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This feedback form accompanies the Review of the Survey of Employer Use and Views of the VET System: discussion paper <http://www.ncver.edu.au/publications/2349.html>. 

This form is intended for feedback on the boxed questions in each section of the discussion paper. It is also the place to raise issues not covered in the paper. It is not necessary to respond to all the questions in this form – only those areas of interest to you and your organisation. Feel free to delete those not applicable.
Once completed, please save this form, with the name of your organisation and the date as part of the header, and email to toni.rittie@ncver.edu.au by close of business Friday 8 April 2011. 
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We require a contact person for each submission to clarify any questions that may arise.
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Assistant Director – Vocational Education & Training
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Phone:
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Publication permission

Please note that all responses will be consolidated and made available on the NCVER website unless advised otherwise. Responses will only be identified by organisation. Do you give permission for this submission to be made publically available?

  √     Yes, including my organisation
       Yes, but not identifying my organisation

       No, this submission is not to be made publically available
Preliminary Statement:

The Minerals Council of Australia (MCA) is pleased to have the opportunity to provide feedback for the review of the Survey of Employer Use and Views of the VET System. The survey results are a significant input in MCA policy development in relation to the VET sector. 

MCA represents Australia’s exploration, mining and minerals processing industry, nationally and internationally, in its contribution to sustainable development and society. MCA member companies produce more than 85 per cent of Australia’s annual mineral output.
The minerals industry continues to make a substantial investment in vocational education and training (VET).  However, the majority of the minerals industry’s training activity is undertaken on a fee for service basis and consequently is not captured in the publicly available training data collection.
The inclusion of data on all fee for service training provided by private and public RTOs alike in the regular AVETMISS data collection would resolve this issue, and is strongly recommended by the MCA.  In the absence of such a data collection information collected through the SEUV would greatly assist in policy development.

The minerals sector prefers the fee for service delivery system as the publicly funded VET sector has consistently failed to respond to the needs of the sector.  Whilst some training providers have close and productive working partnerships with enterprises, there is a much larger number who continue to promote the training products they offer without reference to the specific needs of enterprises, industry or individuals.  There is also a lack of quality and consistency of assessment across the VET sector.  These factors impact negatively on the value industry places on VET qualifications and ultimately, the employability of the individual whose skills may not match the needs of employers, for example, training provided without a workplace component to provide industry context.

 The Australian Government’s National Resources Sector Employment Taskforce (the Taskforce) in its ‘Resourcing the Future’ report to Government (2010) identified that the broader resources sector would need an additional 30,000 semi-skilled workers and 36,000 tradespeople in the years to 2015.  The Government accepted the 31 recommendations of the Taskforce in March 2011 and the MCA is working with Government on implementation of a number of initiatives arising from the Taskforce recommendations.
In the recent past the ability of the Australian minerals sector to maintain its market share of the global trade in minerals commodities has been constrained by its inability to source sufficient numbers of suitably skilled workers.  As at February 2011 the minerals sector workforce (ABS data net of oil and gas) was 194,000, or 1.7% of the total Australian workforce.  This is a 18.4 percent increase over the peak labour force reached at the onset of the global financial crisis in November 2008 (163,800).

The MCA continues to advocate a high quality, demand driven VET sector that meets the needs of industry, individuals and the community.  To meet the needs of industry and the broader Australian economy it is critical that the VET sector continues have the needs of industry at its core.

In this context he MCA response to the Review of the Survey of Employer Use and Views of the VET System focuses on the intersection of the minerals industry and the VET system.
Feedback relating to issues in the discussion paper
1.
Purpose of the survey
1.1
From a policy perspective, interest will remain in collecting information on employers' engagement and satisfaction with the VET system.  Are there any other areas of employer’ interaction with the VET system that are of interest from a policy/research perspective?

Collection of current data at industry level on employer investment in training in both the public and private VET sectors for both publicly and privately funded training is vital if decision makers are to have access to data on the “whole” training efforts.  Without access to the total training effort it is impossible to expect policy makers to develop sound policy and strategy aimed at obtaining the greatest benefit to the economy from training effort.  The latest reliable information available at industry level on employer spending on VET is ABS 2001 data which showed that the minerals industry spent nearly three times the all industries average on employee training.
Recently the minerals industry has been characterised as failing to invest sufficiently in training, particularly training of apprentices.  However, NCVER data shows apprentice commencements, completions and the number in training trending up 2003-2009.  In the June quarter 2010 there were 10,483 apprentices and trainees in the minerals industry.

The picture is also clouded by the preference of the minerals industry for privately fund training as identified above (MCA estimates that greater than 80% of training is privately funded in the minerals sector) for which there is no comprehensive and current data available.  


