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1. Executive Summary

1.1.

The Tertiary Education Commission (“TEC”) engaged Deloitte to carry out a review of Land
Based Training Ltd (“LBT”) in February 2016.

1.2.

The objective of the review is to ensure that:

1.3.

•

Students have actually enrolled and attended programmes;

•

Programmes are taught in accordance with and comply with the learning hours and
weeks entered into STEO and therefore meet the TEC funding requirements;

•

Students awarded a qualification have been assessed; and

•

LBT’s internal quality assurance and control processes (in relation to programme
delivery) are robust and fit for purpose.

In conjunction with TEC, five qualifications were selected as the focus of our review. These
five qualifications are as follows:
•

NC0231 National Certificate in Employment Skills (Level 1)

•

NC1013 National Certificate in Horticulture (Level 2)

•

NZ2218 New Zealand Certificate in Primary Industry Skills (Level 2)

•

PC3477 Land Based Training Certificate in Agriculture (Level 3)

•

NZ2212 New Zealand Certificate in Agriculture (Level 4)

1.4.

The National Certificate in Employment Skills was approved for delivery by NZQA as part of
the “Mixed Farm Skills” programme. When both this programme and the two NZ Certificates
(NZ2218 & NZ2212) were submitted for approval to the New Zealand Qualifications Authority
(“NZQA”), the programme documents set out that a large proportion of the learning hours
would be comprised of practical on farm experience. The older Level 3 programme document
did not specify the breakdown of learning hours, however it did state, “Practical/off-site
components are a significant requirement of this qualification".

1.5.

These programmes were approved by NZQA and the R0482 documents that NZQA issued set
out the breakdown of learning hours and a short description of the delivery method. In each
case, the hours that were submitted by LBT as being practical hours have been included as
teaching hours. We were advised by NZQA that it is not their usual practice to separately
identify work experience and teaching hours.

1.6.

The TEC database (“STEO”) has three learning hours fields; teaching, self-directed and work
experience. LBT understands that it is required to enter into STEO the learning hours
breakdown that is approved by NZQA. As a result, the learning hours breakdown recorded in
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STEO accurately reflects what was approved by NZQA, however it is not an accurate
representation of what is being delivered (or what was submitted to NZQA for approval).
1.7.

We recommend that TEC reconsiders the programme documents and the R0482 documents
in full and give guidance to LBT as to the breakdown of learning hours that should be
submitted in STEO for each programme. Any amended submission should be considered by
TEC when making future funding decisions.

1.8.

We also found that there is variation in the delivery of some programmes between cohorts. In
some instances there is close supervision where groups of students are living and studying
together on a training farm or are travelling to the training farm daily. In other cases, students
are in employment following completion of level two programmes or they gain employment
during their period of study. In these cases there are visits by LBT tutors and field officers to
the farms that they are based at. A further variation is those students who are placed on
“sponsor farms”. In our view, these different delivery methods should be clearly set out in the
programme documents approved by NZQA. Section 9(2)(f)(iv)

1.9.

The Level 4 New Zealand Certificate in Agriculture was first delivered in 2015. Prior to this, the
equivalent National Certificate was delivered by LBT. Students completing this qualification
are expected to attend classes one day a week and are based on their employer’s farm the
rest of the week. Tutors visit the students approximately once a month. One tutor described
the level 4 students as already being very capable. He explained that for the practical units it
wasn’t necessary to teach them, rather he would observe them and verify that they were
capable. This was supported by the students who we spoke to.

1.10.

Several of the level 3 students also described being signed off for units when the tutor
observed them at their place of work while one believed that she was not assessed as the
tutor already knew that she was competent. Currently, students are only assessed for
recognised prior learning (“RPL”) if units are being cross credited. We recommend that going
forward, LBT assess students with prior experience for RPL at the commencement of the
programme. Only those courses where RPL is not awarded should then be eligible for funding.

1.11.

