
English Australia Submission

To the Senate Employment, Workplace Relations,

Small Business and Education Legislation Committee Enquiry

into the Education Services for Overseas Students Legislation 2000
English Australia (EA) acts for and on behalf of the ELICOS Association – the national professional association of institutions accredited and registered to teach English Language Intensive Courses to Overseas Students.

EA supports the Migration Legislation Amendment (Overseas Students) Bill 2000, contained in the Education Services for Overseas Students Legislation Package, and requests that this Bill be passed without amendment.

EA supports in principle the introduction of measures to strengthen the regulatory framework for the international education sector.  However, EA has major concerns and reservations in relation to a number of matters contained in the Education Services for Overseas Students Bill 2000.  EA’s main concerns are summarised as follows: 

1. Review
The EA is very concerned that the Bill contains no sunset clause and/or commitment to review the impact of the legislation after an appropriate period of time.  The Minister of Education, Training and Youth Affairs, in his second reading speech, gave an undertaking to review the legislation after five years.  Based on concerns raised by EA and other industry peak bodies the Minister for Education, Training and Youth Affairs, in a letter to the Affiliation of International Education Peak Bodies (AIEPB) of 6 October 2000, gave an undertaking that “the Commonwealth will commission an independent evaluation of the operation of the legislation within three years of Royal Assent”.  EA fully supports this response. 

EA requests the Committee to ensure inclusion of the Minister’s undertaking to commission a comprehensive and independent review of the legislation and its effects within a period of three years of Royal Assent.

Exemptions

According to section 22 (3) of the Bill, exemptions from some requirements of the ESOS Act are to continue.  The majority of CRICOS registered institutions are granted exemptions from some requirements of the Act, thus creating an unfair, anti-competitive advantage to those institutions vis-à-vis institutions which are required to comply with all requirements of the Act.  Citeria applying to such exemptions are not clearly stated and have not been made widely known within the international education sector.  

Furthermore, such criteria do not necessarily appear to be designed to ensure that the exempt categories are able to provide equivalent assurances as those provided by Tuition Assurance Schemes.  That is, students who pay fees to exempt institutions are not necessarily guaranteed  'equivalent tuition' in the event that the institution to which they have paid their fees closes or ceases to provide a course, for which students have paid fees.  Exemptions granted to institutions which have Parent Organisation Guarantees (POG) are of particular concern.  Recent events involving Wesley Institute of Commerce and Language have provided evidence of the inadequacy of POGs. A table on page 21 of the Education Services for Overseas Students Bill 2000 Explanatory Memorandum states that proposed provisions include "strengthened requirements for POG" but no detail has been provided.

EA supports the Minister’s undertaking to further consider the provisions to be included in the Regulations, in relation to exemptions, and we note the Minister’s intention to further consider the issue of POGs, as per his letter of 6 October 2000 to the AIEPB.

EA seeks the Committee’s support in ensuring that clear criteria are established to define to a Parent Organisation which provides a PGO for a CRICOS registered provider. Criteria relating to the guarantees themselves are also required to ensure that the PGOs provide for equivalent tuition.  For example, it is the view of EA that if a provider with a PGO closes or ceases to provide courses for which it has received students’ fees, and if refunds paid to students are not sufficient for the students to 'purchase' equivalent tuition elsewhere, the Parent Organisation should be required to provide such funding.

EA also seeks the Committee’s support in ensuring that, if exemptions to some requirements of the Act are to continue, the Department of Education Training and Youth Affairs distribute details and criteria relating to all types of eligibility for exemptions to any aspects of the Act.  Currently, it is possible that some providers may be eligible for exemptions from some requirements of the Act but be unaware of their eligibility for such exemptions.   

3. Tuition Assurance Schemes

Clause 22 of the Bill requires registered provides to be members of a Tuition Assurance Scheme (TAS). EA strongly opposes compulsory TAS membership. 

According to legal advice received by EA, if TAS membership becomes compulsory “the position of TAS operators relative to tuition providers will be analogous to the position of licensor and licensee” and TAS membership “will effectively operate as a licence to provide tuition to overseas students”.  (See attached transcript of letter from Minter Ellison dated 17 November 1999). Compulsory TAS membership will, therefore, reduce the ability of TAS operators to implement and maintain membership criteria aimed at higher standards than those which should be required in order for institutions to provide tuition to international students.  