Whilst MCA recognises that the SEUV data represents a sample rather than a full census of employers, a broad question relating to estimated investment per employee (say within $50 or $100 bands) would provide a comparison of where industry sectors direct their training dollar (private or publicly funded VET); and the relative quantum of investment by the industry sectors.  MCA also recognises that many employers do not understand the subtleties of publicly and privately funded VET. A simple definition would need to be provided to maximise the potential for consistency in responses.
1.2
What information does your organisation need to better understand the relationship between employers and the VET system? 

Refer 1.1 above
2.
Data items currently collected in the survey
2.1
What information do you use from the survey (if any)?


Industry level data on
· Organisation characteristics

· Business strategy, particularly relating to workforce planning and recruitment

· Data relating to the various types of training – informal, nationally recognised, apprenticeship, etc 

· Where training was sourced, that is via public or private provision

· Apprenticeship/traineeship data

· Employer satisfaction
2.2

Do you agree with the priorities we have assigned the current data items?


In the majority of cases, yes, however, MCA would give higher priority to the following:
· Methods used for workforce planning including training needs and recruitment planning.  
· Identification of any constraints on the further recruitment and training of apprentices and trainees.  This should provide information on the barriers to employing apprentices/trainees and assist with development of policies and strategy to overcome them.

· Level of satisfaction with the quality of training from the main training provider and the reasons for dissatisfaction.  Understanding of the reasons for lack of satisfaction are central to the development of policies and strategies to address them.
· Whether nationally recognised training was for full qualification or for specific subjects/modules.  Skills sets are often preferred in the minerals industry, for both entry level workers and up-skilling existing workers.  Skills sets form the basis for stating a full qualification at a later stage.  This information would be the basis for development of policy regarding the availability of public funding for delivery of skills sets.
2.3

Do you agree with the data items we have ranked as high priority and are proposing to retain?


Yes.


2.4

Do you agree with the data items we have ranked as low priority and are proposing to remove?  If not, have you used any of this information in the past?  How do you propose using this information in the future if the questions are retained?


MCA would like to see the question relating to reasons for choosing unaccredited training over nationally recognised training retained.  MCA has used this information in the past to form a view on how the minerals industry trains its workers and as a factor that can reflect opinion on the quality of VET training and its applicability for industry.  We would use the information similarly in future to inform MCA policy development and review of the relevance of the contents of the training packages.
2.5

Are there any data items we have ranked as medium priority that you believe should be removed from the survey?


No.

2.6
Are there any data items you consider should be added to the survey?  How would you use this information?


Refer response to 1.1 above.

3.
 Scope and methodology
3.1

Does the current scope satisfy your needs from a policy/research perspective?


Yes, although we question why the superannuation funds (other than self-managed funds) have been excluded.  One of the key strengths of the SEUV is in the trend data. MCA would not support a change in scope that materially interferes with trend analysis.
3.2

Do you favour a mixed mode approach for the survey (both telephone and online)?


On balance MCA supports a mixed mode approach for the survey. In reality, society is continually moving to greater use of on-line, electronic media for more applications. Providing an option for those who prefer on-line may well lead to a greater response as the survey can be completed at a time of respondents’ own choosing.  


However, there are some areas for caution:

· Care must be taken to ensure that the survey output is not skewed to those who have better resources (time and technology) to complete the survey on-line.

· Explanations of the parameters and intent of the questions will need to be clearly stated in the on-line option where there is less chance to clarify than in an interview scenario.
· Maintenance of the telephone approach is important as it provides a basis for timely reminders and enables a contextual discussion that could be important in the assessments. 

3.3

What levels of accuracy do you require from the survey?


The current levels of accuracy are adequate for MCA purposes.  Because of the relatively small number of employees in the minerals sector (1.7% of the national workforce) our interest is chiefly in terms of the trend data.
3.4

Would you favour a shorter survey in exchange for more accurate estimates? 


No.  This is the only survey of its type and, as such is currently the only opportunity to obtain national data at industry level on employer views on training delivery and their involvement in training.  As such, MCA favours a broader scope of information rather than greater accuracy.  In addition, because of the relatively small sample to draw on in the minerals industry it is unlikely that a shorter survey would improve the accuracy of minerals industry data.  

4.
Options for 2013 onwards
4.1 What are your views on having a core set of questions (as noted in table 2 of the paper) each year with the option for including a separate module on a topic of interest?
On balance MCA supports the notion of having a core set of questions each year SEUV is carried out (we assume the survey will remain biennial).  MCA preference would be for questions identified as both high and medium priority in the discussion paper to be included in the core questions. 
A separate module for topics of special interest would provide the opportunity to explore some areas in greater depth on a less frequent basis, for example apprenticeship training; and/or to obtain data on items of particular interest at a specific time, for example information on training effort in times of significant change such as the Global Financial Crisis.
4.2
Do you have any suggestions for issues that could be included in a question module approach, either past or present?
See response to 4.2 above.
Additional feedback or issues: 
Please list feedback on any other issues you would like covered in the review.  
Note: For NCVER to make maximum use of this information, it is important to outline why this issue needs to be considered, what changes you would propose making and why and how it would benefit the survey.
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