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[IN-CONFIDENCE]

7 The RCOI found that abuse and neglect were widespread throughout the Inquiry period
(1950 – 1999) in State and faith-based care institutions.1 It also identified systemic and
institutional failures that led or contributed to abuse and neglect and found that most of
these continue to persist in current care systems. This includes in settings, like boarding
schools, where the Inquiry identified that many institutions had no, or poorly implemented
safeguarding  procedures,  reporting  mechanisms,  or  systems to  identify  and respond to
instances of abuse and neglect.2  

8 In June 2025 I directed officials to review the hostel regulatory framework to improve its
effectiveness in advance of the proposed transfer [CAB-MIN-0208].  The review identified
that aspects of the Regulations did not reflect modern child safety and protection standards,
particularly those relating to safeguarding, complaints, and monitoring and oversight tools.
Officials  conducted two rounds of engagement  with the sector  in November 2025 and
April 2026. They have now recommend strengthening the Regulations in alignment with
the recommendations of the RCOI. 

9 There are 87 licenced school hostels in New Zealand that are approved to house around
12,000 students.3 These are owned and managed by a mix of school boards and State-
integrated  school  proprietors,  trusts,  and  other  private  entities.  The  use  of  hostels  is
generally driven by geographic isolation where daily travel is not feasible, or by a desire
for students to attend a special character, charter or private school.

10 The Regulations establish minimum licensing standards intended to ensure the safety of
boarding students. However, they have not been updated since they were first developed
over  20 years  ago.  As a  result,  they do not  reflect  modern  child-centred  safeguarding
standards, including those identified and recommended by the RCOI. 

11 I am planning a two-phased review to modernise the Regulations. This paper relates to
Phase One: Child protection and addresses child protection gaps highlighted by the RCOI.
This review takes a precautionary approach due to the limited evidence available on the
frequency of harm in hostels.4 However, subject to Cabinet’s decisions, I intend for Phase-
Two to occur in 2027, to consider whether further changes are required to clarify hostels’
roles and responsibilities in pastoral care. I also intend to direct the Ministry of Education
to review the new regime in 2028-2029 to determine whether the changes are delivering
the  expected  outcomes,  particularly  for  the  overnight  supervision  and  sleeping  space
proposals. 

12 In  June  2025,  Cabinet  agreed  to  transfer  responsibility  for  licensing  and  regulatory
functions for school hostels from the Secretary for Education (the Secretary) to a Director
of Regulation (DOR) within the Education Review Office (ERO) [CAB-MIN-0208]. This
means that ERO will become the Hostels Regulatory Authority (the Authority) under the
Regulations. This change is expected to improve coordination and reduce duplication of
work,  and  was  included  as  part  of  the  Education  and  Training  (System  Reform)
Amendment Act 2026 (ERAA).

Stronger, clearer requirements for hostels to help ensure boarder safety 

Proposal 1: Overnight supervision
1 Whanaketia – Through pain and trauma, from darkness to light | Abuse in Care - Royal Commission of Inquiry. 
2 RCOI Chapter 5: Safeguarding people in care | Abuse in Care - Royal Commission of Inquiry. 
3 This number includes 3 Residential Specialist Schools (RSS). 
4 The Ministry does not have a centralised system to record, track, or analyse hostel complaints. Complaints are received through multiple
channels, limiting visibility of system-wide issues and resulting in an incomplete understanding of the scale, nature, and frequency of
concerns across licensed hostels.
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[IN-CONFIDENCE]

13 Under the Regulations, hostels are required to maintain staffing ratios that ensure boarder
safety at all times. I consider that the current requirement leaves too much to the discretion
of hostel owners to effectively manage safety risks to boarders overnight. 

14 I  have  been  told  by  officials  that  many  hostels  do  not  have  a  staff  member  present
overnight  in  buildings  where  boarders  sleep.  The Authority  and RCOI have  identified
contemporary incidents of abuse in New Zealand hostels, although the frequency remains
unknown due typically low reporting rates and delayed reporting by survivors of abuse.
However, boarding school environments are acknowledged to hold an increased risk of
abuse  for  children  and  young people  due  to  the  residential  setting  and  lack  of  direct
parental oversight.  

15 Expectations set out in the RCOI recommendations are clear. All care settings maintain
safeguarding policies and procedures that at a minimum ensure the protection of children,
young people, and adults in care from harm.5 I want to strengthen safeguards for boarders,
particularly in overnight supervision and sleeping space arrangements, which are key areas
of focus in the hostel context. 6  

16 I  considered  creating  a  requirement  for  hostels  to  have  at  least  one  supervising  staff
member  in  each  building  overnight,  in  line  with  minimum  standards  in  the  United
Kingdom and Ireland. However, I decided not to progress this option as the significant
potential disruption to operations and finances of many hostels appears disproportionate to
the prevalence of risk being managed. Many hostel buildings were not designed to house
dedicated staff sleep or working spaces and significant modifications could be needed. In
addition, hostels often have boarders spread across multiple buildings and the requirement
would greatly increase overnight staffing costs.

17 Instead,  I  propose  that  Cabinet  agree  to  strengthen  and  clarify  overnight  supervision
requirements for licensed hostels by explicitly requiring owners to:

17.1 ensure that staff  know which building each student is sleeping in and that each
student is the responsibility of a named staff member overnight, 

17.2 ensure that boarders know how and are able to contact a member of staff easily
from within each building at night 

17.3 ensure  that  supervising  staff  will  be  onsite  and  readily  accessible  to  boarders,
including at night,7 

17.4 ensure  that  supervising  staff  have  a  way of  monitoring  hostel  buildings  where
students are sleeping overnight,8

17.5 submit an overnight supervision risk management plan as part of the licensing and
renewal process outlining the overnight staff/boarder ratios and other arrangements
outlining how minimum requirements for overnight supervision are met to help
ensure student safety9, and 

5  RCOI recommendation 56
6  Australian Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse in Assessing the different dimensions and degrees of

risk of child sexual abuse in institutions - Causes;   Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse (England and Wales) in  Residential
schools investigation report. March 2022.; UNICEF  White Pape: The role of boarding schools for vulnerable children in the Europe and
Central Asia region.

