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The National Centre for Vocational Education Research (NCVER) is an independent body responsible for collecting, managing, analysing, evaluating and communicating research and statistics about tertiary education and training. 
With regard to the key overarching question around whether training packages and accredited courses are meeting the needs of industry, employers, training provider and students; NCVER makes the following comments categorised under the three (3) ‘levers’ identified in the Review of Training Packages and Accredited Courses – Discussion paper: the content relevant to economic need; the approach to regulation, development and maintenance; and the focus on assessment.  In addition we offer comments on data related issues for further consideration. 
These comments are based on relevant research, our role in previous reviews of Training Packages, our experiences in collecting and reporting student’s activity in training package qualifications and units, and our role in classifying training package qualifications and units. 
It is essential to maintain a national system of qualifications and accredited training that is well articulated and underpinned by strong quality assurance systems. It can provide confidence in the credibility of Australian qualifications for employers and qualification holders, and improve the recognition and portability of qualifications across and between jurisdictions. From time to time, however, there is a need to ensure that the system retains its ability to adapt to changing environments. In undertaking the current review it is important to also be mindful of the findings of the previous two major reviews of Training Packages (one in 2004[footnoteRef:2] and another in 2009[footnoteRef:3]). These have generally noted the acceptance of Training Packages and Accredited Courses as the key organising frameworks for VET qualifications.  [2:  Moving on: Report of the High Level Review of Training Packages (2004),  http://www.voced.edu.au/content/ngv5968 
]  [3:  Australian Government, 2009, VET Training Products for the 21st Century, Final report of the Joint Steering Committee of the National Quality Council and the Council of Australian Governments Skills and Workforce Development Sub-group, June 2009,  <http://www.nssc.natese.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/49657/VET_Products_for_the_21st_Century_-_FINAL_REPORT.pdf>, viewed April 2014
] 

A variety of changes have emanated from these reviews to help Training Packages to remain relevant to current and future needs.  It is important to reflect on the changes that have already been identified and implemented in any further review of Training Packages.  These are discussed further against the three levers in the discussion paper, along with the identification of some enduring issues that require attention (including the continuation of qualifications that have little or no uptake, and the need to obtain a complete picture of training activity in the sector, and the role and place of non-accredited training). 
1. Looking at training packages to see if changes could make them more relevant to the modern economy
For a long time governments and Industry Skills Councils have implemented various mechanisms for keeping Training Packages current with the needs of the modern economy. Having mechanisms in place for continuously updating Training Packages ideally should help to reflect current needs. In practice there have been some concerns that in fact these mechanisms have been found wanting. For some sectors Training Packages are not updated quickly enough, for other sectors the constant revision makes it difficult for RTOs to keep up with changes. Keeping up with changes has also implications for costs and quality assurance, with such changes having a strong ‘ripple’ effect across funders, providers, students, industry and general VET system administration burden. 
Some modifications have already been implemented 
Considerable reforms to the structure and content of Training Packages to make them more relevant to industry and individuals have already been implemented to date. It is important to review these and other changes that have already occurred so that we don’t ‘re-invent the wheel’ in any future developments. 
· Definitions of competency have been expanded to make more specific references to defined knowledge. 
· Foundation skills units have been included in Training Packages, and a separate Foundation Skills Training Package has been endorsed to address issues connected to low basic skills (in 2013). 
· Alterations have been made to the structure of Training Package content and packaging rules.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  The restructuring of Training Packages has separated performance standards from guidance and supporting information; and Training Packaging rules have been altered to enable core and elective units to be included in the design of qualifications. Rules for the inclusion of electives have identified the number of elective units and the source; with elective units being set at one third of the total units; and the source being within Training Packages or from another Training Package or Accredited course. Up to one sixth of units can be imported from elsewhere, with some qualifications (including for licensed, regulated and trade occupations) exempt, and other requests for exemptions to be reviewed on a case by case basis. The aim of these qualification reforms is to help design qualifications that will be comparable, maintain the integrity of outcomes and provide the level of flexibility clients want. The credit system in terms of volume of learning required for qualifications has been incorporated into the revised Australian Qualifications Framework.] 

