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RESPONSE TO THE PAPER 
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 implementation of a contestable framework underpinning the development and maintenance of training packages we make the following general comments relevant to any procurement model chosen. These comments are based on our experiences in collecting and reporting student’s activity in training package qualifications and units, our role in classifying training package qualifications and units, and our research into international approaches to developing, approving and maintaining qualifications. 
Where applicable the relevant discussion questions are shown in parentheses. A full list of the discussion questions appears at Attachment A for completeness.  
Stakeholder involvement in the development of qualifications. (Discussion points 1,2,3,6,8,9,10,11)
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Broad stakeholder consultation is essential in the development and maintenance of qualifications, regardless of the approach adopted for the procurement of services for qualification development.  Broad stakeholder engagement is observed in many systems internationally, especially those undergoing reform and those hoping to open up access to and movement through different education sectors and qualification types. Such consultations and activities are generally driven by government ministries and involve a range of regulatory agencies, industry peak bodies, trade unions (including student associations), professional associations, public and private VET providers, school and higher education sectors (including practitioners), experts in the field, and research agencies. (Misko, forthcoming 2015). 

2. 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 into the design of qualifications. This is especially important in systems where stakeholders do not have a formal legal role in the education and training system. Such an approach can also help to identify the role of these stakeholders in external assessments to improve the validity and reliability. (Misko, forthcoming 2015).

3. The development of models for procurement of services for qualifications will also be guided by the outcomes of the review into training package qualifications. Internationally options in qualification development range from having a small number of broader qualifications (for example in Sweden and Finland) which is considered a more flexible approach, to having a range of highly specialised qualifications (for example in the United Kingdom). An alternative approach internationally is also to leave the decisions about qualification building to the relevant industry sector by establishing a central bank of units that can be drawn upon to create specific qualifications for different needs (Misko, forthcoming 2015).

Ensuring Quality – a centralised co-ordination role (Discussion points 7, 8 and more broadly)
4. Regardless of the approach adopted for the procurement of services for qualification development there remains a centralised role to ensure the quality and consistency in developing new qualifications and units, minimising duplication across packages, and encouraging industry wide adoption of competencies that are more general in nature.  Another requirement of a centralised role is to ensure the consistent approaches in assigning qualification and unit identifiers and other aspects required for national reporting purposes. 

5. It is common to gather labour market data and intelligence to identify areas of skill shortages and work requirements for developing and updating qualifications (Misko, forthcoming 2015); this usually takes the form of dialogue with industry and other stakeholders and analysis of official statistics and other data. In Australia this role is performed in part by the Industry Skills Councils (ISCs) as part of their e-scan activities.  There are efficiencies to be gained from a centralised approach to data analysis. All ISCs purchase similar data, maintain their own data systems, and undertake their own analysis or outsource this to external contractors. There are economies of scale from having a centralised body undertake this work, with the information freely available for use by training package developers and industry.  

6. The rationalisation and removal of qualifications and units should also be considered in the model for the procurement of services for training package development and maintenance. In addition to the administrative costs, the concern is that too many qualifications, or near duplicate qualifications, clogs systems and makes pathways difficult to interpret (Misko, forthcoming 2015). This also could be a role for a centralised body working in consultation with industry stakeholders, and other professional groups. 

7. The introduction of mandatory national reporting of student training activity from 2014 onwards under the national AVETMISS data standard (NCVER 2013) will provide for the first time data on the uptake of qualifications and units across both public and private providers. NCVER would be pleased to work further with the appropriate bodies to provide information on the uptake of qualifications and units over time. 
Other issues for consideration (Discussion points 2 and 12)
8. 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.

9. For consistency classifications are assigned by NCVER, and ratified by states and territories. Classifications are reported on training.gov.au, and hours on NCVER’s website. Currently the assignment of classifications  occurs after qualifications and units are endorsed, and in the case of hours when new units are submitted with enrolment activity to NCVER. Ideally these assignments should occur when the qualification or unit is developed or updated. Any approach adopted for the procurement of services for qualification development should aim to accommodate these requirements, including a centralised verification process. 

Sandra Pattison
General Manager Research and Development
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Attachment A: Questions raised in the discussion paper
1. One of the primary aims of this review is to ensure more direct industry involvement in the development and review of training packages. What are important features of the development and maintenance processes for industry defined qualifications that need to be retained in any new model?  
2. Are there any other features necessary for an industry led training package development and maintenance process? 
1. Are there other attributes or skills that are important to support efficient and effective training package development processes? Provide an explanation.
In your view what are the key attributes required for individuals or organisations developing training packages?
How might your industry/sector contribute to the development and maintenance of training packages? 
· 	Financial, 
· 	In-kind (eg allocation of resources to provide technical expertise) 
· 	Other
What are your views on the proposed streamlined approach to industry engagement in the qualification development?
How might economic analysis or industry trends be accessed in the future?
Which is your preferred approach? How would your chosen approach support your business’s engagement in the development and codification of skills in training packages? What are the advantages and disadvantages of this approach from your point of view? Do you have any comments about the other approaches?
What are the sectoral coverage options that could best support your industry needs now and into the future eg cross sectoral, broad sectors or other?
In your view, which of the approaches represents the best involvement of industry in this process? Are there other approaches or models that should be considered?
What are the opportunities and challenges of the approaches for: industry, employers and students?
Do you have any other comments?
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