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Ko te tamaiti te pūtake o te kaupapa. The child – the heart of the matter. 

Independent Quality Assurance Framework 

NZ Curriculum Change Programme May 2024 

This document sets out the approach ERO is undertaking to independent quality assurance of 
Ministry of Education (MOE) developed curriculum products (‘front end’ and learning areas) as part 
of the NZ Curriculum change programme.  

Quality Assurance- what is it? 
Quality assurance (QA) is a systematic process of determining whether a product or service meets specified 
requirements.  

Purpose
To quality assure the curriculum products in relation to the Ministry of Education’s design principles and 
criteria. 
To make recommendations for improving the curriculum products to better meet the design criteria. 
To provide feedback about the use and usefulness of the curriculum products for schools. 

Overarching questions 
1. Does this curriculum product meet the design criteria – if yes, why? and if no, why not?

1a.  To what extent does this curriculum product meet the design criteria – is there fidelity (is the
product true to the design criteria? (All, most, some)). Identify strengths and weaknesses and 
solutions. 

2. Will it be useful for schools? Will it be used by schools? If yes, why? If no, why not?

2a.  Is this product ‘fit for purpose’? How easily will schools be able to use the curriculum product?

Who is involved? 
The quality assurance process will involve: 

• ERO’s Methodology and Professional Practice group as project owners and facilitators
• A group of (10-11) ERO Evaluation Partners (EPs) who have specialist skills in curriculum

implementation and Toki Ngao Tū | National Manager Te Pou Reo, Te Tāhū Whare | Review and
Evaluation Māori

• A group of ERO Leadership Partners (LPs) who are current practicing school leaders. The Leadership
Partners will serve an essential role in reflecting their own school perspectives on the workability of
the curriculum products.

• International experts

Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



 

Page 6 
 
 

Ko te tamaiti te pūtake o te kaupapa. The child – the heart of the matter. 

Approach to synthesis 
The synthesis process involves collaborative sense-making, sharing, collective judgements, agreed, from 
personal to collective, reaching a common understanding, making judgements, creating new 
understandings. The collated data (quantitative and qualitative) from the analysis process will be used as 
the basis for sense making and reaching judgements. The focus of synthesis is on fidelity with the design 
criteria and identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum product with a solution-focused 
approach to what’s need to achieve fidelity. 
 
The synthesis process will be via Zoom. It will involve evaluation partners and subsequently Leadership 
Partners in a collaborative process of sense making to make overall judgements in relation to the following 
questions: 
 
• (To what extent) does this product meet the design criteria - if yes why? If no, why not? 
• (To what extent) is this product fit for purpose, going to be useful and used? 
• What are our recommendations to improve the curriculum product? 
 

Reporting  
A report to the Ministry of Education will be written at the end of each quality assurance cycle (4 days 
every three weeks). The report will respond to the overarching questions and reflect the outcome of the 
synthesis process. Where ERO is quality assuring multiple products in that cycle a separate report will be 
written for each curriculum product.  

International comparability 
ERO will provide feedback on the extent to which the proposed NZ Curriculum is internationally 
comparable in relation to the following jurisdictions: British Columbia, Australia, Singapore and Wales. 
These jurisdictions reflect similar demographics, systems of government, population sizes, education 
reform movements and results via the PISA testing. Using the same jurisdictions across all learning areas 
ensures cohesion throughout the whole curriculum.  
 
Key factors considered are: 

•  The levels of detail surrounding the curriculum content 
•  Breadth, depth, and robustness of the curriculum content 
•  The curriculum levels according to age and stage of learner development 
•  The consistency and organisation of the curriculum document. 
 
Key Questions:  

• What have they identified as the significant concepts or “bits that matter”, knowledge or content and 
processes or skills for their learning area?   

• What level of detail have they provided in curriculum and/or in secondary materials – e.g., 
Explanatory notes, guidance, videos, teaching resources etc?  