7 Targeted engagement feedback indicates that the proposal to ensure that supervising staff are onsite and readily accessible will not 
introduce significant costs as it largely reflects current practice.
8 Monitoring methods may include routine staff inspections, CCTV, alarms, or other similar systems. Responsibility for compliance with the
Privacy  Act  rests  with  individual  hostels,  including  assessing  whether  CCTV  use  is  justified  and  proportionate  and  implementing
appropriate mitigations to reduce privacy risks as outlined in the Privacy Act Principles. 
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[IN-CONFIDENCE]

17.6 give  existing  hostels  one  year  to  comply  with  the  new  overnight  supervision
requirements. 

18 I consider that these changes will provide an appropriate balance between strengthening
safety for boarders, while not placing an undue compliance burden on hostel owners. 

Proposal 2: Sleeping spaces

19 Hostels are currently required to provide sleeping spaces that are “reasonably necessary”,
taking  into  account  the  number,  age  range,  and  sex  of  the  boarders.  I  consider  this
requirement  lacks  sufficient  consideration  of  student  safety  when  providing  sleeping
spaces. For example, some regulatory frameworks explicitly require student sleeping areas
to be separated by age to manage the risk of bullying and abuse of boarders who may be
more vulnerable to abuse due to developmental or physiological differences and associated
power imbalances related to age gaps. 10 

20 There are some traditional boarding practices where boarders of differing ages have sleep
spaces  in  close  proximity.  Hostels  consider  this  has  benefits  for  boarder  relationships,
development of leadership skills amongst older students and culture within hostels. These
include ‘vertical’ boarding where boarders of mixed ages are in the same building or section
to create a ‘family-like’ environment where older students provide direction and pastoral care
of younger students when staff are absent. 

21 I propose that where boarders of significantly different ages have sleeping spaces in close
proximity, that the hostel owner must include in their risk management plan how they have
mitigated any potential safety risks to the younger boarders. I consider that this will deliver
clearer  requirements  relating  to  hostels’  sleeping  space  arrangements  and  strengthen
safeguards for boarders.

Proposal 3: Corporal punishment and seclusion

22 I am also proposing to explicitly prohibit the use of corporal punishment and seclusion in
hostels  through the Regulations.  While the Education and Training Act 2020 (the Act)
explicitly  prohibits  corporal  punishment  and  seclusion  in  registered  schools  and  early
childhood services, the Regulations do not provide an equivalent, explicit prohibition on
the use of corporal punishment and seclusion in hostel settings. 

23 RCOI recommendations  72,  73,  and 74 recommend  that  Government  should prioritise
work to minimise and eliminate  ‘solitary confinement’11 in all  care settings as soon as
practicable.12  These changes will ensure better alignment of boarder safety and wellbeing
with existing education legislation. 

Stronger complaints processes to help empower boarders and parents

Proposal 4: Regulator complaints escalation pathway 

9 This may include, but is not limited to, the identification of risks that may arise in the absence of staff, and details of how those
risks will be mitigated.
10 The Welsch National Minimum Standards for Boarding Schools requires “appropriate separation between age groups” and the New
Zealand Education (Pastoral  Care of Tertiary and International  Learners)  Code of Practice 2021  requires “appropriate separation of
[international school students] from others of different ages in the accommodation”.
11 The term ‘solitary confinement’ is used in broader justice-related legislation.  ‘Seclusion’ is used in education contexts, including the
Education and Training Act 2020.
12 RCOI recommendation 74
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[IN-CONFIDENCE]

24 Currently, hostel owners must manage complaints through an internal process set by the
Regulations. If a complainant is not satisfied with the outcome, owners must inform the
complainant of the role of relevant agencies that may be available to assist. This does not
present a clear and consistent escalation pathway or align with RCOI recommendations
that entities should have policies that enable people to make complaints about abuse and
neglect  to  independent  entities.13 The  Authority  lacks  a  clear  role  in  responding  to
complaints, and complainants do not have certainty that their concerns will be considered.
Complainants may also find it difficult to understand what options remain available after a
hostel has completed its internal complaints process. 

25 I propose giving the Authority a formal function to receive and respond to complaints from
boarders  and families,  which relate  to  non-compliance  with  the Regulations.  This  will
enable complainants to escalate their concerns to the Authority if they: 

25.1 are not satisfied with how the complaint is or was being dealt with by the hostel, or 

25.2 consider on reasonable grounds that the hostel has a conflict of interest. 

26 I also propose requiring hostel owners to provide clear information to complainants about
how to contact relevant agencies that may be able to assist if they remain dissatisfied with
how a complaint has been resolved.14 

27 These changes will establish clearer pathways when complainants are not satisfied with
how their complaints are or have been managed. It will also create, and a clear and defined
complaints  role  for  the Authority,  when concerns relate  to  compliance.  They will  also
better enable boarders and their families to access independent assistance.  The Authority
will use existing powers to address complaints where appropriate. 

Proposal 5: High-level complaints reporting and other requirements

28 The existing hostel complaints process has no routine mechanism for external oversight.
This  limits  transparency for the Authority  and the  public  and thereby weakens system
accountability. 