Environmental Scans and Continuous Improvement Plans 
Part of the current system for making Training Packages relevant to the needs of industry includes the Environmental Scan and the Continuous Improvement Plan, both undertaken by ISCs. The Environmental Scan is meant to identify labour market trends and the needs of the economy for sectors covered by the ISCs. It is important that such industry scans are supported by sufficient resources so that they truly provide a comprehensive picture of the changes that are being experienced in different sectors. 
The Continuous Improvement Plan identifies the scope of the work, industry, sector and occupation or skills involved, the industry imperative for the work, qualifications that are affected, and the status and estimated timelines for the completion of the work. Currently there have been tensions identified by the need for ISCs to ensure that their qualifications respond to the changing needs of industry, and streamlining changes so as not to create too much financial or administrative burden for RTOs. The ISCs have undertaken an analysis of just how much change has affected RTOs. Their ‘Analysis of the Training Package Continuous Improvement Process’[footnoteRef:5] provides a detailed account of the type of changes that have been involvement. Before any major changes are made it is important to review this information to understand the extent of the issue, and to generate some alternative solutions where required. [5:  http://www.isc.org.au/resources/uploads/pdf/Training_Package_Continuous_Improvement.pdf] 

2 Looking at the one-size-fits-all approach to the regulation, development and maintenance of training packages and accredited courses to see if a more tailored approach would lead to improved training outcomes 
There are both strengths and weaknesses in having standardised or one-size fits all approaches to the regulation, development and maintenance of training packages and accredited courses. 
The strengths are that regulatory standards become declared benchmarks for compliant behaviour and apply equally to all who are bound by them. When people know what is expected then they can tailor their responses (for the development of Training Packages or Accredited Courses) to these prescriptions. Standardised approaches also protect the interests of consumers of these qualifications. 
The weaknesses, if not addressed, relate to increased administrative and regulatory burden and cost for both the regulated and the regulator. There is also a danger that such standardised approaches may inhibit innovative and sector-specific approaches for continuous improvement. 
Policies for the maintenance of qualifications need also recognise the need for regular and systematic review and adequate consultation with relevant industry sectors precedes the removal or addition of qualifications.   
Regulating the development of Training Packages and Accredited Courses
Having a set of standardised rules for developers of Training Packages and Accredited Course provides a range of benefits for developers, government agencies, regulators and consumers. Having definite benchmarks for compliance makes government endorsement and other regulatory processes more transparent, straightforward and easy to implement. These standards can be referred to in any dispute resolution process. They also provide developers with some standardised principles and templates to guide their development processes. These activities also help to safeguard the rights of consumers to undertake nationally accredited training and to have these formally recognised either in formal qualifications or in statements of attainment. 
Having a set of high-level principles and rules also enables developers to tailor their responses to the needs of their different sectors. This is an example of how standardisation and customisation can co-exist in ways that are not contradictory. It is up to the developers to customise the implementation of the standards in ways that are responsive to the needs of their sectors. 
Accredited courses have been identified as mechanisms for responding to emerging industry trends and niche markets, including the need to address regulatory or licensing requirements. Having such courses continue as part of nationally recognised training regimes gives formal recognition of their importance and value to students and employers. This does not mean that students and employers only value those courses that lead to nationally recognised qualifications. 
The practice of specifying the content of training and assessment in training packages and accredited courses (that is, the competency to be achieved) and not prescribing the nature of ‘how’ the training will be delivered or assessed has aimed to safeguard the professional and pedagogic autonomy of practitioners. At times this approach has led to concerns about the quality of training and assessment available to students. It is reasonable to expect that Training Packages and Accredited Courses will also include a specification of the resources (type and amount per student) required to deliver and assess training (especially in high risk qualifications). 
Regulating the delivery of qualifications and Training Package Qualifications and Accredited Courses