• How are competencies and values addressed within the curriculum documents?  
• How is the curriculum structured and presented for school leaders and teachers? 
See Appendix C: Use of International Evidence in the NZC refresh NZC Design Criteria (V.04 1 May) 
document.  
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Secondary-  
Assessment and quality assurance a strength  
Secondary / Tertiary-  
Strong evaluation / QA knowledge 
Primary-  
NZC developments – literacy / numeracy progressions 
Previous senior leadership experience in schools  
Across rural/urban/large/small 
Experienced in quality assurance 
Primary teaching and leadership - Christchurch based 
Led literacy across her Kahui Ako 
Primary-  
Strong subject knowledge and leadership in mathematics 
Manager Pou Reo  
Specialist in Te Reo and matauranga 
Pou Reo advisor  
Specialist in Te Reo and matauranga 
Pou Reo advisor  
Specialist in Te Reo and matauranga 

 

3. Leadership Partners: A small group of Leadership Partners have been approached 
for the first tranche of quality assurance. Together, they are representative of the 
primary, intermediate and secondary sectors, and cover the North and South Islands. 
Some partners are also engaging the subject experts in their schools (for example, 
Heads of Faculty or syndicate leaders with literacy / numeracy specialisms). We 
continue to carefully select and approach those Leadership Partners who will be most 
suitable for each curriculum tranche. We are currently securing formal agreements 
from participating partner schools and will be in a position to share details of confirmed 
partners before 17 June. 

Name School 
Principal at , specialist in literacy and 
English 
Principal at   

Deputy Principal and English / curriculum / teaching specialist 
at   

Deputy Principal and science specialist at  
  

Head of English at  

Principal and literacy/English specialist at  

Head of Department English at   

English subject specialist at   

Junior school curriculum leader at  

Middle school curriculum leaders and literacy specialist at 
 

Principal at   

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a) 9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)
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NATIONAL OFFICE 

LEVEL 1, 101 LAMBTON QUAY 

PO BOX 2799 

WELLINGTON 6140 

SX10166 

T 0-4-499 2489 

F 0-4-499 2482 

info@ero.govt.nz 

www.ero.govt.nz 
 

 

Ref: M24-49 

 

30 May 2024 

 

Hon Erica Stanford 
Minister of Education 
 

Update note following ERO’s Independent Quality Assurance of the first set of Curriculum 
Material received from the Ministry of Education 

Purpose 

1. The purpose of this note is to provide you with an overview of the Education Review Office’s 
Independent Quality Assurance (IQA) of the first set of curriculum material received from the 
Ministry of Education, for your information. 

Background 

2. You commissioned the Education Review Office (ERO) to provide assurance that the 
curriculum rewrite will result in a fit for purpose product that is accessible, understood and 
easily implemented by the sector. 
 

3. ERO has used the approved design principles and associated design criteria to develop a 
quality assurance framework that includes rubrics based on the design criteria. We briefed 
you on the arrangements recently put in place on 23 May (M24-45 refers). 
 

4. This first cycle of quality assurance has involved a group of nine ERO evaluation partners 
and two managers analysing the curriculum material received from MOE on Monday 20 May 
2024. Feedback was provided to the MOE on Friday 24 May, in line with agreed 
timeframes. The material received from the MOE included elements of the following learning 
areas:  

• English Years 0-6  
• English Years 7-13  
• Mathematics and Statistics Years 0-13.   

Overarching comments  

5. The products received from the MOE, particularly for the English learning areas, were limited 
in the scope of materials received. While we have been able to quality assure some of this 
material against the relevant design criteria, given the fragmented nature of what we have 
received, this is incomplete for some year groups and some components of learning areas. 
At this stage, and until we receive a fuller set of material, we are unable to make a 
judgement about usefulness/useability in schools. 
 

6. The IQA raised concerns about the curriculum material being written in isolation from the 
New Zealand Curriculum Framework that provides the necessary context to achieve the 
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design principles across all the learning areas. Without this overarching framework there is a 
risk that the learning area materials produced do not reflect the design principles and lack 
coherence with this framework.  
  

Learning Area-specific comments 

Mathematics and Statistics Year 0-13 [received content and progress outcomes for years 1-10] 

7. Strengths 
• ERO received more substantial material for this learning area, allowing for a more 

thorough QA. The ‘know’ and ‘do’ elements of the purpose statement were clear and 
succinct, containing connections to the real-life application of maths, and to other 
learning areas. Much of the content also indicates that the science of learning underpins 
this learning area. 
 

8. Areas for further consideration 
• Some of the ‘Understand, Know, Do’ components in relation to the design criteria are 

missing and could benefit from being made more explicit. Some elements of the learning 
area, such as those that require descriptions of teaching and/or showing how learning is 
demonstrated could benefit from being more specific and clearer. 

English Years 7-13 [received purpose statement, content and teaching methods for years 7-13] 

9. Strengths 
• The content was carefully sequenced with a clear focus on building progressive 

understanding. There was also evidence of focus on disciplinary knowledge (design 
criteria ELA-G2). 
 

