseness. We 

recommend, firstly, that the above point is addressed and, secondly, where a 

delegated authority is involved in these types of admission, this should include 

kaiako from the relevant programme area. 

Ākonga under 16 years of age (within the context of a training agreement) 

4.5. Likewise, where a delegated authority is engaged to confirm the suitability and 

capability of an ākonga under 16 years of age, we recommend that this should 

involve kaiako from the relevant programme area. 

Limits on enrolments 

4.6. Regarding limits on enrolments, section 4.14.b notes that “a different approach 

may be applied to give effect to Te Pūkenga commitment to equity and 

inclusiveness for priority ākonga groups.” We recommend that greater detail is 

provided on this point.  Where programmes have equity or inclusiveness factors,  

all ākonga should be made aware of what this “different approach” is and how it 

might impact their access to a programme with limited enrolments. 

Application acknowledgement and Offer of Place 

4.7. The Framework notes that, once ākonga have been sent their Offer of Place, 

information pertaining to key programme dates, location(s), and fees (etc.) will be 

provided “as soon as practicable.” We recommend that more specific timeframes 

are put in place so that ākonga know when to expect this information and, where 

necessary, can start to make arrangements to, for example, ensure their fees are 

paid prior to the commencement of their course. 

Ākonga under 18 years of age (domestic ākonga) 

4.8. In the interests of clarity, we recommend consistent use of terminology between 

sections 4.4.h and 4.10. 

Ākonga under 16 years of age (domestic ākonga) 

4.9. Likewise, we recommend consistent use of terminology between sections 4.4.i 

and 4.11. 

No show 

4.10. We recommend that a log of attempts to contact and/or communicate with 

ākonga during the first 10 per cent of a programme or course. 
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Withdrawal of disengage ākonga 

4.11. The Framework states that “Where an ākonga has disengaged and has not 

responded to reasonable attempts to contact them, Te Pūkenga may treat their 

non-engagement as a withdrawal and withdraw the ākonga.” We recommend 

that an outline of what constitutes ‘reasonable attempts’ should be included in 

the Framework. 

Withdrawal after 10 per cent of course duration 

4.12. Where ākonga are required to “prove to the delegated authority they were 

affected by circumstances beyond their control” in order to receive a refund 

subsequent to withdrawing after 10 per cent of the course duration, we 

recommend greater detail is provided surrounding what constitutes sufficient 

‘proof.’ Also, if there is a link here to the possibility of applying for Exceptional 

Circumstances outlined in section 4.32 (Withdrawal due to exceptional 

circumstances), this should be made explicit. 

Withdrawal due to exceptional circumstances 

4.13. Where it is possible for ākonga to apply for Exceptional Circumstances, we 

recommend that appropriate mechanisms are put in place to support ākonga 

through this process. 

Part F – International ākonga 

4.14. The Framework notes that this part “refers to international ākonga in 

programme-based study.” We recommend that clarity is provided regarding 

whether this also applies to international enrolment in courses (as opposed to 

programmes). 

International offer of place 

4.15. The Framework states that “If the application meets the requirements, an 

international [O]ffer of [P]lace is provided to the international ākonga and, where 

applicable, their agents.” We recommend that this section includes a commitment 

from Te Pūkenga to ensure the Offer of Place is provided with enough time for 

international ākonga to confirm and carry out arrangements to be present for the 

start of their programme or course. 

Cancellation or postponement of an offering  
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4.16. Cancelling or postponing programmes affects not only ākonga but also 

community trust in Te Pūkenga. Where the Framework states, “Te Pūkenga may 

cancel or postpone a programme or course offering with approval from the 

delegated authority,” we recommend that this should revised as: “Cancellation or 

postponements of a programme or course offering should be avoided and can 

only occur with approval from the delegated authority.” The intention here is to 

emphasise that this option should be an exception only. 

5. Concerns, complaints, and appeals 

Ākonga Appeals Policy 

Responsibilities 

5.1. There is little distinction between the Appeals Officer/Administrator and the 

Appeals Co-ordinator. We recommend combining these roles to reduce 

convoluted processes when handling appeals. 

Timeframe 

5.2. Regarding timeframes for the lodging and resolution of an appeal, the Framework 

states that “In exceptional circumstances, and with the approval of the delegated 

authority, an appeal may be received later than seven working days.” In order to 

remove ambiguity, we recommend stipulating a cut-off time for lodging an appeal 

under exceptional circumstances (e.g., 21 working days). 

Convening appeal panel 

5.3. In addition to the criteria outlined for convening an appeal panel, we recommend 

that the number of kaimahi involved in the panel should also be stipulated as 

between 3 to 5 people. 

Documentation, records, and reporting 

5.4. The Framework states that “Each month, the delegated committee receives a 

summary of appeals and the outcomes.” We recommend detail is provided on 

how the delegated committee is formed and whether or not it is situated at the 

regional level. 

5.5. For clarity, we recommend references to ‘institutional improvements or 

corrective action’ in section 5.8.b are changed to ‘the improvements or corrective 

action of Te Pūkenga.’ 