Effective regulation is based on having a set of standards that need to be achieved by those wanting to be registered with the National VET Regulator (ASQA) or with the state training regulators of Victoria and Western Australia to deliver and award nationally accredited qualifications under the Australian Qualification Framework. Having RTOs that meet these standards for initial and continuing registration should help the national VET regulator (the Australian Skills Quality Authority (ASQA) and the VET regulators for Victoria and Western Australia, to establish confidence of their key stakeholders in the training and assessment delivered by their registered training organisations (RTOs). Having a standardised approach to regulation provides a benchmark for achievement. It does not mean that each provider needs to meet the standards in exactly the same way. Concepts of risk-based and responsive regulation have been promoted as key methods of customising regulation to the compliance behaviour of regulated populations or sectors. These should be continued.   
Much has been written about the importance of concepts of regulation which respond to the behaviour of those that are regulated, often known as responsive regulation. This approach looks at patterns of and trends in compliance and then targets action and resources to those areas which are needed to achieve the greatest benefit. Valerie Braithwaite of the Australian National University talks about the application of light and firm touch approaches to regulation (Braithwaite 2010, 2012).  A light touch approach is characterised by increasingly more favourable treatment for compliant behaviour and increasingly more severe sanctions for transgressions. A firm touch approach is characterised by punitive measures, especially for unacceptable transgressions. The general light touch practice is to address non-compliant behaviour (bar unacceptable transgressions) when it first appears, by efforts to understand why the behaviour is occurring and to provide support to get the behaviour back on the track to compliance. Such an approach depends on clarity of purpose, transparency of expectations, trust between regulators and the communities they regulate, and clearly defined and consistently applied regulatory sanctions of increasing severity for transgressions. The application of these approaches is promoted as helping to reduce both regulatory effort and costs of compliance. There are also some benefits to be had from light touch approaches. Cowan (2007) claims that a light-handed approach saves on the costs of more prescriptive regulation. He also makes the point that the threat of regulation may achieve what a regulator might want to achieve, without actually regulating for it. The downside to this form of light touch regulation is that one cannot mainly rely on regulated parties to play by the rules to achieve efficient outcomes.  Nevertheless there are circumstances where the firm touch, that is, punitive action, is required when the behaviour first appears (for example, in cases of fraud and other unacceptable transgressions). 
A risk-based approach to regulation of VET is commonly applied in domestic and overseas quality assurance systems and regulatory frameworks (Misko, 2015). It represents a practical solution to reducing regulatory burden. The streamlining of standards may be another. The first is dependent on having sufficient information for identifying high and low risk; the second for having a clear and exhaustive picture of all of the other standards and regulatory requirements that might apply. It is also important to understand whether the condensing of standards in the pursuit of ‘streamlining’ may introduce more rather than less complexity. 
A concrete example of a risk-based approach to regulation is provided by The Florida Department of Education in the USA in its explanations of how the department applies a risk-based rating system to monitor the compliance with state and federal funding requirements of public providers of career and technical education (VET) and adult education. A risk rating is assigned to each provider based on some pre-determined risk factors, and this risk rating is used to identify appropriate monitoring strategies. The risk factors include volume of learning (higher funding equals higher risk), number of programs (higher number equals higher risk), complexity of grants (consortia of grantees equals higher risk), number of grants with 10% proportion of funds unspent (more such grants equals higher risk), results of prior reviews (negative findings equals higher risk), and number of uncorrected actions (history of repeated and uncorrected actions equals greater risk). 
A risk-based approach to inspection is also employed by the province of Ontario in Canada to monitor the performance of its private career colleges. The risk factors included: newly registered private career colleges, colleges that submitted problematic audited financial statements for the Ontario Student Assistance Program, colleges with a large international student population, colleges providing truck driving/heavy equipment training, colleges offering dental hygiene programs, colleges with a high volume of student complaints, and colleges with a history of non-compliance (Ontario case study in Australian Government 2009 p79).
The ‘Risk-based Compliance Guide’ of the Better Regulation Office of New South Wales, sets out a step-by-step approach to assessing risk. These are about identifying and analysing the risks of non-compliance, prioritising the risks, identifying and selecting the compliance measures, planning for implementation and reporting and reviewing. Such an approach can ensure that the standards for regulation are the same for everyone, but the way that providers are regulated in a practical sense is driven by their behaviour in meeting the overall standard. Today the Australian VET system has also introduced a risk-based approach to regulation based on implementing a system which assigns a risk-rating to providers to signal the amount of ‘regulatory scrutiny’ that must be applied. Such a system relies on having in place effective mechanisms for evaluating the performance of RTOs and for capturing information on training outcomes produced. 
