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The Australian Council for Private Education & Training (ACPET) welcomes this opportunity to make a submission to the Senate Employment, Workplace Relations, Small Business and Education References Committee inquiry into the quality of vocational education and training in Australia. 

ACPET’s primary brief is to represent private sector education and training organisations, of which we have over 300 members. However private sector VET providers do not exist in a vacuum and are as dependent on a rational, efficient, and effective VET framework and system as public sector providers. Thus it is very much in our interest to promote policy and processes which benefit all providers, both public and private. As Australia enters the 21st century, ACPET contends the VET system must not only build the national skills base but be proactive in the highly competitive global economy. 

The recommendations contained in this submission are concerned not with the past and traditional VET delivery but with the emerging paradigms which will inevitably drive our approach to skills training in the future. They are concerned with expanding VET coverage while controlling costs so that we are able to obtain the greatest effect for limited training funds. As a private provider industry body, ACPET has considerable expertise in client focussed environments and our experience in commercial operations and open competition should benefit public sector policy makers and implementation teams. It is in our interest to help foster a healthy, competitive, consistent, and streamlined VET system, and to this end ACPET is grateful for this opportunity  to table some of its members’ ideas and experience to the Senate Committee.
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Summary

The Australian Council for Private Education & Training (ACPET) is the largest body representing the private education and training sector in Australia. 

The new apprenticeship and User Choice systems are supported by ACPET in principle. They have increased the flexibility with which vocational education and training can be accessed by employers and trainees and broadened training coverage in Australia. 

A number of problems have been posited concerning these systems. However following a survey of ACPET members and interviews with key stakeholders, it is the understanding of ACPET that these problems are the result of flaws in the underlying VET system rather than in the new apprenticeship system and User Choice arrangements themselves. The schemes cannot be said to be achieving their goals effectively or efficiently due to inherent contradictions between their aims and the VET system within which they must operate. 

At the heart of the problem is that the current VET system is driven by a top down supply-side focus which it imposes on employers, trainees, and RTOs without realistic or practical attention to demand factors. This supply-side focus concentrates on system inputs rather than training outcomes, resulting in a VET system which is overly complex, inflexible, and fails to allocate resources fairly, efficiently, or effectively. Moreover this input focussed system fails to detect incompetent or fraudulent provision.

Financial incentives are less effective than they could be due to resources being diverted from training delivery to excessive compliance and reporting requirements of the State VET authorities.

There is an inherent conflict of interest between State governments’ policy, regulation, audit, and training delivery roles which appears to result in anti-competitive behaviour and prevents effective reform due to the assumption of the TAFE model as the ‘natural’ archetype for VET provision. 
As a result, over-control of process quality is resulting in loss of product quality, as the needs of employers, trainees, and trainers are submerged to process(ing) requirements. This is consistent with the expected deterioration of a monopoly product (Training Packages) in a controlled market (ARF) dominated by a monopsonist purchaser (government funding).

Training Packages are unsuitable for their purpose as they are both insufficiently rigorous and too inflexible to meet the training needs of the wide variety of enterprises, employers, trainees, and workplace conditions that exist in Australia. They are also out of step with international practice and often irrelevant to employers and trainees. The Training Package monopoly is anti-competitive and results in reduced quality of training outcomes.

The interpretation of the ARF by State authorities according to a TAFEcentric model of VET may involve breaches of the National Competition Policy. The ways in which some governments propose TAFE should be funded may breach the Trade Practices Act, as may some TAFE operations. A number of legal concerns about the National Training Agenda are raised in this submission.

Australia’s VET systems need to adapt to the more flexible output focus of a post-industrial economy due to (a) the increasingly unsustainable cost and decreasing effectiveness of traditional TAFE organisation, (b) globalisation of Australia’s economy, (c) the rapidity of change in workplace practice and technology. 

With this in mind, ACPET makes a number of recommendations to ameliorate VET systemic problems in addressing the terms of reference of the Senate Inquiry in section 5 of this submission. The recommendations are collated in section 6. 

Description of ACPET

The Australian Council for Private Education & Training (ACPET) was established in 1992 to provide the private sector with a strong national body to represent the interest of members with State and Federal Governments and other agencies. With over 300 members, ACPET is the largest body representing the private education and training sector in Australia. It is represented on numerous consultative committees and working parties.

ACPET was incorporated in 1992 with an elected Board of Directors comprised of State, territory, and general representatives. In 1994 the NSW Vocational Education & Training Accreditation Board granted authority to ACPET to register providers of vocational courses and courses for overseas students. Since 1994 ACPET has operated a Tuition Assurance Scheme for members under the terms of Section 7A of the Education Services for Overseas Students (ESOS) Act 1991.

The private VET provider sector is the only education sector in Australia not to be partially or totally subsidised by government. ACPET members provide well-targeted, appropriately delivered quality courses for individual, national and global development. The private provider sector employs in excess of 20,000 Australians, and generates $.3 billion in export revenue annually.  

ACPET 

· works pro-actively and cooperatively with government, education and training providers, industry and community organisations 

· advances policies and issues and represents members’ interests in the development and delivery of vocational and higher education and training services to meet national and global objectives

· lobbies to ensure that government at all levels include the private sector when planning and implementing education and training policy

· promotes quality, choice, innovation and diversity in Australian education and training 

· promotes participation of private providers and promotes cooperative effort

· assists private providers become more competitive and promotes continuous improvement to ensure the public has real choice in education and training. 

Contacts:

Mr Clive Graham, Chair

ACPET National Office

Ph: 

02 9299 4555

Fax: 

02 9299 4221

Email:
acpet@ozemail.com.au
Ms Carmel Thompson, Deputy Chair

ACPET Qld Office

Ph:

07 3210 6720

Fax:

07 3210 6712

Email:
acpetq@one.net.au



Background

The New Apprenticeship Scheme deserves a high priority in Australian vocational education and training.  However, there are inherent difficulties in assuring this priority including: 

· the value system of Australians regarding vocational education and training

· the quality and motivation of many young people presenting themselves for new apprenticeship vocational education and training

· the transitory nature of employment opportunities at ARF levels II and III training targeted by new apprenticeships

· low government funding for training delivery (coupled with a high attrition rate of new apprentices) resulting in a diminishing quality of vocational education and training

· a lack of outcome measures (inconsistent assessment and testing) to assure the quality of graduates; inconsistent requirements for registered training organisations between colleges, on-the-job training, and high schools

· ill-defined curriculum and resources within Training Packages

· over-reliance on competency based training when employment opportunities require critical thinking and contingency problem solving that is not addressed by the competency model

· State and Territory contractual agreements focussed on administrative rather than educational compliance

· increasingly complex and costly tendering and contractual arrangements

· training funds being diverted from training delivery by compliance and marketing costs

· regulatory rather than facilitatory quality assurance

· obsolete resourcing (eg, a disregard for digital and web based resources)

· the lack of a vocational education and training data base for timely troubleshooting and facilitating quality assurance.

The new apprenticeship system and User Choice arrangements are in general strongly supported by employers and trainees. However State governments have become concerned over the cost and quality of the schemes and loss of revenue to TAFE as clients choose a proliferation of new enterprise based RTOs over TAFE Institutes. 

ACPET position statement 

At the ANTA Conference 1998
 Dr Paul Elsner, Chairman of Miricopa Community Colleges USA, urged Australia to shift from production-driven to market-driven training; that is, from supply-driven to demand-driven VET. 

ACPET strongly supports the proposition that demand-driven training is more effective, efficient, and equitable than production-driven (ie supply side) training. We believe that the current production-driven paradigm is outdated and no longer suitable for Australia’s increasingly globalised post-industrial economy. 

We contend that only a demand-driven approach, if allowed to operate free of market distortions, is capable of the flexibility, timeliness, innovation, and client focus which are needed to successfully provide Australian industry with the focussed and adaptable skills necessary to compete in a world economy dominated by ever faster technological and workplace change. 

Since 1989, the national training agenda and now the ARF have concentrated on one market – industry groupings – to drive Australian VET. There are, however, multiple other markets which the national agenda ignores but which also impact on the competitiveness of Australia’s VET system and industry. 

The recommendations made in this submission will be effective in alleviating problems in these multiple markets as well as removing the major impediments to effective and efficient training in the industry grouping segment and plugging the funding black hole of the current TAFE system.

Submission content organised to terms of reference

1.1 Evaluation of the New Apprenticeship Scheme

Terms of Reference:


(a) an evaluation of the place of the new apprenticeships scheme within the national priorities set for Australia's vocational education system and the appropriateness of those priorities, with particular reference to: 

(i) resource allocation across the sector, between the states and territories, and within program priorities, 

(ii) demographic distribution and equity of structured training opportunities, 

(iii) opportunities for youth and for older people, and 

(iv) the respective obligations of industry and government; 

1.1.1 RESOURCE ALLOCATION

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Most respondents felt that current resource allocation is effective and appropriate for the evolving training market. However 63% of respondents felt that current resource allocation unduly favours TAFE. 

This would seem to indicate support for the federal new apprenticeship system but that funding is being disproportionately distributed by the States to prop up the TAFE system. 

Of concern to ACPET is the perception that government purchases of training demonstrate bias towards TAFE and against non-TAFE providers. It is felt that the officers making purchasing decisions are too close to their public sector colleagues and (a) are unable to evaluate tenders except in public provider terms, and (b) lack sufficient independence to be able to make unbiased decisions.

Recommendations:

· ACPET strongly recommends the separation of purchasing from government regulation, funding, and provision of training. It may be that an independent body (comprising both public and private sector representatives) is needed to ensure unbiased purchasing decisions.

· Over-regulation and top heavy bureaucracy should be transformed into functions which assist rather than hinder effective allocation of resources.

· The public sector must embrace competitively neutral pricing and operations and full cost accounting to remove distortions in the training market which militate against effective and efficient allocation and use of resources.
1.1.2 DEMOGRAPHICS

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 60% of respondents agreed that the new apprenticeship scheme caters for changing demographics.

See 5.1.3.

1.1.3 OPPORTUNITIES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 85% of respondents disagreed that new apprenticeships and entry level training should be restricted to 15-24 year olds. 69% felt that this is inappropriate for changing workplace and industry demographics.

In light of the changing character of Australian (and international) workplaces (eg, aging workforce, rapidly changing technology and skills needs, etc), it is no longer appropriate to restrict entry level training to the 15-24 year old group. The nature of work has changed so that the old paradigm of school leavers doing a year’s training on entering the workforce and none thereafter no longer applies. This is particularly so as the opening the Australian economy to global competition continues the shift from large stable manufacturing enterprises to small, flexible, fast-moving businesses configured to change rapidly in the face of global competition. People now have to access training on an ongoing basis (ie, LLL - life long learning).