We only identified minor issues with LBT’s enrolment processes and documentation. We
sighted written assessments for all except one student in our sample of 75 students. For all
programmes offered by LBT, students are required to sign an attendance register or when
working offsite have attendance recorded by their field officer. These records indicate what
each students activities were on the particular day (e.g. in class, working on farm) and are
retained centrally at LBT’s office. We were able to locate attendance records for all students
selected in our sample.

1.12.

The Academic and Compliance Co-ordinator at LBT appeared to us as capable and well
organised. She had a good understanding of the programme delivery requirements and could
readily access documents and information. She is one of three people from LBT Head Office
in Whanganui who regularly visit the delivery sites.

1.13.

All the tutors who we spoke to also had a good level of knowledge of the delivery
requirements, including the level of teaching hours. They also referred to regular visits from
LBT management. This knowledge and the level of oversight demonstrates what (in our view)
are effective processes in place for the quality assurance of programme delivery at LBT.
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2. Introduction

Background
2.1

Land Based Training Limited (“LBT”) is a Private Training Establishment (“PTE”) offering
training opportunities with funding from both TEC and the Ministry of Social Development.
Most programmes have an agriculture focus, but there are also horticulture, property
maintenance and employment skills qualifications. LBT deliver STAR and Gateway courses
for Secondary School students and the company also provides driver training, health and
safety and other privately funded training courses.

2.2

The LBT Head Office is in Whanganui and delivery sites for the TEC programmes are
throughout the North Island.

Scope
2.3

2.4

TEC engaged Deloitte to undertake a review of Land Based Training Ltd. We were instructed
to focus our review on the delivery of the following five qualifications in the 2014 and 2015
years:
•

NC0231 National Certificate in Employment Skills (Level 1)

•

NC1013 National Certificate in Horticulture (Level 2)

•

NZ2218 New Zealand Certificate in Primary Industry Skills (Level 2)

•

PC3477 Land Based Training Certificate in Agriculture (Level 3)

•

NZ2212 New Zealand Certificate in Agriculture (Level 4)

The objective of the review is to ensure that:
• Students have actually enrolled and attended programmes;
• Programmes are taught in accordance with and comply with the learning hours and
weeks entered into STEO and therefore meet the TEC funding requirements;
• Students awarded a qualification have been assessed; and
• LBT’s internal quality assurance and control processes (in relation to programme
delivery) are robust and fit for purpose.
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4. LBT
People

Other

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Section 9(2)(a)

•
•
•
•

Section 9(2)(a)
Section 9(2)(a)
Section 9(2)(a)

Section 9(2)(a)
Section 9(2)(a)
Section 9(2)(a)
Section 9(2)(a)

Section 9(2)(a)
Section 9(2)(a)
Section 9(2)(a)
Section 9(2)(a)

Section 9(2)(a)

Section 9(2)(a)

A total of 22 students were interviewed across three programmes (none of
the students from the prisons were interviewed)
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3. Compliance with TEC Funding
Requirements

3.1

In this section we set out findings on the LBT programme delivery in relation to the NZQA
approval and TEC funding.

Programme Alignment with Approval and Funding
Requirements
3.2

Comparison of the programme document, the NZQA requirements and TEC requirements
(including STEO).

3.3

LBT provided us with copies of the programme documents that were submitted to NZQA for
approval for all five programmes that we selected. We compared these to the NZQA RO482
approval documents and the details that were entered into the TEC database, STEO.

3.4

Four of the five programmes that we reviewed included a practical component with learning
taking place on a farm (The exception was Introduction to Horticulture). This delivery mode was
described in the programme document submitted to NZQA.

3.5

These programmes were approved by NZQA and the R0482 documents that NZQA issued set
out the breakdown of learning hours and a short description of the delivery method. In each
case, the hours that were submitted by LBT as being practical hours have been included as
teaching hours. We were advised by NZQA that it is not their usual practice to separately
identify work experience and teaching hours.

3.6

The TEC database STEO has three learning hours fields; teaching, self-directed and work
experience. LBT understands that it is required to enter into STEO the learning hours
breakdown that is approved by NZQA. As a result, the learning hours breakdown recorded in
STEO accurately reflects what was approved by NZQA, however it is not an accurate
representation of what is being delivered (or what was submitted to NZQA for approval).

