
Summary of the key themes emerging from NZQA’s 
second consultation on proposed changes to the New 
Zealand Qualification Framework (NZQF)  

NZQA received 71 written responses (by letter and through the survey) to its second 
consultation on proposed changes to the NZQF.  This includes responses from: 

• 45 Tertiary Education Organisations (TEOs) 
• four other education bodies (including peak bodies) 
• three industry bodies 
• one school 
• two government agencies 
• 16 individuals.   

Not all respondents responded to each proposal. Two organisations (one university and one 
Private Training Establishment (PTE)) submitted two responses, which have been counted 
as two responses. One response from an Institute of Technology and Polytechnic (ITP) was 
a summary of NZQA’s survey completed by 14 of its staff. For the purposes of this summary, 
it has been considered as one response.  
The four education bodies are the universities’ Academic Quality Agency (AQA), the 
Committee of University Academic Programmes (CUAP), the Industry Training Federation 
(ITF) and the Post Primary Teachers Association (PPTA).  These organisations represent 
the views of their stakeholders. 
In addition to the responses above, NZQA engaged with the following groups or 
organisations: 

• Ngā Kaitūhono, NZQA’s Te Rautaki Māori advisory group 
• Pacific stakeholders, through a workshop comprising students and educators 
• face to face meetings or other communications with the Office of Disability Issues, 

Business New Zealand, the New Zealand Union of Students’ Associations (NZUSA), 
one PTE and one industry body.   NZQA also met with three respondents to clarify 
details in their responses. 

The views of all the above are included in this summary of key themes.  
Feedback on proposal 1: Including a wider range of quality assured education 
products onto a broader qualifications and credentials framework. 
We proposed a broader qualifications and credentials framework, incorporating the NZQF 
and the Directory of Assessment Standards (DAS) and other credentials (such as micro-
credentials).  The purpose of the proposal is to better clarify pathways and support life-long 
learning. 

The majority of respondents supported or somewhat supported the proposal (43 of the 55 
respondents), as did those we met with face to face.  However, there are clear differences 
by sector.  The AQA and CUAP, along with the other university sector respondents, had 
concerns about the inclusion of the DAS in particular.   The respondents who do not support 
the proposal consider that only composite educational products should be included (not the 
elements that contribute to a qualification/credential), and/or that the inclusion of other 
educational products could devalue qualifications and lead to fragmented learning.   
 
 
 



Feedback on proposal 2: Embedding four transferable competencies into the NZQF 
(critical thinking, collaboration, communication and citizenship).   
We proposed to explicitly describe the first three of the competencies above in the level 
descriptors and we provided two options for how we might include citizenship -  option A 
(including global citizenship in the NZQF purpose statement and in the purpose of relevant 
qualification types) and option B (narrowing the definition and including it in the level 
descriptors).    

The majority of respondents support or somewhat support the inclusion of the first three 
competencies in the level descriptors (46 out of the 57 respondents), including all industry 
bodies.  There are no clear differences in the views of the different parts of the education 
sector. Those that did not support their inclusion were concerned about the reliability of 
assessment and/or that qualification developers should be able to make decision about 
which competencies are important for their context.   

55 respondents provided feedback on the citizenship proposal.  The majority of respondents 
(41) support or somewhat support the proposal, as did those that attended the Pacific focus 
group. Others either do not support it or have significant concerns.  Of those that support the 
proposal, roughly equal numbers support option A and option B. There were some trends in 
the responses.  Those responding on behalf of tertiary institutions or peak bodies 
(universities and ITPs) and ITOs are significantly more likely to have concerns about the 
proposal than other respondents.  Their concerns include that citizenship is a societal or 
political construct/ a combination of values and behaviour that does not belong in a 
qualifications framework. 

Feedback on proposal 3: Ensuring that vocational qualifications can be listed at 
higher levels of the NZQF 
Vocational qualifications in New Zealand tend to be listed at a comparatively lower level than 
in other jurisdictions and this may impact on learner pathways and parity of esteem issues.  
We proposed to address this through the review of the level descriptors and qualification-
type descriptors as necessary. We asked whether there are any further changes that we 
could make. 
42 people or organisations directly responded, and others provided their views through face 
to face meetings.  Two respondents did not support the proposed approach, on the grounds 
that there is sufficient scope for vocational qualifications to be listed at a higher level already 
and that there were other more powerful levers available. 
All other respondents across all stakeholder groups generally support the above approach.  
Some respondents commented that they supported the intent but that NZQA must take care 
to do this on the basis of outcomes not just a desire for parity.  Some respondents 
considered that the greater differentiation between vocational and academic pathways in the 
NZQF would help, whilst others thought that there should be less differentiation. 
Some respondents suggested the need for a new type of qualification such as a Master 
Craftsman at level 6.  Some respondents linked their responses to this proposal to the one 
below. 
The industry bodies strongly support the principle of enabling vocational qualifications to be 
listed at higher levels.  They provided examples of where this is working well overseas, and 
how the relatively low level of vocational qualifications creates issues with workforce supply 
within New Zealand. 
Feedback on proposal 4: Addressing the level 7 Diploma issue 
There are some persistent and on-going quality concerns about this qualification. We 
proposed three options: (1) removing the level 7 Diplomas from the NZQF, (2) extending the 



regulatory framework for New Zealand qualifications at levels 1 – 6 to include these 
qualifications, with a review of the description of the qualification-type and a review of all 
level 7 Diplomas and (3) any other suggestions. 

