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13 - Materials and Processing Technology NCEA Level 1 Phase 1 Survey – Raw 
Feedback  

108 answers to "Impressions - Materials - What is your overall impression of the Learning Matrix?" 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 37 3.24% 

Needs amendments 71 6.22% 

Not Answered 1034 90.54% 

107 answers to "Impressions - Materials - What is your overall impression of the Teaching, 
Learning, and Assessment Guide?" 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 23 2.01% 

Needs amendments 84 7.36% 

Not Answered 1035 90.63% 

106 answers to "Impressions - Materials - What is your overall impression of the example Course 
Outlines?" 
 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 22 1.93% 

Needs amendments 84 7.36% 

Not Answered 1036 90.72% 

104 answers to "Comments - Materials" 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

ANON-
K9GG-
12G1-D 

Testing, trialing, and selection of materials go way beyond our budget. We can't 
afford to have students choose materials other than radiata pine or CD grade 
plywood, i.e. the choices are extremely limited. It would be better to learn the 
properties of these materials and how to work within their limits and potential. 



 

20 April 2021 2 
 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

ANON-
K9GG-
12GS-F 

Limited standards - limiting curriculum content and delivery. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12ZC-J 

Will it change greatly how things are currently done? Looking over the documents, 
they are quite broad-brush and basically include everything that is done in 
Technology. The devil is in the detail and resourcing of how teachers implement 
things. And whether the system is primarily assessment-driven as currently is the 
case. Students have been conditioned to seek credits and ignore all else it seems. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12J1-G 

My major concern with the new 4 standards is that it would be difficult for a 
student to take multiple technology subjects at once, unless they are allowed to 
be assessed twice for the same standard across different subjects with different 
projects. At present in many schools we have to customize courses where there 
are student cross overs, the new 4 standards wouldn't allow for this as I currently 
understand it. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12JM-C 

How would an Electronics course fit with this. Is it possible to Use this unit with an 
electronics theme. I feel Electronics has been complettly missed out again! 

ANON-
K9GG-
12VY-4 

We will need more PD regarding this and more exemplars and possible 
approaches 

ANON-
K9GG-
12PK-G 

It isn't clear WHAT the students have to do for the externals. The topics look too 
broad and it isn' t clear what needs to be included. It looks to me that students 
have to make something and keep a portfolio which is then marked externally. 
This is not cutting down teacher workload - which was one of the aims of the 
exercise. Also there are only 4 standards being taught across several subjects in 
a school - so how will this work?? 

ANON-
K9GG-
124F-F 

The proposed changes have taken a cross section of the technology Matrix and 
bundled them into poorly worded and poorly arranged groups. As with the failings 
in early Achievement Stds, the new provisions relegate the whole of the Technical 
Skill components to "development of a fit for purpose technological outcome." The 
scope and spread of diverse technical disciplines deserve their own standard area 
discrete from other aspects of Technology. If "select materials and apply skills" is 
intended to reflect this, the assessment notes below are incompatible. As a 
standards writer for MOE I see too many rushed ideas, and randomly aggregated 
Technology concepts. 

ANON-
K9GG-
124C-C 

Overall, I support the intentions of the material. It is similar to the technology 
problem solving approach that I believe is the essential core of our curriculum. 
What I honestly believe is that requiring students to learn un related studies to 
their project work will turn both students and teachers away from our awesome 
subject that has taken years to try and draw people into. 
Teachers will avoid the controversial standards and simply choose to do Industry 
unit standard courses in their place. It would be different if there were more to 
choose from or that these were optional rather than what appears to be required 
at each curriculum level. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
1246-Y 

I do not understand where food technology really sits, it seems most of the focus 
is on brief development and very little on the trialing, testing, refining that is 
required for a successful outcome. 
I had thought that the current standards allowed schools the flexibility to provide 
courses that aligned with students learning needs and resources available to them 
- this proposed matrix limits teachers ability to deliver unique and engaging 
opportunities 

ANON-
K9GG-
12CE-W 

- First impressions of the standards make me wonder how will we have students 
interest if there is so much theory involved. I'm not excited about it. 
- How are we meant to achieve the work required if there are multiple current 
standards merged into one. It appears to be even more work for 5 credits. Is it a 
watered-down standard? In that case, are we really achieving what we want the 
students to learn and refine their skills or are we just trying to cover as many skills 
as possible. Quality VS quantity. 
- The headings are over complicated. I don't see how students will be able to 
understand what is required let alone teachers. 
- The practical skills assessment seems to have gotten lost as there is no formal 
opportunity to refine these skills. It appears to only compliment the standards. 
- The language used to describe each standard needs to be more direct and clear 
as there are multiple major points made but no clarifications. 
- How are we catering for students who will take multiple Technology subjects? 
- How are we catering for students who do no pass an assessment and therefore, 
don't have enough credits to pass the subject? 
- Based on what some tertiary institutes are covering in their courses. These 
standards don't best align with the skills required to succeed. There appears to be 
more focus on a lot of outdated skills when tertiary courses have changed. How 
can these standards be more future-focused and future proof? 
- The standards appear to create more work for teachers than reducing. 
- How will specialist areas be able to establish their specialist skills with such a 
generic technology approach to assessment? 

ANON-
K9GG-
126A-C 

The nature of technology is ABSOLUTELY foundational and is invisible. These 
standrds represent a backward step for technology to design and make. This is a 
shame for technology and for our students who will be future designers. 
Technology should be one subject with generic AO at L1 with specialism at L2 
and beyond. This decision has been very poorly made. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1266-1 

If students are required to produce an authentic outcome from an authentic issue, 
in the context of Textiles, it would be really hard to develop an outcome where 
students would have to connect with their own cultural identity by weaving this into 
their work and apply traditional Maori materials and processing techniques into an 
outcome would add a huge limitation onto their project and would restrict their 
outcomes technical feasibility. I feel that yes it is important to look at these things 
but not as a detriment to students work. I have a student currently working on 
producing a binding for transgender teens and if they were to have these 
limitations set against their project, the project would lose its integrity. 

ANON-
K9GG-
129Z-8 

What is to happen with those students who take all or some or two subjects 
Automotive 
Engineering 
Carpentry 
Fabric 
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Home Ec 
How are they going to gain credits for NCEA if they take a variety of these 
subjects 

ANON-
K9GG-
129B-G 

The proposed changes have taken the existing Technology Matrix which offers a 
total of 21 Achievement Standards if taking the generic, construction and 
mechanical and processing sub categories into account and then pared them 
back to FOUR. The implications are MASSIVE, there will no longer be any option 
for customisation of programmes or development of individualised learning. 
Flexibility has been removed entirely. Additionally, a student wanting to study both 
Hard Materials technology AND Food Technology would have to forfeit access to 
20 credits as they would not be able to "double dip". In my opinion this is the worst 
thing to happen in education in NZ for as long as I have been a teacher. It goes 
against everything we were told that NCEA was going to enable (greater flexibility, 
more choice, more student agency) and once again we are moving to a 
prescriptive and inflexible curriculum where we only get to change the context for 
learning, not what is actually being learnt. This proposal represents a backwards 
step and I believe it will do little to address the achievement gap between maori 
and non-maori. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12RB-9 

From reading the new draft Level 1 Materials Processing Standards, it feels that 
the current group of generic technology standards have been all squashed into 
the four. Example new 1.1 covers content previously seen in bodies of work that 
covered the current generic 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4. 
 
From reading the unpacking the standards, it feels that the quantity of teaching 
and learning, and the student learning evidence which would have assessment 
evidence within it, would be extensive. I question if too much is being packed into 
each new draft achievement standard and is this all essential learning that is 
needed for assessment for curriculum level 6. 
 
The new draft materials and processing standards do not feel ‘exciting and future 
forward with longevity’ compared to the new draft DVC ones. It reads as if they 
are taking what already exists and not thinking beyond this. It appears to have the 
feel that report writing and heavy documentation will continue to stay with the 
subject as is the case with the current standards right now, which creates an 
imbalance with practical outcomes. 
 
The new draft eternals have an essence of formal written reports, as is current, 
about what the student has been doing. I suspect that NZQA external assessment 
formats (what the external submission evidence will be ) would not go backwards 
with large heavy portfolio sketchbooks for submission. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12RP-Q 

From reading the Materials Processing and DVC drafts, the Materials Processing 
work feels very unfinished in comparison. Some areas have not the same level of 
detail and unpacking as the DVC drafts. 
 
The DVC drafts feel very exciting and future forward and pitched at the correct 
level NCEA 1 / Curriculum Level 6, where as the Materials Processing feels that 
they are trying to pack too much in. From reading the new draft Level 1 Materials 
Processing Standards, it feels that the current group of generic technology 
standards have been all squashed into the four. Example new 1.1 covers content 
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previously seen in bodies of work that covered the current generic 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 
1.4. 
 
From reading the unpacking the standards, it feels that the quantity of teaching 
and learning, and the student learning evidence which would have assessment 
evidence within it, would be extensive. I question if too much is being packed into 
each new draft achievement standard and is this all essential learning that is 
needed for assessment for curriculum level 6. 
 
The new draft materials and processing standards do not feel ‘exciting and future 
forward with longevity’ compared to the new draft DVC ones. It reads as if they 
are taking what already exists and not thinking beyond this. It appears to have the 
feel that report writing and heavy documentation will continue to stay with the 
subject as is the case with the current standards right now, which creates an 
imbalance with practical outcomes. 
 
The new draft eternals have an essence of formal written reports, as is current, 
about what the student has been doing. I suspect that NZQA external assessment 
formats (what the external submission evidence will be ) would not go backwards 
with large heavy portfolio sketchbooks for submission. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12RU-V 

The new draft materials for materials and processing doesnt feel exciting. It feels 
like the new standards mash together everything from the old ones, rather than 
taking the opportunity to be innovative and forward thinking. 
Overall my concern is for the various subject specialities that we currently have 
and I wonder if these are the best standards to cover the needs of students 
studying multiple technological areas. 
In terms of the externals my feeling is these have continued to be imagined as 
'written reports' - what other assessment modes have been considered? 

ANON-
K9GG-
12HQ-E 

We currently deliver 1.6 in our food program- the students design a product for 
our school canteen. I cant see where this would fit in the new courses? 

ANON-
K9GG-
12HC-Z 

Main concern is that multiple disciplines / subjects are still being covered within 
one matrix. This is not the case in an area like language where each language 
has their own separate standards. With the reduction in standards on offer, this 
discourages students from being able to take multiple disciplines of Construction 
and Mechanical technology. It also means that our standards and matrix tend to 
be more ambiguous than other disciplines, due to needing to cover VERY 
different subject areas. If digital Technology can have it's own strand, why can't 
the others? 
 
While there is one example given in the course outline provided, I feel it may be 
difficult to plan a unit of work that can encompass sustainability, tikanga maori, 
and exploration and manipulation of materials all in one. I get the feeling these 
standards are designed for standalone assessment. 
 
Concern that we are losing some of the subject specific skills and content that 
lend themselves to creating tertiary pathways for our subject. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
12DV-F 

It seems to me that the practical components of technology is not at the center of 
the subject. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12DF-Y 

The focus on materials is really good and exciting. 
The first big idea, about managing risk and expressing ideas seems to 
encompass many smaller ideas that are not related to each other and needs 
reconsideration. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12NJ-D 

The 4 standards are not clear steps in a Technological product development 
process. The proposed standards incorporate elements of existing standards but 
not in a clear order which is also not clarified by the MPT course outline. The 
standards are attempting to cover too much content and will inevitably result in a 
lack of depth. As an example in 1,3 expecting students to develop a Brief and 
Specification as well as evidence of selecting materials and applying skills to 
make a product is a combination of two existing standards worth 10 credits. The 
same work will not be completed in half the time. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12NY-V 

level 6 considerations 
exploring their World view is very deep for Level 6 we are talking about students 
who may only be 14 and 15 year old, they may not have enough life experiences 
to develop their own world view. 
lots of teacher and student support and resources needed to learn about Maori 
materials and processing techniques and the tikanga around this, different Iwi 
have different traditions. 
which regulations? national, local or community? Commercial or domestic 
manufacturing regulations. 
justify is a term usually associated with higher level thinking not historically seen 
as a level 6 requirement 
Level 7 
resource use and past practices is more like a social sciences topic 
Economic resource use suited more in business based curriculum 
explore design values, aesthetics and approaches to risk closer to DVC type task 
mitigating risk and some of the above themes are very in-depth ideas at Level 7 
especially for year 12 students who are new to the Technology curriculum at level 
2. 
Level 3 requires students to have access to traditional Maori materials and the 
associated equipment to apply techniques, an economical and continuous supply 
of the 
readily available and necessary materials must be available for all students and 
schools in N.Z. to purchase. 
If a school offers a semester system how do you see this curriculum and the 
associated units being delivered? If Students are kinesthetic learners and take 
hard and soft materials and food technology how will the units be allocated? If 
curriculum collaborate students will complete a large project and receive very few 
credits they will not be credited for all of their learning due to only 1 set of 
standards available. 

ANON-
K9GG-
125T-X 

Why have processing and materials been forced together? 
 
These course outlines do not seem realistic or engaging. 
 
Where is the Teaching, Learning and Assessment guide?? 
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Is the point to drive teachers and students out of Technology? 
 
The needs more than minor amendments - it needs rethinking. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1253-W 

Overall, I think this is good and will enable students to work towards authentic 
contexts. The standards cover a broad range of technology learning, working well 
to support the focus of the big ideas. 
 
It feels like these standards (and the course outline supports this) are driving 
towards one large project for a year. Especially at year 11, students like to 
participate in a range of different activities and this could be a challenge if you are 
trying to cover all 4 standards. It would be good to see a course outline developed 
that demonstrates the ability for the course to be broken up into 2 or 3 smaller 
projects. 
As a food technology teacher, it would also be good to see a course outline in a 
food context. 
The significant learning at level 6 is really broad which is great - this will enable 
students to have a really good experience of technology learning. 
 
Question: Are there going to be any cross-subject resources created? As it has 
been identified by many different teachers, the concerns over students who take 
more then one technology subject. It would be great to see some resources 
created to demonstrate the flexibility of these new standards. 
 
I think the balance of credits in the assessments is good but it is hard to 
comprehend what the workload for students will look like. It will be important that 
we see alongside the assessment tasks, some really clear exemplars to ensure 
that this again doesn't become - teach to the assessment. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18MH-G 

The main concern I have regarding the implementation of these standards in 
Materials and Processing Technology is that (as I understand it) they cover Soft 
materials, hard materials and food technology. Currently in Technology there are 
a many students that take a range of these subjects in any one year, I'm 
concerned that if they have the same standards there will be no way they can 
complete a range of technologies at the same time. 
My understanding is that the Arts have individual standards for each discipline 
(eg. painting, photography, drama etc) Why is this not the case in Technology? I 
would like to see this if possible. 
I also taught in NCEA in the 2009 when the standards were grouped like this. 
Then there was the alignment which allowed for more individual course 
development (which is what we currently have) I found this far better to manage. 
Although, I think that the over outline of the standards will still allow a range of 
outcomes to be developed. 
Another concern I have is that these standards are moving into a more Generic 
Technology area and the subject specific standards have been removed. Thinking 
about the future pathways that my students take, such as Polytechnic, they get 
more benefit form the subject specific standards. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18ME-D 

The language could be simplified in the standards for the teachers and more 
imporatntly the students. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18XE-R 

The grouping of knowledge required to gain the NCEA standards is good. But 
where I would naturally grouped two standards together now that are worth 6 and 
4 credits, the proposal groups them and makes them worth 5 credits. The huge 
amount of teaching and peripheral work the students will do to gain the proposed 
standards within a project will be completely unfair for the amount of credits that 
they will receive. Plus only having 4 standards means we are disadvantaging 
students who want to take more than one technology based subject, because 
their aren't enough standards to share out between specialty areas where we 
have student crossovers. Unless the standards became worth 8-10 credits each 
and then we could just do two in each subject area. 

ANON-
K9GG-
187P-2 

It appears more work for less credits in less time than current standards. 
 
By combining standards we can no longer tailor courses to allow more practical 
weighting for students who are less likely to achieve if required to do a lot of 
written work, disadvantaging ESOL and students with learning disabilities. 
 
The example course outline needs term 4 scrapped as there is usually only a 
couple of weeks before exams start. 
 
Pattern drafting does not belong in level 1 (currently it's not even assessed at 
level 2). Pattern adaptation is quite different to drafting and would not probably be 
enough to assess against a dvc standard. Pattern drafting skills are beyond most 
level 1 students. 
 
What if students wish to take more than one materials technology subject? 

ANON-
K9GG-
187N-Z 

Requires a high level of thinking and engagement by the students to follow 
through with individual technological outcomes. I think it doesn't engage 'boys' 
anymore with Technology than the previous/current set of standards. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18Q4-Z 

Overall I feel the direction of the Matrix is heading in a right direction. I like the 
emphasis on modeling, developing and final product. With Big Idea 1 (propose, 
plan and model), I think you are trying to do too much in one standard. The 
learning objectives for level 1, were a little vague and also mixed in there were 
some value statements like pride which are very hard to measure. Below is some 
of my thinking around the level 1 learning outcomes and direction. 
 
Big Idea 1 – 
• explore their world views, and how these influence their approach to creative 
work and problem solving in Materials and Processing Technology (is this now 
context) 
• establish a brief to develop a technological outcome that addresses a need or 
opportunity (manufacturing, functional, and aesthetic) 
• investigate sustainable practices when establishing a brief 
• develop design specifications that allow an outcome to be evaluated as fit-for-
purpose 
• justify the specifications in terms of community and/or end-user considerations 
• plan throughout practice to enable the development of product 
 
Big Idea 2 - 
• use testing and trialling to gain knowledge of material properties, (to inform 
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manufacture, function and aesthetics) 
• use testing, and trialling, of basic processes and techniques with various 
materials to gain knowledge of manufacture and risk considerations. 
• investigate and consider materials selection for performance and sustainability 
• learn about materials and processing techniques including traditional Māori 
tikanga 
• learn about the nature of materials and how they relate to each other 
 
Big idea 3 – 
• use testing and trialling of materials to inform the development of a product that 
is fit-for-purpose 
• select appropriate techniques and processes to develop and create a product 
(manipulation, combining & transformation) 
• create a final product that addresses an identified issue 
• evaluate the final product against the brief specifications to determine fitness-for-
purpose 
 
Big idea 4 – 
• identify how regulations influence resource use and product development 
• experimentation of materials is used to develop a proposal for a product (this is 
similar to point below) 
• used knowledge gained from trialling and testing materials in developing a 
proposal for a product (this is similar to point above) this second one may provide 
a better overview 
• exploration of (manipulation, combining & transformation) of materials is used to 
develop a proposal for a product 
• display safe working practices during technological practice (when manipulating 
and transforming materials using techniques and processes, and the tools, 
machines, and equipment.) 
or 
• safe working practices are considered in developing a proposal for a product 
(when manipulating and transforming materials using techniques and processes, 
and the tools, machines, and equipment.) 
 
 
 
 
Note 1: 
Is there too much being asked of in the first “Big Idea”. You are asking a lot of the 
students in this first section. It takes time for them to explore their world view and 
come up with a viable problem that they can be creative with. On top of this you 
also want to focus on “Sustainability and/or sustainable practices”, “Specifications 
that relate to (Manufacture, Aesthetics, and Function)”, “Planning” and working 
with “End-User/Community”. All of those mentioned will need to be taught and will 
need specific teaching time. (Even when covered in yr9 and yr10, students will still 
require further teaching for them to understand the concepts in an informed way. 
Also in the real world, at level 1 you may get many students who will have very 
little or no experience in Materials Technology. Therefore time concentrating on a 
few important concepts rather than on a broad range may set students up better 
for the years learning. 
Also this area would be picking up some of the learning that was associated with 
the As91046“Use design ideas to produce a Conceptual Design”. 
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Suggestion: 
“Sustainability and/or sustainable practices”, could be allocated into Big Idea 2 or 
Big Idea 4, and read something like 
• “Sustainability and/or sustainable practices”, of materials are considered in 
developing a proposal for a product 
 
“Specifications that relate to (Manufacture, Aesthetics, and Function)”, could be 
allocated into Big Idea-2. As students are experimenting with materials, 
techniques and processes they can also be developing the specifications. They 
may only be attributes before then. Therefore the statement could read something 
like; 
• use testing and trialling to develop design specifications that allow an outcome to 
be evaluated as fit-for-purpose 
 
 
 
Note 2: 
Is it a final product, product or an outcome, technological outcome? 
One should be agreed upon to avoid confusion. 
 
