
Appendix A 

Responses to questions in writing from the Tribunal for Philippa Tinning (Wai 
3553, #A22) 

1. At paragraph 23 you say NZATE was given a 9-day timeframe to provide
feedback on the draft curriculum. What would your “normal” timeframe
period look like?

In contrast to the 9-day timeframe provided in this instance, previous curriculum 
development processes have allowed for longer and more meaningful engagement.  By 
way of example, in 2022 when the draft English curriculum was released, the feedback 
window extended from 28 September to 2 December, approximately two months.  

It is also important to note that earlier versions of the curriculum were co-designed and 
supported by a wider programme of consultation.  I acknowledge this has been a common 
theme shared throughout the duration of the inquiry when comparing engagement and 
development of the 2023 Te Mātaiaho curriculum to the current version of Te Mātaiaho. 

During the 2023 curriculum process, NZATE was in ongoing engagement with Ministry of 
Education officials and had members within the subject expert writing group, meaning 
there was a clear understanding of the content within the English curriculum and how it 
was progressing.   

I cannot say the same for the current version of Te Mātaiaho. In that context, a 9-day 
timeframe did not allow for the same level of familiarity with the material or the opportunity 
to undertake a considered and informed review, including engagement with the wider 
NZATE membership.    

2. At paragraph 34 you refer to statements made by the Minister – do you have
a reference for those?

The statements I refer to at those paragraphs were communicated to me in real time by 
an executive member of the NZATE Council who was present at the PPTA Leadership 
Summit in 2025.  These are comments the Minister made during her oral presentation at 
the Summit.  

3. At paragraphs 39 and 40 you talk about your discussion with the Minister.
How did the Minister respond to your feedback?

I was not advised of any response from the Minister to that feedback. I was thanked for 
the feedback, and no further response or outcome was communicated to me.  

When I spoke with Henry Collette (General Manager (Acting) of Qualifications & 
Pathways, Te Poutāhū (Curriculum Centre)) a few days later, he expressed surprise that 
I was aware that the literature and language split was being considered.  This reinforced 
my understanding that this was not information being widely or consistently 
communicated. 
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4. When you have previously been involved in providing feedback/drafting a 

curriculum, have there been similar constraints on you (i.e. non-disclosure 
agreements)? 

 
No. I have not previously been required to sign non-disclosure agreements when involved 
in curriculum development or feedback processes. 
 
In earlier processes, including the development of the 2023 curriculum, we may have 
entered memoranda of understanding; however, engagement remained open.  Members 
involved in subject expert groups were able to return to their associations and engage with 
their wider communities to seek feedback and test ideas. 
 
By contrast, in the current process, that has not been possible. Those providing feedback 
have done so in an individual capacity, without the ability to engage more broadly with 
their professional communities. 
 
In addition, through the Networks of Expertise (NEX) funding arrangements, there is a 
clause requiring recipients to support the direction of the curriculum. Concerns about this 
were raised with the Ministry, and assurances were given that it was not intended to 
operate as a restriction on feedback. NZATE signed the contract on that basis. However, 
in practice, it has had the effect of constraining open criticism and engagement with the 
curriculum. 
 
Taken together, these factors represent a significant shift from previous practice, where 
feedback was informed by wider professional engagement, and raise concerns for me 
about the transparency and quality of the process. 