Compulsory TAS membership is contrary to the EA’s membership policies. EA strives to ensure that EA membership is a sign of Best Practice.  The EA does not maintain that providers should be required to meet EA membership criteria in order to operate in the industry.  That is, the EA does not oppose the existence and operations of providers which meet NEAS accreditation requirements and government registration requirements, and operate in such a way as to not bring disrepute to Australia or to Australian education.   EA membership is an indication of quality above and beyond that which should be required in order for providers to operate in the industry.  The EA is currently able to refuse membership to any provider if the EA has doubts that the provider will meet the EA’s membership criteria. 

By clause 22 requiring membership of a TAS, the integrity of a TAS is placed at risk because non-membership is considered to be a breach of the regulations – as per clause 22.2.  Such a policy would markedly diminish the rights of a TAS to refuse or cancel membership of a provider considered to be unacceptable under the conditions for TAS membership, which in unacceptable.

The committee is requested to ensure that clause 22 is deleted from the Bill.

4. Fidelity Fund - Special Levies
The EA is extremely concerned about the proposed facility for the Fidelity Fund Manager to impose special levies upon institutions which are required to subscribe to the Fidelity Fund.  Many institutions which will be required to subscribe to the fund but which are also members of a Tuition Assurance Scheme (TAS), such as the EA’s TAS, pose no risk to the fund.  In the event that such institutions close or cease to provide courses for which students have paid fees, no payment from the fund would be required as students displaced by the closure or the cessation of courses would be provided with equivalent tuition by other members of the TAS.  In the case of a TAS such as the EA’s, which covers only NEAS accredited courses which are similar in nature to courses provided by other members of the EA TAS, the provision of equivalent tuition is guaranteed. It is unacceptable that such institutions may be required to pay special levies because of closures or cessation of courses by providers which are not members of the same or any TAS.

It is particularly disturbing that the imposition of special levies may be made possible by the Act in the early years of the fund. If there were a significant level of calls on the fund in its early years, due to closures or course cessation by providers which are not members of a TAS which is able to guarantee equivalent tuition, prior to the fund having operated long enough to accumulate sufficient funds to meet such demand, the imposition of special levies could create a domino effect by imposing high costs on providers and resulting in a number of providers becoming financially unviable and thus creating more demand on the fund.  The contagion risk factor in the early years of the fund has not been adequately addressed.

EA seeks the Committee’s support in ensuring that the government provides adequate seed funding and a guarantee of the fund in the fund’s early years so that special levies are not necessary. Advice from the government actuary, received in writing, makes it clear that the $1million seed funding proposed by the Minister for Education, Training and Youth Affairs in his letter to the AIEPB of 6 October 1000, would be insufficient.

Calls on the Fund 

EA is concerned that clear criteria relating to circumstances which may result in calls on the fund have not been provided.  Section 76(c) of the Bill allows for calls on the fund if a TAS (of which a closing provider was a member) is unable to provide placements for displaced students.  No criteria has been provided to stipulate under what circumstances a TAS may be declared unable to provide placements.  If a TAS is simply able to declare that it cannot place students, while its members have paid lower subscriptions to the fund due to their TAS membership, the contagion risk factor may be unnecessarily high as a situation may arise which results in higher premiums for all TAS members. 

EA seeks the Committee’s support in ensuring that clear criteria relating to all circumstances which may result in calls on the fund be provided.

The Fund Manager
The powers to be given to the Fund Manager are unacceptable.  It appears, for example, that in order to levy the above-mentioned special levies the Fund Manager may not be required to refer the matter for approval to the Contributions Review Panel.  Section 77 (1) empowers the Fund Manager to determine whether a course is suitable for the placement of a displaced student.  It has been industry’s understanding that the Fund Manager may be a person or organisation with expertise in insurance.  As such the Fund Manager does not have the qualifications required to determine whether a course is suitable for placement of a displaced student.  An industry association or registration/accreditation body is best qualified to make such a determination (as has been the practice up to now).

The Committee is requested to amend the Bill so that the Fund Manager is required to seek the approval of the Contributions Review Panel in order to impose a special levy under all circumstances and that a more appropriately qualified person or organisation be empowered to determine whether a course is suitable for the placement of a displaced student.  