Definitions 
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5.6. The definition of ‘natural justice’ states that “In an investigation, the subject of the 

complaint must be advised of the allegations in as much detail as possible, given 

time to prepare and present their side of the story including evidence and must 

be given the opportunity to reply to the allegations.” We recommend that the 

intent to provide the subject of a complaint ‘time to prepare’ should be quantified 

in order to reduce ambiguity (e.g., 15 working days). This should also apply to the 

definition of ‘natural justice’ given in the Ākonga Concerns and Complaints Policy. 

5.7. The definition of ‘natural justice’ also states that “Investigators and decision 

makers must be impartial and act without bias in procedures connected with the 

making of a decision.” Yet, there is no information pertaining to how investigators 

and decision makers are assigned. We recommend greater detail in this area; if 

the matter under appeal is academic in nature, we also recommend that kaiako 

from the relevant programme are involved. 

Appendix 1: Notice of Appeal 

5.8. Where the appellant is required to indicate their ‘Programme of Study or 

Qualification,’ it is unclear whether the Notice of Appeal form applies to ākonga 

enrolled in micro-credentials and/or short courses. We recommend clarifying this 

aspect of the form. 

Appendix 2: The Appeal Hearing 

5.9. The fourth bullet point of Appendix 2 states that “Additional material may be 

provided at the hearing if all parties are given a reasonable opportunity to 

consider the material and there is an agreement in the panel to allow additional 

material not previously available.” We recommend specifying how all parties are 

to determine what constitutes ‘reasonable opportunity’ within the context of the 

appeal hearing, as well as the protocol in instances where the parties involved 

disagree on this point. 

Ākonga Concerns and Complaints Policy 

Responsibilities 

5.10. The Table in this section of the Framework does not allude to a Complainant. 

For clarity, we recommend the definition of ‘Ākonga’ is replaced by ‘Complainant’ 

(this will also align with the remainder of the document [e.g., section 5.4 which 

refers to ‘complainants’] as well as the convention used in the Ākonga Appeals 

Policy: ‘Appellant’ as opposed to ‘Ākonga’). 

Complaints 
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5.11. In the interests of clarity, we recommend explicitly stipulating whether the 

Ākonga Concerns and Complaints Policy covers protocol pertaining to issues of 

harassment and bullying, or if the Policy pertains solely to issues of an academic 

nature. 

5.12. Also, in the interests of clarity, we recommend the process for complaints is 

accompanied by a visual depiction and/or flowchart. 

5.13. The Framework states that “The complainant lodges their complaint verbally, 

on the complaints form, or in writing to the Concerns and Complaints 

Officer/administrator normally within 90 days of the incident or issues.” Our 

position on the 90-day time frame hinges on the issue raised above in 5.11. If the 

Ākonga Concerns and Complaints Policy is intended to cover issues of 

harassment and bullying, we recommend, following our recent submission on the 

Employment Relations (Extended Time for Personal Grievances for Sexual 

Harassment) Amendment Bill, extending the timeframe to at least two years. If 

the Ākonga Concerns and Complaints Policy is intended to cover only academic 

issues, we think that a 90-day timeframe is excessive and may lead to complaints 

being lodged well beyond the completion of a programme or course, and 

therefore recommend a timeframe of 21 days. 

Initial investigation 

5.14. We recommend that section 5.4 explicitly note that, firstly, if the issue is of an 

academic nature, then relevant kaiako should be involved and, secondly, that 

support is available to ākonga during the initial phase of an investigation. 

Documentation and reporting 

5.15. Section 5.6.d notes that “as far as practicable” privacy will be maintained in the 

reports of the Concerns and Complaints Officer/administrator. It is crucial that Te 

Pūkenga ensures the privacy of data, particularly when it pertains to complaints 

processes. We recommend this section is amended so that privacy pertaining to 

all data will be maintained throughout. 

Appeal of decision 

5.16. Sections 5.7.a.ii, 5.7.a.iv, and 5.7.a.v each include a hyperlink to relevant forms. 

We recommend that section 5.7.a.iii is updated to include a hyperlink for making 

an appeal to the Office of the Ombudsman. 

6. Ākonga rangahau and research 
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6.1. Section 6.4 notes that “Where ākonga undertake rangahau or research as part of 

their learning activities, they obtain ethical approval if required.” We recommend 

that further detail is provided pertaining to Te Pūkenga research ethics policies. 

Procedures: Postgraduate ākonga 

6.2. Section 5.1.d states that “Rangahau or research supervision/academic 

mentorship can take place kanohi ki te kanohi (face-to-face) or online/at distance, 

in line with relevant programme approval.” There are scenarios where kanohi ki 

te kanohi is not possible for some kaiako and ākonga. We recommend that the 

above statement is qualified so that kanohi ki te kanohi or online/at distance 

provisions are implemented “where practicable.” 