The maintenance of qualifications in training packages and accredited courses
The issue of the proliferation of qualifications is currently being experienced by other systems (Misko 2015). The New Zealand approach to the removal of qualifications provides us with an example of how similar systems to ours go about reducing or maintaining qualifications that are not being used.  The New Zealand Qualification Authority (NZQA) describes qualifications as being current, expiring or discontinued. Current qualifications are those that are currently accredited and listed on the New Zealand Qualification Framework and can be offered to candidates. Expiring qualifications are those that will be replaced by a new qualification or will be closed. Discontinued qualifications are those that will no longer be available. The status of qualifications is based on the results of a periodic and mandatory review process. The aim of this review is to ensure that qualifications remain fit for purpose. These arrangements have helped to prevent the ‘duplication and proliferation’ of qualifications. The NZQA maintains that they have actually reduced the number of available qualifications to around 1000. The mandatory review can be thought of as ‘part of the life cycle of the qualification’. The purpose of the mandatory review is to ensure that the qualifications remain ‘useful, relevant and fit for purpose’ for the learners, industry and stakeholders for which they were initially developed. The NZQA publishes an annual review schedule for qualifications to be reviewed. The schedule groups together similar qualifications. Factors which trigger the mandatory review include: the review date of an individual qualification, groups of qualifications that have been identified as being duplicating or proliferating, groups of qualifications that have a direct relationship to each other. A review can also be triggered if there is a request by a qualification developer or accredited user to say that a review is required because of major workforce, social, technological, legislative or policy change. Another trigger for review is the lack of enrolment activity in the qualification after two years. 
3 Looking at whether a stronger focus on assessment of students would better ensure the training system meets the needs of employers and individuals:
Quality VET assessments help to develop student, employer and community confidence in the VET system. Having trainers and assessors develop the skills, knowledge and motivations to conduct assessments that are valid and reliable helps to maintain this confidence. A stronger focus on assessments of students necessarily requires improved opportunities for trainers and assessors to engage in continuing professional development programs aimed at raising the assessment skills of participants.  
A range of guidance already exists about how to go about improving the quality of assessment. The National Quality Council report (National Quality Council 2008) provides information on what are considered to be the key elements of an ideal system of assessment. These are: Training Package development including the prioritisation of critical units, training and ongoing professional development of assessors, validation and/or moderation, and a formal relationship between RTO and enterprises (for current employees undertaking training). This advice should be used to inform how to go about improving the quality of assessments for the future. 
A recent study on quality assessment by NCVER researchers (Misko, Halliday-Wynes, Stanwick & Gemici, 2014) investigated how VET practitioners understood and applied concepts of quality assessment. The report found that VET practitioners could describe commonly accepted criteria for quality or effective assessments. There was, however, variation in the application of moderation and validation practices across providers, and the extent to which they had streamlined Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) processes. The need to ensure consistency among assessors, and clarity of requirements for students undertaking the assessments are often taken to mean the up-front review of assessment tools and development and application of marking guides, rather than post-assessment processes for ensuring comparability among assessment results. In the occasional case that any post-assessment review of results is undertaken it is rare for teachers and trainers to alter any assessment decisions. When post-assessment moderation processes are used, the usual approach is to modify the assessment tools so that there are no issues for next time. 
Trainers and assessors understand the wisdom of getting employer feedback to ensure that what they are doing in the classroom is what is required by industry. They also understand the constraints of getting employers to spend the time to devote to the validation of assessment tools. Where practitioners already have good networks with employers getting this involvement seems to be less difficult. It is important to note that stakeholder involvement may be constrained by the ability and availability of stakeholders to meaningfully engage with the system. Identifying the type and extent of involvement that can be reasonably expected from industry, community or student stakeholders is an important step in ensuring they can provide valued input. Such an approach can also help to identify the role of these stakeholders in external assessments to improve the validity and reliability.