Section 26(1) is too broad and requires the provider to know what is ‘in the mind’ of the Fund Manager.  The provider is required to ‘tell the Fund Manager as soon as practicable of any matter that might cause the Fund Manager to increase the amount of contribution the provider would be required to pay for that or a later year.

The Committee is requested to amend the Bill so that the matters which might cause a Fund Manager to increase the amount of contribution are more clearly defined.

5. Audited Financial Reports
Section 80 of the Bill requires the Fund Manager to provide the Minister with audited financial reports. However, the Bill does not require the Fund Manager to provide audited financial reports to the Contributions Review Panel.  Though it is not proposed that the Fund be a profitable enterprise, the fund will clearly have a commercial nature.  A similar comparison may be drawn to a company limited by guarantee which is a not-for-profit company.  Such companies are required by corporations legislation to provide their entire membership with independently audited financial reports each year. Transparency and disclosure by the Fund Manager will be necessary in order to enable the Contributions Review Panel to fulfil its obligations.

The Minister, in his letter to the AIEPB of 6 October 2000, has given an undertaking “to include the requirement to provide CRP members with a copy of the audited financial statement within 14 days of the audit completion in the contract with the Fund Manager.”

EA requests the Committee to require that the Bill be amended to require the Fund Manager to provide audited financial reports, audited by an independent/external auditor, to the Contributions Review Panel.

Contributions Review 
The industry’s four main TAS operators, including EA, have raised grave concerns regarding the composition of the Contributions Review Panel. Those concerns have not been adequately dealt with.

The proposed assurance fund increases the exposure of TASs and their members, vis-a-vis the current requirements.  For example, under the current requirements, providers which are members of a TAS are in no way subject to financial burden resulting from activities of non-TAS operators. Under the proposed scheme, however, higher contributions for TAS members may be made necessary by the closure of non-TAS members. Furthermore, under the current scheme, members of one TAS are in no way subject to financial burdens resulting from members of another TAS.  Under the proposed scheme, however, if one TAS proves to be unable to place students in the event that one or more of its members closes, calls on the fund will occur and this may well result in higher contributions to the fund for all subscribers, including members of other TASs which have created no calls on the fund.  

The four main TAS operators believe, with strong conviction, that the main TAS operators should each be empowered to select a representative for appointment to the Contributions Review Panel. The TASs, or the associations which operate them, are in a better position than the Minister or the Department to identify the most suitable people from among their organisations to participate on the Panel.  In addition to providing the TASs with an opportunity to ensure that TAS operators are not unfairly burdened by decisions of the Panel, such an arrangement would also ensure that the Panel was not without industry expertise.  Although EA accepts that actuarial, insurance or other expertise on the Panel is important,  EA believes that extensive understanding of the international education ‘industry’ and knowledge and understanding of the operations and nature of TASs is equally necessary.

The Committee is requested to require that the Bill be amended to ensure that each of the four TAS operators are represented on the Contributions Review Panel and that the four main TAS operators are empowered to select their representatives on the Panel.  

The National Code

The EA is concerned that the Bill and Explanatory Memorandum appear to have been prepared on the presumption that the Code is fair and acceptable to industry. At the time of writing, however, although industry has given in principle support to the establishment of the Code, a Code has not yet been agreed between the Department and industry and in consultations to date industry (across all sectors) has indicated gaps and deficiencies in the draft.

EA will shortly forward a copy of its response to DETYA on the proposed Code to the Committee as supplementary documentation.  

The EA requests that the Committee not pass the Bill until a National Code has been agreed to by government and industry.

6. Changes to the Code
EA is also concerned that, if a Code which obtains the support of the industry is introduced, the Bill proposes the Minister be able to change the Code after consultation with States (Section 42).  No requirement for consultation with the representatives of providers has been included in the Bill.  Furthermore, it is worrying that only consultation, not agreement, may be required to effect changes to the code.

EA requests the Committee’s support for requiring consultation and agreement between the Department and industry for changes to the Code.

11. Student Address

Section 21 (2) of the Bill requires that providers must keep a record of each student’s current residential address.  The EA is concerned that the Bill appears to be written in such a way that a provider may be held responsible if a student has failed to notify the provider of any change of address.  As stated during consultation with Department representatives, EA maintains that providers should only be responsible for maintaining records of students’ residential addresses, as notified by the students.  The responsibility for ensuring that a provider is provided with a student’s current address should rest with the student.