In order to be competitive in a global economy, Australian industries, workforces, and VET need to adopt a new paradigm which includes workforce and training flexibility and life long learning. That is, the new norm is that workers may be ‘new entrants’ several times during their working lives, and not just when they leave school. Restricting new apprenticeships and traineeships to the ‘school leaver’ tranche will leave significant gaps in entry level training coverage, reducing workforce flexibility and the ability of industry to compete in a globalised economy.

Recommendations:

· ACPET recommends that new apprenticeships and entry level training should not be restricted to 15-24 year olds. ‘Entry level training’ and ‘new entrants’ should be redefined to take into account changing workplace and industry demographics and conditions.

1.1.4 OBLIGATIONS

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 70% of respondents felt that industry and government obligations are not weighted fairly. 66% disagreed that industry and government obligations are appropriate and effective.

Contracts and compliance and reporting requirements are heavily weighted in favour of government. This stems from a TAFEcentric, supply driven VET system. That is, the obligations imposed on industry in order to access funding expect businesses to adapt to public sector processes which are totally inappropriate for competitive markets. The policy, regulatory, and purchasing frameworks are too complex and expensive, concentrate too much on supply side inputs, are unsuitably rigid for enterprise and regional variation, and are unfit for their purpose.

States’ requirements impose a complex administrative compliance system on what is essentially meant to be a free market (competitive) system. The legal and management systems imposed by the States have resulted in contracts that are legally complex, fundamentally one-sided, on occasions in breach of national competition policy and administrative law, and require legal analysis before signing (adding to the cost to business and RTOs). In 1998, a legal firm contracted by ACPET to analyse the Queensland Government contract documents concluded that the documents were legally flawed and extensive changes were required.

The current system has been developed by a top down corporatist bureaucracy of public sector VET (and industrial relations) professionals. ‘Industry’ input in most cases has been limited by the nature of the process to large companies (ie, more VET and industrial relations professionals within the companies and latterly on ITABs) who could afford to be part of the process. As a result the needs being met are largely those of the VET and industrial relations professionals. That is, training reform has had very little to do with trainees and enterprises at the coal face.

Recommendations:

· Government contracts need to be simplified and unified across the States.

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to a demand focus. Rather than it being the responsibility of the employer to adapt to arcane and inaccessible supply side processes, it should be the responsibility of government to adapt supply processes to actual employer demand for training at the enterprise level. 
EVALUATION OF THE KEY OBJECTIVES OF THE NEW APPRENTICESHIP SCHEME

Terms of Reference:


(b) an evaluation of claims that the key objectives of the original new apprenticeships scheme, as agreed by the states and territories, are not being met, and specifically whether: 

(i) training outcomes are of diminishing quality, 

(ii) older people rather than younger people and new entrants to the workforce are the main beneficiaries of new apprenticeships, 

(iii) the system is more rather than less complex, and 

(iv) the system is being driven by financial incentives and targets rather than the needs of industry; 

1.1.5 QUALITY OF TRAINING OUTCOMES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Opinion of respondents is evenly divided as to whether the quality of training outcomes is diminishing under the new apprenticeships scheme. 61% agreed that any loss of quality is a problem for the new apprenticeships scheme. 76% felt that this represents a problem with the underlying VET system.

Training outcome quality has improved where competitive and well organised RTOs are able to work flexibly and efficiently with employers and trainees to ensure training is relevant and timely. However most RTOs surveyed felt that training outcome quality is reduced by increased complexity of the ARF system, unrealistic and onerous compliance and reporting requirements by the States, and the unsuitability of Training Packages. 

The concentration on supply side inputs rather than training outcomes has permitted unscrupulous providers (both public and private) to misuse the system by concentrating on ‘quality’ compliance and reporting rather than on delivery of quality outcomes. The extent of system misuse is difficult to gauge as (a) the system has allowed shonky providers to enter and operate through its focus on inputs, (b) RTOs with good quality outcomes appear to have been accused of rorts solely due to failure to adequately file excessive red tape concerning inputs, and (c) the complexity of the system has created confusion as to its requirements.

ACPET feels that the needs of learners have been neglected, not because of ‘fully on the job’ training and assessment causing loss of quality, but due to loss of flexibility through overly bureaucratic interpretation of ARF standards and Training Packages which may not be appropriate to decentralised and/or specialised workplaces. 

That is, over-control of process quality is resulting in loss of product quality, as the needs of employers, trainees, and trainers are submerged to process(ing) requirements. Note that this is entirely consistent with the expected deterioration of a monopoly product (Training Packages) in a controlled market (ARF) dominated by a monopsonist purchaser (government funding).

It is ACPET’s observation that State and Territory regulatory authorities were initially keen to comply with DETYA policy to encourage workplace enterprises to become RTOs. This explains the enormous growth in RTOs across Australia in the last two years. It has been argued to ACPET that the growth in workplace enterprise RTOs may be linked to a fundamental policy to shift VET from colleges to workplaces and thereby transfer the cost of VET provision from public TAFEs to private enterprise. 

Thus the majority of 3,000+ RTOs registered by 1998 were not educational institutions but businesses whose sector was other than education. However we now see that the cost of compliance assessment of these 3,000+ organisations across Australia is already proving to be prohibitive. In addition the funds spent on all of this compliance assessment are diverted from delivery of quality training.

The financial incentives driving the new apprenticeship system simply do not meet basic industrial award payments let alone any on-costs unless there is a bulk provision. This means that many honest RTOs (including TAFE) are forced to diminish quality training in order to limit financial loss. Given that the funds awarded per student per contact hour have to be used for marketing (attracting trainees), monitoring, administrative compliance, teaching, materials, counselling, assessments, workplace visits, and liaison and staff development, the reality is that, as ACPET research demonstrates, as little as $1.50 per student per contact hour may be actually devoted to training.

Recommendations:

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

1.1.6 BENEFICIARIES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 63% of respondents disagreed that older people rather than young people and new entrants to the workforce are the main beneficiaries of new apprenticeships. Only 18% felt that older people benefiting reduces effectiveness of the new apprenticeship scheme. 

See 5.1.3 above. 

1.1.7 COMPLEXITY OF THE SYSTEM

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 70% of respondents agreed that the new apprenticeships scheme is too complex. 65% felt that the complexity results from excessive complexity of the underlying VET system. 70% felt over-complexity reflects onerous compliance and reporting requirements to the detriment of training outcome quality. 70% agreed that reducing complexity will enhance outcome quality.

The training and workforce flexibility needed by employers and trainees and intended by the new apprenticeship system is being prevented by system complexity. This appears to result mainly from the complexity of the underlying VET system rather than from the new apprenticeship system itself. Resources have been diverted from training delivery due to the complexity of the VET system and unrealistic and onerous compliance and reporting requirements by the States. This in conjunction with the Training Package monopoly reduces the ability of RTOs to provide flexible and timely training to meet the needs of employers and trainees as intended. 

System complexity benefits no-one. Employers and trainees, and hence the economy, suffer from reduced training outcomes. Non-TAFE VET providers are hamstrung in their ability to deliver high quality, cost-effective, and efficient training. TAFE becomes moribund, unable to compete fairly or to prevent itself slipping further and further into a funding black hole. System complexity reflects uncompetitive and unwieldy TAFE systems of the past. That this is unsuitable in a modern economy is exemplified by a 2:1 ratio of TAFE administration to delivery staff as revealed in the Bannikoff Report into TAFE Qld.

Recommendations:

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

1.1.8 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES 

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 75% of respondents agreed that financial incentives and targets drive the system. 70% felt that this is to the detriment of industry, employers, and employees. However 63% felt that removal of financial incentives will significantly reduce training take up and quality. 55% agreed that the VET system should be changed to allow free markets to work properly and to reduce reliance on government funding.

Financial incentives have distorted behaviour. Recent systems of government funding of training have created a perception in the minds of potential trainees and employers that it is a government responsibility to fund all training, resulting in a loss of personal responsibility for self-development
.

Confusion exists due to varying federal and State incentives. The use of financial incentives by government has had a deleterious effect in that it has severely reduced private markets – that is, people now expect the government to pay for training. This is now creating an inevitable tension between the desire for flexible and expanded training coverage and its cost. 

Reduction of incentives, while it may reduce cost of the system, is now most likely to result in reduction of training take up and quality with concomitant increase in the overall cost of a highly skilled workforce (or opportunity cost of an unskilled workforce).

Assuming that the economic imperatives which demand a more flexible, highly skilled workforce won’t go away, ways to reduce the cost of the system must be found. 

· The immediate (and only viable) way to reduce cost without cutting quality is through elimination of systemic waste.

· The long term need is to reverse the reliance on government funds for training. 

Recommendations:

· Systemic waste must be cut through elimination of excessive red tape and reform of the TAFEcentric model of VET provision.

· The cost (in both time and money) to employers and RTOs of compliance to the system must be reduced.

· User Choice arrangements should be expanded, with funding allocated through tax incentives, scholarships, etc rather than through direct government contracts.

· Impediments to free operation of the market must be removed in order for incentives to work properly.

· Means should be explored to reduce the public’s reliance on direct government funding of training (eg, tax incentives for training, scholarships, etc) so that training is initiated according to training needs rather than availability of public funds.

ASSESSMENT OF THE QUALITY OF PROVISION BY TAFE AND PRIVATE PROVIDERS

Terms of Reference:


(c) an assessment of the quality of provision of technical and further education (TAFE) and private providers in the delivery of nationally recognised and non-recognised vocational education and training (VET) services and programs, including: 

(i) the adequacy of current administration, assessment and audit arrangements for registered training organisations and the credentials they issue, 

(ii) processes for the recognition of registered training organisations, the effectiveness of compliance audits and validations of registered training organisations, operations, and sanctions for breaching the conditions of registration, 

(iii) the level and quality of VET occurring within registered training organisations, including TAFE, private providers, workplaces and schools, 

(iv) the extent to which employers of apprentices and trainees are meeting their obligations to deliver training on the job, and the adequacy of monitoring arrangements, 

(v) the range of work and facilities available for training on the job, 

(vi) attainment of competencies under national training packages, and 

(vii) the reasons for increasing rates of non-completion of apprenticeships and traineeships; 

1.1.9 ADEQUACY OF ADMINISTRATION

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 66% of respondents disagreed that administration of the new apprenticeships system is efficient and effective. 53% thought that the benefits of the current system outweigh its problems. Significantly, 62% disagreed that the ARF is effective and efficient and 66% disagreed that the ARF ensures/promotes quality.

