Mr Robert Horne

First Assistant Secretary

International Analysis and Evaluation Division

Department of Education Training and Youth Affairs

CANBERRA.

By facsimile

Dear Mr Horne,

EXPOSURE DRAFT

NATIONAL CODE OF PRACTICE FOR REGISTRATION AUTHORITIES AND PROVIDERS OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

TO OVERSEAS STUDENTS

(THE NATIONAL CODE)

I am responding, on behalf of TAFE Directors Australia (TDA), to your invitation to comment on the Exposure Draft of the National Code.

TDA recognises that both the ESOS Bills and the Draft National Code are designed to ensure an improved regulatory framework for the provision of educational services to international students.  We have, however, a number of concerns with the Draft National Code and these are set out below.

Clause 12.3

The proposed clause states that where more than one provider is involved in the provision of a CRICOS-registered course, only one of the providers may be registered for that course on CRICOS.  This would appear to cause difficulties for TAFE providers since many Institutes deliver what is essentially the same curriculum.  When I raised this concern at the meeting on 4 October, DETYA indicated that the clause should not cause Institutes difficulty because in its view there is nothing to prevent each Institute from registering its own course separately even though the courses are essentially the same.  I should be grateful for confirmation that that will indeed be the case. 

The clause also requires registered providers who run courses jointly with other providers to have these arrangements approved as part of the registration process.  While it is understood that the intent is to ensure that registered providers are responsible for the course there are two problems in linking these arrangements with the registration process.  Firstly some States such as Victoria have other legislative regulations that require the registered provider to seek endorsement of the delivery of the proposed course of study to overseas students. This must be approved prior to the registered provider offering places in that course using the existing CRICOS code.  Secondly a registered provider may have registered a course of study prior to entering into arrangements for joint delivery of this course with another provider.

It is proposed that two subsequent clauses be added.  One which clarifies the various responsibilities of the States in this matter and a second which provides for the situation in which agreements are reached subsequent to the initial registration.

There will also be implications for TAFE Institutes where TAFE courses are being provided to overseas students under contractual agreements with universities.  It appears that these contractual agreements will need to be approved as part of the course registration.

Clause 19.5

This clause states that written information should provide the name of a student contact officer.  This is impractical because personnel can change quite frequently.  A better approach would be to require the name of the position and telephone contact details.

Clause 27

This proposed clause would involve an enormous amount of work for DIMA and result in reduced customer satisfaction from students. It is agreed that students should not change provider in the first year, but it is very restrictive to demand what would be a long process to change courses. Despite intensive pre-departure and on arrival counselling, students sometimes realise when they begin a course that it is not what they expected and wish to transfer to another course.  It may well be the provider’s view that it is in the student’s interests to transfer to another course.  These decisions have, however, to be made early in a course so as not to disadvantage the student.  Waiting for approval from DIMA might mean the student has to wait a semester before transferring to a preferred course with the same provider.     

It is proposed that the clause suggest that if a student wishes to transfer to another course within the first year this should only be approved by the registered provider after extensive counselling and consultation with teachers.

Clause 36.1

The proposed clause does not specify ‘legitimate’ dissatisfaction.

Resource implications

The Code has significant resource implications for providers.  There are increased requirements to advise students about a range of matters prior to their accepting an offer of enrolment.  This will require the rewriting and reprinting of a lot of promotional material.  While some of this can be done as part of routine revisions of 

promotional material there will be additional costs.  There will also be additional costs associated with the increased monitoring and reporting requirements.

Yours sincerely

Margaret Fanning

Executive Director

23 October 2000