In his letter to the AIEPB of 6 October, the Minister advised that he recognized industry’s concern that a provider can only be expected to maintain the address as provided by the student.  EA supports the Minister’s undertaking to ask his Department to “examine whether the Bill can be drafted to make that more clear”.

The Committee is requested to amend the Bill in order to require that providers must keep a record of the residential address most currently provided by each student. 

 Suspension or Cancellation

Sections 87 and 90 of the Bill enable the Minister to suspend providers from the CRICOS register. It appears, however, that a suspension may last indefinitely.  In the case of institutions which have significant numbers of domestic students it may be possible for an institution to continue operating, albeit without enrolling international students, for long periods of time with suspension from the CRICOS in place and then, at a later date, and possibly with an entirely new management team, take measures to have the suspension lifted. EA believes that a time limit should be placed on suspensions from the CRICOS, so that after a specified period of time a suspension, if not lifted, becomes a cancellation and the provider concerned should be required to apply for CRICOS registration as a new applicant if they wish to be reinstated on the CRICOS.  

The Committee is requested to require the Bill be amended to allow for automatic cancellation from the CRICOS if a provider has been suspended from the CRICOS for a specified period of time.

12. Agents

The definition of ‘agent’ in the Bill is too broad.  The words ‘or purports to do so’ should be removed.  Providers should be held accountable only for the acts of agents whom they have appointed to act on their behalf and to whom they pay fees for their services.  Providers should not be subject to penalties and sanctions in cases where they have no knowledge of the actions of a third party, either on-shore or overseas, purporting to represent them.

The Committee is requested to require the Bill be amended to remove the words ‘or purports to do so’ in the definition of ‘agent’.

13. Conditions imposed under the Act

Section 11(d) refers to a provider which ‘has ever had a condition imposed on his, her or its registration under this Act’.    ‘Condition’ is not defined.  There may be instances where a provider has had a minor condition (eg. Need to amend course title in promotional brochure on next reprint) imposed by the state accrediting body several years in the past and inadvertently neglects to tell the Secretary.  The provider would be in breach of the Act and be exp9sed to penalties under Division 1 of Part 6.

The Committee is requested to require the Bill be amended to include a definition of ‘condition’ in section11(d).

14. Clause 93 (1) (d) (i)

The period of notice, ie. ‘at least 24 hours’ in unreasonable given the nature of the industry and may be unreasonable in certain circumstances, particularly as a notice may be served at an individual’s place of residence and that individual may be overseas at the time.

The Committee is requested to ensure that the period of notice is extended to 72 hours.
15. Powers under the Act

Given the extensive powers being granted to Government related to application of the Criminal Code, cancellation and suspension of providers, and powers to enter and search premises, it is essential that sufficient time is allocated to a thorough debate of these powers to ensure that there will be no unintended consequences of their application.

Although EA has been involved in a protracted period of consultation with the Department of Education Training and Youth Affairs (DETYA) and the Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs (DIMA), in relation to the legislation package currently before the Committee, consultation with DETYA has been far from satisfactory.  Many of the points above have been brought to the Department’s notice during consultation but have not been adequately dealt with.  EA therefore urges the Committee to take measures to ensure that the legislation which is finally passed takes all pertinent matters into account and results in legislation which is beneficial to Australia, to reputable and ethical providers in Australia’s international education sector, and to genuine international students who come to Australia for their education.

Alyson Moore

Chairperson

16th October 2000
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Transcript of letter from Miner Ellison Lawyers, 44 Martin Place, Sydney NSW 2000

17 November 1999

By Facsimile

Ms Margaret Power

Executive Officer

ELICOS Association Limited

Level 3, 162 Goulburn Street

SYDNEY NSW 2000

Dear Margaret

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE ESOS ACT - IMPLICATIONS FOR TAS OPERATORS

1.    Introduction

1.1 We understand that the Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs ('DETYA') is proposing to recommend a number of amendments to the Education Services for Overseas Students (Register of Providers and Financial Regulations) Act 1991 (Cth) ('ESOS Act').

1.2 These proposed amendments include:
a. the abolition of the Notified Trust Account ('NTA') requirements under section 6A of the ESOS  Act;

b. requiring Tuition Assurance Scheme ('TAS') operators to provide tuition and financial assurance; and
c. requiring all tuition providers to be members of a TAS as precondition to registration on the Commonwealth Register of Institutions and Courses for Overseas Students ('CRICOS').