52 people or organisations directly responded, and others provided their views through face 
to face meetings.   
16 of the 52 respondents support option one above, 25 support option two above and nine 
suggested that no change is needed (and that quality issues should be managed on a case 
by case basis).   
Some respondents commented that having no entry criteria for the level 7 Diplomas is 
problematic.  Some level 7 Diplomas require the attainment of qualifications at level 5 and/or 
6, resulting in a level 7 qualification that is equivalent to a degree in terms of the total 
number of credits across levels 5 – 7 (e.g. air traffic control and dance qualifications).  
Others have no entry criteria.  Some respondents expressed doubt that learners could 
manage the level of complexity of learning expected at level 7 without appropriate 
staircasing/scaffolding.   
Some respondents commented on the importance of retaining this qualification as a pathway 
that is equivalent to a degree in areas of vocational study where it is not practical or possible 
to meet the statutory requirement for teaching to be delivered mainly by research-active 
staff. 
Industry bodies are particularly interested in the possibility of a vocational qualification that is 
at the same level as a degree, with appropriate staircasing through lower level qualifications.  
They see this as a niche qualification in highly specialised and technical fields.  They 
consider that this would encourage learners to enter into trades as people would be able to 
see advanced career paths. Examples of such qualifications overseas were provided. 
There were also a number of suggestions for an alternative name for the qualification-type 
e.g. master craftsman/practitioner. 
Feedback on proposal 5: Addressing the level 8 Bachelor Honours Degree issues 
We proposed five options: 

a) renaming the qualification-type; and/or 
b) strengthening the level 8 descriptors and revise the description of the Bachelor 

Honours Degree to match CUAP’s definition; or 
c) removing the qualification-type from the NZQF (i.e. removing both pathways) or 
d) reclassifying the 480-credit pathway as a level 7 qualification (i.e. removing just the 

480-credit pathway from level 8); or 
e) other options. 

There were 38 responses to this proposal.  The majority (25) support aligning the NZQF 
definition with CUAP’s (option b above).  This included AQA and CUAP and most of the 
universities.  Of those that did not support this option, five supported a name change (option 
a) and three supported removing the qualification.   
The remainder of responses supported retaining the qualification type with no changes.  This 
included Engineering NZ and the individual universities with engineering provision.    
Feedback on proposal 6: Supporting the development of degree apprenticeships 
We sought feedback on our view that programmes of study leading to a degree could 
include on-job learning in conjunction with academic study, and that the intent of degree 
apprenticeships is already enabled in the NZQF. 

Most respondents support the principle that programmes of learning leading to a degree 
could combine on-job learning with academic study.   



There was some confusion about whether NZQA was proposing a new type of qualification 
and some responded to the proposal on this basis.  We did not intend for the proposal to be 
read as such – any such programme would need to be able to lead to the award of a degree 
which complies with all the existing requirements. 
Feedback on proposal 7: Addressing other technical issues raised in the degree 
We sought feedback on our proposed approach to a number of technical issues. 

The majority of respondents to this proposal commented on the number of credits required 
for each of the three pathways to a Master’s Degree.  They agreed that the issue should be 
considered and expressed an interest in being part of this process.   
Feedback on proposal 8: Making the NZQF easier to use and more relevant to all 
stakeholders 
We proposed to list all the credentials and qualifications in te reo Māori and to ensure that 
the framework better reflected mātauranga.  We also sought views on how we could make 
the NZQF more accessible to students and other end-users such as iwi and employers. 
49 respondents commented on the proposal to list all credentials and qualifications in te reo 
Māori.  Most (43) supported the proposal, including NZQA’s Ngā Kaitūhono.  Some 
respondents were concerned about translation issues and how this should be undertaken. 
Similarly, most respondents agreed that the NZQF should better reflect mātauranga and 
there were a number of suggestions about how NZQA could best to do this. 
22 respondents commented on the suggestion that levels could be grouped by their core 
purpose e.g. foundational education for levels 1 and 2. Most (17) supported the idea but 
some were concerned that it could inadvertently reinforce parity of esteem issues. 
There were some other suggestions for making the NZQF easier to use, such as showing it 
alongside other prominent frameworks in other jurisdictions.  
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