Framework for prioritising additional investment 
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.  

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 29 January 2010.
2. Feedback
i Performance
a. What factors should the TEC take into account when assessing the extent to which the application represents a critical response to past performance? 
b. In considering investment in consortia of ITOs, how should the TEC measure the past performance of that consortia?
ii Viability

c. To what extent would taking account of the viability of ITOs contribute to the Government’s objectives for industry training?
d. What factors should the TEC take into account when prioritising investment to best ensure that performance is sustainable over time?
e. Should the TEC consider the total financial assets of ITOs as a proxy for the viability of ITOs?
f. What other proxies could the TEC use to recognise organisational capability?

iii Under and over supply
g. Have the factors that mediate the decision to enrol in industry training been correctly identified (paragraph 44 refers)?
h. Do these factors sufficiently explain the difference between the proportional employment in particular industries and the proportion of TEC investment? If so, does this indicate a need to rebalance the TEC’s investment?
i. Should the TEC have a preference for investing in ITOs that under-deliver, or those that over-deliver? If so, why?
iv Capacity to self or co-fund
j. What weight should the TEC place on the level of reserves when assessing the capacity of an ITO to self-fund or co-fund additional investment?
k. If the TEC is seeking to encourage ITOs to self- or co-fund proposals, what is the best way to achieve that goal?
l. Should the TEC use the total cash reserves of ITOs or a reserves ratio as a proxy for capacity to self- or co-fund?
m. On what basis would the TEC fund a proposal from an ITO or ITOs with significant reserves?

v Any other feedback
n. Are there any other performance measures that should be considered when reinvesting the Industry Training Fund based on performance? If so, describe how they could be systematically introduced across the whole sector? 
o. What is the best way to assess whether the rationale for a proposed investment is compelling in terms of alignment to the TES?
p. What reasons would there be for the TEC to invest a higher than average proportion of “other” funding (para 74 refers) with an ITO?
q. Please provide any other feedback on this paper.