1.3 You have asked us to advise what implications the proposed amendments will have for the ELICOS Association Limited ('EA').
2. Conclusion

2.1 In our view, the legal effect of the proposed amendments will be to oblige EA (and the other TAS operators) to accord procedural fairness to all applicants for membership of the relevant TAS.

2.2  The practical effect of the proposed amendments will be to:

a. increase the administrative burden  of EA and the other TAS providers;

b. diminish the reputation of the EA-sponsored TAS (and the two other TAS's) by requiring them to afford membership to tuition providers which you believe (but cannot establish) do not have the standards and outlook you usually require from members; and

c. expose EA to legal proceedings and threats of legal proceedings by unsuccessful applicants for membership.

3. Current requirements under the ESOS Act

3.1 Under section 4 of the ESOS Act, a tuition provider cannot offer tuition services to overseas students unless it is registered on CRICOS.

3.2 An overseas student is a person who holds a student visa under the regulations made under the Migration Act 1958 (Cth).

3.3 Under section 7A (1) of the ESOS Act, a tuition provider is required to be a member of a TAS; although section 7A (3) provides that the regulations make an exception to this requirement.

3.4 Regulations 9 of the Education Services for Overseas Students (Register of Providers and Financial Regulation) Regulations (Cth) ('ESOS Regulations') provides that tuition providers are not required to be a members of a TAS if, inter alia, the tuition provider has an insurance policy which covers the fees of each student, or a bank guarantee or parent organisation guarantee covering the fees of each student.

3.5 Of those tuition providers which are exempt from the requirement under section 7A(1) of the ESOS Act under regulation 9 of the ESOS Regulations, the majority have taken out tuition insurance rather than a bank or parent guarantee.

3.6 Each tuition provider is also required to operate an NTA into which it pays all course moneys received from students.  Under section 6B of the ESOS Act if a tuition provider fails to provide the course on the agreed starting date, or ceases to provide the course while the course is being conducted, the tuition provider is required to refund the relevant amount of the students' fees from the NTA.

3.7 DETYA has released a discussion paper entitled 'Strengthening the Education Services for Overseas Students (Register of Providers and Financial Regulation) Act 1991'.  The paper indicates that in DETYA's view the insurance/guarantee scheme and the NTA process has not worked effectively in relation to those tuition providers that are not members of a TAS ('non-TAS tuition providers') because:

a. there is no mechanism to ensure that students affected by the closure of a non-TAS tuition provider are placed in equivalent courses;

b. the financial assurance mechanism provided by the insurance policy that a non-TAS tuition provider is required to take out is often satisfactory because:

i. fraud on the part of the non-TAS tuition provider vitiates the policy; and

ii. even where there has been no fraud committed by the non-TAS tuition provider, refunds are not being made to affected students within a satisfactory time due to the significant delay  between the lodgment of a claim under the insurance policy and a payment being made by the insurance companies.

3.8 DETYA argues that the proposals in paragraph 1.2 above will avoid these problems.

4. Legal Problems with Proposed Amendments.

4.1 We understand that the EA operates at present as a 'private club' .  It can admit or refuse Colleges to membership upon its own criteria.  It has high standards and is liable to refuse membership if it has any doubts that those standards will not be met by an applicant.  The EA is perfectly within its rights to adopt this course under the present legislative regime.

4.2 If the ESOS Act is amended as proposed, tuition providers will be required to be members of a TAS as a precondition of being registered on CRICOS.  Consequently, TAS operators will be responsible for determining which tuition providers may and may not operate.  That is, the position of the TAS operators relative to tuition providers will be analogous to the position of licensor and licensee.  Membership of a TAS will effectively operate as a licence to provide tuition to overseas students.  That is an entirely different regime to the present.

4.3 There is a long line of authority requiring procedural fairness to be observed by people or organisations when making decisions affecting the rights, interests and privileges of persons and group; Kioa v West (1985) 159 CLR 550; Haoncher v Minister for Immigration & Ethnic Affairs (1990) 169 CLR 6-18.
4.4 Decision affecting a person's occupation or livelihood
, their business interest
 or their personal or business reputation
 attract a very strong presumption that procedural fairness will be observed.

