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Executive summary

The New Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA) tees Industry Training Organisations
(ITOs) to report annually on the management ofrthational external moderation systems.
This is to meet our statutory obligation to monitooderation of unit standards on the National
Qualifications Framework (NQF).

ITOs were asked by NZQA's Tertiary Assessment amdl@dation (TAM) team to report in

three areas:

1 administration of their national external modenatsystems and aspects relating to this

2 review of their national external moderation sysgem

3 expenditure and charges relating to the manageafewtional external moderation
systems.

This summary report includes information and dedanfall 39 registered ITOs. The primary
intention of the report is to ensure ITOs self-meps detailed in 1.2.6 (i¥pf the Quality
Assurance Standard for Industry Training Organisesti QA Standard for ITOs).

The report also provides information to assist Itk the development of their moderation
systems.

In 2008, NZQA rebated ITOs 30 cents to the dollErgredit reported, as a contribution to the
management of their individual national externaderation systems. The annual summary
report details how the rebate is used.

Quality Assurance audits of ITOs, conducted by NZ&Qrovider Registration and
Accreditation (PRA) team and focusing on sectio@s5land 1.2.6 of the QA Standard for
ITOs, began in October 2005. Some general findimgsis summary report are compared with
findings from relevant 2008 PRA audits.

A reporting template has been used since 2003&foreporting by ITOs. The reporting

template was modified in 2006 and a minor changeenma 2008 to more directly align with
the QA Standard for ITOs.

Key findings

Below is a summary of the key findings. These agpmaded on in th@ummary of Findings
section, found on pages 9-16 of this report.

1 Administering national external moderation systers
In terms of administering their national externalderation systems:

1The ITO has means to maintain and support the matexternal moderation system for the unit stachslar
developed by the ITO. The ITO demonstrates thi§\ymeeting annual NZQA national external modenati
reporting requirements.
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» the majority of ITOs reported that they used a cowaion of pre- and post-assessment
moderation

» athird of ITOs reported that they used all typesoderation in 2008

» ITOs that reported using a combination of pre- post- assessment moderation were more
likely to use moderation visits and postal moderativhereas those that reported
conducting all types of moderation used moderatisits, panel and cluster meetings and
postal moderation

* most ITOs reported that over 50% of providers aditgd to assess an ITO’s unit standards
were engaged in national external moderation. Qiheriders either postponed or did not
engage in moderation due to shortage of resounegscurriculum or exemption from
moderation. Three ITOs were not sure of the nurobaccredited organisations assessing
against their standards

* more Government Training Establishments (GTEs)sa&skITO standards in 2008 than in
2007

* one ITO recommended thatimanga should be included as a separate categthg in
future, for Question Two

* ITOs reported a variety of reasons for selectiagdards for national external moderation,
with the most common reasons being: high use, dptam, not previously moderated and
high risk.

Most ITOs used a combination of methods to morttiat moderation decisions were at the
national standard. Compared to the 2007 reportyetecmore ITOs used formal check
moderation processes, informal peer review, aretnial evaluation of moderation reports.

All ITOs (compared with 90% in 2007) confirmed thia¢y had processes in place to ensure
feedback from the national external moderation wsel in the review of unit standards.

Twenty-eight ITOs reported issues of non-compliakgeven ITOs reported they had no
issues of non-compliance (compared with four ITO2007).

92% of ITOs stated that they have formal documept#ities and processes for following up
an accredited organisation’s non-compliance widirthational external moderation process.

In 2008, a slight increase of ITOs (36 compare82an 2007) reported some form of follow-
up action as a result of non-compliance with matitemaequirements.

Very few (two ITOs) reported the need to refer dihganisation to the relevant quality
assurance body. Most ITOs resolved identified nmmaiance issues with the accredited
organisation concerned.

2 Review of national external moderation systems

In response to the questions regarding reviewing tlational external moderation systems:

« all ITOs confirmed that they monitored their naibaxternal moderation to determine
whether it was operating as planned

* 85% of all ITOs conducted a review of their natiogeternal moderation systems,
compared to 66% in 2007

« 51% of all ITOs confirmed that they had reviewed Moderation Information (Ml) section
of their AMAP(s), compared to 54% in 2007
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 most ITOs used a range of processes to review the M
« ITOs that had not reviewed their national extematleration or Ml section indicated a
timeframe for doing so.

ITOs reported a range of successful and unsucddeafures of their moderation systems.
Successful features included: review processes,mpeéderation which increased the learning
and understanding of participants, introductiomBes$t Practice Quality Mark documentation,
enhancing relationships with accredited organisatio

Least successful features of the ITO’s nationadmee! moderation systems included
moderation inconsistency, lack of formal moderataining and lack of rigorous feedback
systems from assessors.

Reported changes already made or to be implemantkaied increased database capability,
updated AMAPS, reviewed assessment documentatgiarag, and implementation of
workplace visits for providers who have been idedias providing a risk.

3 Expenditure and charges

ITOs are asked to declare the expenditure comntittéicle operation of their national external
moderation system. As in previous years, the reghmes not require any information related to
internal moderation. It is not always clear whetb@sts reported relate solely to external
moderation.

The reported expenditure per credit varied betve89 and $0.27, with a mean value of
$0.97 and median value of $0.51. This compares e¥gfenditure between $2.83 and $0.31,
and mean value of $0.75 and median value of $0.2D07.

For most ITOs, salaries/fees was the largest expgadtem and overheads the second largest
expenditure item. Nearly half the ITOs reported thay did not pass on any additional
charges for the provision of national external ntatien services.

Five of the ITOs charged TEOs for moderation sewviwith different charges from those
identified in their AMAPSs.

Main report conclusion

Whilst there have been some changes to the regdagmplate over the last few years, the
template has remained sufficiently similar, for thier-year comparisons of summary data to
be reasonably reliable. There appears to be ndfiseymt difference between how ITOs have
managed their national external moderation systestween 2004 and 2008.

Since 2005, the reporting format was more closkiynad with the requirements of the QA
Standard for ITOs and so general comparisons bettinecfindings of the annual moderation
report and NZQA audit findings can be made. Sonmeparisons are included in these
conclusions.

1 All ITOs confirmed that they monitored their ratal external moderation system and these
were operating as planned (compared to 92% in 2007@0% in 2006).
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According to the 2008 audit reports, those ITOstadcevaluate and review their national
external moderation regularly (1.2.6(v)). Howewhree audited ITOs were not carrying out
their national external moderation in accordandé wWieir AMAPs and were also unable to
demonstrate that they met the national externalematithn requirement of other relevant

standard-setting bodies.

The review of the 2008 audit reports also iderditieat a few ITOs did not follow the
criteria in their AMAPs for selection of unit staards for moderation.

2 All ITOs reported that they have processes ta@nfeedback from national external
moderation activities is used in the ITO’s reviefnts unit standards, compared to 90% of

ITOs in 2007 and 82% in 2006.

3 More ITOs than in 2007 have documented poliaeddilowing up non-compliance with
national external moderation. Twenty-seven ITO®reul they carried out follow up actions
with accredited organisations that were non-comphth national external moderation
requirements. Twelve ITOs reported no identified4sompliance, even though they had a
follow-up process for non-compliance.

A review of the 2008 audit reports indicates thattall ITOs documented internal
moderation and national moderation proceduresq),.&hich could possibly create
difficulties in achieving national consistency aadequate review of results.

4 51% (compared to 54% in 2007) of ITOs reported they had reviewed the Moderation
Information section of their AMAP(S).

Evidence from the review of audit reports shows #ilaTOs audited in 2008 met the
requirement to “periodically evaluate and review Moderation Information to ensure that
it meets NZQA registration requirements” (1.2.9)vi

The NZQA Framework Registration business unit combex that 46% of the AMAPs
submitted by ITOs to them in 2008, met quality assae requirements in one cycle.

5 The main issues identified through national exdemoderation relate to competency and
training in assessment and systems, such as ldatoefledge of moderation requirements,
lack of quality assessment resources and assesde@sions which did not meet the
national standard. These issues were also reporfgevious years.

The review of the 2008 audit reports identifiedtthdew ITOs did not follow the criteria in
their AMAPs for selection of unit standards for reaation,

6 All ITOs reported a number of successful and unsssftl features of their moderation
systems. A new successful feature was the intramluctf a Best Practice Quality Mark
which gives positive feedback to organisations.dT€ported that the least successful
feature was assessors not following the basic iples of assessment, and cluster group
management not providing enough opportunities $seasors to receive immediate feedback
on moderation.

7 Most ITOs reported that a variety of changes wdddmplemented before the next
moderation year. The creation of internal budget ltems to assist in tracking moderation
expenditure is the one of those changes.
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Report recommendations

It is recommended that:

(i) NZQA reviews the structure and nature of thawal report requirement in light of the self-
assessment and evaluative review process beirmgluded

(i) wananga are added to Question Two, Table 6, as asdepategory, asamanga are
currently included within PTE figures

(i) a question be added to the report that giVi€3s an opportunity to express how they use
this report within their organisation

(iv) a question be added to the report that giledTOs an opportunity to identify to NZQA
their requirements (issues) to be discussed arthaal ITO Summary Report report-back day
facilitated by NZQA.
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Introduction

The New Zealand Qualifications Authority has adtaty requirement to monitor moderation
of unit standards on the NQF. The reporting tenegpdestsists ITOs to meet this requirement.

This summary report has been prepared followingssitzal analysis and collation of the
information from individual ITO reports. In additipthe summary report also provides a
means of distributing to ITOs moderation-relatefdimation collected from the reporting
process. The purpose of distributing the summapgntas to provide information to assist
ITOs with the development of their moderation syseand practices.

Background

ITOs have been required to report annually to NZ&§pAhe management of their national
moderation systems for the past ten years. Somermiranges were made to the template for
the 2004 year, but the objective has been to maiatamuch consistency in reporting
requirements as possible.

Whilst the 2005 reporting template was not sigaifity changed from that used for the 2004
reporting cycle, more substantial changes were rates 2006 template to take account of
feedback from ITOs during the previous reportingleyFor 2008, the ITO reporting template
is the same as 2007’s template, except for a nthange in Question 11, which combined
travel and accommodation as one item.

The 2008 reporting template is attached as Appehdix

Methodology

The reporting template was sent in electronic fartmall registered ITOs with a covering
letter in December 2008. ITOs were asked to redporeach question using the reporting
template, by 31 March 2009.

The ITO reports collected information about ITOioa&al external moderation systems in the
following areas:

« administration of national external moderation egst and related aspects

» review of national external moderation systems

» expenditure and charges relating to the manageaiemattional external moderation
systems.

UnderExpenditure and Charges, ITOs were requested to report expenditure foh éaen
listed in the template table.

54% of all ITOs reported to NZQA by the due dat&@dbfMarch 2009. After follow-up, the
remainder of the ITO reports were received.
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Reporting timelines

A proposed timeline was included with the lettartde ITOs in December 2008, as shown
below:

Table 1: Reporting timeline
January, February, | Moderation reports prepared by ITOs. Deadline for

March receipt of reports by NZQA: 31 March 20009.

April to July Report data collated and summary repeepared by
NZQA.

August Summary report distributed to ITOs.

National external moderation forum convened by NZQA
and Industry Training Federation.

October Review of reporting template for 2009; ahfgedback
from 2008 reports indicates this is necessary.
November Notification of reporting requirements &09.
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Summary of findings

The following sections summarise observations, withimal interpretation, from analysis of
the reported information.

Please note: where a detailed collation of data ammbmments has not been completely
incorporated into the main text, the full data hasbeen included in the appendices.

Section 1- Administering national external moderatn system(s)

Question 1: What types of moderation were used tderate the unit standards
chosen for national external moderation in this reging period? (QAS ITOs
1.2.6(i))

The majority of ITOs reported that they used pasteasment moderation or a combination of
pre- and post- assessment moderation in 2008 fihkigg is the same as in the previous five
reporting cycles.

Compared with 2007, more TEOs used both pre- asti pesessment moderation rather than
using just post-assessment moderation. ITOs tpatted using a combination of pre- and
post- assessment moderation were more likely tongeration visits and postal moderation.
ITOs that reported using post-assessment modenaizamy used panel or cluster moderation
and postal moderation.

Ten ITOs reported they used all types of moderatienpre-assessment, post-assessment, per-
and post moderation. No ITO reported that they ymseeassessment moderation only, while
seven ITOs used only post-assessment moderatiamughiess than in 2007. Note: the

guestion does not ask the ITOs to explain why tteose which type of moderation or which
combination of moderation methods.

Most ITOs used the same types of moderation for §&Q@ schools, with only a few ITOs
differing from this. Variation of moderation cerdren the use of visits and postal moderation,
rather than panel or cluster meetings.

Tables detailing when moderation was conducted, past-assessment moderation was
conducted, how both pre- and post- assessment atadewas conducted and how
moderation was conducted for all types can be foappendix 2, along with collated
responses to this question.

Question 2: How many accredited organisations tlaatively assessed against
the ITO’s unit standards engaged in national exteinmoderation in this
reporting period? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6(i))

For the past four years, the majority of ITOs iradéxl that over 50% of the providers actively
assessing against their unit standards engageddernation. This applied across all provider
types except GTEs.
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Of these ITOs that responded for each provider (2087 figures are provided in
parentheses):
* 89 % (91%) of ITOs reported that more than 50% TEHengaged in moderation in 2008

* 40 % (62%) of ITOs reported that 50% of GTEs endagenoderation in 2008.

All ITOs reported that over 50% of Institute of heology and Polytechnics (ITPs) engaged in
moderation in 2008 compared to 94% in 2007 and 82¢b0s reported that every active
accredited ITP was moderated during this reporiegod.

While the number of GTEs accredited appears to daeeeased by almost a third (from 13 in
2007 to 10 in 2008), the numbers of GTEs assessidgtandards increased in 2008.

Current data included in “the number of engage@migations” appears to exclude those with
exemptions allowed by ITOs.

Data detailing the percentage of active accreditgdnisations, by provider type, that engaged
in national external moderation, along with colettomments, can be found in Appendix 3.

Question 3: What were the criteria for selecting itistandards for national
external moderation in this reporting period? (QASOs 1.2.6(i))

Main criteria for selecting standards

90%
80%
70%

60% -
50% | ] O All TEOs

40% -
30% B Schools
20%
10%

0% -

Annual Plan  Higher Lower Not High Use Identified ~ High Risk Compulsory Other
Lever Lever Previously Issues (always
Moderated moderated)

% of ITOs (as a % of total responses)

The majority of ITOs used a combination of critdnaselecting standards for national
external moderation. The most common criteria dsetioth TEOs and schools were ‘High
use’, ‘annual plan’ and ‘not previously moderateHigh risk’ is another criterion that has
been used frequently by TEOs.

A collation of ITO comments can be found in Appendli

Question 4(a): During the reporting period, how ditle ITO monitor national
external moderation to ensure that the moderatioaaisions were at the
national standard? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6(ii), (v))

2007 figures are provided in parentheses.

* 56% (54%) of ITOs used a formal check moderati@tess

* 59% (44%) of ITOs used informal peer review

* 82% (79%) of ITOs used internal evaluation of matien reports as a way of ensuring
that moderation decisions were at the nationaldstah
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* 28% (28%) of ITOs used independent evaluation adenation reports
* 10% (20%) of ITOs used other methods to monitoionat external moderation.

Most ITOs used more than one method to ensurghibahoderation decisions were at the
national standard.

Other methods used to monitor national externalerattbn included: moderation support
visits, a specialist moderation system for a gigaifon, formal peer review at cluster group
meetings and technical experts involved in pre-@oat-assessment moderation.

A collation of ITO comments can be found in Appengl

Question 4(b): Does the ITO have processes to eadaedback from the
national external moderation activities is usedtine ITO’s review of its unit
standards? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6(iii))

All ITOs reported they have processes to ensuitefeledback from national external
moderation is used in the ITO’s review of its wstdndards. In 2008, 100% of the ITOs
compared to 90% for 2007, used feedback from naltiexternal moderation activities.

Processes that ITOs report using to collect feedbextudes:

* on-going collection of feedback (e.g. moderatiozdfeack form, review form, informal
review, moderation visits, comments from all assess

« special events to provide feedback (e.g. workshop,standards review meetings, QA
meetings, moderation meetings, quarterly advisooyg meetings, trainee evaluations,
national certificate completion surveys)

e reports from moderators and national moderators.

Three ITOs have developed new software to traciifaek on unit standards for reviewing of
standards.

A collation of ITO comments can be found in Appendli

Question 5(a): what types of non-compliance withtimenal moderation were
identified by the ITO? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6(ii))

The main types of non-compliance centred on:

e assessment design, i.e. failure to develop manindes or address the requirements of the
unit standard elements and special notes

» failure to supply material for pre-assessment matotay

» assessment decisions not at the national standahdding insufficient evidence

» providers failing to engage with the pre-assessmatteration system prior to undertaking
assessment

* poor documentation and recording of assessmeritgesu

* non-compliance with Moderation Information requients.

The types of non-compliance listed were the sansenoitar for 2007. Eleven ITOs reported
that they have no issues of non-compliance (condpait four ITOs in 2007).

A collation of ITO comments can be found in Appendi
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Question 5(b): Does the ITO have formal documentealicies and processes
for following up an accredited organisation’s nonempliance with national
external moderation? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6(ii))

36 ITOs (92%) reported they have formal documeptdaties and processes for following up
an accredited organisation’s non-compliance witiional external moderation. This is an
increase of 5% compared with 2007. The ITOs whandithave formal documented policies
and processes have their AMAP under review or laavew version of the AMAP being
registered in 2009.