This is indicative of the view that while the new apprenticeship system is seen as a more efficient and effective arrangement than previous systems, it is being undermined by the States’ interpretations of the underlying ARF resulting in excessive administrative complexity focussed on supply side inputs rather than industry and trainee benefits. As stated in the Schofield Report (page ii, paragraph 8):

Many professional and ethical providers…[deliver] quality training and issue qualifications in accordance with NTF. These outcomes are particularly impressive because they have been achieved in spite of the system rather than because of it. (our emphasis)

In ACPET’s view the training market is over-regulated, too centralised, and bureaucratically top heavy. The degree of government interference in the market has created severe distortions which act against both training efficiency and effectiveness. The anti-competitive nature of public VET providers and regulators and the huge amount of red tape introduced over the past several years has all but strangled innovation and is largely the cause of the problems which are now being faced.

There is no simple means of submission and verification to ensure RTO administrative requirements are being met. Rather, the system relies solely on a detection methodology based on grass-roots informers (who may or may not have a grudge against the employer or RTO) and as such is tardy in detecting non-compliance and wasteful of RTO time when (and if) an administrative audit is necessary.

Fundamentally, ACPET believes administration is operated as a complex paper-chase for punishing putative non-compliance rather than as a dynamic resource for facilitating quality of outcome. The administration of the new apprenticeship system is locked into an industrial age mindset which increases the costs of compliance and treats non-TAFE RTOs as dissidents rather than working cooperatively to assure the quality of graduates.

See also Appendix A: Specific Issues for ACPET Members.

Recommendations:

· Systemic waste must be cut through elimination of excessive red tape and reform of the TAFEcentric model of VET provision.

· The cost (in both time and money) to employers and RTOs of compliance to the system must be reduced.

· User Choice arrangements should be expanded, with funding allocated through tax incentives, scholarships, etc rather than through direct government contracts.

· Impediments to free operation of the market must be removed in order for incentives to work properly.

· The public sector must embrace competitively neutral pricing and operations and full cost accounting to remove distortions in the training market which militate against effective and efficient allocation and use of resources.
1.1.10 STATE RTO RECOGNITION AND COMPLIANCE PROCESSES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 76% of respondents disagreed that State recognition and compliance processes ensure/ promote quality of training provision. 70% felt that compliance and audit arrangements are not fair, cost effective, and efficient. 80% disagreed that compliance and audit arrangements ensure/promote quality training outcomes. 

· 85% of respondents felt that there is a conflict of interest between government policy, regulation, audit, funding, and delivery roles. 72% believe that this conflict of interest reduces quality of resource allocation and training outcomes. Opinion was evenly divided as to whether the conflict of interest results in biased and unfair conduct of audits (note however that opinion varied among the States).

DETYA, DIMA, State and Territory regulatory authorities and the ITABs each play multiple roles in the compliance assessment of RTOs without cross-referencing between their individual areas of concern. In consequence, RTOs intentionally or unintentionally can fall between the gaps in these regulatory areas of responsibility such that quality of training provision has no real measure. 

ACPET does not disagree that the role of government is to provide a regulatory framework for the operation of the competitive market and to respond to market failures and promote equity. This is generally true in any mixed economy. However the degree to which government should regulate and interfere with the operation of a free market, while subject to varying interpretation, is increasingly constrained by the realities of a global economy.

As stated previously, in ACPET’s view the training market is over-regulated, too centralised, and bureaucratically top heavy. The degree of government interference in the market has created severe distortions which act against both training efficiency and effectiveness. This seems to have followed the activities of government regulators to centralise and control all aspects of training inputs according to an outdated and unworkable public sector model, with insufficient regard to the negative effect of this on training outcome quality. A major result has been an anti-competitive restriction of the ability of RTOs to provide innovative, flexible, cost-effective, efficient and timely training to enterprises competing in a global economy.

State regulatory authorities are poorly resourced both financially and in human resources. Many of the compliance assessors are ill-equipped to assess the financial and business dimensions of RTOs (eg, assessors have been drawn in some States from retrenched educational staff). There is no acknowledgment by State regulatory authorities that RTOs are essentially business operations trading education and training. This exacerbates the tendency for State authorities to make decisions which mitigate against the benefits of free and open markets, with consequent loss of cost effective workforce skills formation. 

Research in 1994 found that private enterprise workplace providers believed that the then Australian Standards Framework added limited value to their enterprises.
 The Allen Consulting Group had earlier reported that State and Territory regulatory training authorities tended to use TAFE curriculum as a benchmark thereby limiting the product diversity of the private sector.

Of major concern to ACPET is the perception that State governments’ administration of training is biased towards TAFE and against non-TAFE providers. As stated above, it is felt that the officers making administrative decisions are too close to their public sector colleagues involved in purchasing and delivery and (a) are unable to evaluate compliance except in public provider terms, and (b) lack sufficient independence to be able to make unbiased decisions.

State recognition and compliance processes require RTO application fees, registration fees, fees charged to vary scope, et cetera, adding an enormous on-cost to providers. ACPET commissioned Ampersand to assess the cost of compliance. The Ampersand report indicates that the registration process costs between $20,000 and $200,000 per annum depending on the size and scope of the provider. This includes costs to learn and understand the process, attend seminars, lost time ringing State regulatory authorities and other bodies, waiting for responses, time spent filling in forms, time spent reviewing current systems, processes and curricula to ensure they meet with the RTO requirements, time taken to make changes, time taken to organise material, resources, files in a the prescribed manner, often the buying in of external resources to assist, etc. ACPET argues that given that State registering authorities cannot guarantee the standard of outcome of the providers they register, the cost of compliance is a waste.

ACPET contends that there are inherent problems within the National Training Agenda structures.  For example:

· There is considerable doubling up between State/Territory registering authorities and other government agencies. For example, the RTO process reviews copyright compliance. The Copyright Agency also regularly reviews and inspects copyright compliance.  

· The Trust Accounts of CRICOS registered colleges are rarely audited by a government body.

· Some ITABs are not representative of industry as a whole. Smaller operators with fewer resources and niche operators with particular requirements and needs are rarely represented.  

· Providers are required to deal with ITABs for advice regarding endorsement of courses which are outside the Training Packages. Staff of many ITABs are not always able to supply the necessary advice. They do not undertake research to confirm that there is a need for the course.

· One of the main aims of the system is to provide a national training framework. Yet there are numerous differences across States regarding quality, registration and accreditation methods, and compliance audits resulting in variable standards across Australia.

See also Appendix A: Specific Issues for ACPET Members.

Recommendations:

· The cost (in both time and money) to employers and RTOs of compliance to the system must be reduced.

· Compliance assessors must have suitable skills to assess not only educational but also business and financial aspects of RTOs realistically. This must include acknowledgment that private sector systems should not necessarily mimic public sector processes and values.

· Impediments to free operation of the market must be removed in order for demand and supply to work properly.

· ACPET strongly recommends the separation of regulation and administration from government purchasing, funding, and provision of training. It may be that an independent body (comprising both public and private sector representatives) is needed to ensure unbiased decisions. 

1.1.11 LEVEL OF QUALITY ACROSS RTOS

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 95% of respondents agreed that quality levels vary according to provider. 80% disagreed that TAFE delivers higher quality than non-TAFE RTOs. Only 13% felt that quality variation is not consistent with delivery flexibility compatible with local conditions. 63% agreed that quality variation is driven by administrative factors, 55% by financial factors, and 58% by contractual factors.

· 72% of respondents disagreed that large providers deliver consistent quality better than small RTOs. 66% felt that perceived lack of quality is not treated the same for public and private sectors. 72% disagreed that an assumption of public sector quality (ie as benchmark) is valid.

It seems axiomatic that quality varies across providers. However, ‘quality’ needs careful definition – ie, are we talking about quality of outcomes or process quality? Unfortunately our current system appears to conflate the two so that providers with high quality outcomes can be penalised for ‘low quality’ processes (eg poor compliance to irrelevant standards or reporting regimes). Providers with poor quality outcomes can be rated ‘high quality’ due simply to an ability to fill in forms and quantify inputs. 

Quality variation is not necessarily inconsistent with quality outcomes. The current system defines quality as adherence to mandated Standards delivered through compulsory Training Packages in accordance with an overly complex compliance regime. However the centralised and monopolistic nature of these inputs does not take into account the wide variation in skills needed by businesses within industries, across regions, and in different market niches. What is appropriate for a large mainstream business in Melbourne may be of little relevance to a small specialised or niche business in Bundaberg. 

Variation in outcome quality is of concern. The current system’s concentration on inputs rather than outcome quality, combined with the ARF mutual recognition principle can result in wide variation in the level of skills for a given qualification. In other words, the quality of training is diminished when an employer or solid RTO is forced to recognise the inadequate skills base of a trainee trained by a less than competent RTO. That is, the current system fails to provide reliable equivalence of qualifications in fact, even though to do so is one of its major aims.

Furthermore, even where qualifications are equivalent, they often provide insufficient information for employers regarding the skills levels of employees. The ‘competent/not-competent’ model of Competency Based Training may be relevant to traditional apprenticeship type occupations, but it is not suitable for recognising differences in levels of excellence beyond the lowest level of competency. The current insistence on a ‘competent / not competent’ model reduces incentives to learn more than the minimum, increases costs with no reward for higher than base level training, thus reducing competencies to their lowest common level rather than encouraging excellence, and provides employers with insufficient information about the skills levels of (potential) employees.

Note that 72% of ACPET members surveyed disagreed that large providers deliver consistent quality better than small RTOs. 66% felt that perceived lack of quality is not treated the same for public and private sectors. 72% disagreed that the assumption of public sector quality (ie as benchmark) is valid. In other words, non-TAFE providers feel that they are unfairly treated not only in being forced to conform to a TAFEcentric model of VET which they believe is lacking in quality, but also in the way in which State regulators and compliance assessors evaluate the quality of training. 

To reiterate, separation of State government policy, regulation, audit, funding, and delivery roles is necessary. State authorities need to (a) become aware of, and (b) value accurately private sector means of attaining efficiency through ‘lean, mean’ management and processes. Indeed if TAFE is ever to change from being a funding black hole and become financially and competitively viable, it needs to jettison its outmoded systems and learn such efficiencies from the private sector.

Recommendations:

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

· Means of recognising quality variation consistent with regional and enterprise variation need to be found.

· Differences in competency levels need to be recognised where appropriate.

· Evaluation of public and private sector quality must be consistent and realistic.

1.1.12 EMPLOYER OBLIGATIONS

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 45% of respondents disagreed that employers meet their obligations for on-the-job training. 47% disagreed that employers meet their delivery obligations. 53% felt that employers do not meet reporting obligations. 50% felt that employer obligations are realistic and attainable. 

· 63% of respondents disagreed that monitoring arrangements are adequate. 50% disagreed that monitoring arrangements are overly bureaucratic. 60% felt that monitoring arrangements can not be tightened without reducing employer flexibility.

Employers and trainees are more interested in getting on with their business with as little disruption as possible than in becoming VET experts. Small business in particular does not have the resources to maintain expertise with ever changing training reforms and terminology. 

