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TAFE Directors Australia (TDA) supports a robust qualifications framework that allows students’ skill development to be appropriately recognised, that provides them with clear and unambiguous pathways to further study or employment. TDA recognises that the framework should have a transparent logic that gives providers, employers and the domestic and international communities, confidence in the qualifications framework.

TDA welcomes the opportunity to comment on behalf of its 58 TAFE institute members on the Australian Qualifications Framework Council’s Paper, ‘STRENGTHENING THE AQF: An  Architecture for Australia’s Qualifications’ (September 2009).

In the Introduction to the Paper the AQFC invites consideration of a strengthened AQF architecture which features:

· A levels structure with ten levels expressed as learning outcomes

· Revised qualification type descriptors for each of the existing qualifications types expressed as learning outcomes

· A measurement of the notional duration of learning for each qualification type

· An integrated set of qualification types positioned on the levels structure.
Principles
TDA’s response to ‘STRENGTHENING THE AQF: An Architecture for Australia’s Qualifications’ is underpinned by the following principles:

1. Qualifications should not be sector specific. (TDA does not support the continuation of terminology of Vocational Graduate Certificate and Vocational Graduate Diploma as qualifications specifically for the VET sector, particularly in the post Bradley era)
2. Students (and employers) should be able to identify clear and transparent pathways through the various levels of qualifications to further study and work.
3. Entry or progression requirements should exist for each qualification level and be designed to maximise the possibility of a student successfully completing the qualification. (TDA does not support the continuity of the existing arrangements where for the vast majority of VET qualifications there are no specific entry or progression requirements for qualifications above Certificate 1).
4. Different qualifications at the same level would be expected to have similar notional duration (TDA respondents expressed concern with a notional duration proposal for Certificates IV that can vary by up to a factor of four). TDA members accept that the notional duration for the same qualification could vary markedly if the entry level varied.
5. All qualifications must accord to agreed AQFC qualifications descriptors, entry and/or progression requirements and notional duration.
Overview
TDA received comments on ‘STRENGTHENING THE AQF: An Architecture for Australia’s Qualifications’ from a range of its member TAFE institutes and seeks to reflect their input in this TDA response.

TDA welcomes the strong focus in the AQFC Paper on the educational dimension of qualifications that recognises that skills development is a lifelong process that requires the acquisition of generic and transferable skills along side more specific occupational and task based competencies.

TDA supports the introduction of a more explicit taxonomy of learning outcomes which describe three dimensions of learning outcomes defined as Knowledge (what a graduate knows and understands), Skills (what a graduate can do)  and the Application of Knowledge and Skills.
The ten levels in the proposed AQF structure provide a hierarchy based on the relative complexity of the qualification. Two key components describe each of the AQF levels: level attributes and level criteria. 

TDA believes that ‘STRENGTHENING THE AQF: An Architecture for Australia’s Qualifications’ would benefit from a clear statement of its intended audience(s). It would appear that the content of the Paper is primarily designed for Training Package developers and accrediting authorities, although at least one of our respondents commented that the information is “too brief to adequately assist curriculum writers and developers”. The language and definitions would pose a challenge to students and employers.
A number of TAFE institute respondents maintained that the implementation of this proposed qualification structure would necessitate the review of all Training Package qualifications. (It was argued by TDA member respondents that on available evidence a number of existing Training Package qualifications will need to be reconstructed or assigned a new AQF qualification level to accord with this new framework, particularly across the Business, Retail, Electro-technology, Training and Assessment, Health and Information Technology sectors.) Some TDA members however, did suggest that the process of continuous improvement of Training Packages could accommodate change as a result of the proposed AQF.
The relationship between Table one and Table two is in the Paper is not transparent and requires clarification.

While TDA understands that the AQFC is proposing that generic skills are embedded in the learning outcomes, TDA believes that the references to generic skills in the learning outcomes ought to be strengthened so that they are explicit.  Skills Australia in “Workforces Futures” (October 2009) reinforces the increasing employer demand for “cognitive and interactive skills” at the expense of motor skills (p22).
TDA sees the inclusion of a secondary school completion certificate at Certificate III as potentially fraught industrially in relation to the skilled tradesperson qualification. The introduction of the secondary school national curriculum will certainly require a close examination of the issue.
In broad terms TDA supports the introduction of a taxonomy of learning outcomes based on knowledge, skills and applications as providing consistency across the different levels of qualifications. TDA supports too the concepts of attributes and criteria to describe the hierarchy of qualifications. TDA however has problems with the application of these levels to the current qualifications. Where is the change?

TDA sees that a fundamental advantage of a change to the qualifications framework will be to clarify pathways. Given that the AQFC will report on the outcomes of its pathways project in 2009, the absence of input from the project limits the usefulness of the current proposals.

The absence of any definition of entry and or progression requirements for each qualification level renders the proposed notional duration of learning for each qualification type, meaningless. 

Finally, a TAFE institute respondent encapsulated a commonly expressed sentiment, “we suggest some testing of the descriptors adopted in the tables attached to the paper. While the descriptors are couched in terms that are familiar to many people working in the education and training sectors, we wonder how meaningful and helpful they really are in terms of differentiating between qualification levels and types, particularly to the practitioners delivering against the defined outcomes or for employers/industry needing to make an assessment of the skill levels associated with different types and levels of qualifications”.
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