A collation of ITO comments can be found in Appendi

Question 5(c): What follow up was carried out on@edited organisations that
were non-compliant with national external moderaticequirements? (QAS
ITOs 1.2.6(i), (ii))

36 ITOs (92%) responded to this question (2007réigin parentheses):

* twelve (five) ITOs did not identify any non-compiige with national external moderation

e 20 (20) ITOs reported that they undertook modenatiocaddition to that on the
organisation’s moderation plan

e 29 (29) ITOs reported that they notified organasi of the identified non-compliance,
including consequences of ongoing non-compliance

e 23 (27) ITOs reported that they established andiediactions and timeframes necessary
to achieve compliance

* two (eight) ITOs reported that they referred issioethe NZQA Provider Registration and
Accreditation business unit compared with eigi2®@7 and three in 2006. No feedback
was provided by the ITOs regarding the outcoméigfaction

« three (four) ITOs reported issues to ITP Qualityftother action compared with four in
2007. No feedback was provided by the ITOs regarthie outcome of this action

* most ITOs reported that they use a combinationethods to follow up accredited
organisations’ non-compliance with national extemaderation.

A collation of ITO comments can be found in Appendi
Section 2 - Review of national external moderatiosystem(s)

Question 6: Did the ITO monitor that the nationalkérnal moderation system
was operating as planned during the reporting pedid(QAS ITOs 1.2.6(ii), (v))

All ITOs stated that they monitored their natioaaternal moderation system to determine
whether it was operating as planned. This compaiths92% in 2007 and 95% in 2006.

A collation of ITO comments can be found in Appentld.

Question 7(a) (i-ii)): Has the ITO reviewed its nahal external moderation
system(s) this reporting period? If no, when wikbbhe ITO review its
system(s)? If yes, what review methods were useatetermine the effectiveness
of the national external moderation? (QAS ITOs 162(v))
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85% of ITOs reported that they had reviewed thatramal external moderation system(s) in
2008 (compared to 66% in 2007 and 79% in 2006).

Most ITOs used a combination of methods to detesrefifectiveness of moderation.
Stakeholder consultation and informal review megiare the most frequently used methods.
Most ITOs used the same methods for different tyigsoviders.

Where the national external moderation system loatb@en reviewed during 2008, the ITOs
concerned indicated a timeframe and/or procesgdimy so.

Collated responses to question 7(a) (i-iii) caridaend in Appendix 11-13.

Question 7(b): Has the ITO reviewed the moderatioformation (MI) section
of its AMAP(S) this reporting period? If no, whenilvthe ITO review its
AMAP(s)? If yes, what review methods were usedeaew the M| section
against the NZQA Criteria for Approval and Registian National
Qualification Framework Accreditation and ModeratimAction Plans?(QAS
ITOs 1.2.6(i),(v),(vi),(vii))

51% of ITOs (20) reported that they had reviewedNloderation Information section of their
AMAP(S) in 2008 (54% in 2007)The other ITOs reported that they had scheduledview
their AMAP(s) in the future or the review was onugi

Most of the ITOs who reviewed the Moderation Infatran section of their AMAP(S) used a
variety of review methods. Informal review meetimgs the main method for seventeen ITOs
and is the only method of review for three ITOsjalhs similar to 2007. Thirteen ITOs used
stakeholder consultation as another main methodvwiéw. In some cases, consultation was
combined with other methods.

Four of the ITOs reported they used a combinationethods including:
* internal meetings

* employing a consultant

e guestionnaire feedback form

e discussions with NZQA.

Collated responses to question 7(b) (i-iii) carfdaend in Appendix 14-16.

Question 8: What were the three most successfutdess of the ITO’s national
external moderation system within this reportingnped? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6(ii),

V)

97% of ITOs (38) responded to this question. Méshem nominated three successful features
of their national external moderation system; fédihem indicated one or two features.

Successful features reported by ITOs includedntreduction of a Best Practice Quality Mark
and to motivate providers to excel in pre-assessmederation practices as part of internal
moderation. Other successful features identifiedlieys were an increase in the number of
assessment samples for moderation and developrhertre efficient and effective
moderation administration by developing improvethtdase systems.
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As in 2007, ITOs indicated that meetings and visitsvided an opportunity for feedback about
moderation, enabling an exchange of assessmemhadeération best practice and provision of
networking support to the organisations involved.

Other successful features cited by several ITO®waeview of their external moderation
processes to improve the effectiveness of moderatiports and to use peer moderation to get
better participation.

Collated responses to this question can be fourgpendix 17.

Question 9: What were the three least successfaldees of the ITO’s national
external moderation system within this reportingnmed? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6(ii),

(V)

Six ITOs did not mention any least successful fiemtwf their national external moderation
systems in their reports.

The least successful features for other ITOs were:

* lack of pre- and post- assessment moderation

* requesting providers to identify unit standards/tivere delivering during the year

* assessment guides with insufficient details fodiuassurance purpose

» assessors not following the basic principles oéssment

* current cluster group management not providing ghapportunities for assessors to
receive immediate feedback on moderation of theptesrprovided

* inconsistency of moderation between moderators

» lack of a rigorous feedback system from industseasors.

Collated responses to this question can be foudgpendix 18.

Question 10: Summarise any changes that will be lerpented in regard to
national external moderation for the next reportingeriod. (QAS ITOs
1.2.6(ii), (v))

Reported changes to be implemented included:

* moderation planning to begin at the earlier stdgb@year and to include roles and
responsibilities of ITOs and assessors

* increased database capability to manage modenrauirements outcomes, non-
compliance and performance of TEOs

» updating of AMAPSs to remove unnecessary unit steshddferentiation to ensure a simple
and clear operating process

e contracting an external consultant to review adledsment documentation systems,
appointment of industry moderators, recruitmera ofitional moderator, professional
development for assessors and moderators and a&s@ssriting workshops

» visiting workplace assessors and providers who haea identified as providing a risk in
the workplace, implementation of peer review foruand regional cluster workshops to
improve networking

» creation of internal budget line items to assidracking moderation expenditure.

Collated responses to this question can be fourgpendix 19.
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Section 3 - Expenditure and charges

Question 11: What was the total expenditure for tlepporting period spent on
the national moderation of the ITO’s standards? (@ATOs 1.2.6(i), (ii), (iv),

(V)

The average total reported expenditure for natiertdrnal moderation for the 2008 reporting
period was $97,533.61, compared to $87,804.26 geezgpenditure in 2007.

The reported expenditure per credit varied betve89 and $0.27, with a mean value of
$0.97 and median value of $0.51. This compares e¥igfenditure between $2.83 and $0.31, a
mean value of $0.75 and median value of $0.52 0¥20

Over 60% (25) of ITOs reported that the percentdgalaries is the largest expenditure item,
while 23% (9) of ITOs indicated that moderator ontractor consultant fees was the largest
expenditure item for them. These features are airtol 2007.

Travel and accommodation have been combined ageanehis year which differs from last
year and four ITOs reported that this is the largependiture for them. One ITO stated that a
review of the moderation system was the highesdttoaseir organisation.

Over 30% (13) of ITOs listed overheads as the sftamgest expenditure item in their
organisations, while ten ITOs identified travel aamtommodation as the second highest
expenditure item. Moderator fees and overheadaoste the third largest expenditure items
for eleven ITOs.

Collated responses to this question can be fourgpendix 20.

Question 12 - Other expenditure items (QAS ITOs.&(®, (ii), (iv), (v))

Sixteen ITOs specified other expenditure itemaftional external moderation than those

listed in Question 11. The main item of other expeme refers to database maintenance

and/or update. Other items included:

» development of a moderation handbook

» development of moderation assessment materialesulirce

» development and distribution of assessments ar$ssent guides, for free use by all
providers

» aspecific cluster group meeting.

Collated responses to this question can be foudgpendix 21.

Question 13 - What charges, if any, did the ITO gam to the TEO or school
for provision of national external moderation sewas? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6(i), (ii),

(iv), (v))
Seventeen ITOs indicated that they did not chasgarfy of the moderation services listed

compared to 29 ITOs in 2007. A few ITOs specifiedttthey may charge for some services in
the future.
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Two ITOs stated all of the charges listed undermiestion were not applicable for their ITOs.
Nine ITOs reported that one or more of the chavga® not applicable compared to eleven

ITOs in 2007. Eleven ITOs reported that they passedharges for some moderation services
but not for each service.

Collated responses to this question can be fourgpendix 22.
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ITO name:
Contact person:

Telephone:

Industry Training Organisations (ITOs)
Report on National External Moderation from 1 Januay 2008 to 31 December 2008

Purpose
For:

ITOs to report to NZQA on the:
* management and outcomes of their national extenoderation systems
* expenditure of their 30 cent per credit rebate fNAQA.

ITOs to report information which may later be ussdsupporting evidence during an audit against @Adard for ITOs (QAS ITOSs).

NZQA to collate information on how ITOs manage th&tional external moderation systems and dissamnithis information in a format useful to
ITOs for refining their national external moderatigystems.
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Please send totam@nzga.govt.nzby Tuesday, 31 March 2009

Section 1: Administering national external moderaton system(s)

1 What types of moderation were used to moderatenitestandards chosen for national external moaberat this reporting period?
(QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i)) (Please leave blank if not laggble.)

(Tick as appropriate)

When How
Accre_dlte_d Pre- During Post- Moderation Panel / c_Iuster
organisation/ .. moderation
assessment | assessment |assessment visits i
type meetings
All TEOs
including other

ITOs

Postal Other (please
Moderation specify)

Schools
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2 How many accredited organisations that activelgsssd against the ITO’s unit standards engageational external moderation in this
reporting period? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i)

Number of accredited organisations
engaged in national external
moderation

Accredited . o Number of accredited organisations
o Number of accredited organisations . .
organisation/type actively assessing

PTEs

GTEs

Polytechnic/Institutes
of Technology

Other ITOs

Schools

Comments:
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3 What were the criteria for selecting unit standdodshational external moderation in this reportpegiod? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i)

(Tick as appropriate)

Accredited Annual Higher Lower level | Not High use Identified High risk Compulsory | Other
organisation/ | plan level previously issues (always (please
type (cyclic) moderated moderated) | specify)
All TEOs

including other
ITOs

Schools

Other reasons/comments:

ITO National External Moderation Report 2008

Page 21 of 81



4(a) During the reporting period, how did the ITO monitational external moderation to ensure that tbderation decisions were at the national
standard? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (ii), (v))

(Tick as appropriate)

Formal check Informal peer review Internal evaluation / Independent evaluation | Other (please specify)
moderation process review of moderation /review of moderation
reports reports

Comment(s) and/or state other quality checks made:

4(b) Does the ITO have processes to ensure feedbackifimmational external moderation activities isduisethe ITO’s review of its unit
standards? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (iii))

Yes No

If yes, please describe.
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5a) What types of non-compliance with national externatderation were identified by the ITO? (QAS ITO2.6 (ii))
Please specify:
5b) Does the ITO have formal documented policies andgsses for following up an accredited organisaioan-compliance with national

external moderation (e.g. participation in natioextiernal moderation, assessment decisions nbé atdtional standard)?
(QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i)

Yes  Noll

5c¢) What follow up was carried out on accredited orgations that were non-compliant with national exdémoderation requirements (e.g.
participation, assessment decisions not at themaltstandard)? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i) (ii))

(Tick as appropriate)

Moderation additional to the ITO’s moderation glan

Notification to the organisation of their identdi@on-compliance, including
consequences of ongoing non-compliance

Establishment and notification of actions and tiraefes necessary to achieve
compliance

Issue referred to NZQA (Provider Registration armti&ditation (PRA) for
further action.

Issue referred to Institutes of Technology and falynics Quality (ITP Quality
for further action.

Other follow up actions/comments:

2 Examples include re-moderation, further standaetiscted for moderation.
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Section 2: Review of national external moderatiosystem(s)

6 Did the ITO monitor that the national external madien system was operating as planned duringgperting period?
(QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (ii), (V))

ves No 1

If yes, please describe:

7(a) (i)Has the ITO reviewed its national external moderasiystem(s) this reporting period? (QAS ITOs 1(2)p

vYes U No 1

(i) If no, when will the ITO review its system(s)?
(i) If yes, what review methods were used to deterrnhiaeffectiveness of the national external modenatystem(s)?

(Tick as appropriate)

Accredited Stakeholder consultatior] Formal review meeting Informal review External evaluation Other (please specify)

organisation/type (Client input to review | (held for specific meetings (general New Qualifications and
meetings, surveys, purpose/ discussions on an assessment techniques
advisory group, etc) documented agenda | ongoing basis) requires new moderation

item) skills

All TEOs including

other ITOs

Schools

Industry

Other (please specify)
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7(b) (i) Has the ITO reviewed the Moderation Information Yction of its AMAP(S) this reporting period?
(QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i), (v), (vi), (vii))

vesU

No

(ii) If no, when will the ITO review its AMAP(s)?

(i) If yes, what review methods were used to reviewMihesection against the NZQA Criteria for Approvald Registration of National

Qualifications Framework (NQF) Accreditation and déoation Action Plans (AMAPS)?

http://www.nzqa.govt.nz/framework/amaps/index.html

Accredited
organisation/type

Stakeholder
consultation (client
input to review
meetings, surveys,
advisory group etc)

Formal review
meetings (held for
specific
purpose/documented
agenda item)

Informal review
meetings (general
discussion on an
ongoing basis)

External
evaluation

Other (please
specify)

All TEOs including
other ITOs

Schools

Industry

Comment/s:
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8 What were the 3 most successful features of theésifi@ional external moderation system within tieigorting period? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6
(ii), (v))
Feature 1:
Feature 2:

Feature 3:

Why?

9 What were the 3 least successful features ofTtesl national external moderation system withirs tl@porting period? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6
(ii) (V)

Feature 1:

Why?

Feature 2:

Why?

Feature 3:
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Why?

10 Summarise any changes that will be implementedgard to national external moderation for the megbrting period? (QAS ITOs
1.2.6 (i), (V).
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Section 3: Expenditure and charges

11 What was the total expenditure for the reportingguespent on the national external moderatiorheflTO’s standards? (Only include
costs that relate to national external moderatictheé total expenditure figure as itemised beld®AS ITOs1.2.6 (i), (i), (iv), (v))

Total expenditure:

Specific expenditure breakdown

ltem $
Travel and accommodation (we capture these arades dncode)

Catering

Venue hire

Moderator/contractor/consultant fees

Percentage of overheads

Percentage of salaries — staff associated witlomaitiexternal moderation

Administration — postal, stationery, printing.

Training moderators/skill development

Review of system

Comment/s
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12 Specify any other expenditure items you would tixénclude and the total amount of these item&@ntable below, eg development and
maintenance of database to manage moderation sy®ete: do not include these items and costsertakal expenditure amount given
for question 14.)
(QAS ITOs1.2.6 (i), (i), (iv), (v))

Item Total $
amount
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13 What charges, if any, did the ITO pass on to th© TE school for provision of national external mad®n services?

(QAS ITOs1.2.6 (i), (ii), (v))

Tick as appropriate

Service

Not
applicable

Not
charged

Charged

Charging
rate

Comment

Moderation visits requested by TEO or
school additional to routine activity (eg
staff time, moderator fees, travel and
accommaodation costs)

Moderation visits completed by ITO as a
result of identified issues / non compliang
following previous moderation activity (eg
administration costs, moderator fees, tra
and accommodation costs)

e

)
el

Pre—assessment moderation of assessm
materials requested by the TEO or schoc
(eg administration costs, moderator fees

Post—assessment moderation requested
the TEO or school (eg administration cog
moderator fees)

Resubmission of assessment materials 3

costs, moderator fees)

result of non-compliance (eg administration

Consultation/advice sought by TEO or
school (eg administration costs, travel an

accommaodation costs)
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Service

Not
applicable

Not
charged

Charged

Charging
rate

Comment

Other/s (please specify)
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Appendix 2: Responses to Question 1. What typesiofleration were used to
moderate the unit standards chosen for national extal moderation in this
reporting period? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i)

Table I When moderation was conducted?

Accredited Total Pre- Post- Pre- and All
e number of Post
Organisation/type assessment assessment
responses assessment
All TEOs including
other ITOs 39 0 ! 20 10
Schools 19 1 7 10 1
Table 2 How post-assessment moderation was conducted?
Accredited . Panel/Cluster Other
e visits . Postal
Organisation/type meetings
All TEOs including
other ITOs 1 6 3 0
Schools 1 3 5 0

Table 3 How both pre- and post-assessment moderatiorcarsducted?

Accredited - Panel/Cluste Other
e Vvisits . Posta
Organisation/type meetings
*Observed PTE involvement in
. . qualification/standards review.
Al T SO (e maing 14 18 | *Phone meetings off site office
other ITOs . .
meetings between moderation &
TEOs
Schools 6 9 0
Table 4 How moderation was conducted---all types
Accredited . Panel/Cluster Other
e visits : Postal
Organisation/type meetings
All TEOs includin Spot
other ITOs L 10 S 10 moderation
Schools 1 1 1
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Table 5 How moderation was conducted---all other comlbarmest

Type All visits Panel/(_:luste Postal Other
Meetings
All TEOs 2 2 1 2 0
Schools 1 1 1 1 0

Appendix 3: Responses to Question 2;: How many aditegl organisations that
actively assessed against the ITO’s unit standagdgaged in national external
moderation in this reporting period?

(QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i)

Table 6: Percentage of active accredited organisatiordenabed during this reporting period

Total
Accredited nt:rgfb € 0-9% 10- 20- 30- 40- Over
organisation/type 19% 29% 39% 49% 50%
respon
ses
PTEs 37 1 1 2 33
GTEs 10 6 4
Polytechnic/Institut 39 3 3 1 37
es of Technology
Other ITOs 25 6 1 4 14
Schools 23 5 1 1 3 13
Wanauga 1 1

* [ITO name] don’t have up to date data from NZQAtlb@ number of accredited
providers
* polytechnics
- [ITO name]
- [ITO name] assesses under the [ITO name] Interraddviation system
o other ITOs
- [ITO name]
* schools
- [ITO name]
» the number of schools accredited has increased ®8Min 2007 as the [Named]
Domain has been included in their base scope
* in order to provide enough time to get the [Nampdjgramme established in the
curriculum, the [ITO name] issued a waiver for 2088ernal moderation for all
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providers who were delivering [Named] unit standardithin the [Named]
programme

* it was planned to complete moderations on 50% QfslTn 2008. However due to a
shortage of resources this target was not met. fBnget has been transferred to the
2009 moderation targets and has been given a hoglogity

» providers who were assessing against unit standardsber] and [number] were
granted a waiver as the responsibility for thesi standards was transferred to the
[ITO name] during 2008

» unsure of number of ITPs accredited for our u/s

» there are many inactive providers accredited tesssagainst [ITO name]'s unit
standards. The numbers represented in the aboleeatiabof providers that are
actively registering results. There is some amliyygumotwithstanding, about the exact
number of secondary and tertiary education prositieat are accredited under our
gazetted coverage. As an example, [ITO name] cliecke of the unit standards on
our AMAP [number] (u/s [number]). Although thereedr223 accredited secondary
and tertiary education providers, only 14 of thps®viders assess against this unit
standard. [ITO name] believes that the reason Wasetare so many accreditations is
that this particular unit standard is part of tNaifned] field at Level [number];
consequently many secondary and tertiary providave accreditation for the field,
sub-field or domain, but may never have intendealstess against this specific unit
standard
in addition, each provider may have multiple sitex] the NZQA websites will list
each of these sites as an accredited provideithE@game example above (Unit
Standard [number]]JTO nam4 is listed 14 times as an accredited provider & thi
unit standard at each of [Named Cities]

» there are four accredited organisations activedgssing against the ITO’s unit
standards. These are three PTEs and the ITO itself

» although one of the PTEs has several hundred disidear several sites this has been
recorded as one provider. The other two have hess 20 students each

* [ITO name] is accredited but not actively assesslingy have indicated that it is not
their intention to use unit standards in the foeadde future

* we have a good rapport with all TEOs actively asisgsour units. We do not
moderate all TEOs every year. When a TEO is idiedtiéis having a good moderation
result history, we have given them a year off

» the ITO only engaged with organisations activelgeasing in 2007-2008

* in 2008 [ITO name] conducted 7 visits to selectemi/glers. There were no non
compliance issues for these providers

» there are a number of ITO’s who report credits endtf of accredited PTEs so as a
result they are not subject to moderation if thatipular provider has already been
moderated

* in addition to the above we held a 2-day Nationahjed] Tutors external moderation
meeting which involved 23 tutors from throughout NZ

* one PTE is involved in training at present

* moderation selection is retrospective and was basedNZQA credit report. For the
last two years [Organisation’s name] has queriedattcuracy of this report,
particularly in terms of the low number of schoatsessing. It was recently
confirmed by NZQA that the quarterly reports do maiude details of unpaid credits
reported and that the ITO needs to request a iCrhffjht Report’ to obtain this
information

» consequently the figures stated above do not irecthd additional 160 odd schools
recently identified as assessing [Organisationfaejaunit standards in 2008. Now
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that [Organisation’s name] is aware of this sittithese organisations will be
included in this year’'s moderation cycle

» as noted in all previous reports, there are maagtive providers accredited to assess
in this ITOs units (approximately twice as manyaes active). Some GTES may be
classified as PTEs in this data (will be few if any

» there continues to be an issue identifying neweaited bodies until the activity
reports are seen as there remains accreditationamnde approvals where the ITO is
not involved

* anumber of polytechnic [Named] programmes foldexdnd) 2007/8. Those providers
not engaged in moderation during 2008 will be irredlin 2009 workshops; many of
these teach and assess one [ITO name] unit standard

» it will be noted that at times the number of orgations engaged in national external
moderation increases from the number actively agsgs The reason for this is that
the number of organisations engaged is determigekdeonumber that returns the
Assessment Intention Plan (AIP). A number of th@gmnisations indicated on the
AIP that they are not actively assessing agairet #tope of accreditation in
[Named]. Therefore, they are deemed to be engageational external moderation
and not actively assessing

» five of the ITPs, 1 of the PTEs and all the ITOd havery low number of assessments
— between 2 and 6 — so no moderation activitiegwarried out with these accredited
providers in 2008. One of the PTEs was not moderasethey had excellent results
from 2007

» these are the organisations that have reportedsfedthe unit standards that are
listed in Level [number] and [number] of the [Narhddmain

* organisations have participated in moderation liyrstiing an Annual Report as
requested by AMAP [number] for the level [numbearfldnumber] [Named] units

* pre-assessement moderation was conducted as phet afcreditation process for one
PTE. Now accredited and a second whose applicaistill in process. The other
accredited PTE has very low volume reporting ipecglist area

» the accredited ITO reports through an ITP and 082@gistered outside the boundary
equivalent unit standards so will discontinue usthis standard once transitioning to
the ITO’s reviewed qualification is completed

* [ITO name] was accredited in March 2008 and was atsively assessing the
[Named] unit standards

* Waiananga [Named] are included in PTE figures. Suggestinclude a category for
Wananga in the future

* as at 31 May 2008.

Appendix 4: Responses to Question 3: What weredtieria for selecting
unit standards for national external moderation ithis reporting period?
(QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i)

Table 7. Main reason for selecting unit standards
(see next page)
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Total
Number Annual . Not . e . Compulsory Other
T of plan qg\zjr I_I(;\\//v;r previously '1'22 Idiesr:g;d }:I'SIP (always (please
ype responses| (cyclic) moderated moderated) specify)

All TEOs
including | 39 28 | 15| 6 22 | 31| 18| 21 6 5
other
ITOs
Schools | 19 13 | 4| 3 11 12 6 5 3 1

The following is a collation of comments on thes@as for selecting unit standards for
national moderation in this reporting period, gredby type.

Annual Plan
» an annual moderation plan is published every yedrdistributed in January to all
TEQO'’s and assessors actively assessing
* moderation is based on an Annual Plan with cyclesye3 years.

Higher Risk
« all four unit standards used by the larger PTE hmeen selected for moderation
as they are of high credit value, are of greatd; and highest number of
assessments
» the [Named] unit standards are post moderated guganyas this is seen as a high
risk to industry.

Specifically Selected

* units were selected for each programme which regutt different units at each
provider due to difference in programmes offered

» practical related unit standards were chosen ih d& moderation exercise

» also some selected so as to provide the opporttmityoderate an accredited
provider that might have otherwise missed the metder process

 all accredited organisations entered into a moaeraigreement based on
expected activity for the year, and consideratibprevious activity

* in specialised areas where there may be safetgdggug. named), or where the
standards are in a sector distinctly different frgemeral named (e.g. named) we
hold a moderation meeting for providers assesgyagnat these standards

* units selected on the basis of use and industky ris

High Use

* pre and post assessment are selected on high esdsaevselect a sample of any
new unit standards.

Identified Issues
¢ unit Standards selected from identified Subfields.
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Other (including combinations)

e a“Summary of [ITO name] Unit Standard Moderatioctigity” is maintained in
spreadsheet format to record details of all moeédranit standards. This record
also helps in the selection of unit standardsditure moderation rounds

» assessment for new and modified unit standard®denated before use

* no schools were moderated as they had not repangdredits

» with the advent of these particular unit standdwa@ang been reviewed, [ITO
name] have advised providers to alter their assessmaterial and have these pre
moderated by [ITO name] prior to use

» frequently assessed unit standards at a highdrdedéor of a higher ‘risk’ in
terms of safety and/or quality were selected fodemation across the sectors that
[Organisation’s name] manages. Where possiblentbgeration sample included
a mix of demonstrate knowledge and practical uaid@ards where more than one
unit standard needed to be selected to represemitimum 10% sample applied
to all active organisations or assessors

» assessors are also selected for moderation acgdadthe robustness and
consistency of the internal moderation proceduféeseoTEO

* unit standards selected after consulting with atitad provider

* new Providers are moderated as they submit unittsgedased on the quarterly
result returns from NZQA to ensure they understaedunit requirements and are
assessing to the national standard, and that #essment materials are at the
national standard

» unit standards selected for moderation via clugtenp moderation meetings are
selected by the accredited organisation. Thegaceuraged to bring those at the
highest level being assessed against

* unit standards selected for moderation via otheanms@re selected by:

- highest level being assessed against
- source of material used for assessment
- high risk.

 additional moderation is done over and above tyitedf the units are deemed to
be of a high level or high use and especially wineganisations have shown to
have serious issues in previous moderation outcomes

« all standards within previously registered versiohthe three sector
qualifications have been moderated over a five peaod. 2008 completed the
cycle. Focus for 2009 is some standards previausigerated but at those
particular accredited organisations and on starsdaotn the revised
gualifications for the three sectors

» contact is made with each accredited organisatimm fo the moderation cluster
meeting. Moderation was based on the [ITO nameggswent and Moderation
Action Plan. This involved the providers completpgst-assessment moderation
and required each provider bringing to the workssiojlent material that had
been assessed to ensure that it was to a constdedard

* we ask TEOs to self-select unit standards for metder that they found were
difficult to assess or where the student samplebwaderline, making the
decision more difficult

» coverage of all active providers.
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Appendix 5: Responses to Question 4(a): During tieporting period, how
did the ITO monitor national external moderation tensure that the
moderation decisions were at the national standaf@AS ITOs 1.2.6 (ii),

V)

Table 8 How ITOs managed national external moderation?

Formal check | Informal peer | Internal Independent | Other (please
moderation review evaluation / evaluation specify)
process review of Ireview of
moderation moderation
reports reports
22 23 32 11 4

* monthly review of Moderation reports by Regionaldé@ocators. Feedback from
Moderation panels and Schools Moderator visitsdbaek from Regional Staff from
site visits

» specialist Moderation panel in place for [ Namedl@ication] Level [number]

- regional workshops held for moderators to revienrent systems
- trained moderators deployed to schools for Matien Visits
- central review Schools Moderation with all scrsomloderators involved.

» all moderators conducting site visits producedtaitbzl report. These reports were
viewed by the National Moderator and the Industgn8ards & Development
Manager for appropriate action. Two moderatomnatteach site visit and this
practice provides a peer moderation process

* [ITO name] conducted a self evaluation of the matien system and establishes
procedures as a result of this evaluation. Modemgtrms were reviewed and
changed where necessary. Procedures in requestingjporting have also changed to
suit providers and [ITO name] for 2009

» depending on identified need, approximately fivecpat of each moderator’s reports
are check moderated. This work is carried out byidshal Moderators and in
addition, an external moderator with NZQA experercemployed to check
moderate a small sample of National Moderator dmtssand provide them feedback.
The Programme Quality Manager also reviews Natitd@aderator decisions on an
ad-hoc basis

* a National Moderation Panel (consisting of the dizi Moderator, [Organisation’s
name] Education Trust National Training Managef) IRegional staff, Registered
Workplace Assessors, tutors of Accredited Providersets annually to discuss and
review moderation for the year; this includes thespntation of a report from [Name]
the [Organisation’s name] Education Trust Natiofr@ining Manager. In November
2008, the ITO brought the management of our aciatoin/moderation system back
in-house. [Name] was appointed as the new Natibloalerator

» all moderation carried out by peer review at clugteup moderation meetings are
quality assured by the National Moderator

* pre- and post-assessment moderation is carriebyogchnical experts and quality
assured by the National Moderator

* materials are moderated by [ITO name] moderatdiaré¢hey are submitted to other
ITO’s and NZQA for External National Moderationhi$ ensures that the [ITO name]
moderators are working to a national standard srmoparable to the other ITO’s.
Any differences between the reports are then gbaak to the moderator concerned
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» observations of a number of assessors doing aseetshas been carried out by the
National Moderator during the year and these vélcbntinued

» we conducted regular provider support meetings o of our providers this year. In
2009 we are undertaking similar meetings with &thur actively assessing providers

* moderation reports were completed showing whetlaataration had been
successfully or unsuccessfully achieved

e our process is a peer moderation process, whereés Thoderate each other’s work.
The outcome of peer moderation is then indepenglemiiderated by our National
Moderator

* minutes of moderation meetings and moderation tggomulgated by the National
Moderator for the CEO.

Appendix 6: Responses to Question 4(b): Does th@ have processes to
ensure feedback from the national external modeaatiactivities is used
in the ITO’s review of its unit standards? (QAS IT1.2.6(iii))

Table 9 Whether ITOs have processes to ensure feedbackimseview of unit standards
YES No NO RESPONSE

TOTAL 39 0 0

» the ITO has always had “Unit Standard Review” fotimeat are available to industry,
trainees, assessors, moderators to comment @ 8mice we have created more
learner resources and assessments for our gatbivs we have provided feedback
forms with all of these resources
we are also introducing “Gemini” which is a softeaystem that will enable us to
monitor and track feedback much more effectivelg afiiciently. This will provide
full tracking capabilities and ensures those giviegdback will be notified of
outcomes

» the [ITO name] has recently developed a databassctd feedback collected from
the moderation process against specific unit stalsd& domains. This feedback is
then easily able to be retrieved to be considaerethy review process

* information is passed to [ITO nam@palifications Manager for incorporation into unit
standard reviews
issues are identified at monthly external Modematoeetings and forwarded by Quality
Manager

e asummary record in spreadsheet format is mairdashéhe results of all moderated
[ITO name]unit standards. This record will also indicate tiné standards that have
yet to be moderated. If any feedback has beenveteelevant to the review of unit
standards, a “yes” is recorded on the spreadshketdetails of the feedback provided
are recorded on a separate form “[ITO name] AnM@dieration Feedback Linked to
the Review of Unit Standards.” All feedback recelirectly contributes to the review
of unit standards

* aquestionnaire/feedback form was trialed during@and will be introduced fully to
all polytechnics in 2009. Relevant informationhen forwarded to our Qualifications
section. External moderation reports request feddba the qualification, unit standards
and resources from providers — this feedback isdaided to our Qualifications section.
Field moderators’ feedback is forwarded to our lification section
we have National and Regional Advisory groups éistaéd that provide feedback to
our Qualification section
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* the [ITO name] does supply copies of the modanaeports to our assessors
* [ITO name]seeks feedback by way of:
» feedback forms for each assessment and assessmnt g
» feedback forms from all attendees at moderatiostetlgroup meetings
= forms available on the website.
feedback is also provided by workplace assestwd\ational Moderator and Quality
Assurance Manager
all feedback is collated for each unit standard keqt and used when the moderation
system, the AMAP, unit standards and/or qualifaadi are reviewed. Feedback is also
made available on [ITO name]'s website if it affectirrent unit standards or
assessments
* the Moderator is part of the ITO review panel
» the National Moderation panel for the [ Named Qadifion] [Named] reports back
to [ITO name]and the TEOs involved
» all Moderation reports are examined for constrecteedback for unit standard
review or best practice suggestions
» all moderation reports are summarized into an armuoderation report and issues
regarding individual standards are identified fodustry Advisory Groups
* since the NZQA Audit in 2006 [ITO name] has adopeddrmal process of ensuring
that results from moderation that effect unit seadd are passed to the Qualifications
Development Team for consideration. These condidesaare dealt with when
specific unit standards are reviewed
» the [ITO name] has a standard form produced and lbgeall NEMs. This form is
referred to as the unit standard feedback formraswat of moderation. This form
allows the moderators to feedback comments to tlaéifgpation development team
for unit standards in the review process
* Queries concerning unit standards, clarity, levadredit value are filed and used
as unit review time. If the query relates to Healtld Safety or governing regulations
then the unit would be reviewed forthwith
* any identified problems/concerns about a unit steshdor of the assessment
material being used) is reported back and record@d@O name] data base file for
consideration in future review work
» each Unit Standard has a file solely for the puepafscapturing comments on the
unit standard, any comments are then taken imeideration at the Unit Standard
Review. Assessors are notified by email of angrint actions through practice
notes which are also posted on our website
» findings from moderation are integrated into umitjaalification review as required.
This process ensures the outcomes of moderatidiomnative and not largely
summative
* moderation reports, trainee evaluations and ndtweréficate completion surveys
are reviewed and analysed to gather informatiquritwritise and inform reviews
all contractors, external clients and [ITO nars&lff are encouraged to provide
feedback at any time by completing a DevelopmedtAmendment Request Form
and this information is also collated to informieavs
assessors and providers are always representedustiy advisory panels for unit
standard and/or qualification reviews
» the Nationals Quality Assurance Manager reporteedITO nameQualifications
Advisory Committee
» participants at the workshop are made aware afititereview forms on our website,
and at the back of each Assessment Guide and figa@uide
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» feedback formsre filled in at moderation cluster group meetin@aiestion 5 on
the feedback form specifically seeks informationtfe purposes of unit standard
review, Arethere any [Named] unit standards that you believe need reviewing?
(please provide the unit standard number & your comments). This information is
collated and sent to [ITO name]'s Qualificationsridger for action

* relevant information is uploaded to the [ITO nardalabase for review. Actions
may be immediate or form part of a later planrexdew

* moderators note any issues on the moderation fodrilee issues are recorded
against the relevant unit standard and considelehwhe unit standard is reviewed

» comments and discussions on points raised; witidatals amended accordingly if
raised points are valid and relevant

» the National Moderator records information obtaidedng moderation about unit
standard issues and provides this informatioheédTO nameQualifications team
to use in the unit standard review

» the [ITO name}raining co-ordinators of each industry are resgmegor the
review of the unit standards within their sect®he moderators prepare an annual
report and this information is passed onto theaeigye training co-ordinator and
the advisory groups

» all assessors, training establishments, Polyteshand employers are contacted
on a regular basis advising of reviews and seetkia input to ensure that unit
standards and qualifications are relevant and oetio meet industry needs. An
integrated moderation plan has been prepared éoneht 3 years and a copy is
available if required

» feedback recorded and is used in the review process

» the National Moderation report submitted to theeCEixecutive by the National
Moderator outlines key issues arising from modenafior inclusion with any unit
standards review. This input is always includedun unit standard review
meetings. Our unit standard review policy confiims process

» feedback from moderation is recorded on a spreati$tieuse in unit standard and
qualification reviews
major and/or common issues with standards amislsed at annual moderator
meetings
tutor/assessors at contracted providers are ttamthe use of the report back
forms available on the ITO’s website

» all national external moderation reports are sedrand filed
the content of these reports is used in thestartdards and qualification reviews

* notes are kept by the moderator documenting instersiies, overlaps etc for unit
standards and is passed over to the Qualificatarsager

* moderators Report is the formalized feedback mashafor the QA Manager and
Qualifications group on any issues from moderateports and any changes to the
national standard, issues with assessment matanal any recommendations for
unit standard review. Assessor workshop meetiagldack, QA meetings or
Moderation meetings feedback

* moderation report templates include a page fentiflying unit standard review
items. Each sector holds quarterly advisory gnogetings and can provide
feedback via the relevant Sector Manager
moderation visits, verbal feedback can be pravide
unit standard review letters and meetings thatanelucted provide a forum
for anyone to provide feedback
assessors, providers, trainers and learners cardprizedback at any time as
noted on the bottom of each unit standard and/alifgqeation
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» feedback collected, reported and recorded in th® fhame]Database. we run
reports regularly and feed this into Unit reviewanaged by the [Named ITO]
Product Development Team

» during a recent review of unit standards in 2088,ihdependent national moderator
contracted to moderate accredited organizationsnwaed to contribute feedback to
the review by participating in an online surveyl thkee accredited organizations
were a part of the industry advisory group thatkedrwith the [ITO namegnd
[Named] sectors to review its units. The externatieration activities in 2008
contributed to this

» feedback from the moderation process is documentetbderation meeting minutes
and taken into account when unit standards arewsd

» feedback forms as well as informal feedback frondenators, assessors and other
users of unit standards and assessment materials
feedback is registered and tracked by the Qualifina team

* issues raised at moderation meetings and at othes are reported for action at unit
standard reviews

« feedback to providers was summarised by the manteaatd passed onto the technical
writer responsible for the review of unit standamndl qualifications. This information
along with any moderation responses received fraoigers will be used to inform the
scheduled 2009 review project.