4.5 While the general rules of procedural fairness developed from decisions made by governments, administrative authorities and statutory bodies, the requirements of procedural fairness are  now applied in certain circumstances to non-government bodies.

4.6 Accordingly, sporting bodies and professional organisations which are in a position to adversely affect a person's livelihood, must afford procedural fairness to the affected party: Stollery v Greyhound Racing  Control Board (1972) 128 CLR 509; Forbes v New South Wales Trotting Club Ltd (1979) 143 CLR 242.
4.7 A decision not to extend membership to a tuition provider, effectively preventing that provider from carrying on business, is an observation on the tuition provider's reputations and would affect their livelihood.  Accordingly, such a decision by a TAS operator would require the extension of procedural fairness to that provider.

4.8 Procedural fairness requires as a minimum that:

(a) any person whose interest are liable to be affected by a decision to be given notice of relevant matters and a reasonable opportunity to present his or her case; and

(b) the decision maker approaches his or her task with an absence of prejudgment or bias.

4.9 There is also authority for the proposition that procedural fairness requires that a decision should be made on the basis of logically probative material and that reasons must be given, although the High Court has not yet adopted this approach: Australian Broadcasting Tribunal v Bond(1990) 170 CLR 321; Public Service Board of New South Wales v Osmond (1986) 159 CLR 656.
4.10  Even if the principles of procedural fairness do not directly apply to a decision of a TAS operator to admit or refuse to admit a tuition provider to membership, it is likely that procedural fairness would apply indirectly as a consequence of the 'legitimate expectations' of the tuition provider: Haoucher v Minister for Immigration & Ethnic Affairs (1990) 169 CLR 648.
4.11 A tuition provider may be required to afford procedural fairness to a tuition provider in relation to the proposed exercise of a power, 'if its exercise will deprive the [ tuition provider] of any right, interest, benefit or privilege which that person has a legitimate expectation of obtaining or continuing to enjoy': Haoucher per McHugh J at 680.

4.12  In summary, the amendments to the ESOS Act that DETYA is proposing to recommend will:

(a) increase the administrative burden of TAS operators in according procedural fairness to tuition providers; and

(b) reduce the freedom of the EA to reject prospective tuition providers that they deem not to meet the high standards required of the EA

4.13  Effectively it shifts the burden from government onto TAS operators for determining which  tuition providers should be allowed to carry on the business of providing teaching services to overseas students.

5. Practical Problems

5.1 One of the benefits of the current system is that TAS operators are able to exercise their discretion as to which tuition providers to admit.  By admitting only the highest quality tuition providers, the EA has been able to establish a reputation for quality.  Importantly, this reputation is relied on by students and overseas agencies when selecting a tuition provider.

5.2 This approach has been highly successful to this point.  We understand that since the ESOS Act was enacted in 1991 not one member of EA has involuntarily gone out of business.  In the case of the other two TAS operators, we understand that the tuition assurance arrangements have covered all those students that have been affected by the small number of tuition providers that have ceased to carry on business.

5.3 If, as a consequence of the proposed amendments, EA is required to extend  membership to less reputable tuition providers, the reputation of the EA and the current members will be diminished if, as is expected, some of those admitted cease to operate.  Furthermore, low-quality tuition providers will be conferred a legitimacy that is not warranted.

6. Alternatives

6.1 Except for a limited of non-TAS tuition providers, we understand that the current system functions well.  Where a non-TAS tuition provider goes out of business for a reason other than malfeasance (for example, financial management), the NTA guarantee that no students will be adversely affected.

6.2 In those limited cases where there is malfeasance on the part of the tuition providers so that there are insufficient funds in the NTA to reimburse students, a system whereby the directors and officers of the tuition provider were held personally liable for any loss suffered by students would act as an effective deterrent.  Such a provision has been successful in other legislation.  Its insertion in the ESOS Act would assist in deterring malfeasance on the part of the directors and officers of some of the less reputable tuition providers.

6.3 An effective policy to improve the scheme for educating overseas students needs to be targeted at disreputable tuition providers.  A concern with the current proposal is that rather than exposing disreputable tuition providers and aiding their exit from the industry it will require them to associate with reputable tuition providers under the auspices of a TAS operator.  This may unintentionally impact upon the reputation of those TAS operators and their members which are currently providing a good services to students.

Yours sincerely

Charles Alexander

Partner
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