Approval of qualifications for funding purposes
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, Friday 30 October 2009.
2. Feedback
i Limited Credit Programmes (LCP)
a. How can the rate of progression of trainees from an LCP to a National Certificate be improved?
b. Would a KPI on LCP progressions to National Certificates increase completion rates?  

c. Should funding only be approved for National Certificates and National Diplomas?

d. The criterion for the funding of LCPs currently defines the proportion of units standards from compulsory and elective components of National Qualifications. Does this requirement contribute to the goal of increasing the completion of both LCPs and, subsequently, National Qualifications? 
e. Should trainees be able to select from any of the unit standards approved  for a National Qualification when enrolling in an LCP?  
f. Should the maximum number of credits of 70 for an LCP be reduced?
g. Should there be only one LCP for each ITO, or each industry or each National Qualification? 

h. Should evidence of industry support be required to be included with an application to the TEC for approval of an LCP?

ii National Qualifications 

a. Where an ITO intends to offer a qualification for which it is not the SSB, there are a number of possible ways that the ITO can gain the approval of the TEC (paragraph 36, clause b refers). These raise a number of questions. 

· Is it reasonable to expect that the SSB will automatically give approval for a qualification to be used by another ITO, and if so is the confirmation of agreement necessary? If not, what role, if any, should the TEC play in the verification of this approval?

· Are generic qualifications sufficiently well-defined? If not, how could these be better defined?

· What would be the most efficient way for the TEC to verify that a qualification is only being offered at a workplace recognised under the employer of choice provision?

· Should the TEC rely on ITOs to be accountable for compliance with these provisions, and what sanctions should be applied if ITOs do not comply with the relevant operational policy?

b. What steps could be taken to simplify the processing of applications for funding approval?

c. How can the TEC ensure that all programmes submitted for funding approval comply with the permissible range of 20-70 credit per annum, and what grand-parenting arrangements should apply for existing programmes that fall outside this range? 

d. Should the criteria against which ITOs can apply for an exemption to increase the volume of training at level 5 and above beyond 10% of their total training volume be changed? and if so, what changes should be made?
e. What changes need to be made to ensure that the expected duration of qualifications are appropriately calibrated, and enable the timely completion of qualifications?

f. As at 31 March 2009, the number of National Certificates and Diplomas in which trainees were enrolled totalled more than 1,800. Are there too many?  If this is the case, what changes could be made to the TEC’s operational policy to encourage ITOs (and where appropriate clusters of ITOs) to develop more generic qualifications in areas such as supervisory management, and business and administration? 
g. Currently ITOs are required to submit a copy of the National Certificate or National Diploma to the TEC when seeking funding. If this requirement was to be discontinued, what steps should the TEC take to ensure that ITOs only submit qualifications for funding approval that are registered, and what consequences should there be if the qualification has not be registered? 

h. Should NZQA approval of a National Qualification automatically lead to funding approval?
iii Supplementary Credit Programmes (SCPs)
a. Are SCPs fulfilling their purpose?
b. Is it appropriate for SCPs that relate to regulatory requirements to be funded by the TEC? 

c. Should funding only be approved for National Certificates and National Diplomas?

d. Should there be compulsory and elective requirements for SCPs?

e. Should there be only one SCP attached to each National Certificate?
iv Other matters – Combined programmes and other multiple enrolments
a. Has the TEC correctly identified the relevant issues? And if not, what are they?

b. What, if any, transition arrangements should be put in place to assist ITOs to end combined programme arrangements?
c. Should trainees be limited to enrolling in only one programme in any given quarter? What advantages or disadvantages would arise from this limit?

d. Should there be a limit on the number of credits that a trainee is enrolled in, and is funded for, per year?

e. What reasons are there, if any, for the TEC to fund RPL and RCC through the Industry Training Fund? 

v Other matters – Publishing Programmes Approved for Funding on the TEC website
a. Should the updating of the TEC website continue or do ITOs consider that the information about programmes they arrange training for on their own websites is sufficient?
vi Any other feedback
Please provide any other feedback you have on this paper.
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