Appendix 7: Responses to Question 5(&)hat types of non-compliance with
national external moderation were identified by theO?

Competency/ Training (in assessment)

* there was a marked improvement identified throughdxternal moderation process
for schools in 2009. Twelve schools had no non-d@npe issues identified. The
main areas of non-compliance identified were: nmlewce of internal moderation;
and inconsistent use of their assessment model
the main non-compliance issues with PTEs were:unbeace of internal moderation;
inconsistent use of their assessment model; andlear evidence of re-assessment
taking place. Of all the PTEs moderated in 200& had no non-compliance issues
identified
polytechnics had quite a range of non-complianemtiied. The majority of these
issues were: no evidence of internal moderatioaet peview processes; insufficient
evidence submitted to verify assessors’ judgmeetyurces and assessment material
not meeting the requirement of the unit standartj ¢he lack of recording of
outcomes of either competent or not yet competent

» assessment tasks not fully covering the unit stalsd@quirements

» failure to develop marking guides

» failure to address the requirements of the uniidded elements and special notes

* inadequate assessment documentation provided

» old issues of [Organisation’s name] material beisgd for assessment

* assessor decisions not being at the national st@@ancorrect and/or inadequate
responses being accepted and the candidate sifielto be competent)

» summary of oral responses not being recorded

* assessment decisions not at the national standard

* insufficient evidence provided to support the assesnt decision
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» assessments needed to be updated to meet theeregnts of the latest unit standard
version

* aneedfora provider to address shortfalls aal@nation around sufficiency and
validity of evidence

* insufficient evidence

e asin previous years, there is an ongoing probgim providers failing to engage with
the moderation system prior to undertaking assessme

» use of older versions of standards, assessmentialsitgt meeting unit
requirements, lack of evidence / judgment guidssk bf model / sample responses,
lack of assessment tools

* non-compliance with the moderation system, eog-participation in national
external moderation

* non-compliance with the national standard, esgeasment material and / or
assessment decisions not at the national standard

» the Annual Report for Level 1 and 2 units in theuiied] domain was not received by
the majority of users of the applicable units. fneder is not generally issued for this
report as it is clearly stated in the AMAP of thets concerned and it is also
specifically covered in detail when accreditatioport for the units is provided

* some assessors have not met postal moderatiomfanber of minor reasons and
these have been communicated to the assessorsrmethce

» assessment plans and materials not suppliedinmety fashion

* assessment materials and assessment decisiaaisthetational standard

* required changes to assessment material notedféy due date or action plan to
address provided

* protocols for site visit moderation at one accrdlibrganisation not understood so
reporting lines and responsibilities not followed

* no materials received, evidence not recordedicgericy requirements not met

* assessment materials not received or incompésiesament materials received. Lack
of assessment schedules with evidence and judgesta@ements. Insufficient trainee
evidence and assessor judgements that don’t mneeational standard

e assessors not assessing to the standard

* assessment activities not meeting the standard

* no sample or model answers provided

* no evidence of pre-or post-assessment

* no evidence that work is authentic

» assessors/observers not completing all paperwork

» sufficiency of evidence provided (written feedkaauthenticity checked and noted,
inadequate assessment plan)

« lack of feedback conveyed and recorded to catelida

« levels and content of unit standard not adequatatsidered

* inadequate material provided for robust modenatio

» poorly written resources that don’t relate exgldo the unit standard

» organisations (including sub-contractors) natrading or replying to moderation
request

« there was one instance where moderator’s condigfenind the assessment practices
of one organisation were not meeting requirements

» there were other less serious instances of assespractices not meeting
requirements

* non-submission

* late submission
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* insufficient evidence collection

* materials that don’t meet the national standdue to non-compliance with AMAP
requirements)

e assessment decisions did not meet the nationalastéhn

e assessment schedules unclear

« assessment below the National Standard

« lack of evidence provided

Systems

» failure to send material in for moderation

e poor/lack of documentation

e poor/incomplete recording of assessments

» poor/lack of evidence relating to assessments

e failure to adhere to special notes

» failure to record evidence sufficiently

* lack of, or minimal, feedback to trainees

* minor amendments were required in pre-moderatfonaterial before use

» there were 10 instances of non compliance idedttiiering the year. In each case
these were followed up with personal visits by adelator or the organization
contacted direct. The main problems were failmgupply samples for moderation.

* [ITO name] now has three field moderators who Vi&iOs and observe “live
assessment” or sit down and discuss moderatiorss3inis service has improved the
non compliance problem

» failure to supply material for pre-assessment matotay

» failure to record evidence sufficiently

» lack of pre moderation of assessment materigrbyiders

* most providers produce assessment tools thdit &me purpose. However it is the
individual assessors that don’t comply with besicfice in assessment, and as a result
let the organisation down

* not submitting assessment materials for moderasorequested

e using invalid materials for assessment (ie matexare not submitted for pre-
assessment moderation and approval before usguseck by [Organisation’s
name]'s AMAPS)

« non compliance of TEO'’s of the AMAP, particularggarding assessors
qualifications and experience

* non return of Assessment Intention Plan (AIP) form

* non compliance with AMAP criterion 7i — providenadoped material must be pre-
moderated by [ITO name]

Meetings and Timelines

« small number of provides slow to provide materggjuested within deadlines

e non-attendance at moderation workshops

* providers who did not resubmit material if they diot meet moderation requirements
at the workshop

» return of AIP form and subsequent non attendanceminated moderation cluster
meeting

e notification of inability to attend moderation ctas meeting and subsequent non
return of assessment material for postal moderdyodate set
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» significant time delays were experienced in rdogi assessment samples from
accredited providers

* where materials were found to not meet the natistaaddard, sometimes the follow
up resubmission of the amended materials by thanesgtion/provider took too long

* no non-compliance issues arose during the moderptimcess

» schools not allowing sufficient time for work exgrce

* no significant non compliances

* each unit standard submitted by providers wasomes to at levels.

Level 1 had three sections

Section one categorised the documentation unédotlowing four headings: (only
one is marked)

1. meets moderation requirements

2. acceptable with recommendations

3. unacceptable with recommendations

4. requires urgent attention.

Section two noted whether the following informatiwas clearly identified (all that
apply are marked)

» unit standard No

= version number

» unit standard Title

= |evel of Unit Standard

= number of Credits.

Section three noted whether the following informatwas covered (all that apply are
marked)

= special notes

* range statements

* judgment statement.

Level 2 addressed the areas of non-compliance motgettion one and offers general
comments a suggestions which might assist the geo¥d remedy areas on non
compliance noted in section one.

Appendix 8: Responses to Question 5(b): Does th® Rave formal
documented policies and processes for followingarpaccredited
organisation’s non-compliance with national exterhenoderation (eg
participation in national external moderation, assement decisions not at the
national standard)? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (ii))

Table 10 Whether ITOs have documented policies for follogvup non-compliance
With Without
Total 36 3
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* the [ITO name] Quality Systems Manual (QSM) hasdedly updated and expanded
following the NZQA Focussed Audit during April 200 the event of any non-
compliance, the [ITO name] will provide the assesgith a written account of the
concerns. A follow-up meeting will be arranged iscdss the issues face to face and
to negotiate an Action Plan. The Action Plan wélfolly documented and will be
monitored to ensure compliance. In the event & Gfao-operation, the [ITO name]
will de-register the assessor

*  QMS Micro 10.5

* manage Non Compliance Issue Process

» setoutin AMAP. Written report is provided to thecredited provider and follows up
if required

» these are under review with a new version of theAMegistered in 2009. The ITO
will make early contact with the QABs

» where non-compliance is identified, the Moderatdl pvovide details in writing to
the accredited organisation. Required correctoim@a will be explained on an action
plan form and the time frame for compliance givearing this period [ITO name’s]
Moderator will be available to provide guidancersunding non-compliance. If non-
compliance continues [ITO name] may request a Matder visit

» providers are asked to resubmit documentatiaffer an alternative (such as using
approved material from the ITO or another providkr@ to the contract nature on
Moderators used by the [ITO name] this course tibaanay not be completed within
the period contracted. Moderation reports are kedtle and if an annual process has
not been completed it would be picked up in thet aexual cycle.

Appendix 9: Responses to Question 5(c): What fallop was carried out on
accredited organisations that were non-complianthvhational external
moderation requirements (eg participation, assessaim#gecisions not at the
national standard)? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i) (ii))

Table 11 Follow up carried out on accredited organisaperformance issues identified by
national external moderation

Total Responses: 36
Moderation additional to the ITO’s moderation plan

20
Notification to the organisation of their identdi@on-
compliance, including consequences of ongoing non- 29
compliance
Establishment and notification of actions and tiraefes
necessary to achieve compliance 23
Issue referred to NZQA (Provider Registration and
Accreditation (PRA) for further action. 2
Issue referred to Institutes of Technology and fRalynics
Quality (ITP Quality) for further action. 3
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Additional moderation

panel/cluster group members identify the requiregsiéar changes/ amendments at
each meeting. The provider is advised the requingsria terms of resubmission of
reassessed work, requirement for more samplesrapderation

moderation visits to further investigate instaneeson-compliance and set up action
plan to address issues

in the instance where moderator’s consistently dotlne assessment practices of one
organisation were not meeting requirements, thediff@nged one day visit to the
provider to ascertain the reasons for the non-cam@é and an action plan was put in
place

in other less serious instances of assessmestriobimeeting requirements the
providers were asked to revise the tools and setitetITO for moderation

in circumstances where an organisation was fearméve serious and repeated non-
conformance, face to face and phone meetings wdewith the designer of the
assessment materials to give assistance untdsales were resolved. These cases are
specified in the moderators Annual Report.

Communication with providers

Other

personal visits to TEOs arranged by Regional Matien Staff

the schools were advised through the moderaéiparts and agreed action plans put
in place

discussion with industry representatives reg@rtidchnical standards

[Organisation Name] ran provider workshops intyi[City], [City], and [City]

which focused on the improvements to the systemrmaseting moderation
requirements. More are planned for 2009 as thelfack from these workshops was
excellent and providers who did not/could not attdrave requested that
[Organisation Name] repeat this process. Attendaothese workshops was
considered to be an action necessary to achievpl@ome for some organisations

in addition some follow-up moderation visits hawewarred and these will also
continue on an ongoing basis

in all cases the provider has either acknowledg#itidncies with a view to
correction, or supplied further evidence to meetlaration requirements

CE to CE discussions to determine causes of nampbance and remediation
measures

with previously contracted provider's adjustmentontracted provision

planning of training conducted in 2009 on new omn assessment materials
including up-skilling/refresher on best practiceessment

while some of these actions are outside the maderédcus action within the broader
context is needed to ensure better complianceeicdintext of reviewed qualifications
and a transition period where the new Common AssessTasks will be used as well
as accredited organisations’ own assessment matsoiaetimes by the same
tutor/assessor with candidates enrolled for difiexersions of the same qualifications
informal feedback given, formal letter to be writte

assessment tasks to be supplied to ITO for moderatfore use
the Moderation Appeals process allows organisatiosppeal the findings of
moderation if they believe there are grounds tbis process is a TEO driven method
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for the follow up of non-compliances. The non-cdiamce is further investigated
through resubmission and re-moderation of docunientaA number of appeals have
been upheld by the National Moderator for the gefidJanuary 2008 to 31 December
2008. An equal number have been declined andrtfensation consulted with to
improve understanding of requirements

* no serious non-compliance experienced. Follow tip@e (letters and phone calls)
resulted in compliance

* in the worst case that we have, we are activelkingrwith the organisation to get
their materials to the national standard, virtuatlking them through each step of
the development / design process

» the independent national moderator provided the With a moderation report
showing the units that were moderated, and mod#rati standard assessment
compliance that needed to be completed beforenti@ethe year. The providers
were requested to complete their assessment chandessubmit them to the
moderator for completion before the end of the yedl three accredited
organisations were compliant with national moderatequirements

* not yet but is a formal process

» as noted in the Organisations by Accreditation 1t€d/12/2008 on page 3 there were
4 active accredited providers all of whom submigachples for moderation. Of the
four providers two are closing their [named] sclscahd are not expected to be
assessing unit standards within the [ITO Name] sadfstandard setting
responsibility of the two providers remaining aetone was highly compliant and the
qguality of their documentation commended byNa¢ional Moderator the other has
a significant number of issues and is likely to@dmssessment material developed
and pre assessment moderated by the [ITO NamegnGihat both active providers
are contracted by the [ITO Name] to deliver tragnand assessment services
communications. Resolutions relating to any outditamnissues will be managed as
part of that process.

Appendix 10: Responses to Question 6: Did the If@nitor that the
national external moderation system was operatirgg@anned during the
reporting period? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (ii), (V))

Table 12 ITOs who monitored their national external modierasystem was operating as
planned

Monitored Did not monitor No response

Total 39 0 0

* we are always monitoring our actual moderatiorvégtto our plan
consultation between the National Moderator &abetractor employed to carry out
the moderation throughout the moderation procé&ée National Moderator also
reported back to the ITO Chief Executive on thelaration process at the completion of
the cycle
issues are raised at monthly External Moderatat,uality Systems and
Qualifications meetings and at bi-annual moderatémew meeting

* meetings took place between [ITO Name] and theddatiModerator, ensuring common
understandings and expectations
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» this ensured that the requirements of the Qualiypdyement System and the AMAP
were being adhered to

* monitoring and analysis of actual moderation eventfertaken against moderation
targets

» there is ongoing monitoring of moderation actiatyainst the moderation plan, which is
discussed at team meetings

* acopy of all meeting minutes and moderation degisheets are provided to the quality
[ITO Name] Quality Assurance Manager and the Naidnhoderator. Discussions occur
to ensure that there is compliance with annualgoéand the five-year cycle

* monitoring what is happening against the annualeratcbn plan. Informal
management meetings

* monthly checks made on moderation activities detepss outstanding

* an audit was conducted by an external contractoeview the moderation system

* monitoring of the annual moderation plan was cotetlian 2008

» the monitoring of the national external moderai®an ongoing process. As there
was a change of staff in 2008 procedures werewad in consultation with the
national external moderators (NEMSs)

» the moderation annual visitation plan is considened signed off by the [ITO Name]
Board at the beginning of each year

* ongoing quarterly evaluation of expected assessfet@ntified in moderation
agreement) against actual. Where significant chaingexpected assessment took
place, providers were asked to submit additioaaldes

* the ITO carried out an internal review of its matamn procedures resulting in some
recommended changes for 2009

» thisis reviewed at least monthly at Programme Quedam meetings, and annually
at a meeting specifically designated to reviewrtizgleration system

* annual review of the National Quality Assurancangger

* the ITO met with [Name], the [Organisation Nameh[iNed] National Training
Manager, and ITO field staff to discuss the modenatvorkshops, and oversee the
moderation system. Following our annual Staff Semin November, the ITO
brought the management of our accreditation/monberat/stem back in-house.