The Misko et al study finds that the uptake of RPL assessments is still relatively low, especially for Certificate III programs. It is more commonly requested for higher level programs. Where RPL does occur it is generally still taking considerable time and effort on the part of assessors and students. The COAG aim to have providers streamline RPL is not widespread for qualifications in this study. This is not to say that it has not happened at all, but it is still common for providers to spend substantial amounts of time making sure that they have accurate mapping of evidence to elements of competence, and expectations that students will provide sufficient amounts of evidence.  Key drivers of this behaviour are the need to meet auditor expectations, and protect institutional brand.  
Increasing prescriptions about durations and content of training
The results of the independent assessment validation pilot for aged care qualifications, undertaken in South Australia (South Australian Government 2012), have highlighted the need to provide a higher level of prescription or direction to RTOs delivering the Aged Care Qualifications, especially in terms of course duration and content and quality of training and assessment.  Such an approach could be considered for other qualifications where the quality of assessment has been of concern.  
4 Data related issues for consideration 
There are also range of data issues that  requiring further consideration, including information on non-accredited training, the classification of qualifications and assignment of nominal hours, and inconsistency of course hour requirements for different qualifications at the same or different AQF levels. 
Capturing information on non-accredited training
NCVER has expanded its data collections to capture data on private provision under the government-endorsed Total VET Activity (TVA) initiative. However, this does not include any training activity in courses that are non-accredited. While we are not suggesting that the current TVA initiative be expanded to capture this activity we are of the view that this information (especially if it relates to government-funded training which has been recorded for government accountability purposes) should also be made publically available. For example, employers may receive government funding from the current Industry Skills Fund to help them develop the skills of their employees, as well as to boost productivity and competitiveness of their business.  If they opt to engage their employees in training courses that will help boost their productivity and innovative capacity this activity will be captured on Industry Skills Fund data bases held by government, however it will not necessarily be captured in national VET collections.  
Applying classifications and nominal hours to qualifications and units of competency
The national data reporting standard (AVETMISS) requires qualifications and units of competency to be classified by occupation and field of education (using the ABS standards ANZSCO and ASCED).  In addition nominal hours are statistically allocated to units of competency for reporting as agreed national nominal hours. This information is used to identify relevant training and the quantum of training by industry, in national reporting of the VET system (see for example NCVER 2014), and by states and territories in determining funding allocations. Currently the RTO provides information on nominal hours for accredited courses and new units of competency to NCVER. Where the assignment of nominal hours for units of competency has not been applied before NCVER receives the data, then NCVER will make the assignment of nominal hours to the units of competency. 
Ideally these classifications and nominal hour assignments should occur when the qualification or unit is being developed or updated rather than after the fact. This will enable more consistent and timely reporting. 
Ensuring comparability within and between qualification levels 
There continues to be a wide spread of hours that are required to complete a qualification[footnoteRef:6] (see Attachment A). This spread is observed within and between qualification levels. Whilst it is reasonable to expect to see differences in course hours for qualifications in different fields of education (for example, education courses would be shorter in duration than engineering) it is less reasonable to expect that students studying courses at the same level will be expected to do substantially different number of hours. In addition, it is also unreasonable to expect that students in one jurisdiction will do substantially more hours for any given qualification (per field of education) than one studying the same qualification (per field of education) in another jurisdiction. If we want to ensure that there is comparability within qualification levels and differentiation between qualification levels then it is important that these issues be considered during the development stage of Training Packages and Accredited Courses. It is also important to ensure that likely volume of learning as well as complexity is aligned with the level of qualification, with lower level qualifications requiring lower volume than higher qualifications and higher qualifications requiring higher complexity.   [6:  Note this is different issue to that of the wide spread in the number of hours in which an individual qualification maybe delivered.] 
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Attachment A: Spread of course nominal hours by AQF Level and Field of Education, 2013	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Qualification Category
	Qualification FoE
	Percentile
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	(Max)