29 I am proposing changes to:

29.1 require  hostel  owners  to  report  at  least  annually  to  the Authority  on high-level
complaints data, and 

29.2 require the Authority to publish a report summarising any non-compliance issues
identified related to child safety following a hostel inspection. 

30 These  changes  will  strengthen  regulatory  oversight  of  underlying  compliance  issues,
improve transparency and support regulatory compliance. The changes will also provide
clear and relevant information of individual hostels for the regulator, boarders and their
families.15 

New regulatory power and requirements to support compliance monitoring

Proposal 6: Minimum mandatory inspections

13 RCOI recommendation 56 and 65
14 RCOI recommendation 56(d), 65(h), 76(a)

15 RCOI recommendation 69
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[IN-CONFIDENCE]

31 The Act empowers the Authority to inspect hostels to monitor compliance, but it does not
require inspections to occur at any frequency. This creates a gap in the regulatory system
where hostels may go uninspected for extended periods of time. 

32 I  propose  introducing  a  minimum  inspection  requirement  so  that  the  Authority  must
inspect  each hostel  at  least  once during every licence period,  which is currently three-
years.  The  Authority  will  retain  discretion  to  inspect  more  frequently  as  part  of  a
responsive, risk-based approach to assurance and enforcement. 

Proposal 7: Shorter licence period

33 New hostels and those with a history of non-compliance present a higher risk of future
non-compliance.  Under  current  settings,  the  regulator’s  main  lever  is  to  inspect  these
hostels more frequently.  

34 I am seeking agreement to allow the Authority to set a licence period shorter than three
years where the Authority considers that this is warranted. This will provide an additional
tool  for  the  Authority  and  provide  greater  flexibility  to  respond  to  changing  risks,
including by bringing forward formal  renewal checks and conditions  where confidence
may be lower. 

35 This proposed change will require an ability for licence fees to be pro-rated to reflect a cost
recovery that is proportionate to the shorter license timeframes. Developing a basis for pro-
rated fees would be take place alongside review of licence fees planned for 2027. I intend
to obtain Cabinet’s decisions on the ability to set shorter licence periods now, but will
progress the associated amendments to the Regulations alongside changes to the licensing
fees, including the ability for fees to be pro-rated. 

Proposal 8: Record keeping
36 Current  record-keeping  requirements  in  the  Regulations  focus  largely  on  health

information  and  parent  contact  details.  This  limits  the  regulator’s  monitoring  of
compliance  and fails  to  ensure  that  information  that  could  be relevant  to  future abuse
and/or complaints is kept in hostel records. 

37 I am proposing expanding the records that hostels must keep. This includes information on
staff  (i.e.,  safety  vetting  and  checking;  training;  rosters),  child  protection  allegations,
incidents or concerns, major sanctions for boarders and staff,  and complaints. Expansion
of  hostels’  recordkeeping  obligations  in  these  areas  aligns  with  the  Care  Records
Framework and Archives NZ’s Care Records Definition, which is intended to give effect
to RCOI recommendation 81 related to record keeping.16

Supporting the transfer to ERO 

Proposal 9: Ability to extend a hostel licence period 

38 ERO have indicated that around 80 percent of hostel licences currently fall due for renewal
within the same 9–10-month period every three years. I understand that this spike creates
operational risk to timely renewals and the continuity of licensing oversight. 

39 I am therefore proposing a transitional provision to enable ERO, as the future Authority, to
extend hostel  licences  for up to three years for hostels  whose licences  expire between

16 RCOI recommendation 81 
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[IN-CONFIDENCE]

Despite this, the analysis provides clear, concise and complete information about the problem
definition and the case for change, and provides a strong evidence base and sufficient analysis
of the options and proposals to support broader decision making. 

Climate Implications of Policy Assessment

49 The  Climate  Implications  of  Policy  Assessment  (CIPA)  team has  been  consulted  and
confirms that the CIPA requirements do not apply to this policy proposal, as the threshold
for significance is not met.

Population Implications

50 The  proposals  are  expected  to  have  positive  impacts  across  affected  populations  by
strengthening safety, wellbeing, and accountability in hostel settings. Boarders will benefit
from clearer supervision standards and stronger safeguards, while parents, caregivers, and
whānau will gain improved transparency, and access to independent complaints resolution.
A full population implications summary is set out in Annex 1. 

Human Rights 

51 None of the proposals in this paper is inconsistent with the rights and freedoms affirmed by
the Human Rights Act 1993 and the Bill or Rights Act 1990.

Use of external Resources

52 The Ministry has not used external resources for the proposals in this paper. 

Consultation
53 As part of developing these policies,  I directed Ministry officials  to undertake targeted

consultation with the sector. Officials conducted two engagements between November–
December 2025 and April–May 2026. 17 While submitters were generally supportive of the
changes, they raised concerns about the potential operating and capital cost impacts of the
overnight supervision and sleeping space proposals. This feedback led to changes to the
proposals. 

54 The following agencies  were consulted on this  paper  and the accompanying RAS: the
Treasury, the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Ministry for Regulation, the
Department  of  Internal  Affairs,  the  Education  Review  Office,  New  Zealand  Police,
Ministry for Pacific Peoples, Ministry for Women, Ministry of Justice, Ministry of Social
Development, Oranga Tamariki, Public Service Commission, Te Puni Kōkiri | Ministry of
Māori Development, Ministry for Ethnic Communities, Ministry of Youth Development,
Te Arawhiti | Office for Māori Crown Relations, Whaikaha | Ministry of Disabled People,
and Public Service Commission (Crown Response Office). 

55 Feedback from agencies  was generally  supportive.  Te Puni Kōkiri  |  Ministry of Māori
Development  noted that the proposed safeguards did not provide sufficient safeguard for
boarders or strong enough oversight by the regulator. 