 
Note 3: 
The statements below should not be put in as learning outcomes as these are 
values. (how are you to measure “enjoyment”, “Pride” , “courage” and 
“Confidence”) 
These could be placed in the left hand column under a heading of “Key 
Competencies” 
 
• develop confidence in making decisions about materials and processes in 
technology projects 
• have opportunities to reflect on and share their learning experiences with others, 
enjoy what they create, and take pride in their achievements. 
• gain new skills, develop confidence in their ability to create things, and courage 
to apply their skills 

ANON-
K9GG-
1823-Z 

There needs to be more information given 
What is there is too vague 

ANON-
K9GG-
18GE-7 

do not understand what is needed from each of the assessments. there are no 
examples of what they could possibly look like, so it's hard to give my thoughts on 
something that has no examples. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18G4-P 

Too much hyperbole and jargon. Needs to be in plainer language that identifies 
and suggests day to day learning and teaching. What we can expect to see in 
action. More information on the assessments and examples in a variety of 
subjects. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18GQ-K 

The Assessment Matrix needs explanatory notes for each grade so we really 
understand what students have to do - what evidence looks like at each level - 
what steps ups are. 
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1.2 - including a compulsory element about traditional Maori materials and 
processes - LOVE this. BUT we need support with this. Not all communities and 
will have access to experts so can you please give us the resources to do this 
well. 
 
Need support around how to deliver this in a way that is not going to result in 
cultural misappropriation. Need exemplars please!!! 
 
Suggested assessment opportunities not consistent with the standard - for 
example brief development - need to be clear about where it fits in to each 
standard. 
 
For suggested assessment opportunities - very loose, really needs more detail for 
us.  

ANON-
K9GG-
18ZH-W 

There is so much packed into these 4 standards that we risk glossing over what is 
important. 
The previous standards allowed us to provide a varied range of projects that 
suited the interests and passions of our students. 
 
Is there an allocation for those students that elect 2 different technology courses - 
or is it assumed that the skills and knowledge developed in an engineering project 
are the same as in food? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18Z9-E 

Difficult to understand the range of possible content when these is only one 
example given and this is not in our subject context. Units appear to be heavier 
driven towards written evidence. Not clear how external is completed we are 
assuming it will be a portfolio submission. 
What training will be given to ensure we can teach with a Maori context? 
 
Many students are completing technology in more than one context presently 
having only 4 standards means that they would be limited to only one possible 
course. Is this a way of forcing school to offer more unit standard pathways. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18ZU-A 

this will reduce the opportunities for our students to do multiple tech disciplines 
and as such is a retrograde step 

ANON-
K9GG-
18XU-8 

The overall aim of these standards seems to be to reduce the enjoyment of 
making to being part of a process rather than the key reason why students need 
to know about materials and processes. Seems to be less student centred than 
even the current standards. Do not reflect our students' but our ability to drive 
them to meet a standard. So much documentation required to meet the standard. 
Students like concrete outcomes, i.e. to make stuff not talk about it and plan it to 
the nth degree.. This is more like 'have I done enough?''can I just make 
something?' why do we have to write/record/document all this stuff? Seems more 
suited to university level technology than what we currently do. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18JE-A 

1.1 The content of this AS seems ok, but there is FAR TOO MUCH of it for 5 
credits. 
 
"demonstrate understanding of the use of sustainable practices as they plan and 
model the development of a product. investigate the performance of materials in 
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terms of sustainability, considering its source, production, and impact on people 
and the environment., explore how they can apply sustainable practices to the 
development of an outcome to meet the needs of an issue, person, and/or a 
situated environment. Reflecting on and sharing the successes and failures of 
their own and others’ investigative work , consider the impact their outcome will 
have on people and the environment and apply this knowledge to a development 
proposal and model" 
 
I believe the issue here is the enormity of the current Technology Curriculum. 
Trying to split this up into 4 standards is simply not viable. Hence we are possibly 
looking here at massive assessment evidence requirements. The one size fits all 
approach of 4 standards per learning area means this is inevitable. 
 
There is simply too much here !! 
 
 
Compare this with US24356 L1 
Students build a product (all the same or similar) and complete some assessment 
worksheets. 8 credits. 
 
The proposed changes overall will tend to kill the creative teacher who develops a 
course based around student interest/engagement and then pull out the most 
appropriate assessment tools. One size fits all again will not be beneficial to 
learners. 
 
1.2 
"Students will learn about traditional Māori materials and processing techniques 
such as carving, raranga, fermentation, and hāngī. Students will apply this 
knowledge to their testing and trialling to develop a fit-for-purpose technological 
outcome. This is an opportunity for students to draw on prior knowledge, and 
learn from their peers as well as whānau and experts from their community." 
 
This should not be compulsory. Should only be used when appropriate to the 
context and product. 
A broader of view of culture should be used here. 
 
1.3 
This is very confusing. Is this about "apply their knowledge to the development 
and creation of a final product"? or is it about "develop a brief and specifications 
"? 
Again the possibility of massive evidence loads is a worry. Is this content making 
it easy for external assessment at the expense of practical workshop 
applications? 
 
1.4 
Ill be interested in how you intend to evidence this for external assesment. 
 
Overall. After being on many writing panels over the years I appreciate the many 
constraints that are in play here. 
However, I urge you all to: 
1. think further about reducing the evidence load for these standards. (im not sure 
how you do that=) 
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2. Consider more that we are in general, an option subject.... Fun, making stuff, 
designing stuff, testing stuff, being creative etc is what our boys love to do and is 
why they keep coming back. Im sure the writing group are aware of this but it is 
not coming through strongly enough is the early proposed AS outlines. 
 
Steve Ronowicz 
HOF 
TBC 

ANON-
K9GG-
18JC-8 

The beginning learning notes make sense, is there any way to condense it and 
make it less onerous? Some of the levels from 1-3 do not quite make sense on 
the download as steps. They might need lining-up so they connect better. The 
teaching templates are helpful to understand how this could be taught and I look 
forward to seeing more from different options to build our own ones off. But also, 
visual examples of projects in that area would be great, because not having 
exemplars for Digital Technology recently made marking very much in the dark, 
especially if you were new to the subject. 
 
The area that needs altering the most is the assessment standards. I feel what is 
said on the learning notes, which is fantastic, is not reflected in the standards at 
present. We feel like the current proposed parts can be included in the sub-notes 
of the title to keep the standard name shorter, concise and easier for the 
community to understand. Looking at the needs across all of the Technology 
subjects listed matching the curriculum is important, at the moment they are quite 
subject driven and not as flexible as they could be. There is a possibility at Level 1 
for assessment they could just be called “Technology” and not have subject 
names at all, because much of these credits will be pulled across one another for 
each student in a subject to build their individual program in an ideal world. As we 
do the design process to come up with innovative designs, my suggestion below 
has each area has a start, development, making and presenting. The current 
concepts of the standards explanations are relevant, I would just shuffle the 
credits and some Internal/External ideas and put them in order of the design 
process, even if a teacher does not do them in order of the process, it still helps to 
sequence it logically. Since these should be considered snapshots of assessment, 
they should not be too detailed. The weight on the beginning of the process 
should be higher than making the outcome which is more skills and finished 
product. This gives students the emphasis of ideas and thinking is more important 
skills to lead to more considered craft and final outcome. 
 
DVC 
1.1 Initiate design ideas though exploration. Internal. 6 
1.2 (1.4) Develop a spatial design. Internal. 6 
1.3 Communicate technical components of a design. External. 4 
1.4 (1.2) Exhibit an outcome. External. 4 
 
Materials 
1.1 Plan a design outcome. Internal. 6 
1.2 Develop a product design. Internal. 6 
1.3 Construct a design. External. 4 
1.4 (new) Model an outcome. External. 4 
 
Digital 
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1.1 (1.1+1.3) Investigate the impacts in design. Internal. 6 
1.2 Develop a digital design. Internal. 6 
1.3 Apply computational thinking to create an outcome. External. 4 
1.4 (new) Present an outcome. External. 4 
 
Suggesting a range of possibilities for students to be inspired for their starting 
points are better than locking it down to including Maori and other. I always 
encourage my students to include cultural aspects in their projects. but stating it at 
Level 1 makes the courses less flexible, it just means we cannot teach our dream 
courses which are independent for each student and their passions. Weather it is 
written in or not, Professional Development would be greatly received towards 
how to include Maori components in our designs and how to not make it 
tokenistic. 
 
I am also concerned about condensing flexibility and the flow onto level 2, 
because I have multilevel classes and subjects often all at once. I teach L1+2+3 
DVC and Digital at once. I need the course to be streamlined into a process at 
each level, so I am not teaching 6 different programs in 1 hour. Currently I do go a 
bit batty saying Designer/Movement/Era/Anything to the correct level in DVC! 
Digital has taken a dive because their program has too much writing. Often 
students want to be inspired by not just that, but the standard asks for specifics 
which makes them work harder just because they are doing what they need and 
what they have to do to tick off assessment. I can see that happening if you write 
in those details. 
 
I agree, less weighting on writing is key for Technology. It is good the reporting 
and exams have gone. It would be much easier to mark externals regionally 
where teachers mark their own projects and then visit other schools locally and 
see their showcase and cross-mark 4 samples from that each year level. N/A/M/E. 
That we have 1 day to make all 3 levels with 2 teachers visiting both schools. 
There is a random generated list of teachers and nearby schools. I do not like the 
sending all the work away system at the moment and the marks come back so 
random without any feedback, the marking changes each year. It doesn’t’ help 
when you don’t know the student’s story behind their work for externals. This idea 
becomes less about assessment and more about professional development and a 
sense of community. They then be included in the external moderation too for 
another standard check with feedback. 
 
Technology 
Plan a design outcome. Internal. 6 
Investigate the impacts in design. Internal. 6 
Initiate design ideas though exploration. Internal. 6 
Develop a spatial design. Internal. 6 
Develop a product design. Internal. 6 
Develop a digital design. Internal. 6 
Communicate technical components of a design. External. 4 
Construct a design. External. 4 
Apply computational thinking to create an outcome. External. 4 
Exhibit an outcome. External. 4 
Model an outcome. External. 4 
Present an outcome. External. 4 
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I am concerned about the external process as at the moment there is no feedback 
given in order for teachers to adapt their practice. This needs to be addressed. I 
also feel by lumping processing and materials together we are limiting the subject 
choices as we only have four assessments available in the area, which means if 
students wish to take more than one technology e.g. food and textiles, students 
would gain limited credits. Yes we can pull from DVC etc to create a course but 
there will need to be more PD and support available to those teachers who 
haven't taught in other areas. 
 
Course outline is yet to receive Textiles and Food examples. 
 
Food Technology issues with terminology, as they don't refer to their ingredients 
as materials. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12KU-N 

Programs are limited by the scope of the assessment standards. 
1.2 - looks OK 
1.3 - how would this be presented? Having external markers visit school and see 
practical outcome and portfolio would give more holistic assessment of the 
students work rather than written report. Students find written reports challenging. 
1.4 - would need to be embedded in project work so markers would need to mark 
the portfolio. 
Very vague so hard to know how it would fit in the current program. Would 
externals be marked during the year??? 
Currently the external written report does not suit many students. Sending in 
portfolio or having markers visit, see products and discuss work with students 
would be better method of external assessment. 
1.1 - looks boring and students do not engage in planning (timelines, gantt charts 
and flow charts don't inspire them and it is hard to get student buy in). Would like 
to see this changed. 
 
Need more conceptual /design focus in all the assessments 

ANON-
K9GG-
18TZ-9 

The options are faaaaaaaaar to narrow and I will struggle to teach Tech [resistant 
materials] This needs to be reviewed and more scope/options given to teaching 
and learning. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18TC-J 

My main concern stems from the standards being the same for each material 
(food , fabric, multi). Many learners take these together. Our school has severely 
cut credits in each course, to reduce stress and the collection of large amounts of 
credits. Thus, eliminate credits for a whole subject will significantly impact our 
learners. At the moment we alter our standards across the subjects to minimise 
clashes. If there is a clash we often offer another assessment. This will not make 
a huge impact on Level 1 learners , but it will hugely reduce the number of credits 
for our Level 2 and 3 Learners. Please consider being able to assess and collect 
the credits for each different material. The learning and processes are very 
different and the learners deserve to be recognised for their efforts. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18TT-3 

Combining all the materials technology subjects into one is crazy and will ruin this 
integral subject. 
Many students need to take more then one material technology subject and they 
are creatively inclined. Often these are the only subjects they are successful in. 
You are taking away their opportunities. Many students are gifted in technology 
and would like to try out all the modalities. 
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As teachers we will miss out on the ground work needed to set up our students for 
level 2. They still need to learn the basic specialist skills in the individual subject. 

ANON-
K9GG-
181V-2 

Response 
The learning matrix makes broad statements, which are open to interpretation, 
needing clarification with examples appropriate for level 6. 
Are all parts of the matrix to be covered in an assessment? 
Learn about traditional Maori materials and processes. 
What traditional materials and processes are we talking about pre or post 
European? Examples need to be given here. 
Has consideration to any contemporary materials and processes used today? 
 
Understand how tikanga influences the way of working with resources and 
product development. 
Does tikanga influence this? Explain the values, processes and processes. 
 
Understand how regulations influence resource and product development. 
What regulations are we talking about? Examples and to what level how deep at 
level 6. 
 
How are the soft skill measured? eg: gain or develop confidence, confidence in 
making decisions, enjoy what they create, take pride in achievement. These are 
not learning outcomes and should not be in this column. 
 
1.1 
How is ownership and pride measured? 
 
1.2 
Paragraph 2 and 3 need clarification tikanga and regulations to what extent for 
level 6. An explanation of both needed. Is there any local Kawa? What happens if 
there is not protocol associated with community that is easily accessable? 
 
1.3 
What will students have to present for their external submission? 
Paragraphs 2 and 3 are very vague. 
 
1.4 
What will students have to submit for the external? 
How will confidences be assessed. 
 
 
We need to have clear understanding of what is innovative practices at the 
different level. 
 
Are we producing a final product or an outcome? (Technological Outcome?) One 
needs to be agreed on to avoid confusion clarification is needed as to the 
expectation. 
 
 
An area for Technology that has caused problems in the past is the use if 
stakeholders and wider stakeholders. In the Matrix at Level 7 “end user and wider 
community considerations” and at level 8 
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“end user or communities” At the secondary level students should only work with 
the end user as continual end user and wider community consultation only works 
if stakeholders have an understanding of their requirements and can give quality 
feedback. Stakeholder consultation to the expected level in secondary school is at 
the same level as year2 and 3 tertiary courses and needs to be changed to better 
reflect the maturity and ability to access stakeholders. This is different to the 
curriculum but needs addressing. 
 
 
 
Curriculum level 7 
Bullet points 5 and 8 need to be more explicit and better clarification of 
statements. Bullet point 7 will this follow on from level 1 Manufacture function etc. 
 
Curriculum level 8 
Bullet point two will stifle creativity if it is compulsory. We need to be mindful it is 
not there to fulfil a criteria and lack cultural meaning and with a lack of substance. 
As I have stated before are the tradition pre, post European and is there 
consideration to the contemporary processes used today 
 
The new assessment material needs to be as prescriptive as possible to alleviate 
the different interpretation of the assessment documents. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18CT-J 

major problems is if a student is taking DVC, food, soft materials or hard materials 
combination there is not enough achievement standards to allow students to 
follow their career path or passion. 
 
it is interesting that you are asking us for feedback when we don't have enough 
information on assessment task or assessment criteria. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18CR-G 

1.1 concerns me. At level 1 it should be about getting in and having fun. We 
should do the majority of the planning and the students should just get in design 
and make a product and have fun. They should learn the planning from us to build 
skill so they can start to plan for themselves at L2-L3. 
I would rather the teacher put options and teach the pros and cons and then for 
the student to make the choice and justify. We are dealing with Level 1 students. 
It would be devastating if this just became a theory exercise. I hope we can move 
on from this. 
Let’s get the fun back into the subject. 
 
I see prior knowledge a concern and an equity issue. I know that my students 
don’t have the same prior knowledge opportunities to my own personal children’s 
experiences just because of the socioeconomic situation available to my personal 
children and not to my students. 
 
The more I read the standard and information the more intense it feels. 
 
1.2 Traditional Māori materials and processing techniques will require a lot of PD 
and resources development if we don’t want this to be token exercise, and that it 
should not. How can we include contemporary use of Maori or influence of Maori 
techniques? This I think would give us a wider scope of materials and ideas to 
use. Prior knowledge again is a concern. Some have it and some don’t but I don’t 
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want to rule out or disadvantage the ones that don’t, but I want to build confidence 
and help develop this skill. 
Lean to fail is interesting. How do we assess this? If a student makes a product 
and it completely will not work can we still access them in all the grade areas. If so 
how. It’s great that we want student to be risk takers, but how do we do this. 
 
1.3 At this level why should the student develop the brief. Again let’s have fun. We 
can give them the brief. If some want to negotiate aspects of the brief that’s fine. 
Students what to design and make at this level. Let’s let them do that. 
1.4 The concept is great but is it again going to be an equity issue. Will students in 
lower socioeconomic areas be at a disadvantage because we can’t supply the 
range of have the materials for students to play and test with. I think at level 1 its 
ok for the teacher to guide and advise. Let’s make the subject manageable for 
teachers and students. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1866-7 

The learning programs are well suited to the standards. I just don't see how such 
a broad range of curriculum and subject knowledge can be successfully learnt 
without forcing people to return to unit standard subjects. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1893-7 

1.1 
FAR TOO MUCH content this standard it is just going backwards to the dark dark 
days (for those who can remember) where at L2 we were asking students to plan, 
refine a brief, prioritise and justify key factors (and on and on it went). Look back 
at 2002 version 1 -3 of 2.2 Develop and implement a one-off solution in materials 
technology. This was one of the worst standards ever written for Technology 
This standard needs to be lightened up you are just chucking in everything from 
1.1/1.2/ 1.3 and adding sustainability. THIS WILL BE A KILLER 
This is NOT good 
Planning is not a development proposal why are we still banging on with Gantt 
charts / Flow charts/ timelines 
Is this going to be fun for both teachers and students?? 
 
1.2 
Again, there seems to be jamming 1.5/ 1.22 / 1.23 all in to one assessment 
"Students will learn about traditional Māori materials and processing techniques 
such as carving, raranga, fermentation, and hāngī." 
This is just VERY limiting and comes across as tokenism and an easy out (ticked 
that box) towards Te Ao Māori. We MUST have students who are confident and 
engaged to explore, develop, work and present work using a Maori cultural 
perspective. We want students to articulate, develop and reflect on authentic 
design contexts. Show culture in a design. It would be disappointing to see a class 
full of koru. How can we get students to think what can I change? Maori culture is 
more than just working with materials (that comes later). Respecting, learning, 
appreciating the culture come first. HAS TO COME FORM THE HEART AND 
NOT JUST DOING STUFF 
You must watch this then think 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-t07LnAVEM0&t=713s 
“students will use testing and trialling that includes knowledge of and about 
materials properties and characteristics” 
This needs to also include processes for manipulating the material. You cannot 
test and trial just on material properties alone. 
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1.3 
Informed choices around the selection of appropriate materials. Some schools will 
have limited resources and budgets. Very limited scope for some 
Is share learning with peers, whanau ………. Going to just be another way of 
saying stakeholders? 
Brief writing again 
Here again how much are you trying to put in to one standard? 
 
