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Tena koe ||
Official Information Act Request

Thank you for your request of 20 October 2025, under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA), for
the following information:

May 2025 Automated Text Scoring results, particularly the percentage agreement
with human markers

Attached, as Appendix 1, is the information relevant to your request. We have provided a summary
for ease of reading.

Given your earlier OIA request, we have also included, in Appendix 1 and below, relevant
contextual information from the Al marking Pilot which was undertaken using student responses
from the September 2024 assessment event (AE2 2024).

Information to supplement Appendix 1
o Inthe 2024 pilot, 100% of the 35,000 responses were marked by both machine
marking (Automated Text Scoring (ATS)) and human markers, producing an 80%
agreement rate on Achieved/Not Achieved decisions (as reported to the Minister of
Education).

o ATS speeds up result turnaround, giving schools more time to support students who
did not achieve between the first assessment event (AE1 2025) and the second
assessment event (AE2 2025). For AE1 2025, human marking focused on responses
near the achievement boundary (about 36% of assessments) to reduce marking
time.

o Because AE1 2025 only had human marking for responses near the achievement
boundary (about 36% of assessments), there is no full human-marked dataset. This
means we cannot produce an equivalent agreement measure to the pilot across AE1
dataset.

o NZQA used more specific statistical methods in the pilot and AE1 (Pearson
correlation coefficient, Quadratic Weighted Kappa, Cohen's Kappa, Matthews
Correlation Coefficient, noted in the results table in Appendix 1) to compare ATS and
human scores that are not affected by the condensed sample around the
achievement boundary to ensure confidence in the marking process and the
accuracy of student achievement results. The results tables are included in Appendix
1.

Our response to your request may be published on our website after five working days. Your name
and contact details will be removed before publication.
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If you require further assistance or believe we have misinterpreted your request, please contact
Elizabeth Templeton in the Office of the Chief Executive, email elizabeth.templeton@nzga.govt.nz
or telephone (04) 463 3339.

You have the right to seek an investigation or review by the Ombudsman of this decision under
section 28(3) of the Official Information Act 1982. Details of how to make a complaint can be found
at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz. You can also telephone 0800 802 502 or write to the
Ombudsman at PO Box 10152, Wellington, 6143.

Naku na

/ﬁ

Dr Grant Klinkum
Pouwhakahaere/Chief Executive
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Appendix 1
Pilot Data from September 2024 Assessment

We compared the overall student achievement rate (achieved/not-achieved) of the machine marking with the
actual achievement rate based on human marking. The pilot results showed a variance of only 2.1 percentage
points between the human-marked achievement rate of 54.5% and the machine results of 56.6% for the
same cohort.

At an individual student achievement level, the NDS (the supplier) model has an Agreement Rate of 79.1%,
as shown in Figure 1. The shaded cells in Figure 1 are the students for whom there was a discrepancy
between the outcome (Achieved (A) vs Not Achieved (NA)) resulting from human marking and machine
marking.

Figure 1: Comparison between student outcomes — human marked vs machine marked

Human marked

NA A

11,913 3,295 15,208
NA

(34.0%) (9.5%) (43.4%)

Machine marked

4.017 15,779 19,796
A

(11.5%) (45.1%) (56.6%)

15,930 19,074 35,004

45.5%) (54.5%) (100%)

Analysis shows that a high proportion of these discrepancies are close to the cut score boundary between
an Achieved and Not Achieved result.

To provide confidence in our automated marking solution, we decided to use a check-marking process.
Human marking will be applied when the machine's score is near the achievement boundary.

May 2025 Assessment Event (AE1 2025)

Ahead of AE1 2025, NZQA shared a high-level figure of “80% agreement” between ATS and human
marking. This figure was based on pilot data comparing 35,000 student responses and was rounded from
an actual agreement rate of 79.1% for ease of communication. The data shows that agreement between
ATS and human scores tends to be lower near the achievement boundary (cut score), which makes
sense—small differences in scores near this boundary can affect whether a student passes, while the same
differences further away don’t have the same impact.

In AE1 2025, human marking was focused around the achievement boundary, so there’s no human-marked
data outside that range. Because of this, the 80% agreement rate can’t be recalculated across the full AE1
dataset.

NZQA has used different statistical methods to compare ATS and human scores to ensure confidence in
the marking process and the accuracy of student achievement results



Atotal of 43 experienced human markers were contracted to double mark selected scripts blind (i.e. not being
able to see the ATS score). These scripts were identified by targeting the boundary of achievement, as this
is the area of most material importance (student achievement outcomes) coupled with a natural dip in the
accuracy of ATS scoring (when compared with human scores).

The ATS model also produced a low confidence flag when the confidence in the score the model gave was
low. This could be due to reasons such as the response being repetitious or too short for the model to have
confidence in the score it gave. Our human contracted workforce marked all of these, irrespective of the
boundary.

If only one of a student’s pieces of writing met the criteria, both pieces of writing were identified for human
marking.

The total number of student responses marked by our human contracted workforce was 20,128 which
equates to over 36% of the total number of students who submitted a response for assessment. A small
number of additional responses were also human marked to ensure accuracy.

Additionally, several exercises were undertaken to analyse the data and investigate the robustness of the
scores.

The following tables summarise the findings for AE1 2025 across a range of statistical measures compared
with the pilot. These include for each rubric per question:
e The Exact agreement (where rounded marks given by the ATS model and humans are exactly the

same)

e The Adjacent agreement (where marks given by the ATS model differed from the humans by 1 score
point)

o The Exact + Adjacent agreement (combining the two to show the total agreement rate within 1 score
point)

The average Exact + Adjacent of 0.993 (or 99.3%) was on par with that of the pilot, which had a target of
>90%.

However, the Exact agreement of 0.649 (64.9%) is an improvement on the pilot Exact agreement rate of
0.620 (62%).



Figure 1: AE1 2025 statistical findings

AC=Accuracy
CO=Content
LA=Language
ST=Structure

Figure 2: pilot statistical findings (sample from AE2 2024)