17 Officials met with key peak bodies including the New Zealand Boarding School Association, the Aotearoa Boarding School Association,
the Pacific Principals Association, InsideOut, representatives from Residential Specialist Schools (RSS) including Ko Taku Reo | Deaf
Education New Zealand.  
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[IN-CONFIDENCE]

Communications
56 The Regulations  will  be published in the  New Zealand Gazette following Cabinet  and

Executive Council  approval.  The Ministry of Education will  communicate  the changes
through  its  usual  sector  channels.  This  will  include  clear  communication  of  the  new
requirements for overnight supervision and sleeping spaces will be reviewed after they
have been in place for a year to ensure that they are sufficiently rigorous and working well.

Recommendations
The Minister of Education recommends that the Committee:

1 note I have identified aspects of the Education (Hostel) Regulations 2005 that are not fit-
for-purpose and require amendments to align with the final recommendations made by the
Royal Commission Inquiry into Historic Abuse in State Care and Faith-based Institutions 

2 note  that  I  am  proposing  a  two-phased  review  to  modernise  the  Education  (Hostel)
Regulations 2005 and this paper relates to Phase One and seeks Cabinet agreement to nine
regulatory changes that strengthen safeguarding requirements, improve accountability for
complaints handling, and expand the regulator’s tools for monitoring and oversight

3 note that I intend to direct the Ministry of Education to review the new regime in 2028-
2029 to determine whether the changes are delivering the expected outcomes

4 agree to change the Education (Hostels) Regulations 2005 to require that: 

Proposal 1: Overnight supervision

5 agree  that  hostel  owners  must  ensure  that  staff  know which  building  each  student  is
sleeping in and that each student is the responsibility of a named staff member overnight

6 agree that hostel owners must ensure that boarders know how and are able to contact a
member of staff easily from within each building at night 

7 agree that supervising staff must be onsite and readily accessible to boarders, including at
night

8 agree that  hostel  owners  must  ensure that  supervising  staff  have a  way of monitoring
hostel buildings where students are sleeping overnight

9 agree that hostels must submit an overnight supervision risk management plan as part of
the licensing and renewal process outlining the overnight staff/boarder ratios and other
arrangements to ensure that minimum requirements for overnight supervision are met and
to help ensure student safety, and

10 agree to allow existing hostels one year to comply with the supervision requirements.  

Proposal 2: Sleeping spaces

11 agree to require hostel owners to include in their risk management plan how they have
mitigated any potential safety risks to the younger boarders where boarders of significantly
different ages have sleeping space in close proximity.

12 agree to allow existing hostels one-year to comply with the sleeping space requirements. 

[IN-CONFIDENCE]
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[IN-CONFIDENCE]

Proposal 3: Corporal punishment and seclusion

13 agree to explicitly  prohibit  the use of corporal  punishment  and seclusion in hostels  to
better ensure student safety and wellbeing.

Proposal 4: Regulator complaints escalation pathway 

14 agree  to  create  a  formal  function  for  the  hostels  regulatory  Authority  to  receive  and
respond to complaints related to non-compliance with the Education (Hostels) Regulations
2005 when a complainant:

14.1 is not satisfied with how the complaint is or was being dealt with by the owner, or

14.2 considers on reasonable grounds that the hostel owner has a conflict of interest

15 agree  to require hostel owners to tell complainants how to contact the relevant agencies
that may assist them if they are unsatisfied with how their complaint has been resolved

Proposal 5: Reporting on complaints   

16 agree to  require  hostel  owners  to  report  at  least  annually,  to  the  hostels  regulatory
Authority high-level data about complaints they have receive

17 agree to  require  the  hostels  regulatory  Authority  to  publish a  report,  after  each  hostel
inspection summarising any compliance issues found

Proposal 6: Mandatory inspections

18 agree to require the hostels regulatory Authority to inspect each hostel at least once within
its licence period

Proposal 7: Ability to set shorter licence periods

19 agree to enable the hostels regulatory Authority to set licensing periods shorter than three
years where it considers this is warranted

20 note  that the work on shorter pro-rated fees will progress alongside the wider review of
hostel licensing fees 

Proposal 8: Record keeping

21 agree to require hostels owners to keep records on staff safety checking, training and work
patterns,  child  protection  allegations,  incidents  or concerns;  major  sanctions  applied  to
boarders, and complaints

Proposal 9: Ability to extend the licence period

22 agree to enable the hostels regulatory Authority to  extend hostel licences for up to three
years for hostels whose existing licences are due to expire before or during July 2028 to
allow the hostels regulatory Authority to spread renewals evenly going forward

Other matters

23 note that the Regulator will develop guidance to support implementation of the proposed
changes

[IN-CONFIDENCE]
10

eoll2elr4 2026-07-30 10:43:22

Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



[IN-CONFIDENCE]

that may disproportionately affect disabled boarders, enabling more timely intervention. 
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[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

• Option Three: This option introduces a more prescriptive package of requirements to 
strengthen safety, alongside explicitly prohibiting corporal punishment and seclusion. It 
would require hostel owners to ensure on-site overnight supervision in each building where 
boarders are accommodated unless an exemption is granted where equivalent safety can 
be demonstrated. It would also mandate clearer separation in sleeping arrangements by 
age group. 

Stronger complaints processes to empower boarders and parents 
• Option Two (preferred by Minister): introduces a complaint escalation pathway and 

reporting framework to strengthen oversight of hostel non-compliance. It would establish 
a formal role for ERO as the new regulator in receiving and responding to complaints where 
internal hostel processes are insufficient, including where there are concerns about 
conflicts of interest. It also introduces greater transparency through regular, high-level 
reporting on complaints by hostels to the regulator and the regulator publishing findings 
on a hostel’s compliance issues identified through inspections. 