	Graduate Diploma
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	360
	360
	360
	360
	360
	360
	360

	Graduate Diploma
	07-Education
	360
	625
	730
	730
	730
	730
	790

	Graduate Diploma
	08-Management & Commerce
	100
	655
	655
	950
	950
	950
	950

	Graduate Diploma
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	730
	730
	730
	730
	730
	730
	730

	Graduate Certificate
	02-Information Technology
	150
	150
	150
	150
	150
	150
	150

	Graduate Certificate
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	320
	320
	320
	320
	320
	320
	370

	Graduate Certificate
	04-Architecture & Building
	360
	360
	360
	360
	360
	360
	360

	Graduate Certificate
	05-Agriculture, Environmental & Related Studies
	225
	225
	225
	225
	225
	400
	400

	Graduate Certificate
	07-Education
	180
	360
	590
	590
	660
	660
	660

	Graduate Certificate
	08-Management & Commerce
	50
	50
	50
	150
	150
	320
	2000

	Graduate Certificate
	09-Society & Culture
	150
	614
	640
	659
	659
	835
	835

	Graduate Certificate
	10-Creative Arts
	455
	455
	455
	455
	455
	455
	455

	Graduate Certificate
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	295
	295
	295
	321.5
	348
	348
	350

	Graduate Certificate
	12-Mixed Field Programmes
	100
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Bachelor Degree (Honours)
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	400
	400
	400
	400
	400
	400
	400

	Bachelor Degree (Honours)
	06-Health
	180
	180
	180
	180
	180
	180
	180

	Bachelor Degree (Honours)
	08-Management & Commerce
	300
	300
	300
	300
	300
	300
	600

	Bachelor Degree (Honours)
	10-Creative Arts
	400
	400
	400
	400
	400
	400
	400

	Bachelor Degree (Honours)
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	2134
	2134
	2134
	2134
	2134
	2334
	2334

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	01-Natural & Physical Sciences
	1721
	1721
	1721
	2640
	2640
	2640
	2640

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	02-Information Technology
	1440
	1440
	1440
	1440
	1440
	1677
	1677

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	360
	935
	935
	935
	935
	935
	935

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	04-Architecture & Building
	1287
	1287
	1287
	1287
	1287
	1440
	1440

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	06-Health
	2814
	2814
	2814
	2814
	2814
	2814
	2814

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	07-Education
	1440
	2299
	2299
	2299
	2592
	2592
	2592

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	08-Management & Commerce
	936
	998
	1100
	1100
	1105
	1209
	1668

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	10-Creative Arts
	1170
	1170
	1170
	1890
	1890
	1890
	4043

	Bachelor Degree (Pass)
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	360
	360
	360
	360
	360
	1080
	1240

	Advanced Diploma
	01-Natural & Physical Sciences
	560
	560
	560
	560
	660
	1760
	1760

	Advanced Diploma
	02-Information Technology
	530
	530
	574
	574
	600
	945
	1400

	Advanced Diploma
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	571
	1400
	1400
	1640
	1775
	1980
	2630

	Advanced Diploma
	04-Architecture & Building
	500
	1996
	1996
	1996
	1996
	1996
	2661

