
Overall results  
The results from this review cover 14 papers.  Noting there is an adjustment in the scoring matrix and description now 
that we have adopted the PQF. Compared with the performance of 2018 – 2019, across 40 papers, the 2019 results 
show gradual improvement. 

The tables below show the distribution of quality ratings for the papers in this assessment round and the previous 
review rounds.  

Table 1: Quality rating scores 

July 2019 – October 2019 

All papers 

Mean 3.25 

Median 3 

Min 2 

Max 4.5 

Standard deviation 0.73 

Number of papers 14 

July 2018 – June 2019 

All papers 

Mean 3.14 

Median 3 

Min 2 

Max 4 

Standard deviation 0.63 

Number of papers 40 

Stronger papers  
We rated 3 papers as ‘good’ (4 / 4.5), and 7 as ‘acceptable’ (3 / 3.5).  The papers that were rated at the higher end of 
‘good’ (4.5) were: 

 ER: Presenting the Equity Index – options for mitigating stigma: This paper communicated how perceptions on
a technical subject could be managed. The executive summary was easy to read, and a clear purpose and
background gave context for the reader. A well evidenced paper, with clear use of criteria to analyse options.

 ER: Drawdown of operating funding for the new Learning Support Coordinator role: Delivery of a financial

drawdown paper kept simple by staying on task and resisting the temptation to include other

issues/information.
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 ER: School house disposals: This paper set out the issues and case for change well. It had a strong summary,

recommendations and analysis. The options are stepped through and the benefits/costings are included.

What we liked  
The higher scored papers (3.5 – 4) consistently had a clear layout and logical flow. The purpose statement signalled the 

focus of the recommendations, and the summary provided the key information to support the Minister to make 

decisions. In general the options were well thought-out, identified risks, financial implications and offered balanced 

advice. 

What we should keep working on 
The use of the new Policy Quality Framework (PQF) focused the panel on new areas, however consistent with previous 
reviews, we need to keep working on making sure the basics are done well including poof reading, tight executive 
summaries, clear recommendations, and identifying appropriate options, justifications, risks and mitigations in the 
body of papers. 

Across this set of the papers the panel also noted the following matters, more than once: 

- Financial implications: while noting our corporate templates don’t serve us well, the panel is of the view that
financial implications of proposals is too often missing or underdeveloped. Not providing this information is
asking our Ministers to make decisions without the complete set of information.  The panel considered this is
an ‘easy fix’ with a little attention, and request to change the template.

- Te Ao Māori and Te Tiriti – The PQF has an explicit reference to analysis done from a Te Ao Māori and/or Te
Tiriti perspective. A number of papers did cover this. An area to keep developing. The Policy Community can
go further and more consistently through explicit use of the Maori education framework, and Maori-Crown
partnership frameworks.

- Diversity of perspective: The PQF has an explicit reference to this.  A small number of papers had mentions of
frameworks that provide insights to diverse perspectives, including insights from wānanga, fono and korero
Matauranga. An area to keep developing. Continue to build this systematically into analysis and advice.

- Monitoring of Policy impacts: the PQF asks for a description on how and whether monitoring and evaluation
will be undertaken, and how this information will be used to inform future decision-making. Where it make
sense (often a timing matter) this needs to be covered.
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Overall results 
The results from this review cover 16 papers.  The tables below show the distribution of quality ratings for the papers 
in this assessment round and the previous review rounds.  

Table 1: Quality rating scores  

November 2019 – March 2020 

All papers 
Mean 3.06 
Median 3 
Min 2 
Max 4 
Standard deviation 0.48 
Number of papers 16 

July 2019 – October 2019 

All papers 
Mean 3.25 
Median 3 
Min 2 
Max 4.5 
Standard deviation 0.73 
Number of papers 14 

July 2018 – June 2019 

All papers 
Mean 3.14 
Median 3 
Min 2 
Max 4 
Standard deviation 0.63 
Number of papers 40 

Stronger papers 
We rated one paper as ‘good’ (scoring a 4) and four at the top end of ‘adequate’ (scoring 3.5). 

The ‘good’ paper was Education Report: Tertiary pathways and Fees Free at Level 3.  The panel agreed this 
is an exemplary paper, with only minor matters holding it back from a 4.5 or a 5 score.  

The better than ‘adequate’ papers (3.5), not quite getting a score of 4 were: 
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• ER Code of Practice for Pastoral Care of Domestic Tertiary Students - draft Cabinet paper

• ER: Reviewing how schools are funded for teacher aides

• Ed Report -  Advice on potential changes to school transport assistance eligibility criteria

• Briefing Note: Teaching Council funding

What we liked 
1. Most papers advised a preferred approach or option, backed by good analysis.

2. Two papers stood out for their free frank advice (although noting getting the tone and alternative
options in the advice can be challenging)

3. A good number of reports dealing with technical issues, with the best papers using active and
informative headings.

4. Almost without exception papers were without basic errors (fairly tidy and free from grammatical,
spelling or formatting errors).

What we should keep working on 

1. Papers scoring a 3 (adequate) were quite often held back by their structure and logic. The panel
notes this is sometimes related to timing or preferred format for particular topics.  Regardless, we
need to continue to work on this to ensure the communication is clear and concise.