• Option Three: would include all the proposed changes in Option Two and a requirement for 
hostel owners to publish annual summary complaints information, as well as provide 
detailed reporting on complaint types, trends, resolution timeframes and actions taken in 
response to recurring issues. This would require hostel owners to actively monitor 
complaint patterns and take reasonable steps to address identified risks or repeated 
non-compliance. 

New regulatory powers and requirements to support compliance monitoring  
• Option Two (preferred by Minister): This option introduces a more structured and risk-

based monitoring framework to strengthen oversight and accountability. It would require 
regular inspection of hostels within each licensing period (usually set at three years). It also 
allows the regulator to set shorter licence periods where risks warrant closer oversight. It 
expands record-keeping requirements to support compliance monitoring and student 
wellbeing, ensuring hostels maintain key information on child safety practices, incidents 
and complaints. 

• Option Three: This option would include all the proposed changes in Option Two. It would 
also increase the frequency of inspections (every 18 months), enable more flexible 
licensing to reflect risk and require regular attestation from hostel owners on their 
compliance with core safety, staffing and operational requirements. 

Supporting transfer of regulatory functions to ERO  
• Option Two (preferred by Minister): would introduce a transitional provision that would 

enable ERO to extend hostel licences for up to three years for hostels whose licences 
expire between October 2027 and July 2028.1   

Are the Minister’s preferred options in the Cabinet paper the same as the preferred options 
in the RAS? 
Yes.  
Summary of the main benefits of the Minister’s preferred options 
The preferred options strengthen the regulatory framework by creating a safer, more coherent, 
transparent and responsive system. They clarify roles and expectations for the regulator and 
hostels and strengthen requirements for student safety and wellbeing. The proposals also 
establish clearer pathways for resolving complaints and a more defined role for the regulator 
in compliance matters. The proposals also enhance oversight by improving the quality and 
availability of information. Regular reporting of complaints data alongside clear record-

 
1 The Ministry is the current licensing authority and regulator. Changes introduced by the Education and Training 
(System Reform) Amendment Act 2026 transferred this function to the Education Review Office. This change is set to 
come into force from September 2026.  
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• Part Two: Stronger, clearer requirements to ensure boarder safety 

• Part Three: Stronger complaints processes to empower boarders and parents 

• Part Four: New regulatory powers and requirements to support compliance monitoring 

• Part Five: Supporting the transfer to the Education Review Office (ERO) 

• Part Six: Delivering an option. 

Part One: Overview of the hostels sector and regulatory review 

Background on the school hostels in New Zealand  

2. There are 87 licensed hostels that are approved to house approximately 12,000 students in 
New Zealand.4 Most licensed hostels are connected to a specific school, including State, 
State-integrated, charter and private schools and are owned and managed by school 
boards, State-integrated school proprietors, trusts and other private entities. The hostel 
network also includes some Residential Specialist Schools (RSS) and sensory schools.5 

3. Hostels play an important role in the education system and enable students to attend a 
school they otherwise may not be able to for reasons such as geographic isolation or lack of 
suitable schools nearby. In some cases, students may also wish to attend a special 
character school or kura kaupapa Māori that better aligns with their learning needs or 
cultural identity. 

The Hostel Regulatory Framework  

4. The regulatory framework for hostels is set out in the Education and Training Act 2020 (the 
Act) and the Regulations. The Act includes provisions relating to the review powers of the 
Chief Review Officer (exercised by ERO) as well as provisions for entry and inspection of 
hostel premises. It also provides powers to make regulations for licensing hostels.6 The 
Regulations set out the minimum standards for hostel premises and facilities, management 
codes of practice and a complaint mechanism. 

Problem definition 

5. The Royal Commission of Inquiry into Abuse in State care (RCOI) investigated abuse or 
neglect experienced by children, young people and vulnerable adults in State or faith-based 
care between 1950 and 1999. 

6. In 2024, the Commission presented its report, Whanaketia – through pain and trauma, from 
darkness to light.7 The report identified systemic and institutional failures that led or 
contributed to abuse and neglect and found that these continue to persist in current 
systems. In particular, many institutions still have no or poorly implemented safeguarding 
procedures, reporting mechanisms or systems to identify and respond to instances of abuse 
and neglect.8 

7. The Regulations have not been updated for over 20 years and do not reflect modern, child-
centred safeguarding expectations. In response to the findings and recommendations of the 

 
4 Note: The number of current boarders in hostels is lower than the stated maximum capacity. 
5 The two sensory schools are Ko Taku Reo: Deaf Education and New Zealand and Blind and Low Vision Education 

Network New Zealand (BLENNZ). RSS and sensory school hostels are funded directly by the Ministry. 
6 Sections 470 - 473 Functions of Chief Review Officer, Sections 630 - 632 School hostels Section 643 Regulations 
relating to school hostels and the Education (Hostel) Regulations 2005.  
7 Whanaketia 
8 Whanaketia - chapter 5: Safeguarding people in care. 
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RCOI, the Minister of Education agreed to a two-phased review of the Regulations to 
increase alignment with relevant RCOI recommendations. This RAS relates to Phase One, 
which focuses on child safety and protection. 

What objectives are sought in relation to the policy problem? 

8. The purpose of this work is to ensure the Regulations help keep students safe. The following 
objectives have been developed to support this purpose:  

• Clear and strong safety requirements – strengthen and clarify rules for how hostels will 
keep students safe and well. 

• Inform and empower boarders, families and whānau – address the power imbalance 
between hostels and boarders.  