1.4 
Is taking risks the same as testing and trialling? This is the same as you have in 
1.2 You only have 4 standards and two are very similar there needs to be more 
differentiation Do waste them. 
Shouldn’t students be developing confidence in making decisions about material 
be done in 1.2 
 
General comment 
1.2 and 1.4 seem to be very similar. The deeper you look into it the harder it gets 
to separate them apart 
There is no mention of designerly thinking . Yes I know it is not a proper word. 
Nice I can see creative in there, it’s a start. 
We need to make things so we can teach. Then students bring this into their own 
work for assessment and learning by doing. Not teach to the assessment 
Still seems a very heavy bias toward written work. Again, everything looks very 
“writey” again. Yes I know it is not a proper word but that is how technology is 
viewed. This again will disadvantage a large number of schools. Saddest thing I 
ever saw was a teacher showing me one piece of student work that weighed 7kg 
and had to be carried in a shopping bag 
I get the impression that really nothing has changed, and we are just repackaging 
the status quo. How else can be more creative/ daring/ risk taking/ imaginative / 
new ways / think differently on how we can assess students at Level One. Also 
what is going to happen at Level Two? 
Technology is a great subject and encompasses nearly all other subjects 

ANON-
K9GG-
18WV-8 

-Make sure that material sustainability component doesn't become too 
overwhelming especially at level 1. 
 
-Regarding 'prior knowledge' many students are turning up to our courses with 
very little knowledge of design and technology. Just wondering weather students 
will be unfairly penalised if they lack experiences to build on and develop. 

ANON-
K9GG-
188B-N 

I am frankly terrified. I am happy to move forward, try new things, be invested in 
finding the right way to encourage our students to learn...but as far as I can 
see...this is yet another dumbing down of our subject. I am a textiles specialist. If 
my students are also taking other technology subjects... how are they supposed to 
be able to do the SAME standard in two classes. Every discussion so far has 
indicate that they would have to choose. I am worried that with every student kind 
of doing their own thing I am supposed to be able to integrate all kinds of 
equipment, methods, technologies within my classroom...but my school won't 
even buy me a spare overlocker...so how is that supposed to happen. What if the 
colleague in charge of the other technology is not a team player. 
 
So many questions, so many concerns. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18HT-Q 

Please clarify whether the bullet points mean that all of them must be covered in 
the years programme? 
 
More clarity around L2 'past resource use practices'. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18EW-Q 

The externals and internals standards are mixed up. The standards being 
assessed externally are better fitted as internals are they are more practical based 
where as the internal standards are knowledge based. Course Outline shows that 
1.4 (external) is to be done in term 2 which makes no sense for an external and 
then 1.1 (internal) to be done towards the end of the year 

ANON-
K9GG-
18AJ-6 

Standard 1.2 Needs more ideas. 4 standards is little if not enough options in 1.2. 
Would mean only 3 standards. Are Unit Standards still going to be available? How 
are course endorsements going to happen? Can 10 be enough? We teach 
semesters and are finding ourselves running out of standards because students 
all wanting to take many context. We are having to try and find unit standards to 
allow some to study in more than 1 context. 

ANON-
K9GG-
189X-C 

Yes, I find the content and layout is clear. It seems to follow the current 
Technology programme - does this mean we can use the current programme with 
tweaks to ensure there is a Maori context? 
 
My concern is is the knowledge required for teaching the Maori context. Yes I am 
a born and breed New Zealander but I have not been encompassed in a Maori 
culture, living in a very European based seaport. Where I live now, there is very 
little Maori culture/artifacts/etc around us. I worry that I do not have the depth of 
knowledge or required. Are resources (videos, travelling experts) going to be 
readily available to ensure we teachers have the depth required at the level I think 
will be expected? 
 
If there are going to be different terms used e.g. product instead of outcome, does 
this mean these new terms will now be used in the junior school? Will there be 
new AO's to show this change? 
 
I have concern at there been only 4 standards. What about the student who is a 
practical based student with a love of foods and textiles? With only four standards 
this student could only select one area of Technology. 
 
The course outline is great and can be used in all areas of Technology. Overall I 
think you have done a great job and the standards are workable. I feel confident 
with teaching Level One Technology. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18AF-2 

The 3 Technology subjects (Food, Resistant and Soft) all need to be considered 
separately to allow students a wider subject choice. Under the current proposal 
students can only select 1 Technology subject which will have major impact on 
subject numbers and student choice. If this is not possible, then offer 4 separate 
Achievement Standards for each area of Technology. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18A9-N 

there needs to be acknowledgement that there are different areas within tech. 
DVC, Digital Tech and Hard technology are not the only subjects that schools 
offer. 
 
It will also disadvantage those priority learners who rely and perform better in our 
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subject area. Especially out neuro-diverse students who can tend to be more 
practical. 
 
By lumping and making the standards too broad, it also cheapens our subject as 
kids who want to take 'fashion and design tech can only get 10 credits as there 
are not enough standards to differentiate. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18Y1-5 

My main issue is with standard 1.1. This is very "boring" and a sure way to 
disengage students in a practical based subject. I think there are many other 
things that could be included for assessment. Planning is a natural part of 
practical work but assessing students on this is painful. 
 
I would also like to see what the standard would look like before I could say that 
the others would work. What I am reading for the others look fine but the details 
are important. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18DB-1 

I feel as though there are a lot of similarities to the previous processing and 
materials content which is good. I like the addition of Te Reo Maori in all aspects. I 
do feel that Textiles, Hard Tech and Food Tech are missing out and don’t feel 
valued due to the combination of areas all in one PT area. I feel it is a bit unfair 
with Digital and DVC having their own and the three other subjects being 
combined. In our school DVC and Food Tech are the big subjects that students 
seek to take. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18E7-Q 

The content for the Materials and processing technologies is very limiting. 
Standards seem to be taking backwards steps and process driven not projecting a 
creative mindset. 
There is no option for a DVC exploration or initiate design ideas especially for an 
external, as we had before for an external option. This is concerning as it made 
for a fantastic portfolio of work needed to develop the creative thinking. Without 
masses of written work, which some students need. 
The one that I find difficult is the 1.2 which include the development of 
understanding of materials, techniques and processes through testing and 
trialling. suggested is techniques in carving and raranga which is very specific and 
embedded in cultural processes. would it not be better to have a Maori aspect 
which inspired and led to the development of design, say a design project for 
testing and trialling techniques which have the inspiration embedded around the 
Kaitiakitanga of our fragile world and Aotearoa? This could then have a creative 
development of ideas. 
The Externals : 
1.4; Manipulate and transform materials to inform product development decisions, 
including developing a proposal for this seems to be so vague, mentioned going 
onto develop in a community or workshop is this a requirement? 
1.3 Select materials & apply skills to make a fit-for-purpose product for an 
authentic context: so the final product will be sent in for marking? The wording for 
this is very vague" world views" "influence their approach to creative work and 
problem solving" 
Think they are overall very limiting, possibly as they are to be applied to such a 
wide area of learning issue from a textiles aspect is having no design element to 
create . Surely having one technology for a whole school is very limiting for a 
large school, when the students often take a few technology standards. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18DW-P 

Overall, we are disappointed that the questionnaire limits the choice of responses. 
A choice of two does not allow for debate or discussion, especially where neither 
options fits our response. There is no place on the questionnaire for a viewpoint 
which challenges. This means that the feedback is more of an echo-chamber and 
our concern is that this will not capture diverse thoughts. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to view big picture thinking. However, there is a 
dearth of detail. 
Assessment Guide 
 
Our main concern is that there are only 4 standards proposed for an area which 
originally offered 23 and which includes standards covering multiple strands within 
materials and processing. 
 
 
We would like to suggest that any and all of those standards could be selected as 
an external and/or an internal. Ākonga or kaiako could choose which one they 
wanted to be assessed externally. 
 
We want to see exemplars of authentic and actual student-based work which is 
fitting all levels of achievement. There needs to be examples which completely 
covers the range of all materials so that teachers, moderators and markers are 
clear about what is required. 
 
The new NCEA site needs to contain everything that is pertinent to a standard in 
relation to its teaching, assessment and moderation expectations (i.e. 1.1 is one 
document, perhaps with tabs or hyperlinks within that document). 
 
With regards to terminology, “outcome” allows for a range of possibilities which 
can either be conceptual or actual. “Product” is a very restrictive word which 
implies a single entity. 
 
 
 
Course Outline 
 
The lack of detail hampers ownership and discussion. It is hard to see how this 
would function equitably in individual schools. We have concerns that it puts 
teachers in a position of not knowing whether their expertise will continue to be 
valued or even if they will have a future in teaching. 
 
Throughout Aotearoa/ New Zealand in a whole range of schools and deciles, 
there is a huge variance as to what courses are running. At this point in time our 
ākonga have the ability to self-select more than one course in this area because 
this best meets their learning needs. This new pathway does not open up 
opportunities, it shuts them down. Our concern is that it will result in schools 
closing courses due to a lack of standards. Materials and processing technologies 
encompasses wood, metal, food, textiles, CAD/CAM and many others. 
 
We have a concern that the perception of parents, whanau and communities will 
be that a whole year which results in relatively few credits is not adding 
educational value. The mathematics of the proposals at Level 1 do not seem to 
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equate to the realities of timetabling and course design in schools. 
 
The course outline exemplar states that it does not mandate any particular context 
or approach so we are therefore wondering whether this means that courses can 
be constructed using other cultural influences as an alternative to Mātauranga 
Māori. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1887-A 

There is a lot of learning packed into each AS, especially 1.1. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18K9-Y 

Learning Matrix Intro: does not explain our subject clearly enough (check Digital 
and DVC for excellent examples) MPT states we are exciting and innovative in 
first sentence - any subject can say this about themselves. The first sentence 
needs to describe us as intervention by design - that is what we are about - by 
people, for people and for a purpose, this seems to have got lost instead we are 
developing pride, self confidence and personal empowerment again any subject 
could say this. We desperately need to be clear about the purpose of MPT and I 
do not see it here. 
I question: 
myriad of materials - is a bit emotive does range of materials work just as well? 
students will develop innovative practices - is this really true? Sounds like a bit of 
a sell to me. I would love to think we are all being innovative but I have no 
evidence that this is being achieved in schools across NZ. 
Students will develop knowledge and understanding - again all subjects will say 
this - can we explore about what a bit more. 
Big Ideas: Authentic contexts inspire fit for purpose outcomes. I think this needs 
more exploration/clarification. Authentic contexts do not appear in glossary? Fit for 
purpose outcomes can be achieved without an authentic context. I believe the 
purpose of the Big Idea is to attempt to have students at the centre of their 
learning and exploring issues that have meaning for them and their lives. I like the 
big ideas attempt to drive the need for individual outcomes but I think there is a 
need to explore what authenticity means as I am sure many teachers believe they 
are already practicing this because an outcome has an authentic purpose. There 
needs to somehow be a shift to authenticity for the student (not because the 
teacher told me) by exploring their values and beliefs. 
Big Idea: Innovation in MPT empowers akanoga etc - I like this Big Idea - I do, 
however, think Innovation is a big ask. I like to talk about a students unique point 
of difference - what makes your outcome different from one I could go an buy. 
Maybe an easier way to look at it than expecting an 'innovation.' 
Big Idea: The Technology Design Process enables - I have moved away from 
'The Design Process" and talk more about in Technology we apply Design 
Thinking. I wonder what 'The Technology Design Process' is these days - does it 
mean the same or look the same to all educators. Maybe this is something else 
that needs to be clarified in the glossary or could we apply Design Thinking which 
has become a well known concept in recent years? 
Big Idea: Appreciating the nature and scarcity of resources........I like that 
sustainability has been brought to the forefront so that it can no longer be 
forgotten. I think it is important in all designs. 
Key competencies - as outlined these fall naturally from Technology. 
Comments on Learning Matrix: 
I do not like the wording "Learn about traditional Maori methods.... or Learn about 
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the nature of Materials" The term makes our fabulous curriculum (which does not 
prescribe what I must teach) sound like I am being told what to teach because 
students must learn....... My understanding is that I am to support Maori to learn 
as Maori and that together we will support each other to understand Tikanga - not 
that I must explicitly teach about Maori materaisl/techniques. I think a lot of people 
will feel ill equipped to do this. I believe, however, that the actual intent is to learn 
about Maori values and perspectives which should be an achievable goal for all. 
"Gain new skills, develop confidence in their ability to create THINGS - there are 
many different words used through out that have similar meanings. 
Product/Outcome needs to be debated - THINGS need to go. 
The bullet point - have opportunities to reflect on and share their learning (I love 
this idea as I believe all learning should be shared otherwise what was the point?) 
but it continues to say enjoy what they create, and take pride in their 
achievements......again ALL subjects can say this stuff so I think it needs to go or 
be revised - what is our point of difference, make it clear. I also have an issue with 
that word PRIDE - why is it there? We have no control over the pride a student 
might feel or choose not to feel. As a student of Technology our goal I believe is to 
empower a student to recognise that they can intervene in the world, they can 
make a difference, their ideas have value and they learn that they can enhance 
the world around them. It is empowering. I do not think PRIDE is a word that has a 
place in our matrix - it needs to be deleted and is irrelevant particularly when 
compared to other essential learning that can be achieved in technology. 
When I look at the proposed standard (1.1) I think we are trying to do too much. 
Sustainability is a new focus and is huge but we are still expecting students to 
propose, plan and model development. I want us to be successful (to not be 
driven by time constraints and assessment) and I think we are trying to do too 
much in 1.1. Students plan regardless - it naturally falls from practice so does it 
need to be assessed/included? 
Many students enter Year 11 with very little background because many see the 
need to deliver skills as a key focus in junior years. That puts students behind in 
terms of curriculum levels when they enter year 11 so my suggestion is to think 
carefully about how much needs to be in this standard. I want to see students 
enjoy learning for learning sake - not to rush just to tick boxes and pass an 
assessment. I think 1.1 needs to be reviewed because it is asking for too much. 
I also want to question the word 'projects' I am not sure that reflects the rich 
learning that occurs in technology. Undertaking technological practice reflects 
what we do - I am not sure of the justification to use projects. Surely it is part of 
our significant learning? 
Please read the DVC and Digital learning matrix/intro's - they are succinct and 
read beautifully. I feel like we have struggle to describe MPT in the same way. 
Thank you to the writers for getting us this far - I feel there is a long way to go. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18N8-1 

OVERALL A FANTASTIC START SEG-Team ! 
And Thank You for eliciting feedback so early on in the writing process. 
Some thoughts to consider below 
Don't be disillusioned - I thought it best to add heaps of ideas albeit I'm sure 
you've encountered and considered a lot of these thoughts already. 
An unenviable task - Thank You. Nga Mihi.  
 
FEEDBACK 
 
1. LEARNING MATRIX 

9(2)(a)
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a. Workshop Health & Safety - need a discrete separate assessment - consider 
the work we must do with students to satisfy the H&S at Works Act - students 
should gain Credit for that work 
 
b. Little allowance for Teacher Assigned projects (eg. entire class make same 
highly specified project outcome) in deliberately rigid course structures 
 
c. Consider how Unit Std based courses integrate with / permeate these 
Achievement Stds or risk more teachers defaulting to discrete, lower credit 
Competenz/BCITO courses 
 
d. SUSTAINABILITY - needs to consider all 3 Pillars of Sustainability - Land 
(Environment/Whenua), Social (People/Tangata), Economic (Ohanga - lacking in 
these drafts) 
 
e. expand Planning to be on it's own (eg. separate from testing & trialling) 
 
f. Term "Product" is best - encompasses all other terms possible or "Project" is 
great, "Technological Product" may be better, etc - there are lots of possible 
words but "Product" is all encompassing, even if the outcome is a service or cloud 
based media - please do not prescribe the term to be used by akonga - allow 
student based choice & definition without penalty in assessment (allow teaching of 
terminology & implications / definition) (eg. THEY DEFINE THE NATURE OF 
THEIR OUTCOME - see Product, Prototype, Outcome, Project, Process, System, 
Solution, Machine, Development, Design, Instrument, Equipment, Mechanism, 
Model, Mock-Up, Article, Structure, Appliance, Apparatus, Sculpture) 
 
g. Big Idea - replace "express themselves" ...not sure what with but this sounds 
vague ...perhaps "engage in solving authentic issues" 
 
h. Big Idea - "outcomes" ...if product is the new word should it not be "products" or 
"project outcomes" (being a product) 
 
i. Why does the MATRIX not form a matrix? That is, why do the 2 Big Ideas align 
not align with, say, 2 each of the assessment standards? It appears right now that 
in this early stage of re-write the matrix is more of a brainstorm/idea capture - 
needs shaking into a coherent Matrix where clear ideas have formed discrete 
assessment & focussed teaching & learning. Consider a matrix with "Big Ideas" & 
"Process" rows down the side and "Design" & "Make" columns along the top - this 
does not solve it completely but a more coherent matrix would help test the scope 
of each of the 4 Achievement Standards - they should clearly fit in 1 of 4 of the 
boxes - otherwise their scope overlaps with another, or there is a glaring gap 
within 1 of the standards (a clear matrix with 4 boxes is like a SWOT analysis and 
should help ensure integrity & completeness) 
 
j. "gain new skills" - somehow add "use existing skills" as this is hugely important 
to reinforce that they already have a whole host of acquired skill (which largely 
akonga are surprised & proud to acknowledge) & success depends on them 
utilising and building upon this skillset (scaffolding) 
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2. ASSESSMENT GUIDE or "ASSESSMENT MATRIX" as it is entitled online 
 
a) Titles too Long? - can these titles be shortened? eg. 1.1 become "Propose, 
plan and model the development of a product considering sustainable use of 
resources", 1.3 "Select materials and apply skills to make a fit-for-purpose 
product" 1.4 "Manipulate materials to inform product development decisions" 
 
b) Huge scope of each of these 4 standards - they mash-up many existing 
standards 
 
c) few standards limit the scope to utilise across the various disciplines within 
Technology eg. Food, Wood, Hard Materials, etc forcing further adoption of Unit 
Standards 
 
 
3. COURSE OUTLINES 
 
a) consider that each could be internal or external so students/teachers can 
choose which aspect to focus their technology endorsement upon 
 
b) currently reads like a brainstorm rather than a coherent set of specific learning 
objectives - clear that a lot of people have contributed - eg. sentences somewhat 
repetitive & unfinished 
 
1.1 
a) All 3 pillars of Sustainability must be considered - - Land 
(Environment/Whenua), Social (People/Tangata), Economic (Ohanga - lacking in 
these drafts) 
eg. sentence could read "Sustainable practice should consider all three pillars of 
sustainability including Environmental, Societal and the Economic factors such as 
time, budget, materials, techniques and processes, user & community needs, as 
well as full life-cycle & environmental considerations" 
 
b) "impact their outcome will have on people" [ADD ", economy, "] 
 
c) "development proposal, and model." [ADD "or product."] 
 
d) " Resources include time, materials, and energy, [ADD money, people 
(knowledge/skill), tools/equipment, .......] 
 
e) Product Development Proposal - some of the examples include planning tools 
that would not normally be included in a Product Proposal - could restate as 
"Product Planning & Development Proposal"? - can include a lot more tools as 
well eg. consider adding "Design Brief"? (will this AStd result in a Design Brief? 
perhaps beyond the scope?, Material Cutting List, Costings, Evaluative 
Spreadsheets, etc, etc - there are so many that perhaps this list should be moved 
eventually into explanatory documents? 
 
 
1.2 
a) is testing & trialling modelling? - define somewhere if this is considered to be 
different 
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b) very brief 
 
c) "students will learn about [existing knowledge such as] ADD traditional Maori..." 
 
d) "fermentation, and hangi [ADD as well as emerging technologies, techniques 
and practices.] 
 
e) the standard scope is a lot more than the title suggests - it infers the making of 
a outcome - clarify what is meant by development - is it making or simply 
conceptual design development. If making then it overlaps with 1.3 
 
 
1.3 
a) incorporates a lot of existing standards into one 
 
b) this standard could be vast in it's scope making it hard to achieve at a high level 
- please consider allowing the scope to be defined by the student/teacher as 1.20 
currently can 
eg.entire project/product like a fully functional complete Go-Kart, or specific and 
focussed on a key technical/complex component a smaller but critical part of the 
whole 
 
c) "opportunity for students to [ADD elicit input & feedback], share their learnings 
with ..." 
 
d) should students also trial the product/prototype in the intended environment in 
order to evaluate/prove fitness-for-purpose? - optional as this may not be feasible 
in some cases - or write as trial/simulate the use of.... 
 