» the national external moderation system was rexde@w@008 under an arrangement
called the [Named]. The [Named] alliance saw thi&@s agree to develop a new
workflow system for the management of their nati@dernal moderation systems in
the form of a database called ITOMIC. A numbemefetings were held to analyse
the mechanisms of the current national externaleraitbn systems at [ITO Name],
the [ITO Name] and [ITO Name]. There were a nunddgrrocesses redesigned to
accommodate the workings of the three ITOs and treegms are ongoing to come to
consensus about requirements for 2009. Until T@MIC system is fully operable
each of the three ITOs will continue to use cursstems

* monitoring tools used; provider feedback, sprbads [ITO Name] database and
NZQA quarterly traffic reports

* we monitor what actually occurs against our pghmoderation for the year

* reviewed on a quarterly basis following each bahmoderation

* monitoring was done through Quality AssurancenT e@eetings and at management
level

* regular meetings with the moderators and other imgetvith the CEO and [ITO
Name] Training Co-ordinators were held to ensua the external moderation system
was fulfilling its requirements. Improvements aomstantly being discussed and
implemented throughout the year. Quarterly meetargsheld with the Projects Co-
ordinator to ensure that the selection of orgarup& for moderation are done
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fair and accurately

» the ITO Board and Chief Executive carried out\aew during the period and from
this has evolved the Integrated Moderation ptartfe next 3 years

* regular liaison with National Moderator and megs$ with providers

* [ITO Name]'s Quality Systems Manager monitored phegress against the Moderation
plan for 2008 throughout the year. The National Btation report included notes on
progress throughout the year

» reports were provided for the CE and Board ferahnual report

» the moderation undertaken during the period isred into a moderation operational grid.
This grid details dates, unit standards, accredite@s and assessors to be moderated.
The completion of this grid quickly ensures tha thoderation system is operating to the
plan

* the QA team frequently monitors our systems andgsses. We have also had a new
moderator come on board in the last couple of newthich has helped us to ensure
continuous improvement occurs
system-meetings/match up with AMAP review/ acfoden follow up

» updating of AMAP to reflect current practice

» external moderation activities were conducted bindependent national moderator
with the oversight of the [ITO Name]

» the system is centralized at the ITOs nationt®fand all planning and monitoring is
carried out by national office staff

* ongoing tracking of moderation submissions, resbltsiget and other compliance
requirements

» reports promulgated by sector moderators were wnedeby the National Moderator
who then reported to the CEO

* an omission by management to appoint a Natior@ddviator at the beginning of 2008
resulted in providers not being notified of thenstards selected for moderation in 2008.
With the appointment of a new Chief Executive Gifiat the ITO in July 2008 and a
subsequent review of policy and processes thissaomscame to light and a national
moderator appointed in the' Quarter 2008
results submitted to NZQA in the first three dqaes of the year were analysed with 20
unit standards being assessed during the perioen e these had been moderated in
the past two years. Based on high use unit atdn@ssessed by all four active
providers) a cross section of theory and praktiné standards were identified for
moderation
providers were asked to submit all assessment ialatesed in assessing students
for the following [Named Standards]:
it was highlighted that assessment material shimgldde clear evidence and
judgement statements
these four unit standards equated to 25% of allssssent results lodged in 2008
providers were also asked for a brief report outgrtheir internal moderation
activities relating to the [ITO Name] unit standardnd specifically the unit standards
as highlighted above.
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Appendix 11: Responses to Question 7(a) (i): Hlas ITO reviewed its national
external moderation system(s) this reporting perfo(@AS ITOs 1.2.6 (v))

Table 13 Date when ITO will review its system(s)

2009 Ongoing Other

Total 3 1 2

Table 14 ITOs who have or have not reviewed their nati@aérnal moderation systems

Yes No No response

Total 33 6 0

Table 15 Review methods used to determine the effectivenéthe national external
moderation system

Stakeholder For_mal Infor_mal External
. review review . Other
consultation . . evaluation
meeting meeting
All TEOs
Including 16 3 24 5 0
other
ITOs
Schools 4 4 5 1 0
Industry 16 9 20 4 0
Other 2 5 10 1 3

Appendix 12: Responses to Question 7(a) (ii): nd, when will the ITO
review its system(s)?

e currently under review

* as aresult of the NZQA Focused Audit during AgADG, the [ITO Name] totally
reviewed the National External Moderation syst#rdoes not require further review at
this stage

* during 2009 following appointment of new Nationabdiérator
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» our external moderation is contracted out to [IT@ni¢]. We have meetings as required
to discuss any problems that may have arisen frogenation

* itis clear that the [ITO Name] (through workplaassessors) and two Tertiary Education
Organisations will be the only active entities assgg [ITO Name] unit standards in
2009 and the short/medium term future. These asgtans will cooperate to review and
develop a clear moderation strategy for the sectoe [ITO Name] is reviewing all
sector unit standards and qualifications in 2009 tae parallel development of
assessment material/guidelines is an integrateghanant of this process

» the processes needs to ensure regular review ausistant interpretation of all material
relating to the assessment of the new and reviewddtandards and will include a
hybrid of all the methods outlined below. The dmaimber of Tertiary Education
Organisations involved will streamline the procesth accredited non active Tertiary
Education Organisations consulted as appropriateeiprocess.

Appendix 13: Responses to Question 7(a) (iii):yds, what review methods
were used to determine the effectiveness of theomal external moderation

system(s)?
Table 16 Review methods used to determine effectivenessibdnal external moderation
system
Stakeholder For_mal Infor_mal External .
Total . review review . Other Other(please specify)
type consultation . : evaluation o
responses onl meeting meeting onl only combination
y only only y
*Stakeholder/Informal:7
*Stakeholder/Formal:1
'IA‘" |T§OS *Stakeholder/Informal/Formal:3
nciuding *Stakeholder/Informal/External:1
other 30 3 1 8 1 *All except other:1

*Formal/Informal:2
ITOs *Informal/External:1
*Informal/External/Other:1

*Formal/Informal:1
*Stakeholder/Informal/Formal:1

Schools 11 3 2 3 1

*Stakeholder/Informal:7
*Stakeholder/Formal:1
*Stakeholder/Informal/Formal:2
Industry 27 3 2 6 *All except other:2
*Formal/Informal:2
*Stakeholder/External:1
*Informal/External:1

*Informal/Other:2
*Stakeholder/Other:1

1 *Stakeholder/Formal/Informal:1
*Stakeholder/Formal:1
*Formal/Informal/External:1
*Formal/Informal:1

Other 13 1 4

* review of total organisation policies and proceduradertaken during second half of
the year

* areview by an external contractor was conducted

+ aformal review meeting on Aprif®raised discussion on how services would be
organised, the currency and suitability of fornre] ¢ghe value of providing feedback
with a collaborative intention
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e the [ITO Name’s] procedures and processes wereisksd at the [Named] meeting.
Now that pre-moderation of scripts is undertakenThtors unanimously validated
the [ITO Name] processes

« attendance of ITO staff at [Organisation’s Name]

» sector advisory group meetings held for the amenwiticulture, floristry &
floriculture sectors

« National Moderation Panel meeting was held 01/08/08

« staff seminar was held November 2008 to discus$Tidés moderation system

e contractor appointed in August to develop new QBI®] write policies & procedures
for assessment & moderation

» as explained under point 6 above, the [named]ralias a form of external evaluation
from two other ITOs

* new qualification and assessment techniques regairemoderation skills

» feedback from moderators, industry representatweisproviders

» consultation with other ITOs

« [ITO Name] has undertaken an internal review ofitederation system and is in the
process of implementing those changes

* review of data management systems

« review of policy & procedures

* changes to the reviewed AMAP are a consequenmvi@w of moderation outcomes
and processes. Feedback from moderators andetjistRation Board combined with
the ITO’s own analysis of its capability for ieased moderation activity with
reviewed and new qualifications in the portfdbgether with the complexities of
dual — funding systems provisions
as Gateway programme was prepared for ‘09 balivigdual schools and consortia of
Gateway co-ordinators were consulted on methodss#ssment most convenient and
able to deliver consistent outcomes at the natistaaddard. Moderation processes
were developed to meet this
introduction of summative assessment into digtdearning materials from 09
required new moderation skills to be developed
introduction of workplace verification to sectpralifications and transitioning
candidates in specialist qualifications requinesv moderation skills to be developed
and the ITO sees the cluster group sector-speaaniinual moderation meetings in the
reviewed AMAP as a vehicle to upskill assessoth@émore complex evidence-gathering
and evaluating required

* consultation with moderators

e internal — Senior Management

* internal review between ITO staff

e experience learned from past moderation process

* review of AMAP

e polytechnic Consortiums

e programme quality annual moderation review meeting

» trade specific moderators

* input from assessors and moderators

*  new AMAP submitted

* provider workshops

e active organisations.
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Appendix 14: Responses to Question 7(b) (jas the ITO reviewed the
Moderation Information (MI) section of its AMAP(s}his reporting period?
(QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i), (v), (vi), (vii))

Table 17 ITOs who have or have not reviewed the moderatextion of their AMAP
Yes No

Total 20 19

Appendix 15: Responses to Question 7(iD) If no, when will the ITO review
its AMAP(s)?

Table 18 Data when ITO will review its AMAP?
2009 2011 2012 Ongoing Other

Total 10 1 3 3 2

the [ITO Name] has reviewed its AMAP and NZQA/eapproved and registered its

latest version

. full review to take place in 2009 for AMABf10052

. 2009

. second quarter of 2009 as part of totaldyaind procedure review

. 2012

. schools moderation will be reviewed in 2009

. very shortly, once the last of our unit starts from the review are re-registered

. the AMAP is presently undergoing a review and Wwélsubmitted for  registration
during 2009

. under review now(2009), [Name] and [Name] met MWEEQA staff on [Date named]
2009

. version 4 of [Named] AMAP [number] was registeradsieptember 2008. The AMAP
will be reviewed again in 2012

. 2011 or sooner

. 2012

. this is considered annually but no set me\pending for current year

. during 2009 following appointment of new Maial Moderator

. the AMAP will be reviewed when the unit standardd gualifications are reviewed in

2009
. 2009
. 2009
. during 2009.
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Appendix 16: Responses to Question 7(b) (iif)yes, what review methods
were used to review the MI section against the NZQAteria for Approval

and Registration of National Qualifications Framewk (NQF) Accreditation
and Moderation Action Plans (AMAPS)?

Table 19 Review methods used to review Ml section of AMAP

Stakeholder For_mal Infor_mal External
type ; review review . Other
consultation . . evaluation
meeting meeting
All TEOs
Including 13 7 17 4 4
other ITOs
Schools 1 1 1 0 1
Industry 10 4 14 3 2

Table 20: Review methods used to review M| section of AMAP

Type

Total

responses

Stakeholder
consultation
only

Formal
review
meetings

only

Informal
review
meetings

only

External
evaluation
only

Other
only

Other (please specify)
combination

All TEOs
including
other
ITOs

18

*External /Other:1
*Stakeholder/Formal/Informal:2
*All except Other:2
*Formal/Informal:3
*Stakeholder/Informal:3
*Stakehodler/Formal:1
*Stakeholder/Informal/Other:2
*All except Formal:1

Schools

*Formal/Informal:1

Industry

17

*Stakeholder/Formal/Informal:2
*All except Other:1
*Formal/Informal:1
*Stakeholder/Informal/External:1
*Stakeholder/Informal:3
*Stakeholder/Informal/Other:1
*Informal/External:1

« we self evaluated our moderation processes in B80®) a consultant in the “six sigma”
realm. This gave us some good learning’s into stl@éng some processes. We are also
looking at enhancing technology better to ensurenmaderation system is as efficient that
it can be

« all [ITO Name] AMAPS have been reviewed and willdadmitted to NZQA Framework
Registration in March 2009

* areview [ITO Name] AMAP [number] was submittedNd@QA for evaluation during
December 2008. The [ITO Name] has received an atialureport, The
recommendations in this report are presently baugioned and will be re-submitted to
NZQA shortly

« the reviewed AMAP 0048 version 4 was registered ety 2008
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the national external moderation system was f@lgawed in 2008 due to the number of
new qualifications and unit standards being reggsteOngoing review will continue in
2009 to ensure that all aspects of moderation awgimthe revised AMAP 0024 which
was submitted to NZQA in 2008, but is pending farownfirmation of approval (interim
notification of approval for registration has beeneived). An external contractor was
appointed to assist with revision of the AMAP, mer to provide an external perspective
to a document which had largely been revised “ingad

an external contractor brought in to review the AR1And submit for approval to
Framework Registration. The new moderation systas checked to ensure consistency
with the new version of the AMAP

there was a consultation plan set in place andwaied by the Quality Assurance
Manager. Industry representatives were appointedctansultation group for the purposes
of reviewing the AMAP. The AMAP review was compléte June 08. Version 7 was
submitted to NZQA for evaluation. This evaluatiastbeen completed by NZQA,
however [ITO Name] is now required to submit furtblarification of its content

the AMAP is presently undergoing a review and Wwélsubmitted for registration during
2009

we engaged a specialist Quality Consultant to watk us and our advisory groups to
review our moderation systems, QMS and AMAP

the [ITO Name] has reviewed the AMAP 0020 and ihisow re registered on the
framework

version 5 of the AMAP (including MI) was initialljubmitted for registration in 2006,
however, was further improved during 2007

the largely informal review took the form of stakéder consultation. For example, [ITO
Name] personnel, moderation experts, providersodiner ITOs

[ITO Name] has also carried out an internal revigws moderation processes which
occurred along side the review of our AMAP, changescurrently being implemented
[ITO Name] is formally reviewing its AMAP in 2009d will be reported on in the 2009
External Moderation report to NZQA

stimulus for review of the Ml section of the AMARduded industry and Registration
Board impatience with the corrective action fromdaiation reports. This influenced the
increased Capability of the SSB to ensure fulletrecage and follow up from the reviewed
AMAP MI section

the ITO completed a review of its AMAP in 2008. @TName] engaged in the services of
a consultant to assist in writing the AMAP. Stakdleo consultation with accredited
organizations and other key stakeholders was cadetple 2008.

Appendix 17: Responses to Question 8: What were3meost successful
features of the ITO’s national external moderatiagystem within this
reporting period? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (ii), (V))

Assessment

Feature: Accreditation Rationalisation.

- Why? In order to reduce the number of accreditgamizations in [Field] and
hence reduce some moderation activity we contabtesk that had not
reported any usage for over two years and askbeyfwanted there
accreditation removed. We had around 25 providetgate that they wanted
it removed. It was a small win but we will continteedo the exercise each
year.
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e [eature:
e [Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
e [Feature:
e [Feature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:

Widespread use of [ITO Name] prep&rede-moderated assessment
resources.

Trialing the benchmarking of practesdessments against unit standard
[number] use standards to assess candidate perfoenide results were then
entered into a spreadsheet to obtain a biggerrpicerview of the standard

of assessments being caeduat a national level.

Why? Enabled the IT@ identify strengths and weakness of both the
assessments being undertaken and the benchmarbkicegsp. It is planned to
make some improvements on this procedure and ublicocall IPT moderations
in 2009 and release a general report to all whoggaaite including
[Organisation Name].

Observing that revised material thatlhieen pre-moderated has significantly
improved the assessment of the unit standard.

Why? Consistently in quality assessment practidhe intention of the
moderation process.

Observing the practical assessmdriokes.

[ITO Name] Best Practice Quality Mark.

Why? Allows providers to identify good assessmennt moderation practices
and benchmark this with other providers. Thisdraated a competitive
environment for providers to wish to excel in im@rmoderation practices.

Use of ITO Common Assessment Tasksdwyders, particularly schools.
Why? More consistent assessment and markingy#esgion between
providers at moderation.

An increase in the % of assessmemnlsarfound to contain sufficient
evidence.

Why? As a result of increased understanding bgsasss the % of samples
presented at a cluster group found to contain@afit evidence to support the
assessment decision increased from 53% to 78%.

Pre Assessment.

Encouraging moderation results frorfCaganisation Name] new to
assessment of our standards.

Good opportunity to review and claléyel descriptors.

Why? To ensure consistent best practice assessment.

Review of Pre-assessment materials.

Why? Ensures close match between industry expeota#ind standards of
performance.

Using a retrospective selection psobas cut down on the to-ing and fro-ing
between ITO and provider. This means that we oalyassessments for
moderation that have actually taken place.

Increases in the number of qualityr@skpre-assessment moderated
assessment materials.

Why? Strong links between the ITO and providergarticular polytechnics
delivering and assessing [ITO Name] unit standards.

The coverage of theory and practiclstandards in the moderation mix.
Why? Only six or 27 unit standards in the domdifiTtO Name] are theory
based this can and has altered the balance ancagevef practical and theory
unit standards in subsequent years. A pure nuai@ycle ensuring coverage
of all units over a specified number of years ismecessarily an ideal solution
for the [ITO Name].
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Moderation Systems

* Feature: Use of on-line Assessment Intenti@am Plallows providers to input
information at the start of the year, and allowstetter workload management
for External Moderators.

* Feature: Combination model — Site visits ande&sor group meetings.

- Why? Has helped determine future moderation rounds

e Feature: Combination of assessors and proviseng) moderated at the same time

using post-moderation bgtpo

- Why? With both groups being moderated at the gammes the ITO is able to
quickly identify any problems that may arise. B@pives the ITO a direct
comparison of assessments.

» Feature: TEOs given opportunity to engage @ planning of moderation. Systems
were compared and a better understanding of eaeln®nheeds agreed.

- Why? [ITO Name] and their dependant TEOs were &blvork together
better.

* Feature: Responding quickly to issues found in metc.

- Why? Delays in responding to issues results irctimginuation of candidates
being assessed poorly.

» Feature:  Pre-visit moderation of marked ssript

* Feature: More formal moderation agreements, meampgovement in meeting
submission deadlines.

- Why? We have been taking a more proactive approaehall, and reducing
unnecessary compliance, to enable more continuopoivement

* Feature: The moderation appeals facility.

- Why? The appeals procedure allows TEOs to initl&eussion about current
practice and this has been largely a positive eepee for those who have
used the facility.

* Feature: Check moderation.

e Feature: Use of [ITO Name’s] relational databasménage the administration of the
moderation system and record keeping of moderaiitinities and outcomes.

- Why? As a result of greater automation, the natiomoderation system
allowed [ITO Name] to select sites and standardsioderation more
efficiently and strategically, and provide modevatfeedback to accredited
sites more effectively.

» Feature: All accredited providers engaged tbdermation process this year even if they
weren’t actively assessing.

» Feature: Moderation coverage.

- Why?The ITO was again able to moderate assessondsicting practical
assessments this year. This continued the momeintumthe previous year.

« Feature: We found that using the recently imygeted moderation cycle helped us
focus on a smaller group of units this meant thatas easier to maintain a
national standard as issues with assessment @aeatie often the same.