6.3. Section 5.1.f states that “Ākonga will be supported to consult with mana 

whenua/relevant Māori organisations during the development of their rangahau 

or research proposal to a level agreed in negotiation with mana whenua.” 

Although we support this clause, we recommend consideration be given to the 

workload commitments of mana whenua and the implications this will have for 

rangahau and research timelines. 

Procedures for postgraduate supervisors/academic mentors 

6.4. Section 5.2.a states that “Supervisors/academic mentors will be appropriately 

qualified and have subject matter and/or methodological expertise aligned to the 

ākonga rangahau or research project.” Further clarification is required here 

pertaining to what constitutes “appropriately qualified.” We recommend that, in 

order to achieve quality educational outcomes, supervisors should have obtained 

a higher qualification level than those being supervised; where this is not 

possible, the supervisor should, at least, have an equivalent level of research 

qualification. 

6.5. In addition to the five points included in this section, we recommend the 

following: 5.2.f – Supervisors/mentors will have demonstrated experience 

supervising research or rangahau at Level 8 or above or will be required to 

complete research supervision induction/training before taking up their 

supervisory role. 

7. Assessment 

Assessment in Te Reo Māori 

7.1. Section 7.2.b states that “Ākonga notify their intention to be assessed in te reo 

Māori at the start of the course so that the delegated authority can put supports 
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in place to enable this process.” It is important that ākonga are supported from 

the outset of their study commencing. We recommend including a timeframe of 

10 working days from the start of a course in this clause. 

Supported assessment 

7.2. Section 7.3 states that “Te Pūkenga makes alternative supported assessment 

arrangements for ākonga with particular needs, wherever possible.” We 

recommend this statement includes greater detail indicating what ‘alternative 

support’ is comprised of and who this support is intended to apply to – it is 

essential that all ākonga are aware of the support mechanisms they have access 

to. 

Variations to assessment 

7.3. Section 7.4 states that “Te Pūkenga strives for balance between standardised 

assessment and variations that support individual ākonga needs and 

circumstances. The kaiako or learning advisor and ākonga will work together to 

determine the appropriate support or variation for their particular needs.” We 

recommend that this clause includes further detail pertaining to special 

circumstances, timeframes, and involves kaiako and learning advisors (as 

opposed to the current wording which indicates “kaiako or learning advisor’). 

Assessment concession 

7.4. Section 7.5 states that “Assessment concessions are variations to scheduled 

assessments that are offered in the event of circumstances beyond the control of 

the ākonga. The ākonga discusses their particular circumstance with the 

appropriate kaimahi if they believe their preparation for or performance in the 

assessment was impaired. Assessment concession decisions are made using local 

or business division procedures.” We recommend this section is amended so that 

“appropriate kaimahi” also includes relevant kaiako. 

Competency-based assessment 

7.5. Currently, some of the same grades are being used across competency-based 

assessment and achievement-based assessment. For example, ‘A’ within the 

context of competency-based assessment corresponds with ‘Achieved,’ and ‘A’ 

within the context of achievement-based assessment corresponds with a 

percentage of 85%-89%. We think this may cause confusion and lead to the wrong 

interpretation of ākonga competencies and achievements. Also, most of the 

descriptions of grades in the competency-based table refer to ‘achieved.’ Added 

to this, it is not clear how the ‘Exempt’ grade relates to the recognition of prior 
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knowledge and skills. We recommend the competency-based and achievement-

based grading systems are re-considered with the above issues in mind. 

Achievement-based assessment 

7.6. It is not clear why the ‘P – Pass/Achieved’ and ‘F – Fail/Not Achieved’ results have 

been included in the achievement-based assessment Table when results ‘A+’ 

through to ‘C-‘ correspond with ‘Achieved’ and results ‘D’ through to ‘E’ correspond 

with ‘Not Achieved.’ We recommend greater clarity is provided on these 

distinctions, including how, or if, they relate to the recognition of prior knowledge 

and skills. 

Retention of assessment evidence 

7.7. Section 7.14 states “Te Pūkenga retains assessment evidence for 12 months after 

the end of the course or training agreement unless a longer period is required by 

an external authority. Te Pūkenga complies with the Public Records Act 2005 and 

NZQA rules about retention of assessment. Once no longer required by Te 

Pūkenga or any external agency, assessment evidence is securely destroyed.” In 

line with our recommendations on record management (see 3.7 above), we 

recommend this clause is amended so that alignment with the Privacy Act 2020 

is explicit. 

8. Awards 

Non-formal awards 

8.1. The Framework states that “Non-formal Awards are for non-formal learning or 

short courses.” We recommend a definition of ‘short courses’ is included in this 

section. 

8.2. Additionally, we recommend criteria for each of the certificates and digital badges 

listed in this section of the Framework – i.e., what qualifies ākonga to receive a 

Certificate of Attendance. 

9. Graduation 

9.1. No comment. 

10. Conclusion 

10.1. Many thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback on Te Kawa Maiorooro: 

Educational Regulatory Framework. We look forward to seeing future iterations, 

including work being done on Programme Regulations. 