1.4 
a) is transforming not part of manipulation? Could the title simply be "Manipulate 
materials to inform product development decisions" 
 
b) "What can materials do? [ADD "How are they formed?"] How can they be 
manipulated, comb..." 
 
c) "either in a classroom, [ADD "domestic,"], community, workshop/centre, or 
industrial environment" [edit] 
 
d) Health & Safety ["is" EDIT] integral" 
 
 
Again, Kia Ora Tatou - phenomenal work you've put in so far considering the 
disruption you've coped with in the last 12 months. 
 
PS: Consider including  (Edgecumbe College) on your SEG Panel or incl 
in future Review Forum's. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18NX-1 

This area needs a new name - what kind of name is this for a subject. We design 
and we make. How is that conveyed in 'Materials and Processing' which sounds 
so boring and mundane. 

9(2)(a)
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The 'materials and processing' area needs more thought given to wider factors. 
The standards have too much overlap; to offer ;bigger projects' and assess only 
part of them will create pressure on time - v - assessment; and whilst this is part of 
the goal to reduce assessment focus we need to be able to fit projects into the 
year. One project all year in a materials area would be boring for students who 
want to do practical work. 
There is a lot of overlap in the 'materials exploration and testing' areas. 
The standards / course outline for materials such as wood are very much one long 
project; this is not best suited to all learners (maybe 50%) which is why the current 
'implement' standards have been so overwhelmingly favoured. 
We need four standards that involves 'bigger picture' thinking but also leave room 
for outcomes to be produced. 
The four standards presently proposed are manipulated versions of the first 4 
current generics (1.1, 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4). When something like that gets 
'manipulated' it nevers works well. 
 
Probably the BIGGEST thing to note is you have lost the beauty, purpose and 
focus of our Technology in the National Curriculum. In the '4' proposed standards 
you have not captured the essence of what we are about. We have a wonderful 
core 'thread' that runs through all material areas which you have tried to 
manipulate into '4' standards that do not reflect it. Our very ESSENCE speaks 
about what Technology is; it should be evident in any senior assessment tools; at 
present this is looking 'forced' and does not have flow. The standards need to be 
broader to encompass technological practice in a more natural and fluid way; and 
have the ability to lead to outcomes in the sense of prototypes so that is speaks to 
our audience (students) and we increase rather than decrease opportunities for 
creating artefacts / products. 
 
The nature of technology makes sense of what we are doing and why; the 
technological knowledge is key to creating products and the tech practice is key to 
working through a design problem. When you fragment them for assessment you 
create an imbalance in the process and you lose the essence and flow. The 
standards should look to provide opportunity for all three strands to be 
encompassed and lead to outcomes. Think about it differently the point of 
difference does not have to be the practice it can be the context of the standard. 
This would make the standards broader, more meaningful and retain the essence 
of what we are as technologists. Rather than trying to put more emphasis on one 
part of the practice in each standard. The proposed standards are focusing on 
practice; this is a loss for what we have been working toward for the last eleven 
years. 
 
The areas of woodwork, metalwork, textiles and food technology cannot 
practically share '4' standards in a school. One; the timetable will not work - 
schools with minimum class sizes are likely to lose material areas because 
students cannot do more than one of these courses. It is not practical to say they 
can support sharing of '4' standards by choosing some from elsewhere as those 
courses will be using them, which means students can now only study one 
material area and digital or dvc. A very popular combination is textiles and foods, 
workshop and digital technologies. 
This will require foods area to use home economics standards inside of health, 
which then also impacts on students doing PE/Health and foods another very 
popular combination; and both areas will need the '4' standards from health. 
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I would not want to see the 'decision makers' being stubborn about not giving the 
materials area either '4' generic standards to support being able to make a course 
or splitting off foods from materials just because they would not want to be seen 
as having to re-think. 
This will result in less technology courses in schools; decreased numbers and 
potential job losses in an area that is essential for developing a workforce in the 
21st century. The use of BCTIO standards in for use for students that want a 
'trade'; they are not a substitute for 'Technology'. They are also a business that 
has a very lucrative market skimming funding from schools and have alternate 
and conflicting interests. 
Technology is similar to science in that it has different foci areas and at the 
moment Science is coming out of this a lot better off than Technology which 
already creates inequity in the new system; as school leaders and parents will see 
this as 'Science' must be more important and therefore has been given more 
standards/ areas. 
This is actually a question of being able to keep technology growing in our 
schools, as it is one of the STEM subjects and an area we need more growth in 
as we prepare a workforce for the rest of this century. 
Schools already struggle to fund this learning area and to give it modern 
resourcing - you are giving them a great excuse to reduce the area; which is the 
opposite of what our country needs. 
The proposed standards are not going to provide 'broad' opportunities the very 
fact you are trying to squash all these areas into '4' boxes is a disservice to each 
area. The only other option you can do is to enable students to be assessed in 
each standard more than once a long as they are in different material areas and 
have different contexts. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18NC-C 

Essentially the current four achievement standards could be achieved in one 
design and manufacturing project. 
Students at NCEA level would be challenged to be engaged in one project. 
Materials and processing limiting – repetitive where is the scope for design 
practice. 
Assessment criteria does not work for all material outcomes - product, fashion, 
food 
AS1.1 
This focus emphasis on a standard will limit the number of projects a student can 
experience 
 
Overall, 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 will need to be combined across a single project which 
severely limits the learning which is enabled by more than one project’s context 
and brief. 
 
 
Instead the emphasis on brief development with sustainability valid @curriulum 
level 6...Students engage in technology where there is an opportunity to plan, 
implement, manage design processes to realise ideas and actions that support 
their sustainable practice. 
 
Students should establish criteria for success that would include sustainability 
considerations 
 
No transparency in the fashion industry about sourcing sustainable materials 
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1.2 
Instead of developing understanding materials....students consider Maori cultural 
perspectives, like aroha, kupapa when carrying out design process/design 
thinking( Te Tukanga Hoahoa Whakaaro) to develop a fit for purpose 
technological outcome 
 
1.3 Essentially porotype standard- appropriate extenal? Design 
elements/functional modelling assessed as part of the design project 
 
1.4 seems loke another literacy AS 
Another literacy proposal achievement standard... 
 
Should the focus be...focus of design thinking to envisage creative products, in 
response to human needs, wants and opportunities ...creative practice assessed 
in meeting client user specifications 

ANON-
K9GG-
18N2-U 

* Future examples of Course Outlines need to show more inclusiveness of all 
cultural groups, not just be Maori based 
* New Standards and Course Outlines need to reflect, support and inspire the 20+ 
different cultural groups represented by the students in our classes and provide 
opportunities for them ALL to achieve success in their learning 
* Does Standard 1.2 have to be delivered using traditional Maori materials? This 
will not appeal or be relevant to all learners. 
* Would like to continue to build practical skills and knowledge in Textiles over L1, 
L2 and L3, eg basic procedures (L1), advanced procedures (L2) and complex 
procedures (L3). 
* Is the aim of the year course to create only one product? Students will be totally 
'over it' by the end of the course. No variety in project briefs. Students appreciate 
finishing and starting new and different projects. 
* (4) Standards for MPT should be different for Food , Textiles, Wood, Metal etc to 
allow students to study more than one of these subjects. These subjects are 
important as they cater for hands-on learners. 
*I would like to see a greater focus on the opportunity to create and make 
products simply for enjoyment of the process (wellbeing aspect) and not driven 
only by assessment. 
* Externals could be assessed using moderated and approved NCEA templates 
like those currently being used for Unit Standards in Textiles (HETTANZ). 
Evidence is collected of knowledge gained from making product as well as the 
making process. Definitely need written report format to be removed. 
* Course Outline provided should include a sample Assessment Schedule - how 
are each of the Learning Activities going to be assessed? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FF-7 

Technology failed the first time as it removed the importance of practical skills & 
craftsmanship, this opened the door to ITO U/S which filled the gap, but poorly. 
This new matrix with technology 1.3 as the practical outcome, is very similar to the 
very first Technology matrix. It requires a portfolio to explain the outcome and the 
processes & tests undertaken. The outcome should be able to speak for itself. 
The value of making a quality outcome, the finish, accuracy, evident processes, 
functionality and pride etc.. and as 1.3 is an external and NZQA stopped assessor 
visitation to schools years ago, I can only assume a written portfolio will be the 
submission. We have to consider the students who prefer to express themselves 
in a tactile manner and who still deserve access to Merit & Excellence. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18FZ-U 

Overall, I am disappointed that the questionnaire limits the choice of responses. A 
choice of two does not allow for debate or discussion, especially where neither 
options fits our response. There is no place on the questionnaire for a viewpoint 
which challenges. This means that the feedback is more of an echo-chamber and 
our concern is that this will not capture diverse thoughts. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to view big picture thinking. However, there is a 
dearth of detail. 
 
 
he waka eke noa and asking myself "what's missing from these standards?" 
 
What I think is this: 
Group work - the opportunity to collaborate with others and work as a team, taking 
on different roles but all contributing to the whole 
Multi-unit manufacturing - the processes and ways in which products could be 
made iteratively 
Health and safety - keeping both yourself and others safe not just by how you 
work with tools but also how you apply safety protocols to an outcome 
Systems & organisation - understanding how and why people and places and 
things can work together, and where the human role is, including ergonomics. 
 
I think that's another 4 standards that would sit well with Maori learners and 
I think that this would support opportunities for collaborative projects that are too 
big for 1 person. 
 
Authentic contexts inspire fit for purpose outcomes 
 
How can I incorporate Mātauranga Māori and use authentic contexts without it 
being tokenism? My concern is that I / we would not want to be degrading the 
values and beliefs of Mātauranga Māori through superficial delivery which has a 
lack of depth or specialist knowledge. Equally, we do not want to detract from the 
mana of those who currently hold those skills. It seems disrespectful to suggest 
that anyone can upskill whereas in reality it takes more than one lifetime to 
acquire those taonga. 
 
 
Innovation in materials and processing technology empowers ākonga to respond 
to their one and others needs now and into the future 
 
“Needs” in this context appears to be confined to physical needs. This misses the 
opportunity to consider hauora, including emotional and spiritual needs, making 
for well-being and making creative outcomes. 
 
I am concerned that Māori teachers within schools will be burdened with 
delivering professional learning to meet the needs of the whole school community. 
Some schools have good relationships with local communities and can call upon 
external expertise to support. Not all schools are so fortunate. 
All teachers, including Māori, have expressed concerns that there are insufficient 
resources and materials for their own professional development. This includes 
whakawhanaungatanga and whanaungatanga. 
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The technology design process enables ākonga to understand and manage risk, 
and to express themselves 
 
Managing risk and self-expression are two completely separate strands which 
should have their own pathways. 
Health and safety as an activity within risk management must be differentiated, 
since there is no acceptable way in which ākonga can fail. We see this as an area 
which all ākonga must follow prior to engaging with materials and processing 
technologies. This pathway should also include all tikanga and kawa. 
 
By trying to force these together within a framework where there is a restricted 
number of credits, we are concerned that neither will be addressed appropriately. 
 
 
Appreciating the nature and scarcity of resources helps ākonga to develop 
successful and sustainable outcomes 
 
Language which talks about the nature and scarcity of resources is at odds with 
Mātauranga Māori and concepts of kaitiakitanga and manaakitanga. We know 
that it is important both to honour the past as well as walking to the future. Our 
ākonga need an appreciation of traditional skills as well as the capacity to adapt, 
innovate and invent.  

ANON-
K9GG-
18FV-Q 

Authentic contexts inspire fit for purpose outcomes: 
How can we teachers incorporate Mātauranga Māori and use authentic contexts 
without it being tokenism? Our concern is that we would not want to be degrading 
the values and beliefs of Mātauranga Māori through superficial delivery which has 
a lack of depth or specialist knowledge. Equally, we do not want to detract from 
the mana of those who currently hold those skills. It seems disrespectful to 
suggest that anyone can upskill whereas in reality it takes more than one lifetime 
to acquire those taonga. 
Each iwi would have their own tikanga and mita. This may cause issues for 
moderation due to a lack of knowledge of rohe. 
We are concerned that Māori teachers within schools will be burdened with 
delivering professional learning to meet the needs of the whole school community. 
Some schools have good relationships with local communities and can call upon 
external expertise to support. Not all schools are so fortunate. All teachers, 
including Māori, have expressed concerns that there are insufficient resources 
and materials for their own professional development. This includes 
whakawhanaungatanga and whanaungatanga. 
 
Innovation in materials and processing technology empowers ākonga to respond 
to their one and others needs now and into the future: 
Teachers would be happy to return to a focus on teaching rather assessment. 
However, teacher would also ask where in the Learning Matrix is the opportunity 
to create and make products for the intrinsic joy of making something beautiful 
and functional? Where is the acknowledgement that materials and processing 
technologies can be used to create something whose main function is the well-
being it engenders through the act of making, rather than at the end point of 
completion. Not everything that is made is done so because it fulfils a physical 
need. Many times, things fulfil emotional and spiritual needs as well. 
From both Maori and Pasifika cultural perspectives, many groups create as a 
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community activity, working with materials and processing technologies to 
celebrate, recognise or acknowledge something of significance. This could be a 
person, an event or a commemoration. It’s not just about the product. It is about 
the production. It is about people working collaboratively. It is about exploring the 
culture behind the technological activity and the social practices. 
 
Appreciating the nature and scarcity of resources helps ākonga to develop 
successful and sustainable outcomes: 
Language which talks about the nature and scarcity of resources is at odds with 
Mātauranga Māori and concepts of kaitiakitanga and manaakitanga. We know 
that it is important both to honour the past as well as walking to the future. Our 
ākonga need an appreciation of traditional skills as well as the capacity to adapt, 
innovate and invent. 
 
Assessment Guide: 
Our main concern is that there are only 4 standards proposed for an area which 
originally offered 23 and which includes standards covering multiple strands within 
materials and processing. 
 
He waka eke noa - what is missing is what our ākonga need and do best to thrive 
- work together collaboratively. The 4 proposed standards do not adequately offer 
the opportunity to do this. in trimming from 23 to 4 standards, the pathway which 
afforded the opportunity for group work has been closed. It needs to be re-
opened. 
technology teachers in this discussion group are agreed that 4 standards are 
inadequate to cover all the specialist areas within technology whilst allowing 
ākonga to experience a rich program of learning through working with diverse 
materials. 
We suggest that an additional pathway could include the following and lead to the 
creation of a further 4 standards which specifically enable collaboration, team 
work and the skills needed to progress into the 21st century: 
Group work - the opportunity to collaborate with others and work as a team, taking 
on different roles but all contributing to the whole 
Multi-unit manufacturing - the processes and ways in which products could be 
made iteratively 
Health and safety - keeping both yourself and others safe not just by how you 
work with tools but also how you apply safety protocols to an outcome 
Systems & organisation - understanding how and why people and places and 
things can work together, and where the human role is, including ergonomics. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FE-6 

Is the content clear? - The big picture thinking is helpful but the lack of detail is a 
real concern. There seems to be the introduction of new material into the 
curriculum viz-a-viz learning about traditional Māori materials and processing 
techniques (Level 6) and apply been expressed in a way such that Mana Ōrite mō 
te Mātauranga Māori is compared to other world cultures ( and the artistic and 
technological expressions of those cultures). Why is this not consistent across the 
two technological areas, which are, after all, drawn from the same curriculum? 
 
Is it useful? - There is too little detail to be helpful. Without the detail sitting 
underneath the Standards, there is a limit to what commentary can be made. The 
distribution of credits for 1.1 and 1.4 seem equitable. 
1.3 seems as though it would require more work and should therefore have a 
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higher credit allocation. I don't understand why this is the designated external. It 
seems that something which focuses on the processes of testing and trialling 
would be far better as an internal assessment. 
 
Is knowledge covered? 
The way in which he matrix has been produced with the big ideas and significant 
learning as boundaries is confusing. Why this knowledge? Why this focus? It 
hasn't been explained adequately, for example, in relation to indicators of 
progression. 
 
Are explanations clear? 
Not at all. There are some very specific aspects contained in the assessment 
guide which really need much further detail to unpack them. For example : 
Students will learn about traditional Māori materials and processing techniques 
such as 
 
carving, raranga, fermentation, and hāngī. Students will apply this knowledge to 
their testing and trialling to develop a fit-for-purpose technological outcome. This 
is an opportunity for students to draw on prior knowledge and learn from their 
peers as well as whānau and experts from their community. 
 
This will have to be supported with robust resources and professional learning 
and may put stress on a limited number of experts nationwide. In addition, there 
will be differences in tikanga and kawa from iwi to iwi. I have concerns that the 
process of professional learning should be appropriately respectful to Mana Ōrite 
mō te Mātauranga Māori. Experts in traditional techniques have become experts 
through years of diligent practice. It seems disingenuous to suggest that in the 
space of a couple of years, all teachers in these areas can acquire the same skills 
and mana to be able to deliver on teaching traditional techniques. I applaud the 
aspiration but the thinking around this has some big gaps. For example, what 
about female teachers of technology working in wood - not an area of mana 
wahine? I see the potential for cultural conflict and cultural genderisation of role 
and use of materials, and I wouldn't want to go down that path. I'm not enough of 
an expert to be able to rationalise and explain how to reconcile Maori world views 
with 21st Century diversity and inclusion thinking. Are any of us? 
 
Is knowledge covered? 
There seems to be an emphasis on developing products in response to an 
identified need or issue. 
“Needs” in this context appears to be confined to physical needs. This misses the 
opportunity to consider hauora, including emotional and spiritual needs, making 
for well-being and making creative outcomes. Traditionally, in many cultures, 
materials are interwoven with narrative. We create outcomes in response to our 
interaction with the world around us. For example, during lockdown and Covid-19 
there was a reconsideration of our place in time and the values of hauora which 
resulted in a resurgence of interest in traditional skills and techniques. People 
acted as a community to use technologies in new and innovative ways. 
The application of these did result in outcomes, but it was about the journey and 
creative pathway which also supported spiritual and emotional wellbeing. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18FR-K 

My big question is how will the externals be marked, and more importantly, by 
whom? Where are the experts if this is all new? External marking is subjective 
and mysterious at the best of times, so how will this be consistent and fair? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FS-M 

I have concerns that the implication that anyone and everyone can upskill in order 
to teach detracts from the mana of those who currently hold the skills. For 
example, many teachers have experienced working with flax, and may know and 
practice the tikanaga around raranga. This does not mean that they would 
necessarily be able to guide students through the making of a product using flax 
for both material and processing and then have that product assessed. Therefore, 
a secondary concern is around the nature of the products that would be assessed. 
This especially applies to the proposed 1.2 Standard. 
Teachers working with food are similarly struggling to understand how to move 
beyond the hangi and rewana as processes or products and finding authentic 
contexts. 
Teachers would be happy to return to a focus on teaching rather assessment. 
However, teacher would also ask where in the Learning Matrix is the opportunity 
to create and make products for the intrinsic joy of making something beautiful 
and functional? Where is the acknowledgement that materials and processing 
technologies can be used to create something whose main function is the well-
being it engenders through the act of making, rather than at the end point of 
completion. Not everything that is made is done so because it fulfils a physical 
need. Many times, things fulfil emotional and spiritual needs as well. 
From both Maori and Pasifika cultural perspectives, many groups create as a 
community activity, working with materials and processing technologies to 
celebrate, recognize or acknowledge something of significance. This could be a 
person, an event or a commemoration. It’s not just about the product. It is about 
the production. It is about people working collaboratively. It is about exploring the 
culture behind the technological activity and the social practices. 
The big picture thinking is helpful but the lack of detail is a real concern. There 
seems to be the introduction of new material into the curriculum around learning 
about traditional Māori materials and processing techniques (Level 6) . In the 
proposed DVC standards it is expressed in a way such that Mana Ōrite mō te 
Mātauranga Māori is compared to other world cultures ( and the artistic and 
technological expressions of those cultures). Why is this not consistent across the 
two technological areas, which are, after all, drawn from the same curriculum? 
This will have to be supported with robust resources and professional learning 
and may put stress on a limited number of experts nationwide. In addition, there 
will be differences in tikanga, rohe and kawa from iwi to iwi. 
I am concerned that Māori teachers within schools will be burdened with 
delivering professional learning to meet the needs of the whole school community. 
Some schools have good relationships with local communities and can call upon 
external expertise to support. Not all schools are so fortunate. All teachers who I 
have spoken with , including Māori, have expressed concerns that there are 
insufficient resources and materials for their own professional development. This 
includes whakawhanaungatanga and whanaungatanga. 