 Feature: The use of action plans for asseggoxsders whose assessment decisions did
not meet the national standard has helped to gajifirbfrom the parties and
gives us something to follow up on in the subsegoederation period.

» Feature: Peer moderation (postal) followed yfeloe-to-face meetings, followed up by
National Moderator quality assuring the peer maoti@na

» Feature: Providers self-selecting unit stanslémd moderation according to difficulty
and complexity.
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Feature:
Feature:

Why? Peer moderation increased the learning addratanding of
participants. Those who had not attended meetorgsome time gained a lot
of knowledge from the interaction with peers.

Ongoing communication with providers.

The cost effective nature of the matal@n process.
Why? The use of an experienced contract modeaaibthe postal submission
of evidence saved Tertiary Education Organisatibesxpense of sending
staff to meetings, especially when two providerseasgtosing their meat
schools and wouldn’t see any long term benefit fiotaractive discussions.

Moderators and Assessors

Feature:

Feature:

Feature:

Feature:

Feature:

Feature:

Feature:

Feature:

Feature:

Feature:

Attendance and support at peer refoanms (cluster meetings) continues to
be high.

That the forums provided a good ot for [ITO Name’s] new National
Moderator to meet with the assessment personmnal tine various accredited
providers / ITO’s.

Providers and assessors asking fistasse with improvement of their
assessment capabilities.

Regional Assessor meetings.

Why?  Provided opportunity for dialogue among 8sses to ensure
consistency.

[ITO name] employed additional stafd sheir NZQA background, along side
industry expertise has assisted the ITO to reviegvimmplement improvements
to the moderation system that meet AAA audit resjaignts.

Why? All of the features outlined above have dboted to providers gaining
a better understanding of industry requirementsiims of assessment and
moderation. In addition, [ITO name] is in a befesition to meet its own
audit and other SSB moderation requirements.

Assessor training sessions for proside
Why? This gives a chance to model best practioesagsent and assessment
writing.

The Assessor Forums.

Why? The Forums are a series of regional eventsatloav assessors to come
together to discuss the process of moderationy @hegenerally educative in
nature. However, in 2008 the forums focussed eassgssor attending on the
moderation of a high use standard in the domaimi&a The results of the
moderation were disseminated nationally and asutrihere was enormous
discussion generated about the standard and maakegiclarity achieved.

Improved moderation consistency.

Why? Reduced the number of moderators to two,\pastla result of reduced
assessments against [ITO Name] unit standardshwiais resulted in more
consistent moderation (identified from internal dhenoderating).

The addition of another National Matiar and a Quality Assurance Co-
ordinator to the Quality Assurance team.

Why? Allowed increased moderation activity and entamely reporting to
take place.

Facilitation of moderation cluster katrop by an independent contractor for
the ITO.

Why? Ensures [ITO Name’s] national external modenasystem is robust, by
providing an impartial and objective viewpoint digimoderation activities.
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e [eature:
e [Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:
* [eature:

Established a contractual arrangemigmtmoderators to each provide an
agreed number of hours per year.
Why? This has resulted in the outcome at Featubeldw. Additionally,
[ITO Name] is better able to manage the flow of eration.

Bringing the management of the ITO’s exlemoderation system back in-
house, and the appointment of a new National Mddera
Why? At a time when the ITO had contracts with 1éhe 19 polytechnics,
we saw advantage in contracting the managementrahoderation system
out to an independent body [Organisation Name]. élaw, this situation has
now changed, and we noticed that our internal nadaeT processes were
becoming fragmented. Field staff requested thatdotinuity of service to
their clients they wanted to be involved in the eradion of their workplace
assessors.

Being able to obtain feedback fromeibgessors operating in the field who
were able to identify any shortcomings of the syste
Why? The assessors are the people who are théflse made aware of any
problems with documentation etc.

Creating new moderation position, enghisto be proactive in supporting
our providers and workplace assessors as theyamaehssessments.

Continued constructive participatigral participants.

Moderation participants increasingr the&sessment and moderation
knowledge and skills.

Relationship with Providers

e [eature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e Feature:

Building on from the 2007 external eration model for polytechnics which
were delivering managed apprenticeship programBwsng moderation
visits the draft moderation report was presentetally with a written copy
supplied to all attendees of the exit meeting. Bmabled a high level of
transparency with frank discussions on both thentegind the external
moderation processes.

Why? Ensured that the both the ITO and the praovide the same
understanding of what was required and any issorisl ®e addressed ‘face to
face’. There tended to be fewer problems with piexs failing to submit
action plans. There was a better understandingtefreal moderation and
polytechnics in general were more receptive tosthadard setting body.

Combination of [ITO Name], assessondspaoviders attend
meetings/workshops.

Why? Opportunity for all groups to get togethed &arn from one another.
Ask questions of those with more experience. Idgatieas that need
improvement and what is required to improve. Shigseand techniques of
what as worked well in particular circumstance afes about dealing with
problems that may occur during assessment.

Positive relationship with providers.

Why? Providers are open about their operationkaseth on developing a
deeper relationship with the ITO and industry. Tie$ps them to match the
individual student needs with the requirementsexpkctations of industry as
well as the unit standards.

Creating a more positive and informecbdiad¢ with accredited organisations
and ensuring all data held is correct.

Why? It's easy to lose track (between moderatiohsyho the key contact is
for obtaining assessment samples (especially ipt&ainics).
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* Feature: All provider workshops were positivedgeived to the extent that more have
been requested to be held next year. For examyaeprganisations were
unable to attend workshops so they requested vekdmd in their area /for
them. In both instances the providers organised¢nee, catering, equipment,
attendees etc for these workshops themselves.

» Feature: Close, on-going relationship withghgle provider of the national
qualification.

- Why? [Provider Name] is required to present cariytreports to [ITO Name]
on programme provision and [Provider Name] repriegees (usually the
Programme Leader and Head of School) are expeztaitieind Trust meetings
to speak to their reports and respond to any cosdée Trust may have in
relation to programme provision, both on the acadend the pastoral fronts.
This close co-operation means that issues candresskd rapidly.

- [Provider Name] has the benefit of programme dejiaglvice and support
from experienced professionals from both indusirg education and that the
students and/or their employers have an indeperodewiuit for airing their
concerns.

* Feature: The Chair of [ITO Name] Moderation &aRrofessor [Name], is a former
Director of the national qualification (when theegramme was delivered by
the [Provider Name]) and his co-moderator, [Nanse§ past tutor of the
course.

- Why? This provides a significant continuity ovike tyears to ensure that
standards do not drop. Additionally, [Name] isimrfull-time practice as a
[Profession] which ensures that his advice andguugnts are based on up-to-
date industry experience.

» Feature: The existence of a single nationaliges.

- Why? This means the moderation panel's energealadirected towards the
maintenance of delivery excellence from a singie. st his allows the panel to
have a much greater appreciation of what is ot lsppening at the provider
level.

» Feature: Collaboration with providers during thoderation process.

- Why? The building of good relationships helpstswee quality moderation.

* Feature: Improved communication with accredpsaiders.

- Why? While there have been problems outlined digegvin this report,
communication has improved since direct phone cg-fa-face contact has
been implemented. This is possible due to theivelgtlow numbers of
accredited providers involved in assessing LearSitage unit standards.

* Feature: The increased level of communication prtividers.

- Why? All providers are now familiar with the mod#&on process and
requirements which results in their willingnessdse the standard of
assessment.

Feature: Greater feedback to providers.

Meeting and Visits

* Feature: Moderation visits.
- Why? Enabled one to one review of unit standasg¢ssments and one to one
discussion with each assessor.
* Feature: Using just one moderator to carrynoodieration visits as this helps to give the
ITO a clear picture of the standard of assessna@nsa accredited providers
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e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e Feature:

Why? All three features help the ITO to maintdwse relationships with our
accredited providers and the providers view modmras a partnership
process to maintain & ensure quality rather thaauwt process.

Moderation support visits to providerdlows for discussion of any issues
and contributes to capacity building within prowisland increased
understanding of moderation requirements.

Industry Sector meetings.

Why? Opportunity for feedback about the currenicgssessments and
practices. Allows for alternatives to be explorethveomments from all
parties who are likely to be affected by any change

Introduction of observed moderatiomfaw and existing assessors and
regular visits to TEOSs.

Provider Forum/Workshop.

Why? This allowed for more interaction between Bratbrs and providers as
this was lacking in the past. More emphasis wilplaeed on this in 2009
The biennial [Named] Tutors moderati@eting.
Why? 1. Enhanced the level of feedback to tutors
2. Provides re-enforeamfsupport to practical assessors
3. The oppaity for 23 tutors to share experience and claggues
Visits to provider to review assessmesuttjres.
Why? Provides for a close working relationshiphwatovider.

[ITO Name] presence within the edooatector and attendance at the
[Providers] Conference.

Why? This creates a close link for National Quafssurance Manager and
TEQO'’s and allows for ease of discussion regardiogenation requirements.

Moderation review visits.

Why? Provides first-hand knowledge of practicethmindustry and allows
face-to-face feedback from providers to the ITO.

Specifying in the AMAP that all providare to participate in cluster group
moderation meetings, instead of allowing a sigaiftcnumber to participate
by postal moderation.

Why? Allowed for better networking between provilgrovided an
opportunity for upskilling to take place, providad opportunity to clarify
requirements and ensure consistency of assesserousc

Moderation visits target from investin@an achieved with 8 visits.

Why? With the sudden departure of our National btatbr, we have had to
build our internal capability over the past 12ntis, but significant time has
been invested to prepare the [ITO Name] for 200& have scheduled 10
regional moderation cluster workshops and will agaiver 8 moderation
visits. Parts of our industries require peopléwsipecialist and technical
expertise and we are focusing on building sectecifip moderation groups
for the higher level unit standards.

Robust discussion about standardassebsment techniques in a practical
hands-on environment. Problems areas with assesgmomedures are able to
be identified.

Why? Giving people an opportunity to explore cqisand align viewpoints.
Informing people of current best practice. Modenafplan was tweaked so
that it allowed us to communicate better with dierds.

Encouraging all providers to atterugfim-face meetings.

Opportunity to network and have camsitre discussion.
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e Feature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
Resources

e Feature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e [eature:

Why? Many of our client organisations work in tela geographical and
professional isolation. Much more accurate infoiorabeing presented that
previously.

That the forums provided good robustudision about what best assessment
practice was.

More frequent meetings set up with $&6d moderators to enable exchange
of assessment and moderation practice.

More informal advisory meetings with indyassessors
Why? Tightened up the interpretation of the linkwsen unit standard and
the assessment judgments being made.

Evidence of Competency Form.

Why? Clearly records the type of evidence, datekliakages with the
appropriate performance criteria.

A Moderation Handbook for educaticoviglers has been completed and is in
final review stages.

A new assessment template has beamndd and feedback from providers
on the resulting assessment resources has beé¢nrgodi is hoped that the
new template will further promote consistent assesg decisions being made
as it provides the additional clarification thas@ssors were requesting. The
new [ITO Name] developed resources resulting froeuse of this template
should also help inform providers where they eleatrite their own
materials, therefore increasing the compliance atlenials submitted for pre-
assessment moderation.

Standardised moderation checklistpamtkess used for all TEOs, schools and
workplace assessors.

Why? A recommendation made following the 2007 dlzl External
Moderation round, to alter the checklists useduwter groups to allow
recording of moderation findings for one unit startper checklist only, was
implemented in 2008. The alteration allowed eviesatgr consistence of data
collection and standardisation of external moderator TEOs, schools and
workplace assessors.

Able to access provider quarterhyfitaéports from NZQA.
Why? It allows us to focus on active providers &nd great tool for helping
to reduce risk to.

Improved post-assessment moderation fo
Why? Receiving better information from moderat@mrsund corrective actions
that accredited providers need to take to imprbe& assessment judgments.
Also have section for comments on unit standarddgoassessed and any issues
to do with the unit standard.

A more detailed tracking system.
Why? As [ITO Name] had a new QA Co-ordinator in 08 more detailed
tracking system (spreadsheet) ensured that eachratamh case was dealt
with in a timely fashion and this enabled the n@aocdinator to understand
the system better.

Updated Moderation Report format.

Why? Being a new staff member to [ITO Name] andititleistry, the slight
alterations to the moderation coversheet madedrel for me to follow the
outcome of the report, and thus clearer to thegdesiof the materials.

The formal National Moderation plarswaitten and confirmed in 2008.
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e [eature:
e [eature:
e [eature:
e [eature:
e [eature:
* [eature:

Completion of a large volume of preegasment moderation of resources for
reviewed and new qualifications.
Why? All three provide vehicles for a higher qtyabf assessment and
thereby improved moderation outcomes.

Development and utilization of theinal and External checklist template.

Development and utilization of theesssnent Intention Plan template.

A new moderation report format wasluse

There has been improved consistenateration decisions. An embedded
culture of support, and sharing information, knadge and skills has
improved the respective levels and skills of assssand moderators on an
ongoing basis, and has enhanced the applicatidreahoderation process
itself.
Why? The face-to-face nature of cluster group mgstis strongly supported
by the sector. Wide use of ITO provided pre-modstatssessments and
assessment guides testifies to the serviceabiiyeamse of use. A Moderation
Handbook — although not a formal requirement unicie AMAP —
nevertheless was widely requested throughout ttiersend will provide a
user-friendly guide to complement formal requiretseand procedures.

We are starting build a moderatiotohyghat can be monitored and tracked
and will inform more improvements to our nationgleznal moderation
system.

System Functioning

e Feature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:
e [Feature

e [Feature:
e [Feature:
e [eature:
e [eature:

NZQA Audit.

Why? We had a very good Audit by NZQA around crét¢number] and
[number]. It was great to have new independent sgas over our systems
and processes and it was pleasing to pass inrttas Bhis confirms what we
are doing is good. However we are always lookingaking things better and
the recommendations received will add value tosystem and we will be
implementing these ASAP.

Timely completion of moderation by madors.

Having a full complement of NEMs tovgze the needs of [ITO Name].
The moderation process confirmed the need to miakeges

All provider audits were compliant.

Moderation in general.

Why? There was more pre-assessment moderatiomci@ag which led to
guality post assessment moderation submissiontkGhederation was
conducted at each meeting and this is startingddyze more consistent
moderating by moderators.

Letter issued in March to all users af ipnumber] to remind them that they
are required to submit an Annual Report for Levahdl 2 units of the
[Organisation Name] Domain as stated in AMAP [nurhbe
Why? Historically there has not been a good retdithe Annual Report.
The reminder letter created a lot of phone contéitt the users of the
applicable units and thus the opportunity to edeitiaém about the
requirements as stated in the AMAP.

Accredited providers grew their cayaoi understanding the requirements of
our AMAP.

Why? These successful features indicate a fultgtioning Moderation
process.
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 Feature: Industry engagement in processeshanddemand for the ITO to contract
accredited organizations with good moderation hissafor delivery of
specialist qualifications.

» Feature: The continuing decline in issues repdriechoderators as a result of
moderation.

- Why? This suggests that providers have continuéthptement the outcomes
of previous moderation to ensure a more consistandard of assessment.

» Feature: Reviewing the external moderation @sedo enable [ITO Name] to
management and conduct moderation more effectively.

- Why? This provided more flexibility to providerstivthe voluntary use of an
assessment plan as the assessment plan is nosaa@yrate.

* Feature: Thorough and successful review of Tliés AMAP.

- Why? Accredited providers actively participatecconsultation.

 Feature: On-going improvements in Moderationd@lines and Moderation Reports.

- Why? In order to get better outcomes from a “matien activity” we
improved our guidelines for provider, registeredessor and cluster group
moderation visit. We also improved the report teatgs that are generated
from these moderation visits. The templates enabl® gather more specific
information and to offer better recommendationsm@deration requirements.
This also covers us better should we have somermredération issues with the
provider etc..

* Feature: The evaluation of provider activitiopto the selection of unit standards.

- Why? It allowed the [ITO Name] to identify higheuanits with coverage of

all active providers.

Appendix 18: Responses to Question®hat were the 3 least successful
features of the ITO’s national external moderatiagystem within this
reporting period? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (ii) (V))

Assessment

» Feature: Few accredited providers actively sag the same unit standards.

- Why? Means that the sample size for moderatioerg small.

» Feature: Lack of sufficient evidence gathering.

- Why? While improvements have been made over stectauple of years,
some assessors still need to gather appropriaiersse to demonstrate
evidence to support their assessment decisionewAform designed during
2006 “Evidence of Competency” has made the recgrdirevidence far more
systematic.

» Feature: Poor assessment material.

- Why? Some assessment material fell short of reqents to cover the full
units. This in itself is not a problem with modéoatbut with the provider
assessment system.

e Feature: Lack of evidence and assessors ndtngdmest practice in assessment these
include:
1. Insufficient evidence.

2. The candidate has not been provided with the oppiytto be
assessed against all performance criteria.(pc’s)
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e Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
* [eature:
* [Feature:
e [eature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:

3. Scenarios not being fully covered in accordancé te unit
standards.
4. Inconsistency of evidence between candidates.

Why? It is disappointing to note that although éisesessment material is of a
high standard in most cases it is frustrating tothat the basic principles of
assessment is not being followed.

Poor structure of assessment material.

Why? Those providers that did not produce goodssssent material
although offered did not take advantage of therpogleration from [ITO
Name].

Over assessment by a few Providesedawy assessing pc’s rather than
elements.

Why? Not aware.

Moderation in 2008 was of assessmeptsted during the period 1 Jan 2007
to 31 Dec 2007.

Why? This was the basis for selection of assestnienmoderation.

Attempting to moderate assessmentsifimh the assessment tools were not
of a satisfactory quality i.e. had not been pre-erated.

Why? Pre-assessment of assessment material hagert primary focus of
the ITO up to this point.

[Organisation Name] had already spamesconsiderable time rewriting all of
its assessment material over the last two yearexatainal /internal
moderation this year has identified that more improents are needed.
Why? Whilst the ITO was good at focusing assesstoematch industry
practice, to meet requirements the focus needbd ghifted to the unit
standard/s being assessed so that decisions ofetenty are made on this
basis and/or the unit is amended accordingly.