To what extent is confusion over employer obligations the result of the average trainee and employer being unable to understand or not knowing the arcane details of a VET system which is new, very complex, irrelevant to many employers and trainees’ needs? The extent of system misuse is difficult to gauge as (a) the system has allowed shonky employers to enter and operate through its focus on inputs, (b) employers with good quality outcomes appear to have been accused of rorts solely due to failure to adequately file excessive red tape concerning inputs, and (c) the complexity of the system has created confusion as to its requirements.

The problem with the current rigid compliance processes is that there is no way to tell the difference between good outcomes achieved through flexible methods and bad outcomes through disregard of procedure.

Misuse is encouraged by the system as compliance is judged according to the ability to provide ‘quality’ documentation (on supply side inputs), which can be done by the unscrupulous with little regard for delivery. ACPET believes that the current supply side input focus is the most important reason for systemic failure (eg, to detect substandard providers). This is unlikely to change until the VET paradigm changes to open standards allowing flexible adaptation to constantly changing demand patterns, ie, a (real) demand driven paradigm.

Recommendations:

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The cost (in both time and money) and complexity to employers of compliance to the system must be reduced.

· Means of recognising quality variation consistent with regional and enterprise variation need to be found.

· Compliance assessors must have suitable skills to assess not only educational but also business and financial aspects of employers realistically. This must include acknowledgment that private sector systems should not necessarily mimic public sector processes and values.

1.1.13 THE RANGE OF WORK AND FACILITIES ON-THE-JOB

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 55% of respondents disagreed that on-the-job training is practical and effective. 88% agreed that an appropriate range of work and facilities are crucial for on-the-job training. However only 44% agreed that small businesses can meet work and facilities requirements and 56% disagreed that small businesses can meet administration and reporting requirements.

On-the-job training is only effective if the work environment provides an appropriate range of work and facilities.

The centralised and monopolistic nature of Training Packages and compliance requirements does not take sufficiently into account the wide variation in skills needed by businesses within industries, across regions, and in different market niches. Thus for example a big business employer may be able to offer a range of work and on-the-job facilities completely out of the reach of small businesses in the same industry. It is unlikely that the Bundaberg News has the same printing press layout, machinery, and tasks as the Age in Melbourne. Again, what is appropriate for a large mainstream metropolitan business may be of little relevance to a small specialised or niche regional business. 

Evaluation of the appropriateness of work and facilities for on-the-job training must take such differences into account if it is to be valid and of benefit to the majority of Australian businesses. The difficulty is in maintaining reliability of qualifications across all sizes and shapes of enterprises. We need to be able to differentiate levels of skills required by large and small businesses. This is currently difficult with Training Package and CBT formats.

Of course, some businesses are too small to be able to provide a viable training environment. If such businesses (which constitute a large proportion of employers) are to participate in training, then flexibility is needed as to how on- and off-the-job training is conducted. For example, small businesses may be able to group together where appropriate for the purposes of providing on-the-job training facilities.

ACPET doubts the efficacy of disincentives to ‘on the job’ training now that its cost is seen to be prohibitive. The likely result is nil effect on substandard traders and another distortion in the training market with ‘on the job’ training artificially difficult to access when it is appropriate. Quality is unlikely to be enhanced by replacing one set of distortions with another. Rather ways need to be found to (a) remove all distortions which prevent market demand operating effectively, and (b) monitor on-the-job training simply, effectively, and at minimal cost.

Recommendations:

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The cost (in both time and money) and complexity to employers of compliance to the system must be reduced.

· Means of recognising quality variation consistent with regional and enterprise variation need to be found.

· Compliance assessors must have suitable skills to assess not only educational but also business and financial aspects of employers realistically. This must include acknowledgment that private sector systems should not necessarily mimic public sector processes and values.

1.1.14 ATTAINMENT OF COMPETENCIES UNDER TRAINING PACKAGES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 75% of respondents disagreed that Training Packages ensure quality of outcomes. 76% felt that the Training Package monopoly contravenes the Trade Practices Act. 75% felt that the Training Package monopoly is anti-competitive. 60% disagreed that Training Packages achieve a viable balance between academic rigour and industry flexibility.

· 56% of respondents agreed that the over-complexity of the VET system contributes to non-attainment of competencies. 60% agreed that the Training Package monopoly contributes to non-attainment of competencies. 65% felt that Training Packages are undifferentiated and unsuitable for local or specialised workplaces (eg 'one size fits all' = 'fits nobody'). 75% felt that the Training Package monopoly should be removed.

Under the Australian Recognition Framework (ARF), Training Packages are defined regardless of what customers may think. Indeed, in 1998, the Australian Bureau of Statistics reported that employers preferred private training providers to public providers in nine of eleven categories of choice. Of significance was the preference of employers for private providers on the matter of “more suitable content” than public providers, indicating a demand for product diversity and niche markets.
 
However, the mandatory roll-over to Training Packages eradicates that preference. It is not market realism to argue that Training Packages permit customisation in order to meet market needs. The mandatory building blocks of all Training Packages force us all along particular learning paths. Customisation usually necessitates add-on units (curriculum) which make it uneconomical in terms of time and cost to deliver. 

The generic titles of Training Packages do not acknowledge the divergent rigours of input of customised training. It is a tenet of the market that consumers will not pay more for an identical product (that is, qualification) they can purchase for less cost and with less time elsewhere. The notion of customisation of Training Packages does not account for market reality.

To understand what is wrong with Training Packages, we first have to look at where they begin and the development of industry competencies. Various Industry Training Advisory Boards (ITABs) have been established to identify what competencies are required for the lower levels of work throughout Australian industry. Some ITABs have a clear picture of what their respective industries require, particularly in the fields of highly organised, industrial, and mechanistic pursuit. Competencies in these fields are relatively easy to quantify because labour is routine and jobs are specified by industrial awards. However, not all sectors – and especially emerging work opportunities – are mechanistically structured.

It becomes increasingly difficult to apply the competency model the further the shift from forklifts and putting bolts on Holdens. Fields where success is achieved by the creative and subjective application of a process and/or where a process is segmented and heavily contextualised defy structuralist thinking and implementation. The inability to qualify subtlety and nuance essential for successful creation relegates these to the scrap heap in the competency model. Fields which are not dominated by larger employers and are not heavily unionised but are large creative industries made up of small contractors include the arts, multimedia, design, software development, film production, and emerging work generally.

If you cut enough off a unique shape it will eventually fit a round hole and those that fit the round hole are called core competencies. Those who participate in the design of core competencies are mostly those whose income is not effected by the time and money required for participation in seemingly endless studies, surveys, focus groups, DACUMS, paper reviews and committee meetings. Thus, small business operators and independent contractors who actually work in the sector are not nearly as involved as are union leaders, academics, education bureaucrats and directors of industry organisations who don’t actually work with the competencies being manipulated. The Nullarbor factor mitigates against too much involvement from Western Australia. 

Claims of wide industry support based on the names of those who are able to show up for one or two meetings or wrote a letter are dubious. Those who participate in competency determination are directed that what is required are functional and quantifiable minimum abilities. However most emerging fields require creativity, inspiration, vision, lateral thinking, leaps of logic, and ability which go beyond competent if one is to be contracted. So being merely functionally competent is useless. 

Enterprises which operate in competitive international markets are further disadvantaged, as the ARF requires RTOs to issue certificates and advanced diplomas when the rest of the world deals in diplomas and degrees. It also requires us to maintain the mandatory components of a Training Package in order to issue a qualification whether or not the content is relevant or appropriate to the customer’s country of business.

At best, competencies are minimum benchmarks which may be useful as a base for curriculum. To wrap these minimum benchmarks into mandatory Training Packages with generic reserved qualifications attached is to hand the global market to our international competitors.

The majority of ACPET members surveyed feel that the Training Package monopoly is anti-competitive and contravenes the Trade Practices Act. According to nearly two-thirds of the RTOs who responded, Training Packages fail to achieve a viable balance between academic rigour and industry flexibility. They believe that the Training Package monopoly contributes to non-attainment of competencies as Training Packages are undifferentiated and unsuitable for local or specialised workplaces (eg ‘one size fits all’ = ‘fits nobody’).

Three quarters of respondents felt that the Training Package monopoly should be removed.

See also Appendix A: Specific Issues for ACPET Members.

Recommendations:

· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Competencies and their assessment need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and their adaptation to niche and innovative markets simplified.
· Competencies and nomenclature need to be aligned with international practice.
· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

1.1.15 NON-COMPLETION RATES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Only 21% of respondents agreed that the main reason for non-completion rates is poor quality delivery. Only 38% disagreed that the main reason for non-completion rates is over-complexity of the VET system. 41% disagreed that the main reason for non-completion rates is the unsuitability of Training Packages. 39% disagreed that the relative workloads of VET and degree programs (eg easier to do a degree than a diploma) contribute non-completion rates.

· Other factors contributing to non-completion rates: trainee not suited to work, lack of employer support for traineeship, quality of information to trainee and employer, misuse of incentive monies and NTW, personality conflicts on the job, poor attitude.

What are traditional completion rates of non-completion for this type of training? What reasons are given for non completion by clients?

To what extent is non-completion indicative of systemic problems, eg too much complexity, Training Package inflexibility, incompetent providers with ‘quality’ paperwork, etc, so that trainees do not see any relevance to themselves? (For example, why complete a VET diploma when the same work will gain a university degree?)

VET, by its very nature, is concerned with the value of increased skills over the cost of training. As previously mentioned, ACPET feels that over-regulation, bureaucratic top heaviness, and unresponsiveness to market needs have resulted in a stifling of initiative and innovation, loss of flexibility, increased cost, and decreased ability to meet clients’ training needs. Where training costs more in time and money than the value of the skills imparted, and does not provide skills immediately relevant to clients, there is little wonder that non-completion rates are high. 

This situation is undoubtedly exacerbated by employer, trainee, and RTO confusion over obligations due to lack of knowledge of the arcane details of a VET system (underlying new apprenticeships) which is new, very complex, irrelevant to many employers and trainees’ needs. 

ACPET does not believe that the onus should be on clients to become “informed consumers” of training. Clients are not in the VET business. What they want is training to improve the skills needed in their business, and not to become VET experts. Attempts to ‘educate’ potential clients concerning the reformed VET system have largely failed because VET expertise is irrelevant to them and their needs. We must drop the paradigm which insists on clients learning and adapting to the supply side.

[The question arises as to the motivation of clients to initiate training. This is a separate issue, but one which needs to be considered by government. Clients will not become enthusiastic about training because we tell them it is good for them and good for the economy. They will only do so if they can perceive the need for themselves either directly or through business advisers, and if the training improves their bottom line. Quite probably some form of incentive (eg, tax breaks, sensible modifications to awards, etc) will be necessary to provide impetus.]