ANON-
K9GG-
185D-M 

Where is the acknowledgement that materials and processing fulfills an emotional 
and spiritual need as well as creating a functional product for a specified purpose? 
Where is the support for teachers to be able to deliver this proposal? Lack of 
information about external standards. A "snapshot" is a dependent on the teacher 
to extract the appropriate information. Time consuming and adding stress. Really 
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hard to respond with such sketchy information. 
Having to share the 4 standards with all the technologies is a worry as my 
students take food and materials subjects. 

ANON-
K9GG-
183J-R 

Needs to be a lot more consultation with teachers in the classroom. The proposed 
External standard would be better Internally assessed as there are a lot of 
questions that have arisen as a result of teacher discussion, such as how will 
practical work be assessed? Who better to assess than the teachers. Also what 
about students who are taking more than one Tech subject? with only 4 standards 
they are not able to take another Tech such as Hard Tech and Soft Tech? 

ANON-
K9GG-
1833-1 

The only problem is a student wants to study more than one material technology 
subject they can’t get credits from the technology strand in both subjects. 
This creates problems who like technology and will achieve well in those subjects. 
It also creates pressures in staffing. 

ANON-
K9GG-
185X-8 

Is it possible to still mix standards from DVC and Technology ? 
Clear guidelines needed around what sort of evidence and how much evidence 
for assessment in large exploration and trialling of materials process. 
Conceptualising and design is no longer assessed, what are the expectations 
around creative thinking and exploration and how this might fit into a materials 
and processing programme? This has been an important "crossover" skill 
between Technology/Design subject areas in our school. 

ANON-
K9GG-
183C-H 

What does pride mean? 
If its not-to-be-missed learning then clearer connections to the curriculum should 
be made - embed the AOs clearly. 
Teachers need to clearly understand that the draft products do not mean 
assessing all aspects of the design process (like the 12credit standards used to). 
They need to clearly understand through exemplars in all 3 subjects that what is 
assessed is n=only part of the learning. 
How is equity of learning going to be promoted through the draft products. 
If more agentic student learning is needed and assessment is part of that thinking 
then all involved need to understand what that means and ways of doing it. The 
MoE can not assume that the community knows how to do this. There is clear 
communication coming through from the community that teachers do not 
necessarily understand the intent of the new draft products and there is a danger 
that they will try to cover everything rather than sticking with good programmes of 
teaching and learning and understanding that the assessment is just a small part 
of it. How this is rolled out is critical to the success of the product in this learning 
area. If this is not done well and in a supportive manner there is likely to be a 
large back lash from the community. An example of this is teachers leaping to use 
other existing assessment tools. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18NG-G 

• In terms of ‘What is Materials and Processing Technology about?’, there doesn’t 
seem to be a strong delineation between the first three Big Ideas. 
• The fourth Big Idea centred around Sustainability and sustainable outcomes is 
succinct and well encapsulated, but the other three Big Ideas seem a bit mixed up 
and muddled by comparison. 
• The first Big Idea centred around Authentic context and fit-for-purpose outcomes 
is referred to in the second Big Idea (as well as ‘fitness-for-purpose’). 
• The second Big Idea centred around Innovation (this could be elaborated as to 
what this means or looks like) is also referred to in the third Big Idea. 
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• The third Big Idea centred around technology design process is also referred to 
in the second Big Idea. 
• When reading the Significant Learning in the Learning Matrix, there is not a great 
deal about practical knowledge and skills that are the key realm that is unique to 
Technology. There seems to be a predominant emphasis towards research, 
analysis and justifying, which are more universal skills across many of the NZC, 
even if it is applied to a Technology context. It would be awesome to see more 
practical skills around the physical manipulation of materials and the 
acknowledgement of the codes of practice, understanding of equipment, tools and 
techniques that is so needed in this day in age. Because we are becoming 
increasingly digital in our experiencing of the world at an earlier and earlier age, 
many of our younger people are losing their physical (or concrete) connection to 
the world. We are no longer able to tinker with things, and are losing the intuitive 
sense of how things are put together or even stand up. Maybe this is in materials 
performance, but this needs to be made more of a priority, weighted more, and 
extrapolated out more explicitly than it is currently. 
• In terms of the Assessment Matrix, there needs to be clarity about what is the 
core part of what is being assessed. At the moment some of the standards seem 
a bit too ambitious and unfocused to be appropriately Level 1. 
• A potential view of what the four standards could be is as follows: 1.1 – 
considering the sustainable use of resources; 1.2 – understanding materials, 
techniques, and processes; 1.3 – making a fit-for-purpose product; 1.4 – 
experimenting with materials. If this is the case, then 1.1 could probably be 
reduced to 4 credits as 1.3 is potentially quite big (depending on the context) and 
could be worth 6 credits, though this might mess with the Internal/External 
distribution. 
• If 1.1 is about the sustainable use of resources, then the planning is just a small 
part and it should not be about project management at Level 1 (Gantt charts are 
for project management, so should not be included in this standard). Also, looking 
at sustainability in term of material source, production and impacts should be 
moved up to Level 2 as this requires more advanced thinking and work. What I do 
like is the idea of reflecting on ones practice and sustainable use of resources – 
this is good for planning what to do moving forward by reflecting on what has 
been done already. Understanding what the available resources are is enough at 
this level. 
• If 1.2 is about understanding materials, techniques and processes, but also 
requires that students learn about Māori materials and processing techniques, 
shouldn’t this be more transparently expressed in the standard title? How does 
‘Develop understanding, including that of te ao Māori, of materials, techniques 
and processes through testing and trialling’ sound? I will be interested to see how 
this understanding is to be evidenced – will it be research and analysis based? Or 
will it be the critique and analysis of the testing and trialling? 
• If 1.3 is about making a fit-for-purpose product for an authentic context, then it 
should primarily be about the creation of a final product (and not the developing 
as well, as stated in the first sentence). I like the reference to ‘students will have 
the opportunity to explore their world views and how these views will influence 
their approach’ 
• If 1.4 is about experimenting with materials, could this be more explicitly 
expressed in the standard title? How does ‘Experiment and manipulate materials 
to inform product development decisions’ sound? This is also going to be the 
Achieved criteria of course, and the transforming of materials might be a Merit or 
Excellence requirement. I like the second sentence about taking risks. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
125M-Q 

Learning Matrix: 
I am unsure of why the document is set out in this table with Big ideas (Process) 
and Big ideas (Knowledge) in separate areas. This is confusing. It would be 
clearer to show them above the curriculum level columns, clearly as 4 Big ideas 
which are the focus of this subjects Level 1 assessment review 
I am also concerned that this document holds specific content and knowledge 
which are new. I thought this was a review of NCEA ie assessment tools, not of 
the Technology curriculum document. Adding specific content eg learning about 
traditional Māori materials and processing techniques (Curric level 6) and applying 
them to an outcome (curric level 7) will be challenging for teachers and can 
narrow the focus and ‘world view’ rather than enriching it. I think it is important to 
look at aspects of content through a Māori lens, but it could include aspects of a 
world view or personal cultural background too. This seems to have been done in 
the DVC standard which includes ‘respond to Te Ao Māori and another design 
heritage’. 
Specific content regarding Traditional Māori materials and techniques presumes 
that teachers nationwide will have an understanding and some experience, and 
this is probably not the case. It is a great opportunity to tap into local experts, but I 
fear that they may be swamped with requests for assistance. If this aspect stays 
in the matrix the Ministry will need to provide a range of TPL opportunities and 
resources to support teachers. Some schools have good relationships with local 
communities and can call upon external expertise to support. Not all schools are 
so fortunate. 
I also think there is a missed opportunity to also include in the big ideas of the 
subject area , aspect of ‘Making for Well being’ and ‘Making a creative outcome’ 
We should also learn from our experiences on 2020-21 with Covid-19 lock-downs 
and consider that traditional crafts and techniques and their application are more 
than a final outcome which meets a purpose but also an outlet for creative and 
beautiful outcomes which are fit for purpose because the purpose is to support 
our well being. 
 
Teaching. learning and assessment guides 
The information to support the proposed standards seems satisfactory, but please 
could we have more background to support the 4 Big ideas and why they have 
been designated as the big ideas for this subject. 
In the assessment guide there are quite specific aspects which we will have to 
incorporate into our courses eg 'Students will learn about traditional Māori 
materials and processing techniques such as carving, raranga, fermentation, and 
hāngī. Students will apply this knowledge to their testing and trialing to develop a 
fit-for-purpose technological outcome. This is an opportunity for students to draw 
on prior knowledge and learn from their peers as well as whānau and experts 
from their community' 
As previously mentioned, this will have to be supported with robust resources and 
professional learning and may put stress on a limited number of experts 
nationwide. 
Course outlines 
I was disappointed to see an example of a course outline which was not more 
obviously suited to a wider range of materials. I found it difficult to see this outline 
through the lens of a Textiles/Fashion outcome. At this stage in the consultation 
the exemplars should be wide and open in their nature, for teachers to clearly see 
how they can incorporate their specialist material/s 
The one example of an outline also showed a plan to focus on one end product 
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for the year which is assessed using all 4 standards. I presume that as teachers 
we can decide how we use these assessment tools within our courses, mapping 
the assessment into already strong and robust projects. For me this will include 
mapping the best assessment tool (achievement standards) to my projects. 
Assessment Guides: 
I understand that there were 4 standards in DVC and 4 in Digital Technologies. 
However, only 4 standards in Materials and processing Technology means that 
specialist areas of food, textiles, wood, metal and other processing materials are 
all vying for the same 4 standards. In my experience, Māori and Pasifika students 
will study multiple specialist technologies because they really value the practical 
aspects of learning. 
The proposed changes may lead to exclusive competitiveness between specialist 
material areas, and potential job losses. An expectation to teach a multi-materials 
course would further dilute our ability to deliver specialist skills do we end up with 
teachers and students who are ‘Jack of all trades and master of none’ ? 
Credit values: 
The draft proposal indicates that all 4 standards should have equal credit value. 
However, the focus of the standards is not even. I think 6 credits for the outcome 
focused standard (1.3) would be preferable. With 4 credits for 1.2 and 5 credits for 
both 1.1 and 1.4 
It takes considerable time to develop, create and test a final product successfully. 
Also the standard 1.3 would seem better suited to internal assessment as the 
teacher will observe the development of the outcome on a day to day basis. If it is 
assessed externally time would have to be allocated to a method of recording the 
process/ evidence. 
 
 
  

ANON-
K9GG-
1NMU-K 

1.3 and 1.4 Two units to be external. This does not suit how many of the learners 
who choose Technology as a course. It concerns me that it is making this course 
inaccessible to our learners who learn and demonstrate their learning practically. 
As a SENCO at school I can see this set up having a very negative effect on our 
students with learning differences who typically achieve well with more internal 
based units. They still go on to university or other tertiary routes with success as 
they have gained the credits. By making it compulsory for all students this could 
make pathways for our students who typically work harder to succeed even more 
of a struggle. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NMT-J 

When considering the content of the standards there seems an excessive amount 
of reflection and evaluation for a Level 1 student to have to complete. I appreciate 
that actions and testing need to be analysed but it seems that 3 of the 4 
assessments being proposed are solely focussed on large amounts of 
written/video/image reflection logs. This is the stuff that students become 
disengaged with in regard to our subject space and needs more balance with the 
ability to complete full practical projects. 
 
There seems to be a conflict of interest with 1.1 and 1.2 with the emphasis being 
placed on sustainability and playing with and testing materials. To make this 
viable in the classroom there are going to be lots of mini pieces of material being 
manipulated and tested through laser cutting, 3D printers, timber, vacuum formers 
etc (dependant on the school) which is surely going to generate a lot of additional 
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wastage and therefore conflicting with the message of sustainability where we are 
trying to limiti waste? Currently we might do one or two of these processes 
depending on time and relevance to a project per student rather than having the 
whole class doing it. 
 
A major concern is the loss of subject independence and pathway options. We 
have many students who complete multiple technologies however now these 
subjects are combined into one ‘super subject’ with the incredible loss of variety of 
assessment. I appreciate the draft assessments are hugely open however in that, 
it creates a problem for teachers to define or determine actual requirements for 
assessment. In discussion with SEG members they suggested technology 
teachers may use standards offered by other subjects to create a fashion 
technology course that differs in assessment from a workshop course but surely 
this devalues our subject. All that shows is that we can’t create a course for 
ourselves and so need to take standards from elsewhere … so why the change in 
the first place. 
Other opinions of my faculty were that we simply wouldn’t be able to allow 
students to take multiple subjects within the faculty. Of course the result of this is 
a loss in student numbers which will again devalue and undo the incredible work 
of departments across the country who are trying to get schools to recognise our 
area as being equally important as maths, english and science. It is incredibly 
disheartening for those of us in management positions who have been working 
tirelessly to undo this stream of thought within both community and school. 
 
Questions: 
- Will the exemplars provided be full exemplars with student work examples or will 
they be similar to those currently available online where only partial project work is 
provided? 
- Who is going to assess the externals? One of them being the practical 
assignment? This used to be assessed externally with external markers coming to 
schools and going through the student projects but this became increasingly 
expensive and less effective as skilled teachers in the workshop field became 
fewer. 
- What are we doing at this and at government level about the huge shortage of 
workshop trained teachers? As a HOF I have advertised for a trained workshop 
teacher every year for the last 5 years and not yet had a single applicant who was 
actually trained, competent and ready to start (Wellington, high decile school). 

ANON-
K9GG-
124Z-3 

I am passionate about teaching food technology, I would love to encourage more 
students into the industry (via tertiary study), but at the same time, I know at least 
half of my class will be students that need special care; just getting through the 
year is a big ask of them, so having to do two externals will not meet their needs. I 
am concerned that only having four standards is very restrictive and we can't tailor 
the programmes to the needs of our students. It looks like the new system is 
based on equality but not equity, and is like the one that Einstein denigrated when 
expecting fish to climb trees. 
 
The standards themselves are fine, I can work with the internals, the material 
development external is very similar to 1.6 - I like that it is more science based 
and ties in with tertiary study in food technology, so I include it in my programme 
already. 
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I have been teaching NCEA for 3 years at two decile 10 schools, and at both 
schools students chose not to complete the externals. Students who choose 
technology tend to prefer hands on assessments and they choose not to write 
reports, so only those students that would like endorsement submit a written 
report. 
 
Although report writing is not specified in the new standards, collecting a portfolio 
of written and visual work takes a lot of time, both for the student and the teacher. 
What happens if the students forget to photograph a step? In class, I can see 
what they have done, and make a quick mark on a spreadsheet but an external 
marker won’t know what happened, and potentially the student will fail, as there is 
no evidence. This time and energy spent on evidence is unrelated to teaching, it is 
a lot of work to prove that we are doing our job, are we not trusted? My puppy is 
at the vet being desexed, I don’t need the vet to take photos of himself washing 
his hands, prepping for surgery, then each incision, but the externals will require 
this. How much longer would the vet take if he has to record every step of his 
practice? Collecting evidence for externals will create a lot of work that has no 
impact on the final product. 
 
I have also enjoyed working with my colleagues developing programmes for our 
students based on our passions and previous experiences in our subject, but with 
half the programme now externally assessed it will be all about making sure the 
marker gets what they want. Anecdotally, teachers are discouraged from offering 
externals in technology due to the poor take-up from students and the often 
baffling marking schedules that the markers use. There seems to be no way of 
ensuring that the subject matter teachers cover is what the markers expect. 
 
Most of my students prefer the practical standards. Often these active learners 
choose to do more than one technology subject and with the current choice of 
standards we ensure that there are no double ups. Only four standards in 
Technology means that hands-on active learners will only be able to choose one 
technology subject which is a shame. We can’t use the health standards either as 
that encroaches on the PE and Health programmes. 
 
This new system looks like a lot of failure which is devastating, I want my students 
to be successful. Based on last year's results, less than 25% of my students 
would pass if they all had to do externals. 
 
Students need to be able to complete a full programme with internal standards, 
both preserving 1.62 and processing 1.60 ones should be included (they are such 
an important part of the industry) and a couple more added so that students can 
do more than one Technology subject. 
 
Students (and teachers) need choices. 
 
PLEASE, TRUST US 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NX7-Z 

The idea that the primarily practical assessment is externally assed, is flawed. 
The focus goes to the creating of a portfolio and less on the actual product. A 
portfolio can be rigged to show a better result than what actually occurred. If the 
assessment will require extensive teacher verification to be submitted aswell - 
why not just have it internally assessed? 
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ANON-
K9GG-
1NXB-B 

Public engagement 
Do we get to see these responses and if so in what format? 
How much will this feedback be taken into account? 
 
Overall curriculum levels and strands 
How do the new standards fit with the current strands” 
Will there still be 3 strands - practice, knowledge and nature or has nature been 
incorporated into practice and knowledge? 
I have now seen the three strands have been incorporated into the exemplar 
programme outline but this seems a lot of work to be covered in one year. 
 
Big picture and key competencies 
Explanations are reasonably clear and I am in somewhat agreement with the 
learning intentions behind them however what has happened to intervention by 
design? 
We need to be described as intervention by design - that is what we are about - 
developing outcomes by people, for people and for a purpose. 
Developing pride, self confidence and personal empowerment are all extremely 
important but this should be inherent in a well structured Technology programme 
and good tech practice rather than documented as part of the learning. 
“Authentic contexts inspire fit-for-purpose outcomes” has a wide range of 
interpretations and needs more clarification. Fit for purpose outcomes can also be 
achieved without an authentic context which is currently happening in a number of 
schools. 
Why do we not have a similar focus to big idea DVC and Digital, such as: “Design 
is an act of manaakitanga that seeks new ways to improve the lives of people and 
their places” and “Students will understand how digital technologies impact on end 
users by considering the following mātauranga Māori principles: kotahitanga, 
whanaungatanga, manaakitanga, wairuatanga, and tikanga” 
“Appreciating the nature and scarcity of resources” - thoroughly agree with how 
this has been written and the importance that has been placed on sustainability in 
this document 
 
Assessment and Standards 
Difficult to comment at this stage as insufficient information 
concern if there is enough flexibility for students and schools to draw on their own 
strengths and interests 
What happens if students want to do more than one Technological area 
1.3: Students will select materials and apply skills to make a fit-for-purpose 
product for an authentic context - is this the student’s final product - how will this 
be assessed externally? 
How are the external standards going to be assessed? 
Will this encourage schools to drop assessment at Level 1 and if so what are the 
consequences for the students. 
The wording such as "Learn about traditional Maori methods or Learn about the 
nature of Materials'' implies that we are being prescribed what we must teach and 
what students must learn. This goes away from the flexibility we have had and 
how we have been able to tailor our programmes to suit the needs and interests 
of our students, staff and school. I am more than happy to support Maori to learn 
as Maori and to support each other to understand Tikanga but do not feel 
confident to explicitly teach about Maori material and techniques. 
"Gain new skills, develop confidence in their ability to create THINGS” - what has 
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happened to the word outcome that encompasses a wide range of possibilities for 
students to develop? 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NXD-D 

The link won’t open so I’m just putting my thoughts down below for discussion. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N7X-Z 

Having Food Technology and Hard/soft Materials tech lumped in together as 
processing techs produces very vague generic standards. Both Digital and DVC 
have been able to move away from generic tech and subsequently they have 
authentic course outlines. If we are keeping Food tech in processing then we 
need more than 4 AS to choose from 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N79-1 

I believe there is a total lack of detail. I am disappointed in the kinds of response 
that we are expected to give. it does not acknowledge the middle ground - it is 
either 'yes or no'. 
The course outline is vague and again does not demonstrate the required depth 
required to reach the standard. 
Have you considered 'student voice' - is the content going to be engaging for our 
students? 
Are we limiting our student choices of subjects especially those who love being in 
the Technology area? How complex is it going to be be to work out suitable 
programmes in the secondary school? When is time going to be given to have 
those professional conversations to develop a suitable plan a 'whole school' 
programme for the secondary school at the Senior end? 
Please not that much of the information you requested us to before answering the 
survey was not found (trust me I clicked on every available tab/button etc to no 
avail. I even typed in words and the typical response was 'Page not found'. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N7P-R 

I think the learning matrix is fine. 
I feel that 1.1 is heavily weighted towards sustainability, which may or may not be 
relevant to the product and brief. Certainly not with the emphasis that is intended 
in this standard as it is. 
As for 1.2, Maori materials and processes may have absolutely nothing to do with 
the product that is being created and produced. This just become token gesture 
and is only applicable if it is relevant. Why test and trial something for the sake of 
it if it is clearly irrelevant to making an informed decision as part of the functional 
modelling process. try selling that to students. 
It bothers me greatly that 1.3 is going to be externally assessed. Unless of course 
there are going to be assessors visiting schools to do this in person. Please don't 
make this a 'who can take the best photo of their product and make the report look 
pretty' exercise. The best person to assess this standard is the classroom teacher 
who has been there beside the student all year. 
1.4 Is this supposed to be the 'design' standard? 