10. Areas for further consideration 
• Within the content received, only six of the nineteen programmes were available for 

quality assurance. For this reason, our quality assurance is limited. It is unclear how the 
purpose statement reflects certain elements of the design criteria which are critical to see 
how the programmes are linked together. Unlike the Mathematics and Statistics learning 
area, the teaching methods and programmes in this learning area are not clear about 
what a learner needs to know and at what stage.  

English Years 0-6 [received content and teaching methods for years 1-3] 

11. Strengths 
• The foundations for appropriate sequencing and progression were evident, particularly 

for the sections that lead into reading and writing. However, while some areas are very 
specific about progression, others show the same content across multiple years.   
 

12. Areas for further consideration 
• A key concern raised was that these materials were originally written by the Ministerial 

Advisory Group (MAG) with the purpose of being a sample for the MOE writing group. 
ERO welcomes the opportunity to QA this again when the writing group has progressed 
this area and material is more reflective of the most up to date evidence around effective 
pedagogy, as some of this is currently outdated.  

• With regards to this sample, clearer expectations around structured literacy are 
necessary, particularly in relation to teaching and learning, and consideration needs to 
be given to balancing teacher-focussed content with student-focussed content.  
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13. Across all learning areas, the IQA also raised a specific, overarching concern regarding the 
expression of general criteria Learning Area General Criteria-G12- Mātauranga Māori, te ao 
Māori, te reo Māori me ōna tikanga. The IQA did not find that the inclusion of this criteria 
came through strongly enough, but it is critical to ensure the curriculum uniquely reflects the 
bicultural foundations of Aotearoa New Zealand and so that our Māori learners can see 
themselves reflected in what they are learning (Common Criteria CC-1).   
 

Next steps 

• The MOE have indicated that ERO’s feedback from this first round of IQA is being actioned. 
ERO looks forward to receiving the next round of materials on 17 June for IQA. 
 

Recommendations 
 

14. It is recommended that you:  
  

Note that ERO has completed and returned the IQA feedback on the first set 
of curriculum materials received from the MOE, and has received 
confirmation that this is being actioned. 

 
 
 

Noted 

 
 

 
Jane Lee 
Deputy Chief Executive 
 
NOTED/APPROVED 
 
 
 
 
Erica Stanford  
Minister of Education 
 
____ /____ /____ 
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Ko te tamaiti te pūtake o te kaupapa. The child – the heart of the matter. 

Education Review Office Independent Quality 

Assurance – Cover note 

International Comparison by Tim Oates, Cambridge University 

and David de Carvalho, University of Notre Dame 

18 September 2024 

Context 

ERO has been commissioned to provide the Ministry of Education with independent quality assurance on 

the 2024 New Zealand Curriculum Refresh statements. ERO will provide feedback on the extent to which 

the NZ Curriculum is internationally comparable in relation to other jurisdictions.  

 

About the international experts 

Tim Oates CBE joined Cambridge University Press & Assessment in May 2006 to spearhead the rapidly 

growing Assessment Research and Development division. He was previously at the Qualifications and 

Curriculum Agency, where he had been Head of Research and Statistics for most of the last decade. Work 

included advising on a pan-European 8-level qualifications framework. He has advised the UK Government 

for many years on both practical matters and assessment policy. He started his career as a research officer 

at the University of Surrey. He moved to the FE Staff College in 1987 where he helped run the Work-Based 

Learning project. London University's Institute of Education then appointed him as NCVQ Research Fellow. 

In 1993, he joined one of the QCA's predecessor bodies, the National Council for Vocational Qualifications, 

as Head of GNVQ Research and Development. Promotion to Director of Research followed two years later. 

Tim was awarded CBE in the 2015 New Year's Honours for services to education.   