• Fit-for-purpose regulator tools – improve the regulator’s ability to oversee and monitor 
hostels to better enable compliance and enforcement when appropriate. 

• Support the transfer to ERO – to support ERO to manage the transition by smoothing 
licence renewals evenly across three-years going forward.  

9. Proposals in each section of this RAS have their own, more detailed set of objectives. 

What external consultation has been undertaken? 

10. To inform this review, the Ministry undertook two targeted engagement sessions with sector 
stakeholders.  

Initial engagement in 2025 

11. The first engagement took place between 10 November and 2 December 2025. It included 
meetings with representative groups and peak bodies, webinars and an online survey 
designed for school and hostel staff. The engagement sought feedback on nine proposed 
changes to the Regulations, which were early versions of the proposals in this RAS.9  

12. A total of 96 submitters responded to the survey, with most responses received from hostel 
managers and school principals. Feedback indicated strong support for most proposals with 
relatively lower support for proposals relating to overnight supervision, sleeping spaces and 
complaints processes. Key concerns raised were related to the potential for increased 
operating and capital costs to implement the changes and reputational and privacy issues 
that could arise from increasing transparency around complaints received. 

Follow up engagement in 2026 

13. A second round of engagement sought further information on costs and implementation 
issues relating to overnight supervision and sleeping space proposals. This ran from 23 
March – 7 April. Webinars and an online survey sought information on current supervision 
and sleeping space arrangements, baseline costs, the potential impact of the proposals and 
timeframes for completion. Fifty-seven submitters responded to the survey with most 
responses received from directors of boarding hostels and principals.  

14. Feedback identified strong concerns from the sector on the proposed overnight supervision 
and sleeping space proposals with submitters indicating that the changes may be financially 
and operationally unworkable.  

 
9 The Ministry of Education engaged with hostel managers and staff, school principals, Pasifika Principals Association, 
New Zealand Boarding Schools Association, Aotearoa Boarding Schools Association, Ko Taku Reo | Deaf Education 
Services New Zealand and InsideOUT. 
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• Supervising staff can monitor hostel buildings overnight when boarders are sleeping.16 

32. Hostel owners would also be required to submit an overnight supervision risk management 
plan as part of the licensing and renewal processes. The plan would set out minimum 
requirements for overnight supervision including overnight staff-to-boarder ratios and other 
arrangements. The plan would also identify potential risks of harm and the actions that will 
be undertaken to mitigate them. Hostels would have one year to comply with the proposed 
changes.  

33. For sleeping spaces hostel owners would be required to include in their risk management 
plan how they have mitigated potential safety risks where boarders of significantly different 
ages have sleeping spaces in close proximity. Hostels would have one year to comply with 
the proposed change. 

34. This option would also explicitly prohibit corporal punishment and seclusion as part of the 
hostels licensing criteria. Embedding this requirement in the licensing framework would 
provide a clear regulatory mechanism to prevent these practices from occurring in hostels.  

Option Three – Prescriptive requirements   

35. This option introduces more prescriptive requirements for overnight supervision and 
sleeping-space arrangements while retaining the same explicit prohibition of corporal 
punishment and seclusion as Option Two.   

36. For overnight supervision, hostel owners would be required to have at least one staff 
member present overnight in each hostel building where boarders are sleeping. That staff 
member would have responsibility for boarders sleeping in the building. The regulator would 
be able to grant exemptions to this requirement where a hostel’s overnight supervision 
arrangements provide equivalent safety and/or supervision for boarders. Existing hostels 
would have three years to comply.  

37. For sleeping space arrangements, hostel owners would be required to provide sleeping 
spaces that have appropriate separation between age-groups. Existing hostels would have 
three years to comply.  

 
16 Monitoring methods may include staff inspections, closed-circuit television (CCTV) or other similar systems. 
Responsibility for compliance with the Privacy Act rests with individual hostels, including assessing whether CCTV use 
is justified and proportionate and implementing appropriate mitigations to reduce privacy risks. Guidance on how to 
implement the Privacy Act, including the privacy principles are available at Privacy Act 2020 - Privacy Principles. 
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Additionally, during sector engagement, the 
Ministry received feedback from a Māori hostel 
that increased flexibility would enable them to 
better reflect culturally relevant practices, 
including taking whānau considerations into 
account where appropriate to support pastoral 
care following significant incidents. 
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duplication, increased administrative burden and misuse through vexatious or frivolous 
complaints. Submitters also highlighted the importance of clear regulatory guidance and 
consistent application across all hostels to support fairness, transparency and confidence 
in the complaints framework. 

55. Submitters were generally supportive of requiring complaints information to be reported to 
the regulator as a means of strengthening oversight. However, there was limited support for 
public reporting. Many submitters considered that publishing complaints data could be 
misleading where complaints were unsubstantiated or lacked contextual information and 
could result in reputational harm for hostels without necessarily improving boarder safety or 
wellbeing. 

56. Submitter feedback has informed the following options.  

Option One – Status Quo / Counterfactual 

57. The complaints process in Part Five of the Regulations remains unchanged.  

Option Two – Escalation pathway and high-level reporting (preferred by Minister) 

58. Option Two proposes changes to establish an escalation pathway beyond the hostel’s 
internal processes and a high-level reporting and publication requirement on issues of 
hostel non-compliance.  

59. The regulator will have a formal role in receiving and responding to complaints from 
boarders, family, and whānau regarding hostel non-compliance in situations where a 
complainant is dissatisfied with how the complaint is or was handled by the hostel. 
Complainants would be able to escalate a complaint to the regulator if they consider on 
reasonable grounds that the hostel has a conflict of interest. 