ANON-
K9GG-
187M-Y 

I believe that there is far too much emphasis being placed on technology as an 
academic outcome. With this as a focus, it makes the actual skill development 
and physical outcomes nearly unimportant in the students efforts to succeed. I 
see this as a major disadvantage to the students who are not academically 
inclined, but even for the ones that are and need a break from those expectations 
and an opportunity to recreationally, or for the purposes of future employment, 
carry out physical skills outcomes. The "ideal" course outline drives an entirety of 
NZ to having exactly the same class in exactly the same way, ruining authentic 
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experiences that engage the local community and student, teacher, and school 
culture and needs. I am found wondering how my students, of which many are 
reading and writing well below their year level, will even remotely find engagement 
or a pathway forward in these new standards. 
 
As I look at the comparison between the proposed new standards for "Materials 
and Processing technology" and History, Dance, PE, or Health Education I am 
seeing that the requirements within the Materials standards will be significantly 
more difficult for students, covering a breadth of knowledge in one assessment 
that the others would maybe cover in 3-4 of theirs. I continually find it confusing 
and frustrating that our students in this area cannot do an Achievement Standard 
in demonstrating knowledge and understanding of a complex process like 
welding, but students can do that for Dance, PE, etc. It would be easier to teach 
these students the History of Welding than it is to "Propose, plan, and model the 
development of a materials or processing technology product considering 
sustainable use of resources" for only 5 credits. Creating a structured Proposal is 
easily 4-5 credits, let alone creating a detailed plan or modeling the development 
of an outcome. AS91611 currently is a fantastic standard where students can 
explore topics like sustainable resources and processes that change and alter an 
outcome.... but that is LEVEL3, not level 1 and it is 6CREDITS... 
 
Last year my year 13 students said some really important things, but one stuck. 
They told me that they didn't value the standards NCEA had developed, and if 
they had to choose between learning the skills and processes or doing a 15-60 
page documentation of a standard that they would rather have the skills and 
knowledge. I am frustrated that they, and myself, feel like we have to choose 
between constructing a false experience to meet a standard vs the students 
having true authentic experiences. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N7G-F 

we are concerned with the external standards and going off 20 years experience 
with NCEA, we can say that the exemplars for our subject and specific standards 
have never been good, so we are somewhat concern about how the externals will 
be assessed. 
Where is the creativity and how is it being encouraged. 
Concerned about the timing of this survey??? end of term/holidays! 
Concerned about how this rolls into L2 & L3? what will happen for students that 
take more than one technology? 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N76-X 

I have ticked needs amendments all the way through. While there is much in the 
matrix which teachers in this subject / learning area are already doing there are 
also aspects which are 'new' to the teaching and learning for Materials 
Technology. Again there is emphasis on Māori worldview, which fits with the 
expectations that all schools honor the Treaty of Waitangi. However, if local iwi do 
not have the time or resources to support schools and teachers with this then how 
will teachers make good on these expectations. The big ideas are fine but if 
teachers cannot address all of the expectations then students are disadvantaged. 
I can see students missing out on excellence because although the work done 
was at an excellent level; aspects of Māori worldview / knowledge and 
understanding, were omitted through no fault of the teacher/school or student. 
There is no way that teachers can be upskilled en masse before delivery of these 
standards begin. I always go back the NZC "students achieve personal 
excellence". The samples look okay but the focus on world views at Level 6 (Year 
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11) is tricky. Students are still very much self focused and while it the concept of 
getting them to think widely sounds great, it is not realistic for all students. It must 
be remembered that teachers are facing classes of mixed ability and the teacher 
needs to be able to reach all students and offer pathways for success for all. This 
is a question that the writers etc need to be considering when planning and writing 
learning activities/assessments. Is this for all students or just some? 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N72-T 

The example course outline once again uses storage and protection as the 
context. This has been over used and for many students they are expected to 
"make a container for a stakeholder" every year from Year 7 -10. There is a lot of 
unpacking needed to fully grasp what will be required to fully understand concepts 
in depth to enable akonga to succeed. 
Well being and learning are inexplicably linked, however, there is little evidence of 
the opportunity for akonga to experience intrinsic joy at making something 
beautiful and functional, fulfilling emotional well being. It is about the whole 
production process not just the outcome product. 
There has been talk about the Externals being submitted during the year. What 
happens to the work submitted - is it returned straight away, how do we prevent 
students sharing ideas if another student wishes to submit the same standard 
later in the year? There is a lack of information about external standards and the 
workload throughout the year that may be involved supporting students presenting 
their 'snapshot' of learning. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NQ7-S 

1.1 
 
I feel that students going through the whole project from start to finish is very 
important and I am pleased there is an emphasis on students planning their own 
projects. Writing their own brief and specifications will help keep them 
accountable to the final product being fit for purpose. 
 
Sustainable practices are a very important consideration that I am pleased to see 
is included in the standard. Too many students have relied on teacher planning 
and material selection in their projects. Students being accountable for their time 
and efficiency throughout the whole project is a lot more authentic. 
 
My concerns are the amount of writing and work content needed for the 5 credits 
that are on offer here. This content is currently spread over a number of standards 
and so in order to complete this in one year, as well as making a quality product, 
will mean a skim of the content. Putting too much content into one standard. What 
if a student is excellent at planning but not good at writing up sustainable 
practices research and evaluations? Pulled down in all areas? This standard does 
not allow teachers to pick and choose the standards that best suit the students 
they have. 
 
Would need heavy guidance on how this could be achieved in the short timeframe 
and also differentiated for all students. 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
The use of trialing and failure is very important and again, I am pleased to see it 



 

20 April 2021 46 
 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

being assessed. The exploration of Maori materials and techniques will be very 
interesting to investigate. However, whilst this information will be good for 
teaching and learning, all students having to use these techniques will be 
extremely limiting. The focus of these new standards appears to be authentic 
projects, real life situations, fitness for purpose. How many projects will actually 
use these techniques? Students will be designing products that fit into a very 
small box in order to meet the standard. Very tokenistic. Will not get all student 
buy in. 
 
Again, a lot of content for 5 credits on offer. Not suited for all students. Lots of 
writing to show their research. All this and students have not started any proper 
practical work yet! 
 
Could this be documented through video or voice recording? 
 
1.3 
 
I am quite confused about this standard. How is applying the skills different to the 
manipulating the techniques needed in 1.4? Is this a summary of everything they 
have found out so far before making the product? Haven’t they already done this 
in the previous standards? I feel like this is a writing exercise for the sake of it 
when students could provide the evidence for this in the previous standards. Use 
these 5 credits to allow students to be assessed on creativity and craftmanship. 
Scrap some of the content in this standard. It’s boring, isn’t necessary and 
regurgitating what students have already told us. As this is an External, students 
are going to be bogged down with making sure every word is present rather than 
teacher observation through classroom practice. Quite sad as it takes away from 
the authentic learning you are trying to promote here. 
 
1.4 
 
Again, a lot of repetition from previous standards so a lot of my previous feedback 
applies to this one. Re hashing information that students have already done. I feel 
the information should be assessed but this does not work as an External 
assessment. I feel there should be less of this evidence collecting for the External 
marker and more making the outcome and teacher observation. The “making 
standards” are currently the best standards. A teacher can observe the risks 
students are taking, a lot of it happens in practice and will be lost in having to stop 
to write it up. And if a student struggles with writing it up because they are not 
good with literacy but excellent at practical work and creativity? We really have to 
allow the celebration of these hands-on students through good outcomes and 
practice that is observed on a daily basis. Please do not take that away. 
 
A practical outcome, especially if it is to incorporate multiple materials, needs 
more time to make, emphasis and needs to be awarded more than 5 credits. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18V6-7 

The first major problem I see with this set up is, we have wood, metal and food 
technology in our school and we will all be wanting to us the same standards. You 
can not all of a sudden join processing standards with construction standards and 
expect there to be enough to go around. 
 
The course outline reads well and is a good concept, but I teach food technology 
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yes I can plan the think of different contexts and plans but to see an example of 
how you can put the Māori context into it would be helpful and you should of done 
and example for every area. 
 
The standards are so broad and leaves a lot open to interpretation, the way in 
which food and metal and wood would approach it is so different they are almost 
different standards. These could be marked and given to the students twice they 
are so different. 
 
They way in which we are to present the work is going to be difficult as it is a 
report based subject. You write about your findings and developments I can't see 
it working any other way as this is what happens in industry 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FK-C 

My main issue is that we have gone from a selection of standards that we have 
been able to get students to engage in, depending on who is in front of us, to a 
very limited selection. Where does the student who wants to take two 
technologies fit in ? in smaller schools who offer a smaller selection of subjects 
the need for more versatility is necessary. Especially between food and materials 
tech. Health (food) courses need a practical aspect to hold students interest and 
cater for a range of abilities, it looks like this can currently only be done through 
tech. Many kids want to take food and materials tech but then there are only 4 
standards to work with. This has been an ongoing issue in technology and I am 
disappointed that the opportunity has not been taken to eliminate and provide the 
choice that is provided to DVC and Digital. 
This is very product design orientated. Fashion design has a different approach in 
that a style is developed and then people buy into the style. Product design - is 
problem solving. 
Fashion can skew the issue to fit the standard, but should we not facilitate 
students to work on a more genuine path. Such a wide set of subjects into one set 
of standards means as a subject area we are constantly compromising. 
Is making not considered as important? 

ANON-
K9GG-
123Q-S 

There is so much in here to unpack. There is a lot of teaching for very little 
learning/assessment. The standards are all over the place, there are up to three 
of our current standards being shoved into one standard which don't necessarily 
go together. There is also little room for movement when there is often students 
taking more than one processing standard e.g. food and textiles or textiles and 
product (hard materials) etc. This needs some serious revision if this is to work, 
because currently I don't see this as a viable option in technology. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NQ2-M 

Will all the assessment evidence be required to be a written evaluation of what the 
student has designed and made or will there be "National Experts" who travel to 
each school/region to judge/assess the quality of the product made. Or will it be 
more of the current where if something looks good then construction techniques 
are irrelevant. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N2W-T 

Does the proposed M.P curriculum offer assessment opportunities in more than 
one Technology learning area? ie. Can a student take more than one Technology 
subject and still gain sufficient learning in both areas? When will there be other 
exemplars to demonstrate this? 
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ANON-
K9GG-
1NSX-V 

Big ideas and learning matrix - needs to be linked further and deeper to the 
curriculum. More design emphasis and better use of authentic intervention by 
design - need to get away from 'we're all making furniture' or 'we're all making 
cream puffs'. 
More PD and assistance with the inclusion of Matauranga Maori and Te Ao Maori 
- absolutely love that it is woven right through but help with how to deliver is 
needed, 
Help with how to make up courses using 4 standards 
glossary words need to be unpacked n great depth - need to avoid confusion and 
find the joy and excitement instead! 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NGF-X 

Multiple TENZ members raised concerns about standards being broad and 
ambitious- they are clearly designed to cover a very wide range of contexts. While 
this is the intent of the standards, it may risk losing specific teaching of 
foundational skills. This could be remedied through support surrounding the 
application of these standards in specific contexts, or clearer examples of 
expected level of practical skill in the standards themselves. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NGZ-J 

if I have students that do multiple lines in Technology like, wood, metal, textiles 
and food then we are going to reduce the number of students opting for 
Technology lines because they can only obtain credits in 1. I know it's an 
emphasis on teaching and learning but from the students point of view, it's more 
likely that they wont opt to do it if they aren't getting any credits. 
So to compensate we offer them Dvc standards then the students are forced into 
doing DVC programme (product design and manufacture course but they don't get 
rewarded for having done anything in their manufacture). 
Or you offer unit standards and the students at credits for it then. Fine at level 1 
but when we get to level 2 doesn't that mean students can't get UE in one of our 
Technology lines, another deterrent for some of our students. 
Sorry if it seems like I'm dead against what is proposed, I actually think it is a 
great idea as it reduces workload and stress on teachers with regard marking etc. 
but I also want keep the students that are interested in Technology rather than 
losing them as a result of it. Hopefully this has made sense and there is a very 
clear and obvious solution that I have missed. 

 
Mana ōrite 
102 answers to "Mana orite impressions- Materials - Does the Learning Matrix show mātauranga 
Māori is appropriately woven throughout?" 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 46 4.03% 

Needs amendments 56 4.90% 

Not Answered 1040 91.07% 

101 answers to "Mana orite impressions- Materials - Does the Teaching, Learning, and 
Assessment Guide explain how the subject supports ākonga Māori to succeed as Māori?" 
 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 39 3.42% 
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Needs amendments 62 5.43% 

Not Answered 1041 91.16% 

101 answers to "Mana orite impressions- Materials - Do the Course Outlines demonstrate how 
teaching and learning could be grounded in mātauranga Māori?" 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 35 3.06% 

Needs amendments 66 5.78% 

Not Answered 1041 91.16% 

86 answers to "Mana orite comments - Materials" 
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ANON-
K9GG-
12G1-D 

The teaching of this subject is necessarily cross-cultural being as all humans have 
the same basic needs. A table is exactly that, a table. Doesn't matter whether it's 
a Japanese, Maori, Korean, European, African, Pasifika, etc., etc. table, it's still a 
table. 
Racism or cultural bias has no place in this subject. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12GS-F 

Needs to be more standards available - too restrictive. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12ZC-J 

Teachers could be doing exactly the same thing right now without the changes - I 
had a class make a purerehua (bullroarer) along with a waka huia (case) approx 5 
years ago. So is this a massive change? Most learning opportunities depend on 
the teacher and their school's resourcing - not on new documents. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12VY-4 

We will need more PD regarding this and more exemplars and possible 
approaches 

ANON-
K9GG-
12PK-G 

For 1.2 - how can they test and trial something that is traditional and follows 
protocols (hangi) Really the only things they can do in this standard is either a 
hangi or rewana bread in food tech... and these do not provide enough scope for 
the requirements of the standard . Can they make anything else? 
Is 1.3 a report or a portfolio? If so, it looks like the teacher will be doing most of 
the work - not the marker. 
It isn't clear what the differences are between 1.4 and 1.3 - can you use the same 
product, or are they different ones for example? 

ANON-
K9GG-
124F-F 

While traditional Maori materials and processing add cultural insight and design 
and make possibilities, they are one strand in a hundred fold aladdins cave of 
traditional and modern methods and systems. The new standards must expand 
horizons with their inclusion of tikanga Maori, not diminish them. 

ANON-
K9GG-
124C-C 

Many years ago there were Related Studies topics such as how Steel was made, 
wood was processed etc. that were eventually phased out as they really didnt add 
value to the students learning. 
We rejoiced when the standards reflected what students needed to learn and they 
didnt have to spend precious project time carrying out theory work that was 
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unrelated to the work they were doing to meet the client needs for their projects. 
With so few standards to share between subjects: EG: Metal/ Wood/ Electronics 
courses, it doesnt seem logical to put in additional content barriers such as getting 
students to investigate traditional Maori methods when using Metal and 
Electronics were never a part of their culture. 
Traditional techniques have been rightfully surpassed for many reasons. Eg: Bone 
carvers get lung diseases like fibre glass workers and tend to have shorter lives. 
Our senior projects incorporate the use of CNC routers and Laser cutters, this will 
be difficult to bring into client design inspired projects that are moving away from 
motifs and applied designs. 
I think that my comments could all too easily be brushed aside as anti Maori, or 
anti change, but my honest belief is that this mahi needs to allow for freedom of 
choice and not insist that all students carry out this unrelated study. 
Obviously, there may be schools and students where such an emphasis would be 
welcomed, and this is a fantastic opportunity for them. 
I think that as a blanket approach requiring all students to incorporate it, will have 
schools avoiding Technology achievement standards and once again flocking to 
Industry unit standards which would be a tremendous shame and I am certain not 
the intention of anyone involved in the SEG. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1246-Y 

I think this is wonderful and will be a valuable inclusion for our learners. The 
concepts are simple and easy to incorporate but provide value. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12CE-W 

- What PD will be provided to allow teachers to upskill and raise their confidence? 
- It appears that there is little room for individualism with projects for students. 
- What resources will be provided to aid teaching and learning? 

ANON-
K9GG-
126A-C 

Unable to comment on this but teh same theory applies as above 

ANON-
K9GG-
1266-1 

need more examples and better clarification 
I need to see clearly how this work is going to be assessed 

ANON-
K9GG-
129Z-8 

Grounded but not overriding from studying other cultures 

ANON-
K9GG-
129B-G 

Please see my comments below. Throwing Māori contexts and phrases into 
planning documents and assessments does not mean that ākonga Māori are 
being supported to succeed as Māori. In my opinion, the greater the flexibility, the 
better able educators are to customise teaching and learning for their students. 
What you are proposing is a one-size fits all model that flies in the face of best 
practice. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12RB-9 

Mātauranga Māori has been considered in the writing of the course outlines. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12RP-Q 

Mātauranga Māori has been considered. Like other areas there would need to be 
PLD around this being integrated into the subject area to support current 
educators knowledge content. It would be important that it is not taught in a 
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manner that is ‘ token gesture’ e.g. throw a kore in the design, as this would be 
having or showing an attitude of patronizing and taking the true purpose and 
integration intent away. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12RU-V 

Matauranga Maori has been considered but I do think a lot of PD will be required 
to support educators to deliver it in the way it is intended. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12HC-Z 

The course outline gives one good example for a hard materials / multi materials 
context - but it is a very specific example. It would be good to see course outlines 
across the other disciplines as well, along with a list of other ideas (not a full 
course outline, but just rough ideas). In Textiles for example, I personally find it 
difficult to think of ideas outside of flax weaving / Tikanga Maori in collecting flax 
etc. While I think this is a cool idea, I also think it limits the scope of extending 
students skills in formal patternmaking and construction - the skills that will be 
more applicable to them should they continue a Textiles or Fashion pathway. 
 
I hope that extensive PD will be provided around Te Ao Maori, Tikanga Maori etc - 
we have a large community of teachers who are not from New Zealand, and even 
those who are from New Zealand may have limited experience in this area. There 
will be an anxiety to 'get it right' - and expecting teachers to find these resources 
in their community may be a big ask. I also have a concern that there will be a 
huge demand on local community resources from multiple skills, and this may 
make it difficult to get the support required. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12DV-F 

I feel unable to answer these questions? I need more training on this. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12DF-Y 

I do not have the knowledge and skills to make educated suggestions to this 
aspect of the curriculum. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12NJ-D 

The current technology courses we teach are based on emerging Technologies 
and the 4th industrial revolution. I can see how we look at the resourcefulness and 
inventiveness of Maori working with limited materials but am not convinced with 
prescribing processes that are not relevant to, in particular, materials technology 
students. DVC 1.1 using Te Ao Māori design heritage as inspiration for a 
conceptual ideas makes far more sense. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12NY-V 

Because of the wide range of materials being lumped together under this 
curriculum it is the subject content is not specific when it comes to food compared 
say to a hard material such as wood. The requirements for akonga Maori to 
succeed as Maori needs a lot more practical tasks to be added into the 
curriculum. 
Some students at Year 11 need to experience a wider range of learning situations 
so why do the standards need to be covered in a 1 year time frame? 

