
TAFE DIRECTORS AUSTRALIA RESPONSE TO FOUNDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE
TAFE Directors Australia (TDA) welcomes the publication of Skills Australia’s paper, Foundations for the Future.
TDA members have a strong interest in the future governance arrangements for the sector. 
TDA represents 59 TAFE institutes nationally that deliver 1.7 million student contact hours, the major delivery of accredited national training. TAFE institutes deliver training and education across the spectrum of the Australian Qualifications Framework including senior secondary school certificates, vocational certificates, diplomas, advanced diplomas, associate degrees, bachelor degrees and post-graduate qualifications. These qualifications are delivered in a range of contexts –institutional, workplace and on-line. They are delivered in partnership with a variety of national and international organisations, including schools, colleges, universities, enterprises and community organisations. 

TDA applauds the recognition in Foundations for the Future of Australia’s public providers “as operationally responsible for the responsiveness, quality and relevance of the sector” (p26)
While there is much in this Paper with which TDA agrees, TDA offers the following comments on the recommendations in Foundations for the Future.

Setting a unified national vision (Recommendations Section 3.4)

Foundations for the Future supports the vision in the Bradley Review of an integrated tertiary sector. Indeed this issue is a threshold issue underpinning the governance proposals in the paper, in particular the proposal for the development of time of a single regulator covering both higher education and vocational education and training.

TDA acknowledges that the Government has already taken preliminary steps to bring both sectors under one umbrella through the formation of the Ministerial Council for Tertiary Education and Employment; the establishment of TEQSA; and the Deputy Prime Minister’s Pathways project (via the Australian Quality Framework Council).
TDA agrees with Skills Australia that achievement of the Government’s participation targets for higher education and the COAG targets for VET will require new forms of collaboration between the sectors.

TDA argues that while the concept of a tertiary sector is now widely used in the post Bradley environment, there is still a lack of clarity about its composition and definitional confusion remains. 

The Bradley report itself was confused with respect to the definition of tertiary education. On the one hand it references the OECD definition
 in the glossary, but then in the body of the report refers to the tertiary sector as including the whole of the higher education and VET sectors. 

TDA contends that there would be dangers in simply including all of the 4,500 registered training organisations (RTOs) across Australia in a definition of the tertiary sector given the wide range in capability, capacity and market segmentation that exists among them. 

TDA has proposed that national protocols are required for the whole of the new Australian tertiary sector which clearly define its scope and differentiate VET providers in a similar way to those which currently apply in higher education.  

Defining a broader tertiary education sector

There is a range of issues that need to be taken into account in defining a broader Australian tertiary education sector. These include both differences across the higher education and VET sectors as well as differences in the type, profile and status of organizations within each sector.

Often the differences that are most focused on are those of funding, governance, regulation and reporting obligations. A more fundamental and important difference that Bradley has acknowledged however, is their distinctive missions. A distinguishing feature of the Australian VET system is its core mission of meeting the skill needs of industry and its applied or ‘practice based’ approach to learning and assessment – a point also made very strongly in Foundations for the Future.

Much has been said about pedagogical differences across the sectors. However despite some of the issues identified with national training packages, there is nothing inherent in the design of VET qualifications that prevents improved connections between the merit based approach of universities and the competency based approach of VET.

More importantly perhaps, within the VET sector there are significant differences in the capability, range of qualifications and disciplines offered and markets that RTOs are operating in. Recent NCVER research has shown stark differences across the VET sector, particularly in relation to the profile of learners and ability of organisations to meet community obligations.

TDA’s position is that these differences, as well as an organisation’s ability to self accredit, their governance structures and the public/private status of organizations, needs to be taken into account in defining protocols for a broader Australian tertiary sector. 
TDA is currently partnering with Universities Australia to explore these issues further and contribute to a new vision for the Australian tertiary sector.

Providing the evidence base for policy and reform (Recommendations Section 4.3)
TDA supports Skills Australia’s support for a coalition of interests that will coalesce through the Strategic Industry Forum and provide advice to Skills Australia on patterns of skills development needs. In earlier correspondence with Skills Australia TDA had argued that providers in working closely at the local level with large, medium and small enterprises gain detailed understanding of local and regional labour market trends, skills needs and take up of new technology by enterprises. The detail of how this wealth of information from providers is to be harnessed is yet to be outlined by Skills Australia.
TDA believes that it is appropriate that Foundations for the Future supports the role of the TAFE institute’s representative on the Strategic Industry Forum.
TDA is unclear about the relationship between the Peak Industry Advisory Group (which has no vocational education and training providers in its membership) and the Strategic Industry Forum.
Investing wisely and effectively in skills and workforce development (Recommendations Section 5.3)
While TDA acknowledges that the different Australian States and Territories have adopted different strategies for purchasing training delivery, TDA is of the opinion that recent Government initiatives that have utilised a contestable approach are flawed.

The implementation of the Productivity Places Program has been a disappointment to TAFE with only 4 % of the places being delivered by TAFE. Training has been delivered in courses that were not identified as responding to areas of skills shortages. The purchase prices under PPP have meant that it was not feasible for TAFE institutes to apply to deliver under the Program.
The TDA Board has embraced a three pillars approach to funding skills development: Competition and contestability balanced by strategies to ensure access for disadvantaged students and regulatory processes to ensure the quality of providers and the training they offer.
Regulating and ensuring quality services and products (Recommendations 6.5 and 6.6)
In broad terms TDA supports the establishment of a National VET Regulator (NVR) with the following caveats. The National VET Regulator must:

· be properly resourced to ensure a robust regulatory system;

· have strong legislative regulatory powers to ensure quality, both domestically and internationally, particularly including a high level entry bar;

· have 100% buy-in from all States;

· facilitate the move into TEQSA without compromising the integrity of VET sector regulatory requirements in that process;

· ideally have coverage of AQTF and ESOS; and

· be staffed by people with expertise in the sector.

TDA has recently outlined its concerns with the flawed regulation of the international student market in its submission to the Senate committee on Education, Employment and Workplace Relations Inquiry into the Welfare of International Students (August 2009).
In summary TDA supports fast tracking the Bradley Review/Skills Australia proposals for respective HE and VET national regulators with the purpose to deliver improved transparency in regulation and more accountable funding across Australian post-school education.

Using information for system performance and client choice (Recommendation 7.5)
TDA supports quality and transparency in vocational education and training. TDA supports strategies proposed in Foundations for the Future including reviewing the AQTF to strengthen the risk assessment processes in assessing new providers and in promoting speedier de-registration of providers that are non-compliant.

TDA supports strategies outlined in Foundations for the Future to promote more customer focused information on provider performance.
Providing training services that meet needs (Recommendation 8.4)

TDA initially expressed its support for governance reform to increase the operational flexibility and business autonomy of TAFE institutes in its White Paper, 2006. TDA continues to support this recommendation in Foundations for the Future. 
TDA however is of the opinion that for this reform to occur, Government should extend to TAFE institutes the structural adjustment funds currently quarantined to universities.
Providing training services that meet needs requires an investment by Government in a well trained professional TAFE workforce. Foundations for the Future is largely silent on this seminal issue.
� The OECD defines tertiary education as ‘programs at International Standard classification of Education (ISCED) levels 5B, 5A and 6. Programs below ISCED level 5B are not considered tertiary level (OECD 2008).


� ncver.edu.au/publications/2163.html
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