Recommendations:

· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Competencies and their assessment need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and their adaptation to niche and innovative markets simplified.
· Competencies and nomenclature need to be aligned with international practice.
· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

· Supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to a demand focus. 
AN EXAMINATION OF THE IMPACT ON QUALITY OF USER CHOICE

Terms of Reference:


 (d) an examination of the impact on the quality and accessibility of VET resulting from the policy of growth through efficiencies and user choice in VET, with particular reference to the: 

(i) viability of TAFE, particularly in regional Australia, 

(ii) quality of structured training, 

(iii) quality of teaching, 

(iv) appropriateness of curriculum and learning resources, 

(v) range and availability of student services, and 

(vi) effects of fees and charges on TAFE; 

1.1.16 VIABILITY OF TAFE

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 50% of respondents felt that TAFE is viable in a competitive 'User Choice' training market. Opinion was evenly divided as to whether TAFE has increased its student numbers since the introduction of User Choice, and as to whether TAFE has lost market share since the introduction of User Choice. 

· 74% of respondents agreed that the total market has changed so that it now includes traditionally non-TAFE markets (ie so 'market share' is an inappropriate measure). Opinion was evenly divided as to whether TAFE has taken markets from the private sector. 54% disagreed that this is the result of regulation of previously free markets. 60% agreed that this is the result of anti-competitive collusion between TAFE and State regulatory and funding bodies (nb: not necessarily intentional). Only 25% agreed that this is the result of increased TAFE competitiveness. 70% disagreed that this is the result of better TAFE products.

· 79% of respondents disagreed that the TAFE system is appropriate for 21st century economic and industry training needs (eg, flexibility, quick responses, cost effectiveness, etc). 80% disagreed that the aggregation of TAFE colleges into large Institutes has resulted in increased efficiency and effectiveness (nb: 2:1 admin:delivery ratio in TAFE Qld). 62% felt that it has resulted in removal of TAFE senior decision making away from communities it's supposed to service (esp. rural and regional). 84% felt that it has resulted in over emphasis on 'marketing' and administrative systems to the detriment of delivery quality and effectiveness. 59% felt that it has resulted in anti-competitive concentration of market power. 88% disagreed that TAFE is efficient, effective, competitive and accountable.

A viable TAFE system is a cornerstone of Australian post secondary education. There is wide variability in the efficiency and effectiveness of individual TAFE campuses and even programs, with some delivering world class training outcomes but others struggling for viability.

The TAFE system as a whole appears to be founded on the provision of industrial compliance.  The 1989 Scott Report into NSW TAFE noted the alliance between TAFE courses and industrial awards. The National Training Board 1990 policy on Competency Based Training conceived competency units aligned to industrial award payments. This alliance is perpetuated in the Training Packages. To the private sector, the TAFE system as a whole appears to be an industrial age organisation struggling to adapt to a post-industrial economy. The necessity for it to do so arises from (a) the increasingly unsustainable cost and decreasing effectiveness of traditional TAFE organisation, (b) globalisation of Australia’s economy, (c) the rapidity of change in workplace practice and technology.

It appears that attempts to reduce the cost of TAFE by transferring VET provision to workplaces has resulted in an explosion of workplace RTOs, but little improvement in TAFE costs. Attempts to garner efficiencies from the invisible hand of the market through changing to competitive funding and user choice arrangements appear to have had limited success. 

Reasons for this are probably two fold: 

(a) TAFE systems are overly complex and administratively bloated, as witnessed by the Bannikoff Report finding of a 2:1 ratio of administrators to training delivery personnel in TAFE Queensland. 

(b)  ‘TAFEism’ – the assumption that the TAFE model of VET provision is the ‘natural’ one – and the close relationship between TAFEs and State VET authorities has entrenched that complexity and administrative bloat in States’ VET policy and regulatory frameworks and compliance requirements thus militating against meaningful reform of the TAFE system.

ACPET notes that most TAFEs have undergone severe and continual restructuring but the TAFE industrial nexus remains and is mandatory for the private sector as the national model.

The nature of the problem appears to have been misidentified. Minister Kosky in Victoria has blamed “excessive competition” for financial problems in Victorian TAFEs.
 The Bannikoff Report in Queensland lays the blame for TAFE’s current malaise almost entirely on competition and contestable funding. The Bannikoff Report states (p4) 

“…increasing contestability was intended to toughen Institutes to operate in the training market. 

Instead it has led to a cut in their public funding, a decline in industry funded training, an increase in the cost of administration and a decline in the quality of programs offered in Institutes.” 

These are extraordinary statements because they fly in the face of national competition policy to which both the Victorian and Queensland Governments subscribe and are funded by the Commonwealth to promote. National Competition Policy involves competitive neutrality. Government owned business enterprises competing with private sector businesses should compete on the same footing. Business activities of government owned bodies should not enjoy any net competitive advantage simply as a result of public sector ownership. Government business enterprises have agreed to apply

· full Commonwealth State/Territory tax or tax equivalent systems

· debt guarantee fees

· equivalent regulatory requirements to private firms.

To restrict competition as Minister Kosky and the Banikoff Report propose could result in legal action and damages to private providers as a result of anti-competitive practices. Under Commonwealth law, business activities of government owned bodies no longer enjoy net competitive advantage or immunity from prosecution. That spokespersons for the Victorian and Queensland Governments appear to advocate anti-competitive practices to prop up TAFE is indicative of how governments have failed to understand the market realities of education and training in the 1990s.

The view that “competition has not lead to efficiency as promised” and therefore should be scrapped is naïve at best. Efficiency leads to competitiveness, not vice versa: competition will not lead to efficiency without effective change from inefficient systems. However, to restrict competition would be counterproductive and counter to national competition policy.

The proposition that TAFE has an infrastructure burden which prevents it competing on an even playing field with non-TAFE providers is disingenuous. It is important to separate TAFE’s ‘community service’ activities from its competitive business activities. The former should be the recipient of government infrastructure funding in the national interest; the latter are legally subject to the competitive neutrality principles of the 1995 National Competition Policy agreement and the Trade Practices Act.

ACPET notes that the practice of cross-subsidisation by some TAFEs in which competitive activities can be subsidised by public funds may need to be referred to the relevant State Competition body. There may be a serious issue involved in the relationship between TAFE cross-subsidisation of  activities and ‘dumping’/price fixing of product to eliminate competition (the latter being contrary to the Trade Practices Act). 

Moreover, ACPET argues that it is against the interests of the national economy for the public sector to undermine what would otherwise be a viable private sector. While it is possible that clients may pay less directly for a training package delivered by a TAFE, the ultimate purchaser when public funds are being used is the taxpayer, who is paying not one cent less overall because the cross-subsidisation is still funded from public money.

Above all, ACPET has a problem with the way in which the Departments administering TAFE also administer competitive funding and compliance assessment. There is an inherent abrogation of the spirit of competition in this arrangement which needs to be addressed urgently.

Recommendations:

· ACPET strongly recommends that federal and State VET policies and practices be examined to ensure that they do not abrogate national competition policy.

· ACPET requests government to investigate concerns that some TAFEs may be cross subsidising public funds to their competitive business activities such as to constitute anti-competitive practice.

· ACPET strongly recommends the separation of training provision (ie TAFE) from government purchasing, funding, and regulation and administration. 

· The supply driven VET administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to a demand focus. 
1.1.17 QUALITY OF STRUCTURED TRAINING

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 70% of respondents felt that the ARF system is too complex, too bureaucratic, too centralised, etc for effective structured training. 75% disagreed that Training Packages enhance the quality of structured training. 77% felt that structured training suffers from emphasis on a TAFEcentric model of VET.

See 5.2.1

As stated in 5.2.1 above, training outcome quality has improved under User Choice where competitive and well organised RTOs are able to work flexibly and efficiently with employers and trainees to ensure structured training is relevant and timely. However most RTOs surveyed felt that training outcome quality is reduced by increased complexity of the ARF system, unrealistic and onerous compliance and reporting requirements by the States, and the unsuitability of Training Packages. 

The concentration on supply side inputs rather than training outcomes has permitted unscrupulous providers (both public and private) to misuse the system by concentrating on ‘quality’ compliance and reporting rather than on delivery of quality outcomes. The extent of system misuse is difficult to gauge as (a) the system has allowed shonky providers to enter and operate through its focus on inputs, (b) RTOs with good quality outcomes appear to have been accused of rorts solely due to failure to adequately file excessive red tape concerning inputs, and (c) the complexity of the system has created confusion as to its requirements.

ACPET feels that structured training has suffered, not because of User Choice training and assessment causing loss of quality, but due to loss of flexibility through overly bureaucratic interpretation of ARF standards and Training Packages which may not be appropriate to decentralised and/or specialised workplaces. 

Recommendations:

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

1.1.18 QUALITY OF TEACHING

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Only 27% of respondents disagreed that 'quality of teaching' should mean 'quality of outcomes'. 88% felt that 'quality of teaching'  is confused with adherence to a TAFE model of system inputs. 85% disagreed that the TAFE model results in quality teaching. 

· 90% of respondents disagreed that Training Packages enhance the quality of teaching. Only 24% disagreed that the quality of teaching suffers from emphasis on the TAFE model of VET.

Quality of teaching is negatively affected by the cost of overly complex compliance and reporting resulting from the VET system’s focus on inputs. Given that the funds awarded per student per contact hour have to be used for marketing (attracting trainees), monitoring, administrative compliance, teaching, materials, counselling, assessments, workplace visits, and liaison and staff development, the reality is that, as ACPET research demonstrates, as little as $1.50 per student per contact hour may be actually devoted to training.

Once again quality of outcomes needs to be the benchmark for quality of teaching, not adherence to a TAFE model of system inputs. 

Training Packages damage the quality of teaching. Because they try to be all things to all people, they are designed to the lowest common denominator, prevent differentiation (customisation is often impractical), and cannot adequately detail either teaching or assessment requirements in sufficient detail to be used ‘as is’. Teachers are prevented from using their own initiative to design curriculum specifically tailored to their learners but instead must use centrally imposed Training Packages, resulting in irrelevance of much training package content to learners.

Recommendations:

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

1.1.19 CURRICULUM AND RESOURCES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 52% of respondents disagreed that curriculum and resources have improved under User Choice arrangements. 70% disagreed that curriculum and resources have improved under the Training Package monopoly. 77% felt that curriculum and resources would improve if the Training Package monopoly was removed (ie providers could compete with differentiated training products). Only 15% agreed that Training Packages are adequate and appropriate as resources. Only 23% agreed that Training Packages achieve a viable balance between academic rigour and industry flexibility. Only 26% disagreed that the Training Package monopoly is harmful to the market and to the quality of training.

See 5.3.6.

ACPET feels strongly that the introduction of the Training Package monopoly has had a deleterious effect on the quality of curriculum and resources as they are neither rigorous enough nor flexible enough to adequately meet the training needs of employers and trainees across all variations of large and small, metropolitan and non-metropolitan, manufacturing and service businesses in Australia.