ANON-
K9GG-
12N2-N 

Is the use of Māori in everything we make and do necessary? We would require a 
lot of PD on this and we can see a lot of areas where it will be hard to bring it into 
lesson context. We have concerns about doing it just for the sake of doing it rather 
than it having real meaning and depth 
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ANON-
K9GG-
125T-X 

Where is the PLD coming from to ensure teachers even understand what to do? 
The MoE has never followed through with promised PLD in my 20 years teaching 
here, so why we would expect any different now. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1253-W 

As a teacher, I do not hold the knowledge to teach this - this is a big concern for 
me. I really love the inclusion as I think it is really important but there needs to be 
heaps of supporting PD to ensure we are doing this well. It feels like we are 
pushing too fast for this inclusion as the profession is not ready to teach all of 
these concepts - this is not about not wanting to, but a lack of knowledge. For 
example as a food technologist in 1.2, "students will have opportunities to explore 
how tikanga and regulations influence working with resources" How do I as a 
teacher learn about the tikanga? Where do I get that knowledge from? I work in a 
school where we do not have a strong connection with the local iwi. This is a 
really big concern for me. I also don't currently hold knowledge about traditional 
Maori materials and processing techniques but I will be expected to cover it in my 
courses. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18MH-G 

I think that the Tātaiako component within the teaching standards integrates 
beautifully into the curriculum. I believe that teachers are already supporting 
students/akonga in this way already. It is great to see the formal inclusion in the 
standards / assessment schedules. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18XE-R 

I really don't have the skills or knowledge to answer any of the above check 
boxes. I am scared that we are relying on the people writing this to know what 
direction will work in the classroom in an authentic context for Technology 
classes. I don't know if we have people who know both the Technology curriculum 
and Mana Ōrite mō te Mātauranga Māori well enough to make these calls. So 
keep it broad!!! so we can test out what will work in the classroom. 

ANON-
K9GG-
187N-Z 

Good examples - on the right track. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1823-Z 

need more detail 
At level 3 it says that students should incorporate traditional Maori techniques and 
processed into their outcome. It may be very restricting for students to do this, 
especially when they are working on a genuine need... seems very strange to 
restrict students and limit their projects. For Subjects such as Metal work how 
would this work??? what are traditional Maori metal work materials skills and 
processes? In textiles, students would be limited to flax and weaving... what about 
knit fabrics and other specialist fabrics that have been manufactured for a specific 
purpose such as Goretex for making a product that needs to be waterproof...??? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18GE-7 

same as above 

ANON-
K9GG-
18G4-P 

Poor examples of subject based learning implementing Maori world view. More 
specific examples for each area and more doable projects. Consider the differing 
communities and what experience and access they have to reflect these needs. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18GQ-K 

Great start. Such a shift from what we have had. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18Z9-E 

Serious up-skilling will be required to ensure all staff have the skills needed to 
understand the standards first and how to teach within a Maori context. 
Resources will need to be provided i 

ANON-
K9GG-
18ZU-A 

i don't know enough about matauranga Maori to comment. perhaps some tuition 
for teachers would help. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18XU-8 

This new stuff actually seems more inaccessible than the current stuff for Maori. 
My students want to do and make stuff - the learning plan show lots of 
opportunities to test & try stuff, but only one finished outcome which they can 
share with friends and families and be proud of. Some of my students use their 
skills from class to make Pasifika costumes and clothes for their siblings. How do 
these standards support that kind of transferrable learning? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18JE-A 

Are the concepts grounded in te ao Māori? 
This should be included as part of the product development process WHEN it is 
relevant to the student and the product context. Any compulsory requirement is 
inappropriate. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12KU-N 

Need experts to be accessible during the school year. We have concerns that we 
would be relying on an unpaid workforce. 
Protocols - culturally girls shouldn't be carving in hard materials. 
Oncern about cultural misappropriation of motifs and techniques and processes. 
Will their be a Maori cultural certification process for teachers - are we allowed to 
teach Maori culture when it doesn't belong to us? 
Can be limiting to the program. Great to incorporate it but limits the creativity and 
innovation. 
The waka huia project is very basic for level 1 - we currently do this in Year 9. It 
doesn't feed into scholarship thinking as it is so prescribed and limits students. It 
doesn't allow for problem solving. 
Disengaging of other cultures if Maori culture is the primary focus. 
Tokenistic - it needs to have a point/reason. Needs to be relevant to students 
projects. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18TZ-9 

This is tokenism Maori inclusion, needs reviewing. I have a a great authentic 
project that I can share with you if you want. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18TT-3 

I would hate to see this turned into tokenism. 
Te kotahitanga practice in the classroom are much more holistic and meaningful. 
This is also a proven method of improvement student learning. 

ANON-
K9GG-
181V-2 

Response 
The learning matrix makes broad statements, which are open to interpretation, 
needing clarification with examples appropriate for level 6. 
Are all parts of the matrix to be covered in an assessment? 
Learn about traditional Maori materials and processes. 
What traditional materials and processes are we talking about pre or post 
European? Examples need to be given here. 
Has consideration to any contemporary materials and processes used today? 
 
Understand how tikanga influences the way of working with resources and 
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product development. 
Does tikanga influence this? Explain the values, processes and processes. 
 
Understand how regulations influence resource and product development. 
What regulations are we talking about? Examples and to what level how deep at 
level 6. 
 
How are the soft skill measured? eg: gain or develop confidence, confidence in 
making decisions, enjoy what they create, take pride in achievement. These are 
not learning outcomes and should not be in this column. 
 
1.1 
How is ownership and pride measured? 
 
1.2 
Paragraph 2 and 3 need clarification tikanga and regulations to what extent for 
level 6. An explanation of both needed. Is there any local Kawa? What happens if 
there is not protocol associated with community that is easily accessable? 
 
1.3 
What will students have to present for their external submission? 
Paragraphs 2 and 3 are very vague. 
 
1.4 
What will students have to submit for the external? 
How will confidences be assessed. 
 
 
We need to have clear understanding of what is innovative practices at the 
different level. 
 
Are we producing a final product or an outcome? (Technological Outcome?) One 
needs to be agreed on to avoid confusion clarification is needed as to the 
expectation. 
 
 
An area for Technology that has caused problems in the past is the use if 
stakeholders and wider stakeholders. In the Matrix at Level 7 “end user and wider 
community considerations” and at level 8 
“end user or communities” At the secondary level students should only work with 
the end user as continual end user and wider community consultation only works 
if stakeholders have an understanding of their requirements and can give quality 
feedback. Stakeholder consultation to the expected level in secondary school is at 
the same level as year2 and 3 tertiary courses and needs to be changed to better 
reflect the maturity and ability to access stakeholders. This is different to the 
curriculum but needs addressing. 
 
 
 
Curriculum level 7 
Bullet points 5 and 8 need to be more explicit and better clarification of 
statements. Bullet point 7 will this follow on from level 1 Manufacture function etc. 
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Curriculum level 8 
Bullet point two will stifle creativity if it is compulsory. We need to be mindful it is 
not there to fulfil a criteria and lack cultural meaning and with a lack of substance. 
As I have stated before are the tradition pre, post European and is there 
consideration to the contemporary processes used today 
 
The new assessment material needs to be as prescriptive as possible to alleviate 
the different interpretation of the assessment documents. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18CT-J 

It is interesting that it has been brought into and we like fact that we can put NZ 
culture in our projects however there is a lot of learning to be done. 
 
The willingness is there but do we have the knowledge to extend the students 
learning. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18CR-G 

Teacher need PD and support if we want this to be successful and not a token 
exercise. There is limited resources that are easy to use at present. Very good 
exemplar material also needs to be developed. We also need to be aware that 
some Maori students may not have the prior knowledge we expect and we need 
to be careful we don’t burden these students. We need to sow the egg for these 
students so they fell comfortable to explore and expand their knowledge. Many of 
our students are urban Maori. I put myself in this situation where I am of Maori 
heritage but I have not been raised in the Maori world, but I want to learn. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1893-7 

See note above 

ANON-
K9GG-
18WV-8 

-How do we make sure this is not done in a token way. 
-How should teachers make sure they feel confident to teach about matauranga 
maori and do justice to the area. 
-How can we ensure Maori students do not feel that they are being singled out to 
have 'Maori knoweldge' when they may have not been raised in te ao Maori. 

ANON-
K9GG-
188B-N 

just waiting to see how this evolves... 

ANON-
K9GG-
18HT-Q 

At L3, why do students have to apply traditional Maori materials and processing 
techniques, if the context of their brief does not fit it. At L1, they learn about it and 
at L2, it is not addressed. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18EW-Q 

te reo maori words are used but no further indication of its use or how it is to be 
taught explained well or even explained at all 

ANON-
K9GG-
18AJ-6 

Open this standard up further. So, outcomes can be modern but reflect knowledge 
learnt from research. River, Waka, Mountain Different iwi or district. Symbols 
used. 
Tuakiritanga (Identify where you come from) Te Iwi Maori – specific practices per 
iwi district. 
Need to include Kowhaiwhai (Patterns painted), Natural dyes 
Raranga can include Flax- piupiu – kete Tamiko tapestry stitch craft, 
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ANON-
K9GG-
189X-C 

At Level One the incorporation of learning about Maori materials is fine, where I 
have the problem is at Level 3 is the application of traditional Maori materials to 
an outcome. In isolated areas of the country where Maori did not reside (they only 
passed through on their travels) this could become problematic. We have to travel 
2 - 3 hours to find experts in these fields. 
 
I cannot comment on if Maori terms are appropriate except to say they do seem to 
change from iwi to iwi, person to person. I am not confident enough in this area. I 
have found the terms can depend upon whom you are talking to. 
 
Overall I believe I could incorporate Maori culture into the Level One standard 
using either Food or Textiles. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18AF-2 

Extensive Professional Learning will need to be provided and funded - by whom?. 
Resources and exemplars will need to be widely available. 
The proposed external AS 1.3 would be better as an Internal as it is heavily 
practical based. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18Y1-5 

Teachers will need a lot of support to develop courses that incorporate Maori 
concepts in terms of tikannga/kawa and also just in general. I hope that this will be 
rolled out with lots of PL rather than teachers just having to plonk it into 
programmes in a tokenistic way. I think PL is essential here. I am a Food Tech 
teacher and ex-chef and with my current knowledge around Maori foods and 
processing techniques I cant see how I can make my courses very dynamic. I can 
think of a few ingredients and methods of cooking but it's vey limited. I worry that 
this does not allow scope for a breadth of innovation and creativity. 
However I am totally open to learning more...providing it is accessible to me. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18DB-1 

It is important that this is done tactfully and not in a token way. This is something 
that will take time. A lot of people will need to up skill or build confidence in this 
area. It also should be something that all specific areas can do in their own way 
as some areas find it easier than others. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18E7-Q 

The Maori content is a fascinating and rich resource of ideas and inspiration. 
Think the way that the course has been developed looks at only using processes 
that were used and how this can be re-used. There would be so much more 
engagement and exciting learning around how this can be used to develop new 
ideas for the application in various ways. Mentioned was traditional materials and 
processes such as carving and raranga- for Textiles there could be the traditional 
dying but surely we need to be able to identify respect and re-create from a 
Turangawaewae perspective? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18DW-P 

Authentic contexts inspire fit for purpose outcomes 
 
How can we teachers incorporate Mātauranga Māori and use authentic contexts 
without it being tokenism? Our concern is that we would not want to be degrading 
the values and beliefs of Mātauranga Māori through superficial delivery which has 
a lack of depth or specialist knowledge. Equally, we do not want to detract from 
the mana of those who currently hold those skills. It seems disrespectful to 
suggest that anyone can upskill whereas in reality it takes more than one lifetime 
to acquire those taonga. 
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Innovation in materials and processing technology empowers ākonga to respond 
to their one and others needs now and into the future 
 
“Needs” in this context appears to be confined to physical needs. This misses the 
opportunity to consider hauora, including emotional and spiritual needs, making 
for well-being and making creative outcomes. Traditionally, in many cultures, 
materials are interwoven with narrative. We create outcomes in response to our 
interaction with the world around us. For example, during lockdown and Covid-19 
there was a reconsideration of our place in time and the values of hauora which 
resulted in a resurgence of interest in traditional skills and techniques. People 
acted as a community to use technologies in new and innovative ways. 
The application of these did result in outcomes, but it was about the journey and 
creative pathway which also supported spiritual and emotional wellbeing. 
 
We are concerned that Māori teachers within schools will be burdened with 
delivering professional learning to meet the needs of the whole school community. 
Some schools have good relationships with local communities and can call upon 
external expertise to support. Not all schools are so fortunate. All teachers, 
including Māori, have expressed concerns that there are insufficient resources 
and materials for their own professional development. This includes 
whakawhanaungatanga and whanaungatanga. 
 
 
 
 
The technology design process enables ākonga to understand and manage risk, 
and to express themselves 
 
Managing risk and self-expression are two completely separate strands which 
should have their own pathways. Health and safety as an activity within risk 
management must be differentiated, since there is no acceptable way in which 
ākonga can fail. We see this as an area which all ākonga must follow prior to 
engaging with materials and processing technologies. This pathway should also 
include all tikanga and kawa. 
 
By trying to force these together within a framework where there is a restricted 
number of credits, we are concerned that neither will be addressed appropriately. 
 
 
Appreciating the nature and scarcity of resources helps ākonga to develop 
successful and sustainable outcomes 
 
Language which talks about the nature and scarcity of resources is at odds with 
Mātauranga Māori and concepts of kaitiakitanga and manaakitanga. We know 
that it is important both to honour the past as well as walking to the future. Our 
ākonga need an appreciation of traditional skills as well as the capacity to adapt, 
innovate and invent. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1887-A 

I like the idea of basing the learning on bigger concepts within Te ao Maori, such 
as sustainability/ environment/ resources etc. 
 
I think there needs to be caution around some of the examples listed under 1.2, 
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that these do not become token 'Māori' processes. There needs to be 
consideration around how these fit in contemporary society, allow for innovation, 
leave room for authentic development, individual contexts, reflect current practice 
with both Maori/ NZ technological practice? 
 
I can see that these new AS are going to need a huge shift in mindset for a lot of 
people and that there needs to be lots of PD around what it means to actually 
work from a mātauranga Māori perspective, so that it is inclusive, authentic, and 
successful for both our Kaiako and ākonga. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18K9-Y 

I love that this is now included, I believe it is a long time overdue. 
However, as stated above our learning matrix uses the verb to 'learn' - I feel I am 
being told what to teach and that suddenly our curriculum has become content 
driven. The joy of our curriculum is the opportunity to meet the needs of our 
students as individuals. I have heard a lot of stress already from others about not 
knowing that 'stuff.' Many years ago technology teachers learned they did not 
have to be the fountain of all knowledge, that we have the joy of learning together 
in this subject but I feel that now with the language used in the matrix we are 
being told we are expected to teach this content. I believe what you are asking us 
to do is explore maori values and consider the world from another perspective. 
That we are encouraging our students to explore their own world and feel 
supported by us to follow this journey as they begin as feel confident in sharing 
their views we will all have the opportunity to learn together. I feel afraid for the 
conversations I have heard and the 'tokenism' that may continue because of the 
way our significant learning is worded. It NEEDS reviewing - it is many years ago 
that a teacher was expected to be the only source of knowledge - many teachers 
still believe they need to know all the answers so this is a big shift that will need 
support for many. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18N8-1 

1. LEARNING MATRIX 
a) Tikanga & traditional Maori practices reflected well in Matrix Level 1 
b) lots of PD around this required if it is mandatory rather than simply encouraged 
(eg. making motorbikes & go-karts, braziers and vehicle wheel-stands - where 
does Tikanga Maori fit in & what if a student does not wish to engage with this 
cultural enquiry?) 
c) if no content submitted by student will they fail despite designing, developing & 
making a successful project which is proven in their evaluation to be fit for 
purpose against their Design Brief specifications? 
e) Tikanga Maori should enrigh the ideation/innovation during product 
development not define or be the only perspective/context 
 
2. ASSESSMENT GUIDE - following the multi-choice tick boxes of this online 
survey - is this the "Assessment Matrix" as shown here 
https://ncea.education.govt.nz/technology/materials-and-processing-
technology?view=assessment? 
a) nothing in the Ach Std headings infer Te Ao Maori perspectives (which is fine at 
Title level) 
 
3. COURSE OUTLINES 
 
AS 1.1 - lacking any reference to Te Ao Maori 
AS 1.2 incorporates Tikanga & Kawa - not clear if this encouraged/optional as 
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enrichment - which it should be - or mandatory which may cause multiple student 
to fails if they do not engage with it 
AS 1.3 - lacking any reference to Te Ao Maori 
AS 1.4 - lacking any reference to Te Ao Maori 

ANON-
K9GG-
18NX-1 

What is shown is 'not grounded' in matauranga maori. It currently looks 'forced'. 
1.2 is far too limiting for a subject that is 'grounded' in future thinking, which is the 
essence of technology. 
As it currently sits in the standards this is going to create 'appropriation' and 
misuse which will be unintentional, but because most teachers do not have the 
knowledge or skills to delve deeply and meaningfully into matauranga maori. The 
resourcing would have to reflect the local areas and therefore it will be difficult to 
produce resources that area generic for the 'nation'. 
Having spent two years researching whether a parallel design process to the 
eurocentric one we have exists - we have not found one. The 'Te Tukanga 
Hoahoa Whakaaro' model that came out in Dec 2020 is a eurocentric process and 
had been put against 'the creation story'. This was a forced connection. Any 
content involving matauranga maori should be an 'or', 'and / or' so that we can 
build curriculum content to the students needs in front of us. I recognise we are a 
bi-cultural nation but at the moment the content looks so forced as it has been 
squeezed into where ever some mention could be made. This is starting it off on 
the wrong foot. In Technology we need to show our young Maori about how te ao 
maori fits within the modern world; how we are affecting papatuanku; 
guardianship is a common ground for most cultures including maori and an issue 
most teachers could incorporate well into their teaching. Keeping 'traditional' maori 
skills alive is not the job of 'Technology' - we look to improve our world with 
innovation; the skills currently taught are ways the products / built world are built / 
constructed which is why they are relevant to everyone. 
'Traditional' maori skills should be incorporated into the new Te Ao Haka course 
as part of learning around identity and culture. This will become a very popular 
course in schools for our young maori and those that also want to immerse 
themselves in that culture. 
Tikanga around sourcing and handling materials will be limited and often the 
source is beyond students control because we are a 'costly' subject for schools 
and school budgets do not stretched to sustainably sourced materials by large. 
The knowledge and skill to deliver matauranga maori is not in our teaching force; 
often maori feel it is there tikanga and do not want the power to teach it devolved 
to pakeha. There is often a lot of resistant in the community to this. There is 
already increasing pressure on anyone that schools know has feet in this culture 
to 'give' something and I think the pressure to seek and find help from maori will 
be enormous and overwhelming as schools will look to maori communities for 
support. Often our maori parents have not been absorbed in this culture and often 
it is not the culture our maori students are being surrounded in - this can be 
parental choice / or by circumstance. But in class I think it puts extraordinary 
pressure on our maori students to feel that they should 'know'. This often switches 
them off and they build a wall of defence to deflect this pressure. We would have 
to be so careful in what we do. 
We can accomplish this move forward just as well by not forcing it into as many 
standards as possible but by including it as an 'essence' within the work that we 
do. 
The teaching profession is looking to the MOE / NCEA to provide the knowledge 
and skills to deliver this - the time frame for them to do that is too tight - this often 
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means it won't be done well. It also needs to be broad so that we don't just have a 
'few' examples there needs to be a great many so that teachers have choice of 
what fits with their locality and student interests. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18NC-C 

1.2 Lack of authenticity seems like cheapening/superficial/ cheapening Maori 
culture when the focus is on traditional materials and processing techniques 

ANON-
K9GG-
18N2-U 

* All documentation in the Change Package should include English translation of 
all Maori words used. This will increase awareness of meanings and avoid 
confusion about terminology 
* Very few teachers in New Zealand have a good grasp of the Maori language 
and/or an indepth understanding and knowledge of Maori culture and traditions. 
Therefore, many teachers will struggle with Maori contexts and approaches to 
teaching and learning being introduced. 
* Important to be mindful of the significant number of teachers in NZ schools that 
come from all over the world, bringing their own cultural contexts and approaches 
to teaching and learning. 
* Our classrooms are comprised of many different cultures, not just Maori/Pasifika, 
so it is very important to present an inclusive approach to education in this 
country, whilst still providing opportunities for a Maori/Pasifika context to be used. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FF-7 

Yes, I think this is clear. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FZ-U 

Assessment Guide 
 
My main concern is that there are only 4 standards proposed for an area which 
originally offered 23 and which includes standards covering multiple strands within 
materials and processing. 
 