	Advanced Diploma
	05-Agriculture, Environmental & Related Studies
	645
	1380
	1380
	1500
	1950
	1950
	2340

	Advanced Diploma
	06-Health
	260
	450
	470
	495
	820
	1163
	1928

	Advanced Diploma
	07-Education
	440
	440
	440
	440
	440
	925
	925

	Advanced Diploma
	08-Management & Commerce
	210
	420
	570
	900
	1100
	1717
	2450

	Advanced Diploma
	09-Society & Culture
	540
	600
	600
	600
	600
	1392
	1885

	Advanced Diploma
	10-Creative Arts
	610
	808
	970
	1100
	1464
	2249
	4300

	Associate Degree
	01-Natural & Physical Sciences
	1144
	1144
	1144
	1144
	1144
	1144
	1144

	Associate Degree
	02-Information Technology
	1066
	1066
	1066
	1066
	1066
	1066
	1066

	Associate Degree
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	2400
	2400
	2400
	2400
	2400
	2400
	2400

	Associate Degree
	08-Management & Commerce
	200
	960
	960
	960
	960
	960
	960

	Associate Degree
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	332
	332
	624
	624
	624
	624
	624

	Diploma
	01-Natural & Physical Sciences
	720
	1560
	1560
	1560
	1595
	1595
	2030

	Diploma
	02-Information Technology
	575
	715
	761
	850
	950
	1210
	1652

	Diploma
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	150
	780
	1004
	1240
	1270
	1573
	2900

	Diploma
	04-Architecture & Building
	545
	1220
	1580
	1690
	1718
	1855
	2656

	Diploma
	05-Agriculture, Environmental & Related Studies
	242
	940
	1080
	1150
	1171
	1410
	2135

	Diploma
	06-Health
	265
	1010
	1363
	1366
	1500
	1508
	1787

	Diploma
	07-Education
	144
	415
	465
	465
	480
	1405
	2138

	Diploma
	08-Management & Commerce
	20
	390
	430
	430
	475
	853
	2548

	Diploma
	09-Society & Culture
	275
	1035
	1094
	1136
	1155
	1550
	2005

	Diploma
	10-Creative Arts
	480
	783
	820
	950
	1088
	1530
	2300

	Diploma
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	440
	1367
	1515
	1515
	1515
	1900
	1935

	Diploma
	12-Mixed Field Programmes
	387
	500
	500
	500
	1050
	1050
	1810

	Certificate IV
	01-Natural & Physical Sciences
	390
	830
	830
	880
	880
	1185
	1550

	Certificate IV
	02-Information Technology
	490
	715
	800
	810
	895
	970
	1195

	Certificate IV
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	185
	550
	580
	800
	985
	1360
	1750

	Certificate IV
	04-Architecture & Building
	163
	790
	828
	828
	830
	923
	1360

	Certificate IV
	05-Agriculture, Environmental & Related Studies
	310
	533
	708
	1058
	1190
	1680
	1800

	Certificate IV
	06-Health
	155
	315
	430
	588
	723
	890
	1555

	Certificate IV
	07-Education
	210
	285
	290
	315
	315
	315
	1545

	Certificate IV
	08-Management & Commerce
	10
	415
	473
	540
	570
	640
	2240

	Certificate IV
	09-Society & Culture
	6
	645
	735
	788
	818
	985
	1673

	Certificate IV
	10-Creative Arts
	224
	604
	683
	750
	760
	873
	1390

	Certificate IV
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	300
	865
	1110
	1112
	1112
	1362
	1805

	Certificate IV
	12-Mixed Field Programmes
	270
	400
	530
	610
	630
	720
	1075

	Certificate III
	01-Natural & Physical Sciences
	368
	463
	568
	568
	605
	610
	1060

	Certificate III
	02-Information Technology
	164
	646
	646
	646
	665
	690
	865

	Certificate III
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	151
	620
	864
	864
	950
	1060
	2109