3.7

The following table compares the programme document submitted for approval, the NZQA
approval document and the TEC STEO hours:
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3.36 The most recent approval document that we reviewed from NZQA was a course change
approval in November 2009. The course and qualifications details form records the delivery
methods as being tutorials and practical observation. The R0482 sets out 1188 learning hours
over 44 weeks, including 176 hours of self-directed learning. These hours are reflected in
STEO.
3.37 The programme document that was submitted for approval does not break down the learning
hours, however it does describe that “Practical/off-site components are a significant requirement
of this qualification".
3.38 The students enrolled in this qualification are expected to attend classes one or two days a
week and work through the theory units in class with their tutors. Although, two students who we
spoke to said that they did not attend classes and completed the theory units at home.
3.39 The teaching for the practical units differs, depending on the delivery site. Some students
complete the programme through farm training schools where they live on-site. The practical
learning takes place on the training farm and students are supervised when they are putting into
practice what they have learnt.
3.40 Those students who are enrolled outside the farm training school are often in employment or
find employment during the programme. Often they find a work placement with the assistance of
LBT staff. They are expected to continue attending classes one day a week, but will complete
the practical components in their place of employment.
3.41 One tutor explained that practical learning with the students can take place during the one or
two days a week of class time also. Students can go out to the tutors farm and practice the skills
required for the quad bike, tractor or fencing units. Once the student is in a placement, the tutor
will visit them on the farm, talk to their employer and observe their progress. It seems that visits
by the tutor to the farm will commonly occur around once a month.
3.42 The type of work placement will vary, but the LBT staff networks assist with finding roles for the
student. They may be fulltime farm assistant jobs or part-time roles on farms, such as covering
the morning and evening milking.
3.43 The course information booklet for the Waikato based trainees states under the heading
Practical, “On farm learning with your employer or his farm manager. Some practical
components are also tutored by the course tutor and/or qualified people in a variety of areas.”
3.44 The tutors explained to us that they do not teach students on the farms where they are
employed. While the farmers will be aware of the units and skills that the student needs to be
competent in, they are not expected to teach the students themselves. The students learn and
reinforce the skills they are taught through practical experience on the farms. Students and
tutors both explained to us that for some units, the student already has the knowledge required
and the tutor just needs to observe and verify that they are competent.
3.45 LBT has a process in place for Recognition of Prior Learning (“RPL”) but currently this is only
used for students who wish to cross credit units. We recommend that going forward, LBT
assess students with prior experience for RPL at the commencement of the programme. Only
those courses where RPL is not awarded should then be eligible for funding.
3.46 In our assessment the total learning hours for this programme exceed the 1188 hours submitted
in STEO when the work experience hours are included. NZQA has confirmed to LBT that in
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running a shearing shed or a mating programme). These are assessed at the end of the
programme.
3.54 Based on our discussions with tutors and students, in our assessment the delivery of this
programme is largely consistent with the learning hours breakdown in the programme document
submitted to NZQA for approval. However, this delivery breakdown is not reflected in STEO due
to the NZQA approval format previously discussed. Section 9(2)(f)(iv)

3.55 Also as set out above regarding the level three programme, we recommend that going forward,
LBT assess students with prior experience for RPL at the commencement of the programme.
Only those courses where RPL is not awarded should then be eligible for funding.

Programme Delivery Quality Assurance
3.56 The Academic and Compliance Co-ordinator at LBT is capable and well organised. She had a
good understanding of the programme delivery requirements and could readily access
documents and information. She is one of three people from LBT Head Office in Whanganui
who regularly visit the delivery sites. The tutors who we spoke to all had a good level of
knowledge of the delivery requirements, including the level of teaching hours. They also
referred to regular visits from LBT management. This knowledge and the level of oversight
demonstrate what (in our view) are effective processes in place for the quality assurance of
programme delivery at LBT.
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NZ Certificate in
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Student Enrolments and Supporting Information
4.3

We explain the minor issues identified below.