The length of time since TEO’s haw thaupdate their assessment material.
Why? Having little change in the qualification ovke last 6 years has caused
a loss of knowledge and skill in assessment writiRgr future qualification
reviews we will look at supporting the TEO’s witueation regarding
assessment writing.

Inability to see non-compliance at eration workshops, particularly for
practical based standards.

Why? Providers send only their most competenttaiiod present their best
assessments at a workshop. The peer-review worldbegn't enable the ITO
to moderate assessment in a practical, workplageosmment.

Requesting providers to identify staindards they would deliver during the
year.

Why? Forecasting and reality were usually quifeecent.

A relatively small number of unit stards moderated in 2008.

Why? Assessment guides are not always pre-assesbafere use, and is
sometimes carried out at the same time as postsaesat moderation. As well
as being undesirable from a quality view pointas imeant there is a reduced
time available for post assessment moderationiaev

Deficient or invalid assessment tools.

Why? Pre-assessment moderation had not been cexducaterials could
not be deemed to be at a National Standard.

Lack of evidence / judgement guidesjeh/ sample responses etc.

Why? Could not validate Assessor decisions wetkealNational Standard, or
that the materials were at the National Standard
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e Feature:
* Feature:
* Featu r(?:
* Feature:
* Feature:

Providers/assessors not sending theatiecessary materials when initially
requested.

Why? Extra time was spent requesting the extranadgeand this increased
the amount of time spent on each moderation cdss.often resulted in a non
favourable moderation report due to the lack ofemals or evidence.

There are not enough assessmentsuradegtaken by external providers to
support the full requirements of our AMAPSs currecbpe for moderation.
Why? Our AMAP currently requires us to moderatkeast 10% of our unit
standards and all of them within 3-5 years. Thdjam is there are whole
domains not currently being used in assessmeng.i$la@n issue we have
identified for AMAP review in 2009.

Pre-moderation of the assessmentiadater
Why? Issues were highlighted in terms of the adeguwf TEO assessment
material in meeting the unit standard requirements.

Still disappointing to see that agangmber of the assessment materials that
comes to us for pre-assessment moderation do redttihreenational standard.
The layout and formatting of the materials alsays®& be a big issue and
although it is not a moderation issue it does nthkematerials harder to
understand and increases the time that is spemiooleration. (follow up)

Selecting the sample for moderation.

Why? There are many variables which make the aeati a representative
plan difficult (though not impossible).

Moderation System

» Featurel: Monitoring of provider-managed apprestige programmes offering [ITO

e Feature:
e Feature:
* [Feature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:
e [Feature:

Name] National Certificates.
Why? Unable to test for competency prior to issue.

Provider Internal moderation.
Why? There was a lack of evidence from all typespadviders which
indicated that in many cases pre- and post-moderatere not taking place.

Due to the geographical spread okassethroughout NZ and providers
based in Auckland; post-assessment moderatior isrtty effective process
that is easily managed and cost effective.

Balancing cost and time of moderatifoother providers, who in most cases
report less than 10 credits per year.

Moderation Agreements.
Why? Although having been in place for some tithey are taking
considerable time to be returned to [ITO Name]vigsd requirements for
2009.

Current cluster group management messessors rarely get immediate
feedback on the moderation of their samples.
Why? Assessors bring samples to the cluster graumish are picked up by a
pair of peer moderators and moderated. The fe&dbaecorded on a
checklist, which is viewed by the assessor who ginbthe sample before they
leave the workshop. However, the assessor doesfteotget to speak directly
to the people who moderated their work. It hasmegested that instead of
working in pairs the cluster groups be manageduiin@roups of three. Each
assessor presents their samples to the other twlenattors in the group. The
moderators critique the work and give immediat@b@ek/clarify any issues.
This system will be trialed in 2009.

Alignment with internal moderation.
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e Feature:

e Feature:

Why? The two processes have been treated as segarawe are ensuring
the internal and external moderation plans areldped in tandem to ensure
standardization across the industry.

The amount of [named] industry urgihdard learning material being
developed and made available for use by TEO'’s.
Why? Duplication of [named] industry unit standédrning material
developed by different TEO's involved in the [narhedlustry causes a large
workload in pre-assessment moderation and diffesiin maintaining the
national standard.

The ‘hands off’/academic freedom stafcsome accredited organisations.
Why? The SSB is constrained in its moderation wdgien that role is not
given due respect.

Moderators and Assessors

e [Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
o [Feature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:

Short-term staffing uncertainty.
Why? The unexpected resignation of the currenioNat Moderator at the
end of 2008, while a position of a second Natidviatierator was being
advertised, resulted in a short-term gap. A repreece National Moderator
was subsequently appointed, and an external cdotriaas been appointed on
a proportional basis, pending the appointmentsdaond full-time moderator.

No formal moderator training was caatea.
Why? At this time there was not sufficient staffito enable this training to be
planned for and delivered.

Feedback highlighted the need to addremmunication issues.
Why? The content and tone of feedback producesblye moderators did not
reflect [ITO Name] standards.

Professional development for modesatimt not occur as planned.
Why? Staff change over and restructure of assegsaneé moderation roles.

Some moderators still working in ollyg; and “second-assessing”.
Why? Working remotely and part time, which hasrbeeetified by creating a
permanent additional moderator position, basedeaNational Office, who is
responsible for training in the field.

Changes in personnel, reducing cgpadirst half of year.
Why? Staff resignations, difficulty in recruitimg first half of year, now
resolved with permanent appointments of new Natiblaerator, and Full
time moderator.

High turnover of staff at TEO'’s.
Why? Loss of knowledge embedded within the TH@Is can cause concern
re validity of assessment if there isn’'t sufficiknbwledge of assessment
practices left within the TEO.
Consistency of moderation between moderators.
Why? Whilst confident assessment outcomes have toeeerated
competently, ensuring consistent moderation of stamdards is always
challenging. Most moderation is still conductedamgt. Group moderation has
been introduced, but it will take more time for recators to be comfortable
with this method and for candid exchange to occur.

Insufficient Candidate evidence suteuahit
Why? Assessor forgetting best practice principald moderation, too much
of “I know the person, they can do it” thereforadequate and insufficient
evidence gathered.

The separation of ITO work-based assge$rom the assessors from TEOSs.
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Why? Ignores then fact that they have much in comand would benefit
from sharing knowledge and experience.

Relationship with Providers

e Feature:

e Feature:

Lack of contact from providers.
Why? Some providers choose to ignore moderatidnaalh not react until
instigated by [ITO Name]. This only proves thatrthare internal issues that
need to be resolved.

Providers not engaging with the mdaeraystem.
Why? In most cases the provider fails to follow ARlrequirements by
contacting us prior to assessment. We are ther@idcompliance’'mode to
start off with, rather than being able to work ablbratively in developing a
moderation agreement that meets both needs.

» Feature 3: Trying to find out who the contact perpeople are for moderation/QA in

e [Feature:
e [Feature:
e [eature:
e [Feature:
e [Feature:
e Feature:
Timelines

e Feature:
e Feature:
e Feature:
e [Feature:

accredited organisations.
Why? In most cases the provider fails to updateittfiormation, thus causing
time delays in getting information and assessmamipées.

Communication difficulties with progrd due to staff attrition.
Why? Getting engagement with one provider with aratlon requirements
was delayed by this.

Relaxed approach from some providetBey do not believe it is their
responsibility to engage in moderation.
Why? Some providers have limited resources angatijand it falls into the
“to do” pile and unless there is a NZQA audit a@gmtung, it isn’t as important
as it could be.

Providers believe that ITO’s are rasgue for the up-skilling of their staff
particularly around assessment and moderation.
Why? Funding issues, skills and knowledge notitlgadcessible.

Constant change of contacts at orgaoms.

Lack of response and attendance bg gooviders.
Why? Requires more follow-up and one and one d&son with providers to
ensure currency and compliance.

Non-compliance with requirement tonstilassessment materials for
moderation.
Why? Correspondence going astray. Some TEOs dgeeoh to take their
compliance requirements as seriously as they should

Keeping to time lines.
Why? Not all moderation was carried out to plaiffi€ulty getting access to
trainees at some providers when required.

Schools not providing sufficient tifoepractical work experience.
Why? [Provider] Teachers unaware of the amoutinté needed and some
schools have inadequate timetables.

The national external moderation systeeds a more rigorous feedback
system from Industry assessors.
Why? Time-lag between feedback and moderatiorresult in changes
happening slower then they should.

Slowness to provide assessment samples
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e [eature:
e [eature:
e Feature:

Why? Time and effort involved in follow up and dg$ to moderator’s
timelines.

The turnaround time of getting the rzohed set of materials back from the
designer if they failed to met the national staddar
Why? This was drawn out for too long in some casebwas sometimes
hampered when the designer of the materials wasnger available and it
was difficult to get some one else to follow upvaimat was required. A lot of
time was spent chasing up materials.

Non-compliance with timeframes sethiayl TO.

Why? Drain on administration time at the ITO.

Being a small ITO with a large indysikvays makes recourses and time
scarce when it comes to administrating the modergirocess (implementing
moderation processes) (administering the moderaiistem. There are lots of
things that we would like to spend time (evaluatamgl reviewing)reviewing
and making changes but there is always limiteduess and time (instead we
focus on areas of risk, no of credits reported, &sgounts).

Meetings and visits

e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
Resources

e [eature:
e Feature:
e Feature:

ITO National External Moderation Report 2008

On-going paucity of funding to suppodderation visits. This is neither a
new, nor unexpected, problem.
Why? Framework credit funding not large due torglatively small number
of students within the qualification (not unexpeijte

Moderation visits are set dates aecktore allow the providers to stage an
assessment day rather than seeing the real thing.
Why? This can result in providers not showinga sample of assessment
and it can be difficult to gain a real view of ass®@ent practices.

Few assessor decisions verified erviit moderation.
Why? ITO’s guidance on assessment processes atetsyis called upon
when accredited organizations ought to be morergk#nt and proactive in
this regard.

Too many meetings.
Why? Not cost effective for the ITO.

Meetings are regional and the samgl@@eaeet year after year.
Why? Has the potential to foster ‘group think’ gyebple to lose objectivity.
Lessens the opportunity for fresh ideas and legiaito come into the
moderation environment.

Undertaking a peer review moderatroegss with a range of assessors who
were operating a less than best practice modelnrlyndue to lack of quality
assessment resources.

Why? Mainly due to lack of good quality assessnnesburces.

Manual return of AIP form.

Why? A percentage of TEOSs fail to return the forffiTO Name] has
discussed this challenge with other ITOs that hragelved the difficulty
through electronic return. The technicalities afyiding such a facility are
being incorporated into the ITOMIC project.

Being unable to access expiring wartdards from the NZQA website.
Why? During the cluster group moderation meetihgsuseful to have
access to the unit standard to clarify requiremeAtcredited sites select
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e Feature:

which unit standards they will submit for moderatiso [ITO Name] relies on
being able to access the unit standards from #medwork during the meeting.
If they are expiring this is not possible.

Lack of Annual Reports received fromusers of the Level 1 and 2 OHS
units.
Why? A reminder letter was issued in March 08 cmggethe requirements
which got a great response. The Annual Repomiésiecember 15 each year
and only a very same number have been receivednwifirompting.

System Functioning

e Feature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e [eature:
e Feature:
e Feature:

The AMAP revision was not approvedNEA within the anticipated
timeframe.

Why? [ITO Name] initially planned to combine twdvAPs, but too much
review of too many unit standards was required fieetiois amalgamation
could happen.

The continuously changing nature of the scop@®MAP posed challenges
as to the level of detail required in the AMAP agposed to information that
could more appropriately be included in the Spedtes sections of
individual unit standards. Due to the complexitiéshese issues, several
resubmissions were required before the AMAP readdidhal, approved
format.

Our intended AMAP review was delayed @ restructuring and review of all
policies and processes.

As reported last year, there remagenaral lack of understanding of the
ITO’'s AMAP and Policies and Procedures requirements
Why? It is difficult and/or confusing for provideto understand the range of
different SSB requirements they must meet. This paticularly identifiable
when [Organisation Name] took over the [Organisatiame], as there are
still a number of providers who seem unaware otcthenges that have
occurred. Consequently, in contrast to the AMABYganisation Name] is
having to make and effort and contact accreditediders.

Again as previously reported therensete be limited or no understanding of
NZQA level descriptors and their application imtsrof assessment design.
Moreover, it has been identified through the motienahis year that this is
occurring at the lower and higher levels of the NQF
Why? Some providers have little understandindhefappropriate tool and or
evidence required in terms of assessment. (Notesezpently [Organisation
Name] has delivered assessment writing traininggdes for internal staff
using our template, to a small group of externiaintt.)

Questioning TEOs about the resulteeif internal moderation processes.
Why? The question on the moderation checklist almdernal moderation
was generally misunderstood and results were digilelg value. In 2009 the
guestion will be reworded for clarity.

There was no dedicated and budgetedtdéim (internally) for moderation
activities.

Why? Moderation work was absorbed into other tiems as it was difficult
to separate out particularly with salaries and logads. This made full
expenditure for moderation difficult to estimate2id08.

It seems that our 2008 moderatioarletitlining the process (informing that
processes have changed) was not written very glaad we had a large
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number of providers who did not understand whatewggired. We have since
made changes to this letter to make it clearer.

 Feature: The [ITO Name] not having advised fatess of unit standards selected for

moderation at the beginning of the year as spekifighe registered AMAP.

- Why? It made it much harder than it should havenlte get samples for post
assessment moderation.

 Feature: The [ITO Name’s] four-year moderasohedule does not appear to have

been adhered to historically as only three unitddads were moderated in
2007 and four in 2006.

- Why? It meant the default moderation requiremeat tAt the beginning of
each year accredited organisations will be notifiethe standards selected for
moderation if these are different from those spediin the [ITO Name’s]
moderation schedule” did not kick in as provideese unclear what units
were in the moderation schedule for 2008.

» Feature: The AMAP states that [ITO Name] hgaayed assessment guides for [field]
unit standards. These guides include assessnsistdad/or assessment
schedules.” During the period of this moderatiooleyhese documents do not
appear to have been available and/or fit for pugpos

- Why? The availability of up to date [ITO Name] maéwould provide
either reference points against which providerdaccbenchmark themselves or
documentation they could use. As previously stdtedlevelopment of
assessment material for the new and reviewed tamtlards is an integral part
of the review process. Assessment material has dedted for use during the
interim period.

Feature: Requirements varying depending o5& or ITO.

-  Why? Some providers have limited resources andatiand don’t have the
ability to implement the relevant systems requiedheet the requirements of
each SSB/ITO.

Feature: Lack of information provided for somederation activities in advance.

- Why? Did not give enough time for providers togaee.

e Feature: The tracking system used to recomtses
- Why? A significant amount of information needs®tracked on

spreadsheets.

Other

» Feature: We are not bad in this area but wd teget tougher! This was highlighted
verbally in our NZQA audit.

e Feature: [Provider] and other schools not atited for [ITO Name] unit standards
using [ITO Name] provider code to register results.

- Why? Schools disregarding the [ITO Name] MoU prscessulted in an
increased workload for [ITO Name] Quality Assuran€er schools operating
under a MoU there needed to be an additional cteescertain if the credits
registered were from unit standards that were @a/ender the MoU or not,
then address any anomalies including the requirent@nquality assure
assessments. For schools registering credits witMoU arrangements there
needed to be an investigation into what was hapgeamd why. In some cases
credits had been reported using our provider codenvthe [ITO Name] was
not the standard setting body. In other casesliff@ Name] code was used
when the school was accredited. There were vargegrees of confusion
amongst schools.
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Feature: The year was divided neatly in half tie second half found us involved in
adapting to a new organisation after a major resira where staff number
grew from 15 to 95. Moderation was not effectivedbout 2 months of the
year during this period.

- Why? Busy recruiting and training new staff angbiementing new policies.

Feature Missed the opportunity to engage with other ITOhatannual NZQA ITO
Moderation work shop.

- Why? It was cancelled.

Feature: There are none to report as there meregative responses or features of
moderation for 2007-2008. It was a successful maiaha year with all
intended outcomes achieved.

Appendix 19: Responses to Question 10: Summarisg @manges that will be
implemented in regard to national external modemxti for the next reporting
period? [QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i), (V)]

Planning

We are planning to review our AMAP fully in 2009véJ the last few years we have

undertaken a huge review of Subfield [Name] and eesult have produced more (and

better) resources and assessment tools that wbewdhcouraging providers to use. We

will need to reflect this in our AMAP and introduaecost for pre-moderation of material

should providers choose not to use the assessnatetiah provided.

AMARP review planned in 20009.

On-going development to our eQMS

Two AMAPs for the ITO are planned to be combined.

An NZQA audit against the Standard for moderatsoaaheduled for August 20009.

Annual Moderation Plan specifying roles and respmlities circulated.

[ITO Name] has identified specific unit standardsrhoderation with providers required

to submit by due dates.

Likely changes will include:

- Improved assessment intentions form.

- Early discussion with accredited providers on agsest sample requirements.

- Improved post-assessment moderation forms to befgure moderation outcome
information and unit standard assessment issues.

- Greater emphasis on direct contact with accrediitediders to improve
communication.

The possibility of issuing an annual reminder nefit October to all users of unit

[number] they are required to submit an Annual RepoDecember has been discussed

but as this is a very labour intensive job, westileworking on other ways to improve the

return of the Annual Report.

The adoption of the integrated moderation plan.

Changes may result from planned review of modanaistems during 2009 following

the appointment of a new National Moderator.

Moderation planning began in January 2009 as opptms®larch/April last year.

Resources

Self-review is formalised as a result of the reguients of tertiary reforms
All assessment resources will be required to benprderated prior to use.
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* New Assessor manual.

e Implementation of new QMS with a focus on High Thaigh Accountability.