Recommendations:

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

1.1.20 STUDENT SERVICES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 74% of respondents disagreed that student services have improved under User Choice arrangements. 72% felt that unrealistic pricing policies have negatively affected the quality of student services. Only 13% disagreed that resources have shifted from student services due to cost of ARF compliance.

ACPET feels that the needs of learners have been neglected, not because of User Choice training and assessment causing loss of quality, but due to loss of flexibility through overly bureaucratic interpretation of ARF standards and Training Packages which may not be appropriate to decentralised and/or specialised workplaces and differing trainee needs. 

Recommendations:

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

1.1.21 FEES AND CHARGES 

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 20% of respondents agreed that fees and charges have had a positive effect on TAFE. 12% agreed that fees and charges have had a positive effect on non-TAFE providers.

The effects of fees and charges reflect their disposition according to current supply side systems focussed on inputs. Fees and charges will change accordingly under alternative demand driven systems.

Recommendations:

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
1.1.22 LEGAL ISSUES

As mentioned previously, under Commonwealth law business activities of government owned bodies no longer enjoy net competitive advantage or immunity from prosecution. The Australian Consumer and Competition Commission is involved in approximately 35 federal court cases at any one time.  Around $2000 million has been paid in total penalties, refunds and compensations since the mid 1990s. The recent focus on the Sydney Olympic Games demonstrated that, in terms of business activities, government ownership is no protection against anti-competitive behaviour. 

ACPET contends that the implementation and practices of the National Training Agenda raise some serious legal issues which may impact on the viability of TAFE, the quality of structured training and of teaching, the curriculum and resources available to providers, and student outcomes. These issues include:

· The mandatory adoption of Training Packages restricts competition and in spirit constitutes a restriction of trade.

· Partnerships between large providers and industry to tender for government funds for vocational education and training may involve collusion to set price.

· The mandatory RTO requirement to adopt mutual recognition of training between providers may constitute collusion to defraud trainees/students when one provider has not delivered the training to an acceptable standard and the second provider has to build on that inadequate basis.  

· When a  provider has been found to defraud a student by not providing training to an acceptable standard (and in the case of some so-called "visa factory" RTO colleges, to provide no training at all for the issuance of a qualification) and the State requires the mutual recognition of that training by another provider, the State may also be considered to be colluding in the fraudulent conduct of that college.

· The issuance of a certificate of competence may involve legal ramifications resulting in damages against a college if the graduate deemed competent by that college causes damage (is incompetent) in the workplace. In this sense, the National Training Agenda based on competency-based AQF qualifications may be exposing public and private providers to potential legal claims.

· The Education Services for Overseas Students (ESOS) Act may breach national competition policy in that it restricts the access of private providers but not public providers to cash flow.  This in turn affects the market viability of private providers.

Recommendations:

· ACPET strongly recommends that federal and State VET policies and practices be examined to ensure that they do not abrogate national competition policy.

· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

AN EVALUATION OF EMPLOYERS' SUBSIDIES FOR TRAINING

Terms of Reference:


(e) an evaluation of the provision of Commonwealth and state employers' subsidies, including: 

(i) the effectiveness of existing subsidies arrangements in meeting national VET needs, 

(ii) the impact of changes to the new apprenticeships policy, which broadened employer trainee subsidies to include existing workers, and 

(iii) accountability and audit procedures within the Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs, the Australian National Training Authority and state training authorities; 

1.1.23 EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING SUBSIDIES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Opinion was evenly divided among respondents as to whether existing subsidies are effective in meeting national VET needs.

· 79% of respondents felt that subsidies are diverted from delivery due to excessive compliance administration. 88% felt that subsidies can be structured and targeted for greater effectiveness.

As detailed above, the main impediment to the effectiveness of User Choice subsidies is the diversion of funds from delivery due to the necessity to meet the excessive compliance and reporting requirements of the underlying VET system.

Subsidies can be structured and targeted for greater effectiveness by changing the current focus on inputs to emphasise training outcomes.

Recommendations:

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.
· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

1.1.24 IMPACT OF INCLUDING EXISTING WORKERS

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Only 29% of respondents disagreed that training coverage has increased as a result of including existing workers. 36% disagreed that this has benefited industry and employers. 31% disagreed that this has helped promote the goal of Life Long Learning (LLL). Only 30% agreed that new apprenticeships should be restricted to 15-24 year old new entrants.

The nature of work has changed so that the old paradigm of school leavers doing a year’s training on entering the workforce and none thereafter no longer applies. This is particularly so as the opening of the Australian economy to global competition continues the shift from large stable manufacturing enterprises to small, flexible, fast-moving businesses facing global competition. People now have to access training on an ongoing basis (ie, LLL - life long learning).

In order to be competitive in a global economy, Australian industries, workforces, and VET need to adopt a new paradigm which includes workforce and training flexibility and life long learning. That is, the new norm is that workers may be ‘new entrants’ several times during their working lives, and not just when they leave school. 

Including existing workers has enabled training coverage to be expanded to allow for a life long learning paradigm consistent with these workforce  and demographic changes.

Restricting new apprenticeships and traineeships to the ‘school leaver’ tranche would leave significant gaps in entry level training coverage, reducing workforce flexibility and the ability of industry to compete in a globalised economy.

Recommendations:

· ACPET recommends that entry level training should not be restricted to 15-24 year olds. ‘Entry level training’ and ‘new entrants’ should be redefined to take into account changing workplace and industry demographics and conditions.

1.1.25 ACCOUNTABILITY AND AUDIT PROCEDURES 

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Only 8% of respondents agreed that DETYA and ANTA accountability and audit procedures are appropriate and effective. 76% disagreed that State & Territory accountability and audit procedures are appropriate and effective. Only 28% agreed that State recognition and compliance processes enhance quality of provision. Only 34% felt that State recognition and compliance processes enhance effective and efficient use of funds. 64% felt that there is a conflict of interest between States' policy, regulation, audit, funding, and delivery roles.

As stated previously, in ACPET’s view the training market is over-regulated, too centralised, and bureaucratically top heavy. The degree of government interference in the market has created severe distortions which act against both training efficiency and effectiveness. This seems to have followed the activities of government regulators to centralise and control all aspects of training inputs according to an outdated and unworkable public sector model, with insufficient regard to the negative effect of this on training outcome quality. A major result has been an anti-competitive restriction of the ability of RTOs to provide innovative, flexible, cost-effective, efficient and timely training to enterprises competing in a global economy.

State regulatory authorities are poorly resourced both financially and in human resources. This exacerbates the tendency for State authorities to make decisions which hinder the benefits of free and open markets, with consequent loss of cost effective workforce skills formation. 

Of major concern to ACPET is the perception that State governments’ administration of training is biased towards TAFE and against non-TAFE providers. As stated above, it is felt that the officers making administrative decisions are too close to their public sector colleagues involved in purchasing and delivery and (a) are unable to evaluate compliance except in public provider terms, and (b) lack sufficient independence to be able to make unbiased decisions.

User Choice (a principle of the ARF) and contracting out former state monopolies of VET to the private sector, initiated to bring dollar efficiencies to the State provisions, are, in fact, having the contrary effect. The private sector had lean, mean accountability systems which were cost effective. However, State training regulatory authorities are instead imposing inefficient public sector systems via contractual obligations and RTO compliance onto the private sector thereby increasing the costs of private sector provision rather than reducing the cost of public sector provision.

Recommendations:

· The cost (in both time and money) to employers and RTOs of compliance to the system must be reduced.

· Compliance assessors must have suitable skills to assess not only educational but also business and financial aspects of RTOs realistically. This must include acknowledgment that private sector systems should not necessarily mimic public sector processes and values.

· Impediments to free operation of the market must be removed in order for demand and supply to work properly.

· ACPET strongly recommends the separation of regulation and administration from government purchasing, funding, and provision of training. It may be that an independent body (comprising both public and private sector representatives) is needed to ensure unbiased decisions. 

VET IN SCHOOLS

Terms of Reference:


 (f) an evaluation of the growth, breadth, effectiveness and future provision of vocational education in schools, including: 

(i) the quality of provision of VET in both government and non-government schools, 

(ii) the relationship between vocational education in schools, and accredited training packages, 

(iii) the effectiveness and quality of curriculum materials and teaching, 

(iv) accountability provisions for the funding of vocational education in schools, and 

(v) school-to-work transitional arrangements; and 

1.1.26 QUALITY OF PROVISION

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Only 31% of respondents felt that schools have effectively taken up VET provision. 67% disagreed that VET provision through schools results in quality outcomes. 72% disagreed that VET training in schools is efficient and effective.

ACPET notes that the training and qualifications required of VET teachers in schools are lower than that required of TAFE and private provider teaching staff.  ACPET contends that mutual recognition of VET between schools and colleges should not be mandatory when the playing field to deliver is not level.

1.1.27 VET IN SCHOOLS AND TRAINING PACKAGES

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Opinion was evenly divided among respondents as to whether Training Packages are appropriate for VET in schools.

 (See previous comments re Training Packages.)

1.1.28 QUALITY OF CURRICULUM AND TEACHING

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· Only 16% of respondents agreed that VET in schools has quality curriculum and teaching.

(See previous comments.)

ACPET notes that most school VET teachers have no industrial experience in the VET sector being taught. ACPET questions why TAFE and private provider teachers require a minimum of three years recent industrial experience plus a Certificate IV in Workplace Training and Assessment when the same standards are not applied to school based VET. Either this must result in a lower teaching standard in school based VET or it means the qualifications required of TAFE and private provider teachers are unnecessarily high. 

1.1.29 ACCOUNTABILITY

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 70% of respondents disagreed that VET provision in schools is sufficiently accountable.

 (See previous comments.)

1.1.30 SCHOOL-WORK TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 64% of respondents disagreed that school-work transitional arrangements are appropriate and effective.

Recommendations:

· VET in schools should be monitored closely to ensure it maintains quality and accountability.

· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

AN ASSESSMENT OF VET STATISTICAL DATA 

Terms of Reference:


 (g) an assessment of the consistency, validity and accessibility of statistical information on the performance of national VET systems, especially relating to apprenticeships and traineeships. 

ACPET Member Survey (November 1999): 

· 60% of respondents felt that statistical information measures inputs over outcomes. 62% disagreed that reporting requirements and formats are simple, clear, and easy to do. 65% agreed that resources are diverted to reporting requirements from training delivery. 62% disagreed that statistical information is consistent, valid, accessible, and reliable.

VET statistical data suffers from the same malaise as the rest of the VET system: over-complexity, arcane terminology, and onerous reporting requirements. Statistical information needs to measure outcomes over inputs, to be simple, clear, and easy to do, and to be inexpensive so as to avoid diverting resources from training delivery.