 
I would like to suggest that any and all of those standards could be selected as an 
external and/or an internal. Ākonga or kaiako could choose which one they 
wanted to be assessed externally. 
 
I want and need to see exemplars of authentic and actual student-based work 
which is fitting all levels of achievement. There needs to be examples which 
completely covers the range of all materials so that teachers, moderators and 
markers are clear about what is required. 
Along side this if errors are made in transcribing then alterations should be made 
immediately not left to create confusion. 
 
The new NCEA site needs to contain everything that is pertinent to a standard in 
relation to its teaching, assessment and moderation expectations (i.e. 1.1 is one 
document, perhaps with tabs or hyperlinks within that document). 
 
With regards to terminology, “outcome” allows for a range of possibilities which 
can either be conceptual or actual. “Product” is a very restrictive word which 
implies a single entity. 
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Course Outline 
 
The lack of detail hampers ownership and discussion. It is hard to see how this 
would function equitably in individual schools. I have concerns that it puts 
teachers in a position of not knowing whether their expertise will continue to be 
valued or even if they will have a future in teaching because of SLT teams making 
decisions re course at this Level. Not knowing what is proposed in 2 and 3 also 
creates so much uncertainty. 
 
Throughout Aotearoa/ New Zealand in a whole range of schools and deciles, 
there is a huge variance as to what courses are running. At this point in time our 
ākonga have the ability to self-select more than one course in this area because 
this best meets their learning needs. This new pathway does not open up 
opportunities, it shuts them down. 
 
I have a concern that the perception of parents, whanau and communities will be 
that a whole year which results in relatively few credits is not adding educational 
value. The mathematics of the proposals at Level 1 do not seem to equate to the 
realities of timetabling and course design in schools. 
There are still parents who struggle to cope with the system we have now, due to 
the range of place and variences. 
 
The course outline exemplar states that it does not mandate any particular context 
or approach so we are therefore wondering whether this means that courses can 
be constructed using other cultural influences as an alternative to Mātauranga 
Māori. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FV-Q 

Teachers questioned why more Māori terminology had not been included. For 
example, “sustainability” has been included instead of “kaitiatikanga.” 
Teachers also felt they needed much more support in unpacking terminology and 
understanding concepts in depth, not just at a superficial level. 
 
What support will there be for teachers? 
There was a lot of discussion about whether the promised support and exemplar 
materials would eventuate. Teacher were worried that the developmental timeline 
was so short as to make it impossible to produce quality materials, let alone trial 
and use them with confidence. 
Teachers expressed concern about where the burden of responsibility would fall. 
Each iwi would have their own tikanga and mita so it may be difficult for 
moderation or even check marking if the teacher doing it doesn’t have knowledge 
of different rohe. 
Generically the process would be similar but the language used or techniques 
used may differ. 
Teachers expressed concern about a lack of information around the externally 
assessed standards and how they would be assessed. There was a worry over 
potential increase in teacher workload to sift and sort student evidence, especially 
if “snapshots” were to be assessed. 
Although the shift away from written reports towards more diverse forms of 
respectful aromatawai was seen as a generally positive move, teachers were 
frustrated at the lack of detail and guidance. Many gave anecdotal evidence of 
student failure where moderation failed to explain why students had failed and 
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teachers were left wondering. All of this leads to a lack of teacher confidence in 
delivery. 
What will a program of teaching and learning look like in practice? 
Discussion centred around how the learning program should take priority and 
build upon the Big Ideas and Significant Learning. Many schools have Semester-
based programs and discussion could not clarify how this would translate to a 
future where there were only 4 standards. 
Teachers understood that there were 4 standards in DVC and 4 in Digital 
Technologies. However, this still means that food, textiles, wood, metal and other 
processing materials are all vying for the same 4 standards. It was the general 
consensus of opinion that many Māori and Pasifika students will study multiple 
technologies because they really value the practical aspects of learning. 
Teachers are concerned that the proposed changes will lead to exclusive 
competitiveness between material areas, and potentially job losses. Some 
specialist teachers were concerned that they might be asked to teach a multi-
materials course which further diluted their ability to deliver specialist skills. 
Teachers were interested in the idea that a year long program of study could have 
aspects which were not assessed. Teachers also wondered about how many 
credits should be delivered. There were questions around course endorsement 
and how many credits would be required for that. Teachers were worried that 
students (and parents and communities) would want courses which delivered 20 
credits, irrespective of whether this was required. There was discussion over the 
60 credits proposed for Level 1 NCEA and how many subjects/how many credits 
per subject this meant students should be assessed on. 
Teachers pondered the idea of being able to practice for assessments prior to 
assessment and whether having fewer standards and fewer credits available 
might make this more feasible practice. 
Teachers asked about Unit Standards and their role in programs of learning. 
 
Questions which were posed 
 
1. What would be the best way to assess externally and what might this look like 
in practice? We would like to suggest that any and all of those standards could be 
selected as an external and/or an internal. Ākonga or kaiako could choose which 
one they wanted to be assessed externally. 
 
2. Does the Standard 1.2 mean that it has it be delivered exclusively through the 
use of traditional Māori materials? Where do 21st century technologies such as 
CAD/CAM, Laser cutters and 3-D printers integrate into these proposals? Where 
do 21st century materials such as alginates and E-textiles appear in these 
proposals? What about processing techniques and materials which have no 
obvious equivalent with traditional Māori materials such as concrete, fibreglass, 
felt, soap? 
 
The lack of detail hampers ownership and discussion. It is hard to see how this 
would function equitably in individual schools. We have concerns that it puts 
teachers in a position of not knowing whether their expertise will continue to be 
valued or even if they will have a future in teaching. 
 
Throughout Aotearoa/ New Zealand in a whole range of schools and deciles, 
there is a huge variance as to what courses are running. At this point in time our 
ākonga have the ability to self-select more than one course in this area because 
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this best meets their learning needs. This new pathway does not open up 
opportunities, it shuts them down. Our concern is that it will result in schools 
closing courses due to a lack of standards. Materials and processing technologies 
encompasses wood, metal, food, textiles, CAD/CAM and many others. 
 
We have a concern that the perception of parents, whanau and communities will 
be that a whole year which results in relatively few credits is not adding 
educational value. The mathematics of the proposals at Level 1 do not seem to 
equate to the realities of timetabling and course design in schools. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FE-6 

Are Māori terms used appropriately? 
The use of terminology doesn't seem consistent ( why "sustainability" instead of 
kaikiatikanga?). There is room for more Māori concepts to be incorporated 
The unpacking of the understanding of these concepts for teachers also needs to 
be developed. 
Are the concepts grounded in te ao Māori? 
Language which talks about the nature and scarcity of resources is at odds with 
Mātauranga Māori and concepts of kaitiakitanga and manaakitanga. 
 
Can you see Māori contexts and approaches to teaching and learning explained? 
We know that it is important both to honour the past as well as walking to the 
future. Our ākonga need an appreciation of traditional skills as well as the 
capacity to adapt, innovate and invent. Where is the place for 21st century 
learning ? What about new and emerging technologies - such as CAD/CAM, laser 
cutting and programming - all of which students are already learning in areas 
including food, textiles and hard materials? 
Do the Course Outlines show how a course could be taught across a year in the 
subject? 
The course outline offered as a suggestion is an example of waka huia, which has 
been done to death in schools. It's neither innovative or original. I suggest that it is 
also not sustainable for a whole year. At a junior technology level, at intermediate 
level, yes. At Level 1- no. Could we please have some suggestions which are 
more creative and innovative as examples. 
 
I was disappointed to see an example of a course outline which was not more 
obviously accessible to a wider range of materials. I found it difficult to see this 
outline through the lens of a Textiles/Fashion outcome. At this stage in the 
consultation the exemplars should be wide and open in their nature, so that 
teachers can clearly see how they can incorporate their specialist materials. 
Teachers need to be able to see themselves in the teaching and learning, working 
alongside their ākonga. 
 
The example of an outline also showed a plan to focus on a single end product for 
the year which is assessed using all 4 standards. This is not the way that 
technology "works" in practice in my school. What does work is to keep ākonga 
engaged with practical work which stimulates and challenge, by providing multiple 
options and which is grounded in things that they want to do. 
I see that there is a missing link in these proposals, namely the opportunity for 
groups of ākonga to work together on a single outcome with a collaborative focus. 
This could include making parts of a bigger whole ( a mini-bike, a healthy-foods 
initiative, multi-unit production- facemasks for vulnerable communities, warm 
clothes for children, preserves and jams for the kaumatua- which support local 
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communities and social enterprises.) Our ākonga like to work together to support 
social enterprise and do good in their communities. These proposed standards 
have too much emphasis on the individual. That's ok, as long as something 
additional can also be offered to support collaboration and group work. Why not 
both? 
There are currently 23 standards in technology which cover materials, processing 
technologies, systems and manufacturing. I want to ask why only materials and 
processing have been chosen ? "outcomes" can include things other than 
"products". The proposals should open up multiple opportunities and pathways for 
our ākonga, not restrict their choices and limit the ways in which they can engage 
with the learning. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FR-K 

This is an area that always needs more work, more emphasis, more PD and more 
full engagement. I suggest ongoing practical PD for all teachers over the next few 
years. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18FS-M 

The lack of detail hampers ownership and discussion. It is hard to see how this 
would function equitably in individual schools. I have a concern that it puts 
teachers in a position of not knowing whether their expertise will continue to be 
valued or even if they will have a future in teaching. 
 
Throughout Aotearoa/ New Zealand in a whole range of schools and deciles, 
there is a huge variance as to what courses are running. At this point in time our 
ākonga have the ability to self-select more than one course in this area because 
this best meets their learning needs. This new pathway does not open up 
opportunities, it shuts them down. My real concern is that it will result in schools 
closing courses due to a lack of standards. Materials and processing technologies 
encompasses wood, metal, food, textiles, CAD/CAM and many others. 
I was disappointed that there were not multiple examples of course outlines 
accessible to a wide range of materials. At this stage in the consultation the 
exemplars should be wide and open so as to help teachers unpack and 
understand the proposals. 
The course outline exemplar states that it does not mandate any particular context 
or approach so I am wondering whether this means that courses can be 
constructed using other cultural influences as an alternative to Mātauranga Māori. 
 
There are currently 23 standards in technology which cover materials, processing 
technologies, systems and manufacturing. I want to ask why only materials and 
processing have been chosen ? "outcomes" can include things other than 
"products". The proposals should open up multiple opportunities and pathways for 
our ākonga, not restrict their choices and limit the ways in which they can engage 
with the learning. 
 
Teachers need and want more information about how the various standards could 
work together to make new and exciting programs. In many schools, teachers will 
select standards from materials and processing alongside DVC and/or Digital 
Technologies. Will this be possible in future? What would it look like and how 
would it work? 
 
There is insufficient information and detail provided here in this consultation 
process to enable teachers to make truly informed decisions. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
185D-M 

Absolutely uncomfortable with the expectation on teachers to deliver this 
respectfully, appropriately/ authentically to the cohort I teach and competently. 
Totally against this as it has been written so far. I believe many teachers will 
completely leave this standard out of their Programme due to the lack of personal 
knowledge and desire to deliver a curriculum to the highest of their ability. There 
are so many schools advertising for Maori teachers. They are scarce, but this 
draft expects teachers to teach such a specialized taonga without the background. 
I am getting very worked up just thinking about it. I encourage students to explore 
their culture within their work and use authentic contexts relating to them. I do not 
believe this proposed draft will do this. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1838-6 

While this is a positive change, teachers will need considerable professional 
development to implement it in workshops and classrooms. Just one or two 
examples do not support the application at all. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1833-1 

Do not feel equip to answer this question as a pakeha and nota kiwi. 
 
Am very happy to teach but would expect Maori Educator to provide guidance and 
education to teachers to teach the subject content. 

ANON-
K9GG-
185X-8 

The teaching and learning in matauranga Maori requires teachers to be upskilled 
and comfortable across a range of areas tikanga, traditional materials, techniques 
and processes. How is this transition supported? 

ANON-
K9GG-
183C-H 

Mātauranga Māori needs to be embedded in all products not some of them. There 
has already been talk of how do I do this? Who will tell me whether I am doing it 
right? Can I not do it and the like. 
To avoid tokenistic behaviour build Mātauranga Māori into all 4 products so it can 
not be avoided. However support the community to make the transition to 
incorporating this into the classroom through Mātauranga Māori values and 
practices that are empowering to ākonga Māori and all other learners, model this 
well and give teachers good support to do this well. 

ANON-
K9GG-
125M-Q 

Do the Course Outlines demonstrate how teaching and learning could be 
grounded in mātauranga Māori? 
Yes, mātauranga Māori is woven throughout the documents, however it does not 
always seem authentic and sporadic use of Te reo feels a little like a token 
gesture. The implication that anyone and everyone can up skill (in such a short 
time frame) in order to teach and embed aspects mātauranga Māori, detracts from 
the mana of those who currently hold the skills and knowledge. I have limited 
experience working with flax and have limited knowledge of the tikanaga around 
raranga. This does not mean that I would be able to guide students through the 
making of a product using flax for both material and processing and then have 
that product assessed. 
Sustainability is mentioned often, which is great. But I was disappointed not to see 
the use of Kaitiakitanga to support mātauranga Māori. Also, there is missed 
opportunity to include Manakitanga as an underlying value. 
I expected to see more of these Māori values and concepts embedded and 
mentioned. 
Given the timeline provided for this feedback, I was unable to access expert 
assistance in time to fully consider the appropriateness of the terms used. 
I would have liked more time to discuss this with experts in my community. In 



 

20 April 2021 66 
 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

effect teachers had a very limited amount of time in an extremely busy term, to 
consider and comment on such significant changes to NCEA in this subject area. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NMT-J 

When considering the emphasis on Māori materials, processes and tīkanga where 
will the extensive training and professional development come from and in what 
time? When considering, say, carving, as an example, how strict are we being 
when adhering to the traditional rules where women were not enabled to be 
involved in the teaching of carving? How do we navigate this with female staff 
working in the workshop? When considering another process such as flax 
weaving, there are currently rules around how and when women can be involved 
in harvesting and working with flax. Is this something we disregard to be able to 
teach these aspects? More clarification around this key area is needed as there is 
currently limited to zero advice available on this aspect of the new changes. 
 
Where and when will the additional training come from to ensure teachers are 
competent in this area to teach this content? 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NXD-D 

would also add that each iwi would have their own tikanga and mita so it may be 
difficult for moderation or even check marking if the teacher doing it doesn’t have 
knowledge of your rohe. 
Generically the process would be similar but the language used or techniques 
used may differ. 
I totally support Māori learning as Māori but fear the standards and technology 
may change and deter our students who thrive and need subjects that promote 
being practical may be lost. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N79-1 

Again, I do not like the answer choice given. 
I am a realist here - where on earth are you going to the people to deliver the 
above adequately so that we as teachers deliver confidently? I for one can only 
see tokenism which is insulting to our Maori People. 
In the past, much of PD has not always addressed the need 'in depth' and before 
we embark on the above we must be certain ALL teachers feel confident 
delivering the content in the context expected. Has it really been thought out? 
How can we be certain language and being culturally responsive is woven 
adequately through the course? the above has only raised more questions rather 
than answering our questions. 
some teachers who are very passionate and possibly near retiring age are 
considering opting out by early retirement - they see the hard work that is required 
and will never deliver anything less than 'second best'. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N7P-R 

It just seems to me that this is going to be mandatory in 1.2 , whether relevant or 
not to what the student is developing. 

ANON-
K9GG-
187M-Y 

I see no where that the Teaching, Learning, and Assessment Guide explain HOW 
the subject supports ākonga Māori to SUCCEED as Māori? 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N7G-F 

mātauranga Māori is definitely evident, however, how will this change be 
managed and resourced, will PD be available? we see this as hugely beneficial, 
especially as a Tai Tokerau school based in Northland. We are a school who does 
actually embedded some of this already, and we have concerns around access to 
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knowledgeable people who can support us and share knowledge. who can we tap 
into for support and tikanga. who has the time, and who will get paid to do this. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N76-X 

Again this is probably my area of greatest concern. Inclusion of Māori worldview in 
teaching and learning is expected. However, how are teachers going to be 
upskilled to achieve this. While in some forums it has been discussed that local iwi 
can assist, in reality this is not feasible or fair. Where will local iwi's find the 
resources to upskill the teachers in the schools in their regions (if this is the 
expectation). Where will the koha come from - is the Government going to add an 
extra line of funds to the Operation grants? I am very well aware that COVID has 
implemented some pressure around this change process. However, I believe that 
even without COVID teachers would be feeling the same pressure that is 
beginning to be felt and the question of Māori world view would remain a query. 
Equity is a commonly used term in contemporary education. I would say that the 
reduction in standards with this change and expectation that Māori worldview will 
be a visible teaching concept - need a lot more attention if these changes are to 
bring about increased equity in teaching and learning in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Put more simply reducing standards offered is reducing student choice - and 
implementing another strand to the teaching and learning is increasing teacher 
workload - neither are great ingredients for equity in teaching and learning in 2021 
and the future. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N72-T 

This outline does not encourage me as a teacher to look at Matauranga Maori in a 
way that is authentic instead it will be tokenism. I fully understand that this is 
important for akonga, however what about the Muslim, Asian, South American, 
Pacifika students who have wonderful creative ideas of how to use fabrics from 
their heritage to make something beautiful that is more authentic for them. 
I expect that I will have to spend a lot of my free time upskilling in aspects of 
Matauranga Maori having already been told off by a Te Reo teacher for trying to 
include Maori weaving into a lesson as this is the right of the Te Reo teacher only, 
it was as if I had walked on the hallowed grass at Eton!! 
It appears that the Standard 1.2 is expected to be taught and experienced 
exclusively through the use of traditional Maori materials, where do 21st Century 
technologies such as Laser cutters, 3-D printers, E-textiles appear in this outline? 
Processing techniques and materials which have no obvious equivalent with 
Maori materials such as concrete, felt and soap are not to be included or are 
they? Please explain. 
The limiting of 4 Standards across 3 subject contexts will constrain Kinesthetic 
learners who love being in Materials and Processing Technology subjects. Instead 
they will have to choose one subject only as there are not enough standards to 
enable a full year of learning in Textiles and Wood or Metal Technologies. This 
will lead to competitiveness across the Technology Department/Faculty vying for 
the same students and potential job losses of teachers with the necessary 
specialist skills. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NQ7-S 

See other answers. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18V6-7 

There will need to 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18FK-C 

It does seem to be. 

ANON-
K9GG-
123Q-S 

There is so little information for what teachers are supposed to know and fully 
grasp the concepts of before trying to fully incorporate this into ongoing standards, 
not to mention the initial and ongoing PD that would be needed to get everyone 
on a level playing field. Some of the examples given are such token gestures and 
I thought we were trying to get away from token gestures and fully incorporate it 
into the teaching and learning. It also limits the creativity and expanse that 
teachers have on their programs. I think this needs a lot more thought and input 
before it can be incorporated to a level that is both genuine and realistic. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NSX-V 

Definite help needed to understnd so that teachers are not scared off. It's a 
fabulous opportunity to do some really authentic, truly cultural exploration and 
represent that through student learning, but teachers need to feel comfortable or 
they will avoid it all together. They also need to feel supported! Lots of PD and 
networking jumbo days needed! 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NGF-X 

Multiple TENZ members expressed that these standards are leaving the choice to 
teachers of how- or whether to- weave mātauranga Māori into their courses. The 
provided Course Outline provides a strong example of this, but clearer links in the 
standards and Learning Matrix could make teachers more confident teaching this 
content. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NGZ-J 

Future focussed learning is looking at how we are trying to establish learners and 
workers for our current environment and at level 6 7 and 8 the students not only 
need to learn about the different traditional Maori materials and processes but in 
level 8 they need to apply these traditional Maori materials and processes to an 
outcome. Which begs the question do you want future focussed learners or 
students that can apply traditional Maori materials and processes. 
 
I can see the value in both and I think there is a fantastic opportunity to 
incorporate some tikanga Maori into our curriculum but I dont think forcing 
students into having to do it is the answer. If the students were to pick an Iwi 
investigate their patterns and beliefs and try to incorporate that by using modern 
day processes into their design might be worth investigating. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 