60. Hostels would continue to be required to inform complainants of how to contact agencies 
that may help them if they are unhappy with how a complaint has been resolved.  

61. Additionally, hostels would be required to report at least annually on high-level complaints 
data and the regulator would be required to publish a report summarising any non-
compliance issues following a hostel inspection. 

Option Three – Escalation with intensive reporting requirements  

62. Option Three would include all the proposed changes in Option Two. In addition, this option 
introduces a requirement for hostel owners to publish intensive reporting. This includes an 
annual summary of complaints information and detailed reporting on complaint types, 
trends, resolution timeframes and actions taken in response to recurring issues, subject to 
privacy requirements.   
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percent of submitters agreed that the proposal would strengthen safeguards for boarders. 
Submitters emphasised that effective implementation would require clear regulatory 
guidance, training and sector support to promote consistent compliance and practice 
across hostels. 

79. This engagement has informed the development of options below.  

 

Option One – Status Quo / Counterfactual 

80. The compliance monitoring framework remains unchanged.  

Option Two (preferred by Minister) – Periodic inspections, improved regulator tools 
and expanded record-keeping 

81. The regulator would be required to inspect each hostel at least once during the licence 
period (unless it has undergone significant changes) and retains discretion to carry out 
additional inspections if required. The regulator could also issue shorter licences for 
durations under three years, where it considers it is warranted due to higher risk of non-
compliance. Shorter licence timeframes enabled by the Regulator would have to reflect 
shorter licence fees. 

82. Record-keeping would be expanded to support compliance monitoring and student safety. 
This would include information relating to staff safety vetting and training, child protection 
allegations, incidents or concerns, serious disciplinary actions, and complaints.  

Option Three – Enhanced compliance monitoring and active assurance  

83. The regulator would be required to inspect each hostel at least once every 18 months, issue 
licences for shorter periods than three years (where it considers this is warranted), and 
hostel owners would submit an annual compliance return, providing evidence of 
compliance with core safety, staffing, training, complaints-handling, incident management, 
and record-keeping obligations. 

eoll2elr4 2026-07-30 10:43:22

Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



 

36 
 

[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

Treaty of Waitangi Implications  

The proposals in this paper form part of the Government’s response to the RCOI, aimed at 
ensuring the hostel regulatory system keeps students safe and well, and enables appropriate 
action when safety or wellbeing is at risk. The preferred options strengthen regulation by 
improving compliance monitoring, clarifying boarder safety requirements, strengthening 
complaints pathways, and supporting a more efficient licensing system. 

These proposals have Te Tiriti o Waitangi implications as they relate to the safety, wellbeing, 
privacy, and interests of students living away from home, including Māori boarders and their 
whānau. The RCOI found Māori were disproportionately placed in care and experienced higher 
rates of abuse, highlighting systemic issues in residential settings. The proposals are expected 
to support Treaty obligations by strengthening safeguards, improving visibility of risks, and 
providing clearer pathways for raising concerns. While they do not directly affect Treaty 
settlements, implementation should consider Māori interests, including safe complaints 
processes and impacts on Māori boarding contexts. This work relates to Phase One (Child 
Protection), with Phase Two planned to address broader pastoral care needs, including Māori 
understandings of hauora. 

Article 1: Kāwanatanga  

The preferred options support the Crown’s role in maintaining an effective regulatory framework 
for the safety and wellbeing of children, including Māori boarders, in hostel settings. Given the 
disproportionate impact of abuse for Māori boarders found through the RCOI, the changes to 
license period, minimum expectations for overnight supervision and sleeping space 
arrangements support stronger kāwanatanga settings. This makes the supervision requirements 
clearer and improves the enforceability of the regulatory framework, while avoiding a highly 
prescriptive model that may not fit all hostel settings, including Māori boarding schools.  

The preferred complaints proposal also strengthens good governance by giving Māori boarders, 
parents, caregivers, and whānau with a clear escalation pathway to the regulator. This is 
important where whānau may be dissatisfied with a hostel’s response or consider that the hostel 
has a conflict of interest. It helps ensure that concerns about hostel safety or non-compliance 
are not left solely to the provider that is the subject of the complaints. Additionally, the proposed 
expanded record-keeping requirements ensures that key information relating to boarder safety 
and wellbeing, including abuse allegations, are recorded and kept in line with the Care Records 
Framework and Archives New Zealand’ Care Record Definition. This proposal supports RCOI 
recommendations,  which identified that Māori survivors often experienced poor record keeping 
information and practice.32   

Article 2: Tino Rangatiratanga  

The preferred options do not directly increase tino rangatiratanga for Māori but they do enable 
Māori to raise concerns and exercise autonomy in the hostel regulatory system.   

There are 5 Māori boarding schools in New Zealand. Each of these boardings schools 
rangatiratanga by creating environments where ākonga live and learn as Māori, with language, 
culture, and identity embedded across both schooling and hostel life.  

 
32  Abuse in Care - Para 213 (Record keeping).  
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The preferred boarder safety option would support Māori boarders by setting clearer minimum 
safeguards while allowing hostels to manage risks in ways that reflect their own contexts. This is 
important because hostels may differ in size, layout, staffing model, and cultural contexts. A risk 
management approach allows hostels to show how they will meet minimum safety requirements 
without requiring a single operating model that may not suit all communities or providers, 
including Māori boarders and Māori boarding schools. This is particularly important for Māori 
boarding schools who have historically been underfunded and may not be able to access the 
resources to apply the alternative proposal changes without significant operational and capital 
costs. 