 
Professor David de Carvalho is the Executive Dean, Faculty of Education, Philosophy and Theology, The 

University of Notre Dame Australia. He has extensive experience in leading major reforms at both national 

and state level and a deep personal passion for, and understanding of, education. Prior to joining Notre 

Dame, Professor de Carvalho was Chief Executive Officer of the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and 

Reporting Authority (ACARA), where he led major reforms of the Australian Curriculum and the National 

Assessment Program; notably the rewrite of the Australian Curriculum 2020-2022.  He is a past CEO of the 

New South Wales Education Standards Authority. He has held senior roles in the public sector at both the 

federal and state government levels including deputy secretary of the NSW Department of Family and 

Community Services and the Commonwealth departments the Treasury, Health and Ageing, Finance and 

Deregulation, Education, and Prime Minister and Cabinet. Professor de Carvalho also holds extensive 

knowledge of Catholic Education having served as CEO of the National Catholic Education Commission from 

1998-2003. He started his career as a secondary school teacher and has strong research knowledge having 

served on the boards of the Australian Council for Educational Research and the Curriculum Corporation 

(now Education Services Australia). 
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Scope of work 

1. To make comparisons of the draft New Zealand Curriculum Years 0-6 English and Year 0-8 
Mathematics learning areas, against comparable international jurisdictions, using specified design 
criteria. 

 
2. To produce a report answering the question: ‘To what extent does the draft Years 0-6 English and 

Mathematics Years 0-8 of the NZ Curriculum learning areas compare to the equivalent in other 
comparable jurisdictions?’. 

 
The key factors guiding the quality assurance international comparison work are as follows: 

• The level of detail surrounding the curriculum content 

• Breadth, depth, and robustness of the curriculum content  

• The curriculum levels according to age and stage of learner development  

• The consistency and organisation of the curriculum document.  

Materials provided for review  

• IQA NZC International Comparison Design Criteria 

• NZCR English 0-6 July 2024 v2-sgl-pages 

• NZCR Maths 0-8 August 2024 A3_010 

Tim Oates key messages: English 

• Oates is strongly supportive of the direction of travel of the NZ Curriculum Refresh. Comparative 

research is strongly suggesting that knowledge rich, evidence-driven specifications are a key to high 

quality national education which both improves equity and attainment. Major elements of the 

specification are strongly underpinned by international evidence – particularly in respect of early 

and emergent reading. This is a great strength of the NZ specification. 

• The ‘know’ and ‘do’ statements emphasise the importance of learning across cultures and 

languages, but this is not yet reflected in the specific progressions. 

• Oates expresses concern about: 

o Pedagogical guidance to support ESL students 

o Breadth of reading, analysis and action 

o Lack of exemplar reading texts and writing examples to assist with consistency of 

expectations regarding level of demand on students for each year level 

o Lack of specificity about what students should explicitly know, understand and do in some 

aspects of language 

o Lack of scope, depth, frequency and type of texts to be read and the need for year-by-year 

increases in scope and depth, different text types, and expectations for analysis and 

explanation. 

• Oates expresses significant concerns about the grid or matrix presentation of year-by-year content 

and recommends a substantial review to address these issues: 

o Impedes clarity 

o Potentially compromises progression 

o Risks overspecification but also adds superficial complexity 

o In some cases, no obvious development across a phase that could be expected. 
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• The role of oracy in reading and writing is understated and while ‘weaving teaching around these 

strands’ is suggested, Oates suggests more strongly highlighting oracy as a precursor to reading and 

writing. 

• There is a risk of curriculum overload resulting in overburdening teachers, local decisions about 

content coverage, adverse impact on student progress, and equity of achievement. 

Tim Oates key messages: Maths 

• Oates considers this to be a very significant improvement on the arrangements presently in 

New Zealand and represents a substantial step forward. The content is well framed and organised 

into coherent and systematic learning sequences, and there is good parallel development in the 

different strands. Learning progressions are well structured and key ideas in mathematics are 

emphasised appropriately. 

• There is however a risk of overload. 
o The proposed content specifications are substantial and risk schools deciding on what 

learning to prioritise, rather than having clarity on fundamentals. 
o Some content needs more clarity about complexity and depth – Oates suggests prescribed 

textbooks would help define expectations. 

• The distinctive elements of the curriculum and pedagogy need to be highlighted to a greater degree 

o Oates suggests that it is essential to collate and clearly state the fundamental elements of 

preferred pedagogy and have this focus in any learning materials. 

• There are some sequencing issues remaining which Oates notes in his report. 

Tim Oates overall comment 

Oates finds that both learning areas are signalling a significant and positive direction of change, more 

comparative with other jurisdictions. He expresses concern that in both Mathematics and English 

progressions there is the potential for curriculum overload. The potential overload is due to the 

undifferentiated combination of fundamental elements and ancillary or secondary elements, and the 

granularity in some curriculum elements. 