* Increased database capability.

» Further enhancement of [ITO Name’s] customer refeihip management database to
manage the moderation requirements, outcomes, ompl@nce and performance of
TEO’s.

* New ITOMIC database introduced as part of orgaitisavide upgrade of computer
systems will support continuation of current preess

Systems and Processes

e The Quality Management Systems (QMS) Manual wadlyoteviewed and expanded
during 2006. This manual is an extremely valuablernal resource for staff training. All
[ITO Name] assessment and moderation systems havthenNZQA Audit requirements,
as outlined in the NZQA document “QA Standard foOs.).

* Review on the [ITO Name] assessment models, wockpasessors and moderation
models.

* The ITO uses the NZQA quarterly reports to see Wwpioviders are delivering unit
standards managed by this ITO. From this infornmetinee ITO can make an informed
decision about the moderation of these providemsiesof whom have not been moderated
in the past.

* AMAP updated removing unnecessary unit standafdreiftiations. This will be an
opportunity to reinforce all requirements of the AM and ensure a clearer operation
process.

* More attention to pre moderation of assessmentriahte

* No changes will be made in 2009 however any prosss®s will be responded to
immediately. As the ITO operates a small modenasigstem (only a few accredited
providers are actively assessing at present) titieyab respond to issues raised can be
quickly progressed.

* There will now be an optional requirement for pa®ns to submit an assessment plan.
The use of an assessment plan proves inaccuratesncases. This result in [ITO Name]
and the provider altering original requests. Thaseiders that do not submit an
assessment plan are subject to moderation thrdwegrédits lodged to NZQA on a
quarterly basis.

* An approach where the NEMs will have more accegsduiders when moderation
decisions are to be dealt with. However this ibéananaged through the ITO via the
Moderation Manager.

* Now that pre-visit moderation of scripts has beaplemented and the tutors endorsement
of the [ITO Name] processes it is not envisagetidng major changes will be made in
2009.

* Change moderation system from a forum based syst@postal system.

» Assessment samples for moderation requested oartegy basis from NZQA quarterly
reporting data.

*  AMAP reviewed.

* Revised moderation agreements.

* The ITO is currently reviewing its practice to eresit has an improved system for getting
feedback from industry assessors.

» We are reviewing our AMAP to include site visits fnoderation, as required. This will
enable us to check assessment conditions of pahatrorkplace based standards, and
whether the provider is meeting requirements feoueces/staff as outlined in their QMS.

» Peer moderation by providers.
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Moderation of clusters of unit standards, selectiependant on usage, risk, history,
review date, and level.

Ongoing discussion with the [Named] partners walhgrate a number of changes to [ITO
Name’s] national external moderation system in 20B8r example, the ITOMIC
database (due to be implemented in September 200%)low for analysis and allocation
of risk categories for providers and unit standards

Formal reviews moderation plans and AMAP.

[ITO Name] is currently reviewing its moderatiorssgm and AMAP — target completion
date is 30 April 2009.

The Moderation Report has been updated to makeetadline for the resubmission of any
materials clearer. When the moderation reportssareed, it is also made clear to each
provider the repercussions of failing moderatiod #re importance of resubmitting
amended materials on time.

Refer to changes in reviewed AMAP above and in ntepo NZQAA website.

These include:

1. All assessment materials not produced by the(i©@onsultation with accredited
organizations and industry and other stakehold@esyubject to moderation.

2. Charges for moderation will enable widsoe.

Emphasis on moderation of assignments now sumnhaagsessed as this is a departure
from previous practice. This will also mean an Iffolved only in distance learning
provision previously will now be subject to extdrmaoderation.

Letter going out to providers at the beginninghd year out lining (informing that
processes have changed) the processes has beateup-d

AMAP being reviewed and re-registered.

Amalgamating 6 AMAP’s into 1.

Moderation processes standardised among sectors.

Restructured & centralized the moderation process.

Incorporated Risk levels.

Automated systems.

We are in the process of reviewing the currentesyswith a view to submitting a new
AMAP to NZQA by the end of 2009.

Clarification of consequences of non-compliancadoredited orgs.

Simplified administrative systems.

Staffin

The [ITO Name] has contracted an external consuttareview all assessment
documentation systems to ensure they are fit fqpgee and sufficiently robust in order to
meet all moderation requirements. This processomasmenced early 2009 and will be
finalized by the mid year.

Two staff members (one full-time and one propoipmvill be responsible for national
external moderation in the first semester of 2@08¢cond moderator position will be
advertised at the start of the second semeste

A further Regional Moderator was engaged and thalding further capability to take
moderation to TEOs and work places. This providetiaint feedback to the individuals
and organizations. A better rapport between pan@ssresulted and a better standard of
assessment.

Professional development will be provided to allQl Name] moderators in the 2009
calendar year.

Appointment of industry moderators who will havesific moderation training and
qualification requirements.
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» Assessor up-skilling/training.

» [Organisation Name] will continue to hold a rangemmderation and/or assessment
writing workshops in 2009. We plan to employ tworeéull time moderators so that the
work with schools and TEOs can continue and [Ogstion Name] can offer more
support and guidance in terms of meeting indusid/MQF requirements.

* Use of a National Moderation Panel.

* Recruitment of salaried National Moderator (done).

* Recruitment of further sector moderators.

* Possibility of another part-time moderator to beught on as a support person to the
existing moderator.

» Further development of moderator expertise.

Communication

« The AMAP has been submitted to NZQA which statesrabination of moderation
meetings and site visits.

« The ITO is aware that these providers may onlyepenrting a very small number of
credits, sometimes less than 10 credits per yearal® aware of balancing the cost and
time involved in moderating providers who repontyvemall numbers of credits per year.

* Twenty workplace assessors will be visited in 2009.

e Peer review forums will include both provider asees and workplace assessors in 2009
for relevant (identified) qualifications.

* Providers to be visited by [ITO Name] when issuesepa risk to industry are identified.

e Structure the Provider Forum/Workshop to allowrfare interaction with Moderators
and assessors.

» Continued moderation review visits where assessawiities will be observed and
verified.

* Use of moderation groups.

* Ongoing assessor and moderator refresher / uprgkilorkshops.

* Fewer, larger cluster group moderation meetings.

» Separate cluster group meetings for schools anprémiders.

* Provider moderation visits being introduced (forisk providers who have difficulty
completing action plans for non compliance.)

* Implementation of ten regional cluster workshopspimviders scheduled for 2009.

e Minimum of 8 moderation site visits.

* During 2009, the [ITO Name] will continue to engagehe moderation services of the
independent moderation consultant to carry oubnatiexternal moderation processes
and activities for the [ITO Name] these will incrigrofessional development
opportunities in the form of a workshop, as welhasetings with accredited providers to
conduct external moderation.

Others
* We are reviewing the criteria for provider audturrently, our system results in some
providers being audited every year, which is exgess

* No major changes planned.
* Internal budget line items have been created tistaagracking moderation expenditure.
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Appendix 20: Response to Question 11: What wastttal expenditure for
the reporting period spent on the national exterrmalbderation of the ITO’s
standards? (Only include costs that relate to nai# external moderation in
the total expenditure figure as itemised below.)A®ITOs 1.2.6 (i), (ii), (iv),

V)

Table 21 Statistical measures of total expenditure anceegdfiure per reported credit

Expenditure per reported cred Total expenditure reported
2007 2008 2007 2008
Max value $2.83 $9.39 $330,286.00 $328,778.24
Upper $0.81 $0.78 $150,455.04 $146,867.00
guartile
Median $0.52 $0.51 $62,000.00 $59,087.61
Lower $0.36 $0.42 $16,274.09 $17,714.00
guartile
Min value $0.31 $0.27 $2,959.71 $1,655.19
Mean $0.75 $0.97 $87,804.26 $97,533.61
Table 22 Five largest expenditure items by percentagd Ol
. Second Third Fourth Fifth
Expenditure Item Largest
largest largest largest largest

Travel &
Accommodation 4 10 4 6 7
Catering 2 5
Venue Hire 4 2
Moderator/contractor| 9 - 11 3
consultant fee
% of Overheads 13 11 5
% of Salaries—staff
Associated with national 25 7 3 1
external moderation
Administration 1 6 3 9
Training
moderations/skill 1 4 4 3
Review 1 1 3 1

* Review of system — cost of review is covered indheunt stated for the % of staff
salaries.

* These figures only include those that are direztigibutable to national external
moderation. No allowance has been made for intenoaleration, such as assessments
and assessment guides, which benefit allslsry and tertiary education providers.

* There was no professional development conducteghéateration in 2008.
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* Only the National Moderator’s and contracted penetand proportional Moderators’
salaries are included. The salaries of the QuAliyurance Manager, and part-time
administration support employees who all suppomederation activity, including
internal reviews, have not been included.

* The engagement of two full time moderators, orrtiael in company cars, has
increased the amount of moderation activity ancctys of this compared to our
expenditure on moderation in 2007. We believe éselts have shown the investment
was worth it.

» Our Moderation rebate was $105,329.40. The aboperaiture shows that again
[ITO Name] invested heavily in Moderation with ex&ure exceeding Moderation
revenue from NZQA.

» There was an overall increase to the 2007 expeeditfuapproximately $20,000.
This difference largely reflects [ITO Name’s] decisto address moderation
requirements at the root source, by further engpgmassessor perspective. [ITO
Name] increased the number of assessor workshdghsvitain the regions and sent
staff into the field to build relationships and eatage a mentoring process.

* The above strategy included an investment in tramdlaccommodation for two new
staff members as part of their induction process.

* There was no professional development for modesatonducted in 2008.

« The costs associated with conducting a Providemfdworkshop proved to be the
most cost.

* NZQA Credit Rebates for 2008 were $28155.90 885&3credits).

* The expenditure is higher than previous years,rgitie appointment of two
permanent staff, and the use of a consultant tetasgih revision of assessor manuals,
QMS and AMAP.

e All costs are inclusive of GST except moderatorédtant /consultant fee and
percentage of staff salaries.

* Note 1: In 2008 [ITO Name] ran the annual Assessoums in 9 regions. The focus
of the Assessor Forums is preparing assessorsdailister groups in the second half
of the year. Traditionally the forums are usedéwelop the moderation skills of
assessors so that they can act as moderatorsatsier groups. However, it was
decided in 2008 that the moderation skills of asseshad developed well over
previous years. We used the Forums as an opportiongarry out some more
intensive national moderation if a high use stadddor this reason the costs
associated with running the Assessor Forums hase ipeluded under Travel and
Accommodation, Catering, Venue Hire and ContraEtms. It will be noted that
these categories have increased in cost from 200 ¢@nversely the sum spent on
Training moderators/skill development has gone down

* Note 2: As stated above under point 6 system res/ene occurring through a
consortium of three ITOs and the ITOMIC projechisTprocess was started in 2008
and costs were incurred (approximately $7,500 8@)Never these costs have been
carried over and will appear in the 2009 repothasproject is not yet finalised and
invoices are yet to be received.

* [ITO Name] received $113,651 (GST exclusive) fromA for the credit rebate for
2008. [ITO Name] has spent a further $68,593 dional external moderation.

* Percentage of overheads: Amount is calculated ¢ir@007 audit report totals for
Power and Rent. The combined total of these twardéig was then divided by 7 staff
in 2008. 1 of those staff was required to managdaragion in 2008.

» Percentage of salarieBhis figure was approximated from percentages r&fetistaff
members’ contributions to the Moderation systerA(A8.
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» Training moderators: Approximation of staff timeespon engaging and educating
Moderators specifically in their roles.

More accurate financial reporting will belised throughout 2009.

* Overheads do not include fixed overheads suchra®repremises. An extensive
review of the moderation system was undertakercbdéd to AMAP development.
Subsequent documentation review and revision ikioown on the 2009 report.

» Based on percentages of the ITO’s overall costsled/by the cost of the staff
involved vs. time involved with national externabderation.

* Objective in TEC investment plan of eight providesits completed in 2008 and
hence our increase in travel and accommodatiors.cd$bd regional meetings held in
2008 due to staffing capability, however ten regiomorkshops scheduled for 2009 as
well as eight provider visits. Internal staff desmment to build moderation capability
and capacity and there is a focus to build segtecific moderators for the higher
level and more technical unit standards.

* We have grouped travel, accommodation, cateringvande hire all into one expense
figure.

* Expenditure for postage, stationery, and printiag been included in the overhead
percentage figure.

* No Travel, accommodation, catering or venue hies f@ere incurred during this moderation
cycle as the system was purely postal-based.

While money was spent on the review of thetey this is only the beginning of a wider
review to be concluded in 2009.

Thetraining moderators/skill development amount reldtetraining on thelata
analysis tool used to underpin the selection of standards for the 2008 cycle.

Appendix 21: Responses to Question 12: Specify atier expenditure items
you would like to include and the total amount dfdse items in the table
below, e.g. development and maintenance of datalilaseanage moderation
system. (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i), (ii), (iv), (v))

» Specific [Name] Cluster Group Meeting —Held in Vifeiton Nov.2008: $4000.00.

» Development and maintenance of eQMS and databa3¢288.00.

» Development of Moderation Handbook: $16,000.00.

» Development and distribution of assessments asekament guides for free

use by all providers: $59,967.00.

e [ITO Name] is investing in a major review of our $ystems in 2009.

» Development & maintenance of management systenbase¢a: $625.00.

» Assessment Material Development Cost (materiasél outside our industries, this is
more cost effective than pre-assessment moder&fiog of other documents):
$69,074.00.

» The development of moderated assessment matenidiee use by all accredited organisations
should also be included. (Note: this cost excliglaf time and only covers contract developers
i.e. real cost to the ITO is much greater). [Narfied] continues to conduct free pre-assessment
moderation on alternative materials that accreditediders may elect to use.

* 5% of database administrators’ time: $1,850.00.

» Database maintenance: $500.00.

» Database (report capability) update: $2500.00.

» Development of assessment resources by ITO forgense: $10,000.00.
» Database management: $250.00.

* ITOMIC database creation (module G-QA): $7,500.00.
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» Database maintenance: $36,000.00.

» Database support for development of the moderatjstems: $800.00.

» Database and CRM development: $10,000.00.

* NZQA Audit ( percentage): $2,200.00

* The development and management of data analydsttmanalysis results data
made available by NZQA: $1,250.00

Appendix 22: Responses to Question 13What charges, if any, did the ITO
pass on to the TEO or school for provision of natal external moderation
services? (QAS ITOs 1.2.6 (i), (ii), (v))

Table 23 Charges passed on to the TEO or school for pmvisf national external

moderation services

Service

Not
charged

( Not
Applicable)

Charged including charging rate and comments if
included

Moderation visits requested by
TEO or school additional to
routine

activity (e.g. staff time, moderatg
fees, travel and accommodation
costs)

4
*$100.00per provider for support visit.

*May charge in the future.

*No additional formal visits requested.

*$90 per hour + travel and accommodation costs.

*If [ITO Name] staff conducted the visit there waa charge. The staff
member would be a Training Advisor working in theggion, or an [ITO

18 Name] Quality Assurance staff member able to comltie visit with
(N/A 17) | other activities in a region. The $90.00 per hasit would only be
charged if a contractor needed to be used.
*Site visits$300 per day + GST; extra time $150 Ipelf day + GST.
*Reimbursement for actual and reasonable travelamedmmodation
expenses.
*$400 per day +GST.
*$150 per half day + GST.
*Visit report $75 per hour + GST.
Moderation visits completed by 3
ITO as a result of identified issues *May charge in the future.
/ non-compliance following o5 *$90 per hour + travel and accommodation costs.
previous moderation activity (e.g. (N/A 10) *$75 per hour +GST+travel, Moderator fee traveddsual and
administration costs, moderator reasonable.
fees, travel and accommodation *Administration costs.
costs)
Pre—assessment moderation of 7
assessment materials requested *Cost of moderation is passed on. The [ITO Namefpces assessmen
by the TEO or school guides that have been moderated by the nationa¢ratat, the assessor
(e.g. administration costs, are expected to use these. If an assessor wisliss something else, it
moderator fees) must be moderated before use.
*$67.50 per hour.
*Pre-moderation was only charged for when the maiiten was required
for the purposes of accreditation.
27 *$75 per submission & $50 per hour after the fgbmission.
(N/A 4) | *As per reviewed AMAP with NZQA.

*Will be reassessing this in 2009.

*$75/hr+GST for initial evaluation and report.

*$75/hr+GST for subsequent re-evaluation and report

*$400/day if a site visit is required to completereditation application,
plus any associated charges.

*$70 per hour, this is rare.

*As per AMAP. Schools not charged, TEOs only chdrga second
submission.
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Not Charged including charging rate and comments if
Service charged | included
( Not
Applicable)
Post—assessment moderation 3
requested by the TEO or school 23 *$67.50 per hour.
(e.g. administration costs, (N/A 12) *$75 per hour + GST, moderator fee if required BOT
moderator fees) *Will be reassessing this in 2009.
*Only charge them sometimes.
Resubmission of assessment 3
materials as a result of o8 *Cost of moderation is passed on.
non-compliance (e.g. (N/A 7) *$67.50 per hour.
administration *$75 per hour +GST moderator fee after second sskiom.
costs, moderator fees)
Consultation/advice sought by 3
TEO or school (e.g. *Actual and reasonable travel costs only.
administration *As per NZQA recommendations in the AMAP for fees.
costs, travel and accommodation 26 *As a service oriented organisation we do not cbdog
costs) (N/A 9) | consultation/advice.
*$75 per hour +GST+ travel, Moderator fee traveddtual and
reasonable.
*This could happen more often in the future.
Other/s (please specify) *[ITO Name] does not charge for EMS.
6 *These were abolished in late 2008 in responsaadoeholder requests.
(N/A 1) *The [ITO Name] charges $140per half day moderatisit which is

used to cover the time of the industry panel membleis fee has been
charged for the past 5 years with no problem fgnpent from providers.
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