Recognition of Organisations as ITOs 
Feedback template 

	Feedback from:
	Name:
Organisation:

Role:

	Contact details:
	 


1. Purpose

The purpose of this template is to provide a mechanism for collecting feedback on the matters raised as part of the initial Industry Training Operational Policy consultation paper.  This paper proposes an indicative timeline and process, as well as outlining the issues to be covered.
The objective is to obtain feedback in such a way that will assist with effective collation and consideration of feedback relating to specific areas of interest.

Respondents are encouraged to use this template to provide feedback, but should not feel limited in any way from providing comments in addition to those requested in the template.
Timeframe for feedback
Completed templates and any other comments should be sent to:
	either:
	industrytrainingprogrammes@tec.govt.nz


All feedback should include the subject line “ITO operational policy – feedback”.
Feedback would be appreciated as soon as possible, but no later than 5pm, Wednesday 30 June 2010.
2. Feedback

i Discussion questions

1. Do you think the process for recognition and extensions of coverage is clear, reasonable and transparent?  How could this process be refined?

2. To what extent should ITOs maintain exclusive areas of operation in relation to each of their three statutory functions?

3. To what extent should ITOs compete with each other in each of their three statutory functions?

4. In general, what are the advantages and disadvantages of a competitive model versus a monopolistic model for the ITO sector?

5. To what extent does the approach need to vary depending on the specific industry characteristics? What general principles should apply, or serve as the starting point?

6. How should standard-setting for training that is not industry-specific be managed?

7. How should arrangement of delivery of that training be managed?

8. How do you think the status quo option of seeking ITO permission for qualification funding if you are not the standard setting body is working?

9. What would you classify as a generic qualification? Do you agree that an advisory panel should be established during the development of generic ITO owned qualifications, and that this panel should include the NQS, MQS or MoE representation as relevant?
10. Can you suggest any other principles that should be considered as part of the NQS’s process for devolving generic standards to specific ITOs?

11. Do you think that those standards that have already been devolved, and do not align with a particular ITO’s Gazetted coverage should be reviewed to ensure fit for purpose?

12. Do you agree that ITOs should only be allowed to arrange training of generic qualifications within their Gazetted industries unless the exceptions based employer choice option has been applied?

13. How would you ensure that ITOs are adhering to this policy?

14. Do you think a combination of ANZSIC and NZSCED codes as suggested will appropriately define an ITO’s Gazetted coverage in terms of leadership and standard-setting, and in a consistent and clear way across industries?

15. Could you recommend any other codes that may provide a more accurate method of defining coverage?

16. How should ITOs work together in relation to generic ITO qualifications? Is current collaboration regarding development of standards common to a number of industries working satisfactorily?

17. Are there any successful examples of where the development or co-development of generic ITO qualifications across several industries?

18. Do you agree that arranging delivery should generally be restricted to training for which an ITO is the standard-setting body? Are the exceptions appropriate and sufficiently comprehensive?

19. Where an ITO is the standard-setting body for a generic qualification, should it automatically be able to arrange delivery of that qualification to any business in any industry, or should all ITOs have default exclusivity in respect of their own Gazetted coverage? This would mean all ITOs, including the standard-setting ITO, could only arrange delivery within their own coverage, as with any other qualification (subject to the same exceptions).

20. What should be the TEC’s role in resolving situations where ITOs cannot agree on training arrangement issues? What resolution process would be best?

21. Do you think ITO’s should take a lead role in working out disputes around coverage? Could you provide a process for this?

22. Are current processes for “employer choice” approvals suitable? How could they be improved?

23. Are the points discussed the best things for TEC to consider in relation to applications? Are there other relevant things TEC should consider?

24. Should “employer choice” be easier to exercise, harder, or is it about right?

25. What guidelines or indicators could be used to determine satisfactory service? Should these be based on performance outcomes?

26. How would you define significant costs? What evidence might be useful for employers to provide?

ii) Any other feedback
Please provide any other feedback you have on this paper.