LBT Certificate in Agriculture
4.4

Three students enrolled by LBT in the LBT Certificate in Agriculture did not meet LBT’s
entrance criteria for the programme. LBT had made an exception to its own entrance criteria
for this qualification for these three students based on interviews held with the students by
tutors employed by LBT. On the results of these interviews LBT was satisfied that the students
were capable of completing the course requirements and would be suitable. We note that one
student has completed the programme, one is still in progress and one failed to complete the
programme.

4.5

We noted for three students that the enrolment date that LBT provided to TEC is prior to the
date on the enrolment form that LBT has on file for the student. LBT advised that some
students start the programme on a trial basis to demonstrate their commitment. Once LBT is
satisfied that the student is committed to the completion of the programme, LBT requires the
student to complete an enrolment form. LBT submit a course start date to TEC from the date
that they first started attending, which is prior to the signature date on the enrolment
documentation.

Introduction to Horticulture
4.6

We identified two instances where the course start date submitted to TEC is prior to the date the
enrolment form was signed by the student. On further investigation, it was determined that
these students started the programme after the official start date. Through an administration
error at LBT the course start date submitted in the SDR reflected the start date of the course
instead of the actual commencement date of the student.

Primary Industry Skills
4.7

We failed to identify a signed enrolment form for one student who was registered for the Primary
Industry Skills programme delivered at the prison. It was determined through discussion with
LBT that this student never completed an enrolment form as they were paroled prior to the
documentation being signed and did not complete the programme.

National Certificate in Employment Skills
4.8

For one student who completed the National Certificate in Employment Skills, LBT was unable
to provide us with assessment records to evidence completion. We note that this was the only
instance where LBT was unable to produce assessment records across all five programmes
reviewed.
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4.9

We identified six instances where the course start date submitted to TEC is prior to the date the
enrolment form was signed by the student. On further investigation it was determined that five
students started the programme after the official start date. Through an administration error at
LBT, the course start date submitted in the SDR reflected the start date of the course instead of
the actual commencement date of the student. The remaining student started the course on the
day that the course started at LBT, however only signed the enrolment form at a later date.

NZ Certificate in Agriculture
4.10 One student enrolled by LBT in the NZ Certificate in Agriculture did not meet LBT’s entrance
criteria for the programme. LBT had made an exception to its own entrance criteria for this
qualification based on an interview held with the student by tutors employed by LBT and the
student’s prior farming experience. On the results of these interviews LBT was satisfied that the
student was capable of completing the course requirements and would be suitable for the
course. We note that the student has successfully completed the course.
4.11 We noted for ten students that the course start date that LBT submitted in the SDR is prior to
the date on the enrolment form that LBT has on file for the student. LBT advised that some
students start the programme on a trial basis to demonstrate their commitment. Once LBT is
satisfied that the student is committed to the completion of the programme, LBT requires the
student to complete an enrolment form. LBT submit a course start date to TEC from the date
that they first started attending, which is prior to the signature date on the enrolment
documentation. This was the case for five of the students sampled. Three of the students
started the programme after the official start date. Through an administration error at LBT, the
course start date submitted in the SDR reflected the start date of the programme instead of the
actual commencement date of the student. The remaining student started the programme on
the day that it started, however only signed the enrolment form at a later date.

Level of Evidence Retained
4.12 Other than the issues identified in the table and expanded upon above, LBT were able to
produce all documentation requested and required as part of this review.
4.13 For the five selected programmes we sighted the written assessments that are required to be
completed by all students on attendance of the theory classes. LBT were able to provide these
records for all students sampled who had completed them except for one student discussed
above.
4.14 For all programmes offered by LBT students are required to sign an attendance register or
when working offsite have attendance recorded by their field officer. These records indicate
what each students activities were on the particular day (e.g. in class, working on farm) and are
retained centrally at LBT’s office. We were able to locate attendance records for all students
selected in our sample.
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