	Certificate III
	04-Architecture & Building
	224
	864
	916
	1003
	1100
	1246
	2258

	Certificate III
	05-Agriculture, Environmental & Related Studies
	240
	589
	860
	920
	1006
	1120
	1600

	Certificate III
	06-Health
	50
	420
	480
	508
	614
	680
	990

	Certificate III
	07-Education
	375
	510
	524
	524
	560
	645
	645

	Certificate III
	08-Management & Commerce
	144
	395
	450
	508
	553
	727
	1150

	Certificate III
	09-Society & Culture
	6
	489
	543
	574
	600
	673
	2382

	Certificate III
	10-Creative Arts
	200
	382
	496
	535
	563
	675
	1050

	Certificate III
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	300
	587
	729
	751
	889
	1005
	1355

	Certificate III
	12-Mixed Field Programmes
	260
	260
	360
	400
	400
	480
	1320

	Certificate II
	01-Natural & Physical Sciences
	240
	360
	630
	630
	630
	630
	670

	Certificate II
	02-Information Technology
	164
	362
	362
	370
	370
	560
	560

	Certificate II
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	97
	300
	380
	394
	468
	593
	976

	Certificate II
	04-Architecture & Building
	218
	408
	526
	600
	616
	644
	776

	Certificate II
	05-Agriculture, Environmental & Related Studies
	50
	420
	458
	493
	510
	730
	1270

	Certificate II
	06-Health
	161
	270
	270
	303
	399
	420
	845

	Certificate II
	07-Education
	90
	90
	90
	90
	142
	142
	142

	Certificate II
	08-Management & Commerce
	8
	300
	325
	365
	384
	433
	1663

	Certificate II
	09-Society & Culture
	88
	240
	342
	373
	376
	461
	772

	Certificate II
	10-Creative Arts
	120
	305
	355
	390
	390
	505
	669

	Certificate II
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	153
	365
	407
	441
	441
	506
	710

	Certificate II
	12-Mixed Field Programmes
	108
	320
	340
	340
	340
	400
	880

	Certificate I
	02-Information Technology
	120
	160
	195
	210
	210
	210
	555

	Certificate I
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	64
	169
	216
	245
	280
	280
	632

	Certificate I
	04-Architecture & Building
	6
	294
	314
	314
	314
	330
	600

	Certificate I
	05-Agriculture, Environmental & Related Studies
	105
	108
	115
	150
	150
	168
	270

	Certificate I
	06-Health
	140
	215
	230
	230
	230
	230
	230

	Certificate I
	07-Education
	142
	540
	540
	540
	540
	540
	540

	Certificate I
	08-Management & Commerce
	105
	145
	148
	150
	150
	180
	260

	Certificate I
	09-Society & Culture
	108
	110
	130
	165
	180
	180
	576

	Certificate I
	10-Creative Arts
	165
	370
	375
	375
	375
	430
	450

	Certificate I
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	100
	107
	170
	195
	197
	260
	363

	Certificate I
	12-Mixed Field Programmes
	88
	350
	370
	370
	370
	500
	1200

	Other
	03-Engineering & Related Technologies
	6
	10
	10
	16
	24
	70
	810

	Other
	04-Architecture & Building
	6
	40
	90
	90
	90
	400
	400

	Other
	05-Agriculture, Environmental & Related Studies
	12
	12
	12
	12
	12
	65
	340

	Other
	06-Health
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	120

	Other
	07-Education
	14
	100
	100
	100
	250
	600
	600

	Other
	08-Management & Commerce
	18
	55
	55
	55
	55
	55
	55

	Other
	09-Society & Culture
	18
	18
	180
	180
	180
	180
	260

	Other
	11-Food, Hospitality & Personal Services
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	435

	Other
	12-Mixed Field Programmes
	8
	90
	200
	200
	280
	380
	550


Source: NCVER, 2014 National VET Provider Collection, unpublished data.
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