For parents, caregivers, and whānau, the preferred proposal also supports a stronger role in 
protecting and advocating for Māori boarders. The preferred complaints proposal would provide 
clearer information about how concerns can be raised and escalated and should be 
implemented in a way that enables whānau to support boarders through complaints processes. 
The proposals may also support Māori boarding schools by making expectations clearer, while 
retaining flexibility and autonomy over how minimum safeguards are met enabling Māori 
boarding schools to reflect and implement practices that are culturally grounded and relevant 
for them. 

Article 3: Ōritetanga  

The preferred options are expected to support more equitable outcomes by strengthening 
minimum safeguards across all licensed hostels, while providing a more consistent baseline of 
care for Māori boarders. These include more regular compliance monitoring, clearer 
expectations for overnight supervision and sleeping arrangements, explicit prohibitions on 
corporal punishment and seclusion, and improved complaints pathways. Together, these 
changes are intended to reduce variability in safety standards and ensure that protections for 
boarders do not depend on the practices or resources of individual hostels. 

For Māori boarders, these changes aim to reduce risks associated with inadequate supervision, 
unsafe environments, or ineffective complaints processes. At the same time, achieving 
equitable outcomes will likely require ongoing attention to how the regulatory framework 
recognises and supports culturally grounded approaches to care, including those developed by 
Māori providers and communities. The proposed changes in this proposal provide hostels, 
including Māori boarding schools, with increased flexibility that may enable these hostels to 
respond in culturally appropriate ways.  

For Māori parents, caregivers, and whānau, the proposals would improve access to information 
and clarify pathways for raising and escalating concerns. Clearer complaints processes and 
greater transparency through regulatory reporting are intended to support confidence in the 
system. However, these measures will need to be complemented by efforts to ensure 
accessibility, responsiveness, and trust, including engagement with whānau and Māori 
stakeholders in how the system operates in practice. 
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Cabinet Social Outcomes 
Committee
Minute of Decision

This document contains information for the New Zealand Cabinet. It must be treated in confidence and 
handled in accordance with any security classification, or other endorsement. The information can only be 
released, including under the Official Information Act 1982, by persons with the appropriate authority.

Education (Hostels) Regulations 2005: Proposed Amendments

Portfolio Education

On 22 July 2026, the Cabinet Social Outcomes Committee:

Background

1 noted that the Minister of Education (the Minister) has identified aspects of the Education 
(Hostel) Regulations 2005 that are not fit-for-purpose and require amendments to align with 
the final recommendations made by the Royal Commission of Inquiry into Historic Abuse in
State Care and Faith-based Institutions;

2 noted that the Minister is proposing a two-phased review to modernise the Education  
(Hostel) Regulations 2005, and that the paper under SOU-26-SUB-0061 relates to Phase 
One and seeks Cabinet agreement to nine regulatory changes that strengthen safeguarding 
requirements, improve accountability for complaints handling, and expand the regulator’s 
tools for monitoring and oversight;

3 noted that the Minister intends to direct the Ministry of Education to review the new regime
in 2028-2029 to determine whether the changes are delivering the expected outcomes;

4 agreed to amend the Education (Hostels) Regulations 2005 to give effect to the decisions 
below;

Proposal 1: Overnight supervision

5 agreed that hostel owners must ensure that staff know which building each student is 
sleeping in and that each student is the responsibility of a named staff member overnight;

6 agreed that hostel owners must ensure that boarders know how and are able to contact a 
member of staff easily from within each building at night;

7 agreed that supervising staff must be onsite and readily accessible to boarders, including at 
night;

8 agreed that hostel owners must ensure that supervising staff have a way of monitoring 
hostel buildings where students are sleeping overnight;

9 agreed that hostels must submit an overnight supervision risk management plan as part of 
the licensing and renewal process outlining the overnight staff/boarder ratios and other 
arrangements to ensure that minimum requirements for overnight supervision are met and to
help ensure student safety;
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10 agreed to allow existing hostels one year to comply with the supervision requirements;

Proposal 2: Sleeping spaces

11 agreed to require hostel owners to include in their risk management plan how they have 
mitigated any potential safety risks to the younger boarders, where boarders of significantly 
different ages have sleeping space in close proximity;

12 agreed to allow existing hostels one year to comply with the sleeping space requirements;

Proposal 3: Corporal punishment and seclusion

13 agreed to explicitly prohibit the use of corporal punishment and seclusion in hostels to 
better ensure student safety and wellbeing;

Proposal 4: Regulator complaints escalation pathway 

14 agreed to create a formal function for the Hostels Regulatory Authority (the Authority) to 
receive and respond to complaints related to non-compliance with the Education (Hostels) 
Regulations 2005 when a complainant:

14.1 is not satisfied with how the complaint is or was being dealt with by the owner; or

14.2 considers on reasonable grounds that the hostel owner has a conflict of interest;

15 agreed to require hostel owners to tell complainants how to contact the relevant agencies 
that may assist them if they are unsatisfied with how their complaint has been resolved;

Proposal 5: Reporting on complaints

16 agreed to require hostel owners to report at least annually, to the Authority, high-level data 
about complaints they have received;

17 agreed to require the Authority to publish a report, after each hostel inspection, 
summarising any compliance issues found;

Proposal 6: Mandatory inspections

18 agreed to require the Authority to inspect each hostel at least once within its licence period;

Proposal 7: Ability to set shorter licence periods

19 agreed to enable the Authority to set licensing periods shorter than three years where it 
considers this is warranted;

20 noted that the work on shorter pro-rated fees will progress alongside the wider review of 
hostel licensing fees;

Proposal 8: Record keeping

21 agreed to require hostels owners to keep records on staff safety checking, training and work 
patterns, child protection allegations, incidents or concerns, major sanctions applied to 
boarders, and complaints;
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