David de Carvalho key messages: English 

David de Carvalho notes that the draft NZ English Curriculum Years 0-6 exhibits a high degree of careful 

selection of content and generally compares well with the Australian Curriculum. 

 

Positive features noted include: 

• The introduction of phonological and phonemic awareness in Year 1 with a strong focus on the used 

decodable readers and the subsequent years build on these foundations.  

• The breaking down of the Phase 1 Reading strand into two sub-strands which provides clearer 

guidance to teachers at the content description level.   

• Increasing complexity of the texts that students encounter as they progress through the year levels.  

• Selection of curriculum content and teaching practices aligned to the overall curriculum purpose. 

• The simple and clear “Understand, Know, Do” framework within which the three strands are 

presented. 

• The section on ‘The Science of Learning’ which explains how cognitive load theory should be 

applied in the context of developing literacy skills, especially reading.   
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David de Carvalho expresses concern about: 

• Repetition of the same wording of the content description in consecutive year levels, and the same 

teaching methods being identified for three or more year levels.  

• The lack of progression across year levels in parts of the curriculum material.  

• The ‘I do, we do, you do’ approach which gives the impression that there it is NEVER appropriate for 

teachers to adopt pedagogical approaches that don’t start with teacher modelling even when 

content is new.   

The curriculum material could be improved by:  

• Presenting the sub-strands diagrammatically early in document (similar to this diagram in the 

Australian Curriculum). 

• Mentioning the importance of a “knowledge-rich” curriculum in other learning areas as a vehicle for 

expanding students’ vocabulary and ability to comprehend texts. 

• Developing an interactive, electronic version of the curriculum that will allow teachers to customise 

it to suit their needs (as per the v9 Australian Curriculum website).  

David de Carvalho key messages: Maths 

David de Carvalho notes that draft curriculum content for Years 0-8 Mathematics and Statistics compares 

very well with the Australian Curriculum Mathematics (Primary K-6) in terms of selection of content, 

sequencing, vertical coherence. 

 

Positive features noted include: 

• The visual organisation of the curriculum document in terms of the sequencing across multiple 

years, and the identification of sub-strands. 

• The additional element of highlighting the absolutely critical knowledge and capabilities which 

provides clear guidance to teachers for their planning and assessment. 

• The “Know: content and concepts” section and concise summary of the key strands of the draft 
curriculum.  

• The ability to view the year levels of each phase across two pages side-by-side which helps teachers 
see the sequencing very clearly and the inclusion of the 6-month period.   

David de Carvalho expresses concern about: 

• The overly prescriptive structure of lesson plans and suggests that reference to high impact 
teaching strategies might be more helpful than an overly structured lesson plan. 

• Leaving the timing of tests to teachers and the lack of clarity about the use of data to inform 
teaching.  

The curriculum material could be improved by:  

• Giving consideration to the development of an interactive website like the Australian Curriculum v9 
version of the curriculum with “drop-down” menus from the content descriptions that offer more 
detailed teaching advice and allow teachers to organise the way they would like to view the 
curriculum.  

• Highlighting the connections between the strands – internal horizontal coherence (e.g. 
between statistics and probability, measurement and geometry, number and algebra).   

• Including key capabilities required to apply maths to solve real world problems in a fourth set 
of Big Ideas, namely “Thinking Mathematically”. 

David de Carvalho overall comment 

Overall, David de Carvalho finds that the English Years 0-6 and Mathematics (0-8) compare very well to the 
respective learning areas of the Australian Curriculum. He suggests developing an interactive, electronic 
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version of both learning areas that allows with drop-down menus from content descriptions that offer 
more detailed teaching guidance for teachers to organise the way they view and use the curriculum. ERO 
notes that this interactive curriculum was demonstrated at a recent ACER conference attended by ERO 
officials and agree strong consideration should be given to this recommendation. 

Manager Education Initiatives 

9(2)(a)
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on Oral language in Years 4-6. New Zealand English has its own worth, merit and distinctiveness 
and this requires more revision and thought.   

• Links to quality NZ Early Childhood Curriculum and early literacy in Foundation Years.   
  

Key learnings from other countries  
1. Increase the pace of language learning and vocabulary acquisition.  
2. Promote more seamless phase transitions.  
3. Raise expectations in Year 2 and Year 3 – Increase cognitive demand.   
4. Strengthen Writing Progressions.   
5. Expand oral and aural language in Years 4-6 with a dual focus on speaking and ‘hearing ‘.  
6. The place of literature and reading and writing.  
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