VET statistical information is not regarded as consistent, valid, reliable, or accessible. The NTIS is not up-to-date with courses that expired more than three years ago being listed as current while new courses have not been added. Most private provider data on the NTIS is incorrect.

Recommendations:

· VET statistical data gathering needs to measure outcomes.

· Reporting should be simple, clear, easy to do, and inexpensive.

· Statistical information should be more accessible to all VET stakeholders and should be maintained with up to date information.

Conclusion and recommendations

Conclusion:

Many of the proposals in the consultation paper are of a general nature. The detailed means by which they can be structured and implemented have not been discussed. ACPET would welcome the opportunity to provide further input into and assist in developing the practical steps to achieve a successful training market in the future.

As private providers we have considerable expertise in client focussed environments and our experience in commercial operations and open competition would be of benefit to public sector policy makers and implementation teams. It is in our interest to help foster a competitively neutral, consistent, and streamlined VET system, so we would be happy to assist government in improving the system.

Recommendations:

The following recommendations are drawn from the submission content in section 5, where they are aligned to the Inquiry terms of reference. 

· ACPET recommends that new apprenticeships and entry level training should not be restricted to 15-24 year olds. ‘Entry level training’ and ‘new entrants’ should be redefined to take into account changing workplace and industry demographics and conditions.

· ACPET strongly recommends that federal and State VET policies and practices be examined to ensure that they do not abrogate national competition policy.

· ACPET requests government to investigate concerns that some TAFEs may be cross subsidising public funds to their competitive business activities such as to constitute anti-competitive practice.

· ACPET strongly recommends the separation of purchasing from government regulation, funding, and provision of training. It may be that an independent body (comprising both public and private sector representatives) is needed to ensure unbiased purchasing decisions.

· ACPET strongly recommends the separation of regulation and administration from government purchasing, funding, and provision of training. 

· ACPET strongly recommends the separation of training provision (ie TAFE) from government purchasing, funding, and regulation and administration. 

· Competencies and nomenclature need to be aligned with international practice.

· Competencies and their assessment need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and their adaptation to niche and innovative markets simplified.

· Compliance assessors must have suitable skills to assess not only educational but also business and financial aspects of RTOs realistically. This must include acknowledgment that private sector systems should not necessarily mimic public sector processes and values.

· Compliance assessors must have suitable skills to assess not only educational but also business and financial aspects of employers realistically. This must include acknowledgment that private sector systems should not necessarily mimic public sector processes and values.

· Differences in competency levels need to be recognised where appropriate.

· Evaluation of public and private sector quality must be consistent and realistic.

· Government contracts need to be simplified and unified across the States.

· Impediments to free operation of the market must be removed in order for incentives to work properly.

· Impediments to free operation of the market must be removed in order for demand and supply to work properly.

· Means of recognising quality variation consistent with regional and enterprise variation need to be found.

· Means should be explored to reduce the public’s reliance on direct government funding of training (eg, tax incentives for training, scholarships, etc) so that training is initiated according to training needs rather than availability of public funds.

· Over-regulation and top heavy bureaucracy should be transformed into functions which assist rather than hinder effective allocation of resources.

· Quality of outcome needs to replace quality of input as the defining measure.

· Reporting should be simple, clear, easy to do, and inexpensive.

· Statistical information should be more accessible to all VET stakeholders and should be maintained with up to date information.

· Systemic waste must be cut through elimination of excessive red tape and reform of the TAFEcentric model of VET provision.

· The cost (in both time and money) to employers and RTOs of compliance to the system must be reduced.

· The public sector must embrace competitively neutral pricing and operations and full cost accounting to remove distortions in the training market which militate against effective and efficient allocation and use of resources.

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to a demand focus. Rather than it being the responsibility of the employer to adapt to arcane and inaccessible supply side processes, it should be the responsibility of government to adapt supply processes to actual employer demand for training at the enterprise level. 

· The supply driven administrative and compliance systems need to be reoriented to an enterprise demand focus and simplified.

· The Training Package monopoly should be removed.

· User Choice arrangements should be expanded, with funding allocated through tax incentives, scholarships, etc rather than through direct government contracts.

· VET in schools should be monitored closely to ensure it maintains quality and accountability.

· VET statistical data gathering needs to measure outcomes.

Appendix A: Specific Issues for ACPET Members

1.2 Complaints concerning State authorities

One of the most consistent complaints received by ACPET is that providers are assessed and inspected against quality criteria but that ISO 9002 (the international benchmark) is not an acceptable quality standard for RTO compliance. Further, providers complain that as part of the RTO process, they are expected to have quality management systems and customer service in place but that often the State/Territory registering authority exhibits poor quality assurance and deficient customer service systems or practices. 

For example, the following complaints have been received by ACPET about State regulatory authorities:

· Phone calls are not returned until some weeks later and often staff don't know the answer to questions of accreditation and registration, national policy, attendance requirements and ANTA updates.

· Course accreditation may take up to a year. 

· Providers receive acknowledgment four to six months after being accredited.

· Compliance assessment is undertaken by persons non-conversant with accounts auditing, immigration regulations, and fraud. ACPET contends that the generalist compliance assessor unwittingly enables dishonest providers to gain registration. The system involves unsophisticated compliance assessments of a complex and high income earning field. As a result, both Australia's education export trade and the training and development of Australians are jeopardised.

· There are multiple messages about conversion to training packages from accredited courses.

· The NTIS does not list college courses.

· State authorities may have no record of the registration and accreditation certificates they has issued leaving providers trying to justify their existence to those authorities. 

· There is inconsistent advice between State authority personnel resulting in different officers accepting or rejecting each others’ advice.

· In 1998 there were delays of up to 11 months in forwarding courses to the CRICOS register thereby impeding the private export market.

· Currently there are delays of six months in transferring from deemed to actual RTO resulting in loss of markets and consequential loss of teaching jobs.

1.3 Quality and Effectiveness of Compliance Auditing

There are a concerns too that State/Territory registering authorities do not actually deliver a quality compliance audit and that compliance is costly and ineffective.  For example:

· To date, State/Territory registering authorities do not check that RTOs actually deliver what they are accredited for. There are no inspections or follow up once RTO status is granted.

· There are no audits of educational outcome, only of bureaucratic inputs.

· There is no advantage to a provider to provide anything extra in a course, to provide optional enrichment modules, to assess more thoroughly or to require completion of units beyond the narrow scope of the Training Package. The system encourages the lowest common denominator approach. Cost and time govern market.

· RTO application fees, registration fees, fees charged to vary scope, et cetera, add an enormous on-cost to providers. ACPET commissioned Ampersand to assess the cost of compliance. The Ampersand report indicates that the registration process costs between $20,000 and $200,000 per annum depending on the size and scope of the provider. This includes costs to learn and understand the process, attend seminars, lost time ringing State registering/accrediting authorities and other bodies, waiting for responses, time spent filling in forms, time spent reviewing current systems, processes and curricula to ensure they meet with the RTO requirements, time taken to make changes, time taken to organise material, resources, files in a manner that suits VETAB, often the buying in of external resources to assist etc. ACPET argues that given that State registering authorities cannot guarantee the standard of outcome of the providers they register, the cost of compliance is a waste.

· Most ACPET member colleges undergo a massive reorganisation of data in order to present material in a way that will meet VET requirements. For example where an existing business plan was used effectively to secure a bank loan and to manage the business in an ongoing way, it did not reflect the State registering authority's preferred style and content of business plans, so another version had to be produced purely for this purpose.

· The national registration system has created a network of consultants, providers and government agencies whose sole function is to support this system and to perpetuate this approach. ACPET argues that that money would be better spent focussed on the quality of educational outcome than on compliance with bureaucratic inputs.

1.4 Lack of Market Orientation

ACPET members are also concerned with the lack of a market orientation within the National Training Agenda.  For example:

· There is a requirement that providers consult with industry/potential employers but the potential employers for overseas students, who form 50% of the private provider market, are not within Australia.

· The requirements of the ARF within the AQF do not meet the needs of many overseas students. The ‘units of competency’ approach is irrelevant and awarding a result of ‘competent’ and ‘not competent’ is meaningless. Most overseas students require a grade or mark to compete internationally.

· Employers telephone colleges requesting to interview the top ten graduates. Most are dismayed that the competency system does not differentiate between graduates.

· Training Packages appear to be a move to lower standards and to cause all providers to aim for the lowest common denominator. This is because many local employers request the minimum content of a Training Package and most agents and overseas students seek the minimum content at the lowest price in order to receive the ‘reserved’ qualification.  

· The reserved qualification of a Training Package encourages the minimum standard.  Regardless of time, effort or customised content, the Training Package qualification awarded is the same.

· Providers with customer bases overseas are finding it increasingly difficult to compete globally when the UK and the US are marketing themselves effectively and offering qualifications and approaches that are far more appealing to international students than the competency base of the Australian system.

· The National Training Agenda assumes that everyone operates within a standard traditional model for training people. But some providers do not offer public courses and instead tailor courses for organisations on demand. In such instances, the provider is not paid until the assignment is completed satisfactorily. Providers operating under this model tailor courses specifically for their clients. It is a selling point that the course is different from that run for the generic Training Package. The mandatory adoption of Training Packages is depleting quality, innovation and customisation in the real market place (as distinct from the national training agenda perceived market place). The national training agenda does not recognise these different market models.

· Delays in either the compliance assessment process or the formal recognition process by registering/accrediting authorities impede marketing which requires a reasonably long lead time. 

· Course brochure changes caused by changes in national policy including the introduction of Training Packages cost many thousands of dollars to re-print and divert money from the provision of education and training.

· Private providers object to the requirement that business data including financials and business plans be communicated to staff and students. While for a public company or government department, much of this information is available on the public record, for a small privately owned company the practice impacts on competition.

· The mandatory requirement of the Certificate IV in Training and Assessment eliminates highly qualified educators from participating in the vocational sector.  For although a person should be able to be assessed by Recognition of Prior Learning or Recognition of Current Competence, this can be an arduous and expensive process and so the system is depleted of many experienced professionals who would otherwise add market value to the provider organisation.

Appendix B: ACPET Member survey details

ACPET members in all States and in metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas were surveyed in early November 1999 for their opinions regarding issues raised by the Inquiry terms of reference. (ACPET Board members and key stakeholders were also separately interviewed.) The following data was collated from a random sample of thirty respondents to the ACPET member survey.