2. Consistently drawing out, where ever applicable:

o Treaty of Waitangi implications

o potential impact of policies on Māori and Pacific students and whānau.
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Overall results 
The results from this review cover 15 papers.  The tables below show the distribution of quality ratings for the papers in 
this assessment round and the previous review rounds.  

Table 1: Quality rating scores 

April 2020 – June 2020 

All papers 
Mean 3.6 
Median 3.5 
Min 3 
Max 4.5 
Standard deviation 0.37 
Number of papers 15 

November 2019 – March 2020 

All papers 
Mean 3.06 
Median 3 
Min 2 
Max 4 
Standard deviation 0.48 
Number of papers 16 

July 2019 – October 2019 

All papers 
Mean 3.25 
Median 3 
Min 2 
Max 4.5 
Standard deviation 0.73 
Number of papers 14 

July 2018 – June 2019 

All papers 
Mean 3.14 
Median 3 
Min 2 
Max 4 
Standard deviation 0.63 
Number of papers 40 
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Stronger papers  
We rated four papers as ‘good’ (scoring a four) and one paper scoring at the top end scoring a 4.5. We also rated ten 
papers at the top end of ‘adequate’ scoring 3.5.  

The top end ‘good’ paper was Education Report: Draft Cabinet paper - Education and Training Bill: policy approvals for 
Supplementary Order Papers. The panel agreed this is an exemplary paper, with only minor matters holding it back 
from a 5 score.  

The remaining ‘good’ papers scoring a 4 were: 

• Education Report Options for providing additional financial support to students during the Covid-19 outbreak 

• Education Report: School Property Announcements and Sector Engagement 

• Briefing Note: Cohort options for international students to enter New Zealand 

What we liked  
1. Most papers advised a good clear context and purpose with links to previous advice and/or discussions.  

2. The inclusion of clear next steps, realistic timeframes and expectations  

3. The inclusions of headings, tables and story lining to support papers analysis and stepping through the 
sections. 

What we should keep working on 
 
While the recs in our papers are generally clear, the internal logic, tone and inclusion of wider perspectives still can be 
improved on.  The panel notes that although this is sometimes related to timing or preferred format for particular 
topics, we still need to focus on this to ensure our communication is clear and concise. 

1. Papers scoring a 3 (adequate) were held back by their structure and overall presentation. A number of papers 
were repetitive and didn’t link between the sections well.   

2. The tone of writing impacts on how the paper is read. We noted a few papers with a dismissing or unwilling 
tone 

3. Consistently drawing out, where ever applicable: 

o Treaty of Waitangi implications  

o potential impact of policies on Māori and Pacific students and whānau.  
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Policy Community quality of written advice 
July- Dec 2020 summary report

1

The panel reviewed 22 papers from the July-December 2020 period. The panel noted this was an unusual period, covering the election 
period and during COVID. 

What we found 

• The panel reviewed some great papers, with a good bundle (8) scoring a 4. These papers are characterised by clear purpose; crisp
drafting; use active voice and effective headings, papers go further than status quo, options and criteria are used effectively, logic of
the paper supports Minister’s decision making, key information including about risks and implementation are covered when relevant.

• A good number of papers (10) scored 3.5. They are generally 1 issue away from being great examples. The panel recommends
checking all papers at the end to ensure they have a clear purpose which aligns with the paper content, a purpose, summary and
recommendations working together and there are no key information gaps.

The score 

• The average score for the papers in this period was 3.6

The Ministry performance target for the quality of written advice is 4/5. A ‘ good’ paper (4):

• Meets all the relevant quality standards

• Represents good practice

• Provides a solid basis for decision-making

• Could have been signed out with confidence

• Minor changes would have added polish

• This compares with an overall average score of 3.31 in 2019/20 and 3.14 in 2018/19.
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Policy Community quality of written advice 
January – June 2021 summary report

1

The panel reviewed 16 papers from the January – June 2021 period. 

What we found 

• The panel reviewed and identified 4 exemplary/good papers (rated a 4 or higher). These papers are characterised
by clear purpose; use of effective headings and strong links between sections. These papers are bringing together
complex information in a way that supports Ministers’ decision making, ensure key information including about risks and
implementation are covered, and take a strong position on next steps/actions.

• Most papers (9) scored 3.5, and 3 more scored 3. The 3.5 papers are generally 1 issue away from being scored a 4.
For future work, the panel recommends drafters, reviewers and signout managers consider:

• purpose, context, and previous consideration. Why is the Minister getting this, now? Does it cover the angles a
reasonable reader would expect?

• Te Tiriti, Māori and population analysis and implications of the advice
• recommendations, to line up with analysis and advice in the paper and take the work forward. What to do next?
• process and authority – who needs to take the next steps, how? Does the paper support this process?
• timeframes – is it urgent? how does it fit in an overall project? when will we seek the next decisions from busy

Ministers?

The score 
• The average score for the papers in this period was 3.59

• The Ministry 2020/21 performance target for the quality of written advice is 3.5/5. We have achieved the target for
2020/21: 3.59 and 3.58 in the two rounds. Our overall average score was 3.31 in 2019/20 and 3.14 in 2018/19.

• For 2021/22 our target is a 4/5 average. A ‘good’ paper (4):
• Meets all the relevant quality standards
• Represents good practice
• Provides a solid basis for decision-making
• Could have been signed out with confidence
• Minor changes would have added polish
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