
  

 

APPENDIX 3 

Response from State Regulatory Authorities  
• Received from the Department of Further Education, Employment Science and 

Technology, South Australia Government; 

• Received from the Victorian Regulations and Qualifications Authority; 

• Received from the Victorian Regulations and Qualifications Authority; 

• Received from Queensland Department of Education 

• Received from the Department of Education & Training, Northern Territory. 

 

 
 



























 









 



Senate inquiry into the welfare of international students 
 

Response from Queensland to Questions on Notice to State Training Registration and 
Compliance Agencies  

 
1. It is claimed that many Registered Training Organisation’s (RTO's) offer 

cooking and hairdressing courses that do not include work-based training 
programs.  Why are these programs approved?  Why are normal industry 
requirements ignored when the reason for providing these courses is to supply 
the needs of industry? 
• All registered providers must comply with the requirements specified in the 

relevant National Training Package.   
• Providers have a number of options in delivery mode for both Hairdressing and 

Commercial Cookery.  Depending on the facilities available in-house at the 
Training Organisation, a provider can choose to deliver a qualification entirely 
within their organisation, utilising for example an in-house restaurant or hair 
salon.  Should these not be available, or should the provider choose to include 
additional external training, a provider can choose to offer vocational placement 
within industry.  The delivery of such vocational placement is regulated, and 
approval must be sought from the designated authority prior to offering such an 
option to students.  

• Industry experience is therefore made available to all students through a number 
of means including vocational placement or simulated work-placement 
experience. 

 
2. Is it government policy to maintain equality in standards in comparable courses 

across  the VET sector, including private RTO's?  If so, how do you explain the 
apparently wide variations? 

• All registered providers must comply with course delivery requirements 
specified in the relevant National Training Package, irrespective of whether 
the provider is a public or private RTO. 

• Training package qualifications specify a set number of core units of 
competency as well as a specified number of elective units, which are selected 
from a range of options available within the training package by the registered 
provider. Variations across delivery can occur as a result of the provider’s 
choice in elective units of competency. 

• If the variation referred to above has been based on observations of variations 
in duration of qualifications registered on the Commonwealth Register of 
Institutions and Courses for Overseas Students (CRICOS), it should be noted 
that the overall duration registered on CRICOS is a combination of both 
teaching weeks and holiday weeks.  To accurately evaluate the variation in 
course delivery across all providers nationally, holiday periods need to be 
excluded from the total registered duration.  The data recorded on CRICOS 
does not at present allow such an evaluation. The number of teaching weeks is 
informed by the nominal hours for a particular qualification. Nominal hours is 
a value assigned to a structured program of study that nominally represents the 
anticipated hours of supervised learning and/or training deemed necessary to 
conduct training/learning and assessment activities associated with the 
program of study. Nominal hours do not include hours associated with work 
experience, industry placement, or field placement. (AVETMISS definition – 
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Australian Vocational Education and Training Management Information 
Statistical Standard). 

• In recognising that there will be variations in the time taken by different 
individuals to achieve competency, nominal hours do not appear in training 
packages. They are formulated through a separate process and may be used by 
State/Territory Governments as a mechanism for the allocation of funds for 
training. 

• If the variation referred to above is in relation to the cost of a qualification, the 
cost of each program is determined exclusively by the RTO. 

• There is no requirement for systematic moderation of assessment outcomes in 
the VET sector across the various providers of the same qualifications. The 
provider must ensure consistency with requirements of the training package by 
addressing the specific entry requirements, the assessment guidelines and 
qualification packaging rules, required trainer and assessor competencies and 
assessment evidence requirements specified in the units of competency. 

 
3. Why is it possible for an ATO to be registered when its intention is to enrol only 

foreign students:  the assumption to be drawn that they are likely to cut corners 
on training? 

• The legislation allows for any provider that can demonstrate compliance with 
legislative requirements to be registered on CRICOS, irrespective of their 
intended student cohort.  There are many examples of training organisations 
delivering exclusively to the international student sector with a demonstrated 
track record of high quality educational outcomes for these students.   

 
4. Is it possible for proprietors of de-registered RTO's to obtain registration for 

starting new establishments? 
• Each application for registration both as an RTO and on CRICOS requires the 

provider to demonstrate it meets national standards, and that appropriate 
policies and procedures are in place to ensure that the organisation is able to 
comply with legislative requirements.  Information about the previous conduct 
of a provider or managerial agent is sought and considered during the course 
of the assessment of a new application for registration. However, it is not 
without precedent for de-registered providers and/or proprietors to seek a new 
registration in another jurisdiction through a new corporate entity without 
necessarily declaring their previous history. Current limitations on the national 
database, where the full history of providers in one jurisdiction is not always 
available in another, can limit the ability of regulators to make informed 
decisions in these circumstances. 
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5. Would you agree with the contention that the state-Commonwealth division of 

responsibility for main training ESOS standard diminishes systems 
accountability overall? What advantage is there in maintaining shared 
responsibility in the regulation of the VET system? 

• Accountability in the cooperative regulatory model is articulated in the 
Commonwealth Act and National Code.   

• The existence of specific legislation in some States and Territories for the 
education of overseas students and not in others, adds to the complexity of the 
system.  The current approach relies very heavily on the sharing of 
information.  A national approach, with a single entity, would have the 
advantage of clear lines of accountability and authority to take action.   



 