1 = strongly disagree    2 = disagree    3 = neutral    4 = agree    5 = strongly agree 

1. EVALUATION OF THE NEW APPRENTICESHIP SCHEME

1.1 RESOURCE ALLOCATION

a. Current resource allocation is effective.
b. Current resource allocation is appro​priate for the evolving training market.
c. Current resource allocation unduly favours TAFE.
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1.2 DEMOGRAPHICS

a. The new apprenticeship scheme caters for changing demographics.
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1.3 OPPORTUNITIES

a. New apprenticeships and entry level training should be restricted to 15-24 year olds.

b. This is appropriate for changing workplace and industry demographics.
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1.4 OBLIGATIONS

a. Industry and government obligations are weighted fairly.
b. Industry and government obligations are appropriate and effective.
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2. EVALUATION OF THE KEY OBJECTIVES OF THE NEW APPRENTICESHIP SCHEME

2.1 QUALITY OF TRAINING OUTCOMES

a. The quality of training outcomes is diminishing under the new apprenticeships scheme.
b. This represents a problem with the new apprenticeships scheme.
c. This represents a problem with the underlying VET system.
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2.2 BENEFICIARIES

a. Older people rather than young people and new entrants to the workforce are the main beneficiaries of new apprenticeships.
b. This reduces effectiveness of the new apprenticeship scheme.
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2.3 COMPLEXITY OF THE SYSTEM

a. The new apprenticeships scheme is too complex.
b. The complexity results from over complexity of the underlying VET system.
c. Over-complexity reflects onerous compliance & reporting requirements to the detriment of training outcome quality.
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d. Reducing complexity will enhance outcome quality.
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2.4 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES 

a. Financial incentives and targets drive the system.
b. This is to the detriment of industry, employers, and employees.
c. Removal of financial incentives will signifi​​cantly reduce training take up and quality.
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d. The VET system should be changed to allow free markets to work properly and to reduce reliance on government funding.
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3. ASSESSMENT OF THE QUALITY OF PROVISION BY TAFE AND PRIVATE PROVIDERS

3.1 ADEQUACY OF ADMINISTRATION

a. Administration of the new apprenticeships system is efficient and effective.
b. The benefits of the current system outweigh its problems.
c. The ARF is effective and efficient.
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d. The ARF ensures/promotes quality.
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 3.2 STATE RTO RECOGNITION AND COMPLIANCE PROCESSES

a. State recognition and compliance processes ensure/promote quality of training provision.
b. Compliance and audit arrangements are fair, cost effective, and efficient.
c. Compliance and audit arrangements ensure/promote quality training outcomes.
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d. There is a conflict of interest between government policy, regulation, audit, funding, and delivery roles.
e. This conflict of interest reduces quality of resource allocation and training outcomes.
f. The conflict of interest results in biased and unfair conduct of audits.
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3.3 LEVEL OF QUALITY ACROSS RTOS

a. Quality levels vary according to provider.
b. TAFE delivers higher quality than non-TAFE RTOs.
c. Quality variation is consistent with delivery flexibility compatible with local conditions.
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d. Quality variation is driven by administrative factors.
e. Quality variation is driven by financial factors.
f. Quality variation is driven by  contractual factors.
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g. Large providers deliver consistent quality better than small RTOs.
h. Perceived lack of quality is treated the same for public and private sectors.
i. The assumption of public sector quality (ie as benchmark) is valid.

[image: image40.wmf]Q3.3g

1

49%

5

9%

2

23%

3

14%

4

5%

   [image: image41.wmf]Q3.3h

1

44%

5

28%

2

22%

3

6%

4

0%

   [image: image42.wmf]Q3.3i

1

55%

5

11%

2

17%

3

17%

4

0%


3.4 EMPLOYER OBLIGATIONS

a. Employers meet their obligations for on-the-job training.
b. Employers meet their delivery obligations.
c. Employers meet their reporting obligations.
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d. Employer obligations are realistic and attainable.
e. Monitoring arrangements are adequate.
f. Monitoring arrangements are overly bureaucratic.
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g. Monitoring arrangements can be tightened without reducing employer flexibility.
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3.5 THE RANGE OF WORK AND FACILITIES ON-THE-JOB

a. On-the-job training is practical and effective.
b. Appropriate range of work and facilities are crucial for on-the-job training.
c. Small businesses can meet work and facilities requirements.
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d. Small businesses can meet administration and reporting requirements
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3.6 ATTAINMENT OF COMPETENCIES UNDER TRAINING PACKAGES

a. Training Packages ensure quality of outcomes.
b. The Training Package monopoly contravenes the Trade Practices Act.
c. The Training Package monopoly is anti-competitive.
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d. Training Packages achieve a viable balance between academic rigour and industry flexibility.
e. The over-complexity of the VET system contributes to non-attainment of competencies.
f. The Training Package monopoly contributes to non-attainment of competencies.
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g. Training Packages are undifferentiated and unsuitable for local or specialised workplaces (eg 'one size fits all' = 'fits nobody').

h. The Training Package monopoly should be removed.
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3.7 NON-COMPLETION RATES

a. The main reason for non-completion rates is poor quality delivery.
b. The main reason for non-completion rates is over-complexity of the VET system.
c. The main reason for non-completion rates is the unsuitability of Training Packages.
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d. The relative workloads of VET and degree programs (eg easier to do a degree than a diploma) contribute to non-completion rates.
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4. AN EXAMINATION OF THE IMPACT ON QUALITY OF USER CHOICE

4.1 VIABILITY OF TAFE

a. TAFE is viable in a competitive 'User Choice' training market.
b. TAFE has increased its student numbers since the introduction of User Choice.
c. TAFE has lost market share since the introduction of User Choice.
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d. The total market has changed so that it now includes traditionally non-TAFE markets (ie so 'market share' is an inappropriate measure).
e. TAFE has taken markets from the private sector.
f. This is the result of regulation of previously free markets.
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g. This is the result of anti-competitive collusion between TAFE and State regulatory and funding bodies (nb: not necessarily intentional).
h. This is the result of increased TAFE competitiveness.
i. This is the result of better TAFE products.
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j. The TAFE system is appropriate for 21st century economic and industry training needs (eg, flexibility, quick responses, cost effectiveness, etc).
k. The aggregation of TAFE colleges into large Institutes has resulted in increased efficiency and effectiveness (nb: 2:1 admin:delivery ratio in TAFE Qld).
l. It has resulted in removal of TAFE senior decision making away from communities it's supposed to service (esp. rural and regional).
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m. It has resulted in over emphasis on 'marketing' and admin systems to the detriment of delivery quality and effectiveness.
n. It has resulted in anti-competitive concentration of market power.
o. TAFE is efficient, effective, competitive and accountable.
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4.2 QUALITY OF STRUCTURED TRAINING

a. The ARF system is too complex, too bureaucratic, too centralised, etc for effective structured training.
b. Training Packages enhance the quality of structured training.
c. Structured training suffers from emphasis on a TAFEcentric model of VET.
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4.3 QUALITY OF TEACHING

a. 'Quality of teaching' should mean 'quality of outcomes'.
b. 'Quality of teaching'  is confused with adherence to a TAFE model of system inputs.
c. The TAFE model results in quality teaching.
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d. Training Packages enhance the quality of teaching.
e. The quality of teaching suffers from emphasis on the TAFE model of VET.
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4.4 CURRICULUM AND RESOURCES

a. Curriculum and resources have improved under User Choice arrangements.
b. Curriculum and resources have improved under the Training Package monopoly.
c. Curriculum and resources would improve if the Training Package monopoly was removed (ie providers could compete with differentiated training products).
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d. Training Packages are adequate and appropriate as resources.
e. Training Packages achieve a viable balance between academic rigour and industry flexibility.
f. The Training Package monopoly is harmful to the market and to the quality of training.
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4.5 STUDENT SERVICES

a. Student services have improved under User Choice arrangements.
b. Unrealistic pricing policies have negatively affected the quality of student services.
c. Resources have shifted from student services due to cost of ARF compliance.

[image: image95.wmf]Q4.5a

1

20%

5

0%

2

54%

3

13%

4

13%

   [image: image96.wmf]Q4.5b

1

7%

5

29%

2

14%

3

7%

4

43%

   [image: image97.wmf]Q4.5c

1

0%

5

55%

2

13%

3

19%

4

13%


4.6 FEES AND CHARGES 

a. Fees and charges have had a positive effect on TAFE.
b. Fees and charges have had a positive effect on non-TAFE providers.
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5. AN EVALUATION OF EMPLOYERS' SUBSIDIES FOR TRAINING

5.1 EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING SUBSIDIES

a. Existing subsidies are effective in meeting national VET needs.
b. Subsidies are diverted from delivery due to excessive compliance administration.
c. Subsidies can be structured and targeted for greater effectiveness.
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5.2 IMPACT OF INCLUDING EXISTING WORKERS

a. Training coverage has increased as a result of including existing workers.
b. This has benefited industry and employers.
c. This has helped promote the goal of Life Long Learning (LLL).
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d. New apprenticeships should be restricted to 15-24 year old new entrants.
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5.3 ACCOUNTABILITY AND AUDIT PROCEDURES 

a. DETYA accountability and audit procedures are appropriate and effective.
b. ANTA accountability and audit procedures are appropriate and effective.
c. State & Territory accountability and audit procedures are appropriate and effective.

[image: image107.wmf]Q5.3a

1

31%

5

8%

2

38%

3

23%

4

0%

   [image: image108.wmf]Q5.3b

1

39%

5

8%

2

15%

3

38%

4

0%

   [image: image109.wmf]Q5.3c

1

29%

5

6%

2

47%

3

12%

4

6%


d. State recognition and compliance processes enhance quality of provision.
e. State recognition and compliance processes enhance effective and efficient use of funds.
f. There is a conflict of interest between States' policy, regulation, audit, funding, and delivery roles.
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6. VET IN SCHOOLS

6.1 QUALITY OF PROVISION

a. Schools have effectively taken up VET provision.
b. VET provision through schools results in quality outcomes.
c. VET training in schools is efficient and effective.
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6.2 VET IN SCHOOLS & TRAINING PACKAGES

(See previous questions re Training Packages.)
6.3 QUALITY OF CURRICULUM & TEACHING

(See previous questions.)

a. Training Packages are appropriate for VET in schools.

a. VET in schools has quality curriculum and teaching.
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6.4 ACCOUNTABILITY

(See previous questions.)
6.5 SCHOOL-WORK TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

a. VET provision in schools is sufficiently accountable.

a. School-work transitional arrangements are appropriate and effective.
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7. AN ASSESSMENT OF VET STATISTICAL DATA 

a. Statistical information measures inputs over outcomes.
b. Reporting requirements and formats simple, clear, and easy to do.
c. Resources are diverted to reporting requirements from training delivery.
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d. Statistical information is consistent, valid, accessible, and reliable.
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� Brisbane August 23 – 26 1998


� It is also perhaps relevant to wonder about the social cost of decreased self-reliance and personal responsibility.


� Allen Consulting Group 1994, Successful Reform: Competitive Skills for Australians and Australian Enterprises, ANTA Brisbane.


� Allen Consulting Group 1994, Establishing an effective Training Market, OTFE Victoria.


� ANTA/DEETYA co-funded study of Employer Training Practices, ABS, 1998


� The Age 15/11/99.
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