
 

teu@teu.ac.nz | 04 801 5098 | 204 Willis St, Te Aro, Wellington 6011 

 

 

 

 

Submission of 

Te Hautū Kahurangi | Tertiary Education 
Union 

to the 

Tertiary Education Commission &  

Ministry of Education 
on the 

2023 Draft UFS Funding: Determinations and 
Conditions 
31 August 2022 

 

 

 

 

CONTACTS   

Tina Smith 

Te Tumu Whakarae 

m: +64 27 2227 166 

e: tina.smith@teu.ac.nz 

Sandra Grey 

Te Pou Ahurei | National Secretary 

m: +64 21 844 176 

e: sandra.grey@teu.ac.nz 

Jared Commerer 

Te Pou Tūhura 

m: +64 21 221 6433 

e: jared.commerer@teu.ac.nz 



 
 

  

2  

1. Te Tīmatanga | Introduction 

1.1. Te Hautū Kahurangi | Tertiary Education Union (TEU) welcomes this opportunity 

to respond to the consultations regarding the Ministry of Education (MOE) 2023 

UFS funding determinations and Tertiary Education Commission (TEC) 2023 Draft 

UFS Funding Conditions. 

1.2. The TEU is the largest union and professional association representing more than 

11,000 academic and general/allied staff in the tertiary education sector (in 

universities, institutes of technology/polytechnics, wānanga, private training 

establishments, and rural education activities programmes). 

1.3. The TEU actively acknowledges Te Tiriti o Waitangi as the foundation for the 

relationship between Māori and the Crown. We recognise the significance of 

specific reference to Te Tiriti in the Education Act and the emergent discourse 

resulting from this. We also accept the responsibilities and actions that result 

from our nation’s signing of the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 

Peoples. 

1.4. The TEU expresses its commitment to Te Tiriti by working to apply the four 

whāinga (values) from our Te Koeke Tiriti framework as a means to advance our 

TEU Te Tiriti relationship in all our work and decision-making – with members and 

when engaging on broader issues within the tertiary sector and beyond – such as 

our response to the 2023 Draft UFS Funding Conditions: 

Tū kotahi, tū kaha: We are strong and unified; we are committed 

to actions which will leave no-one behind; we create spaces where 

all people can fully participate, are fairly represented, and that 

foster good relationships between people. 

Ngā piki, ngā heke: We endure through good times and bad; we 

work to minimise our impact on the environment; we foster ahikā 

– the interrelationship of people and the land, including 

supporting tūrangawaewae – a place where each has the right to 

stand and belong. 

Awhi atu, awhi mai: We take actions that seek to improve the lives 

of the most vulnerable; we give and receive, acknowledging that 

reciprocity is fundamental to strong and equitable relationships; 

and we work to advance approaches that ensure quality public 

tertiary education for all. 



 
 

  

3  

Tātou, tātou e: We reach our goals through our collective strength 

and shared sense of purpose, which are supported through 

participatory democratic decision-making processes and 

structures. 

1.5. Our response to the 2023 Draft UFS Funding Determinations (MoE) and related 

Conditions (TEC) stems from our commitment to the whāinga expressed above 

and our wish to see these enacted in the tertiary education sector and in our 

society and communities.  

1.6. Before outlining some specific points in response to the current consultation on 

conditions and determinations, the document outlines our overall view of the 

suitability of the UFS. We spend time on this in order to signal some key concerns 

we have regarding the new funding system that will need to be considered when 

setting the determinations and conditions. 

2. General commentary on the UFS 

2.1. Our sector has been persistently underfunded for more than two decades 

through a funding system that has been oriented toward the commercialisation 

of education and inefficient competition between institutions. For this reason, 

TEU has supported the development of the UFS as a critical step toward the 

transformation of the vocational education and training system. 

2.2. The TEU has long advocated for an overall increase in funding and a funding 

model that provides appropriate baseline funding to ensure a consistency of 

provision and enable innovation. Volume-based funding results in a roller coaster 

of provision, short-term thinking and a lack of innovation.  Courses are cut when 

student numbers are down, irrespective of the needs of industry or communities. 

In addition, we support there being top-up funding to reflect volume (numbers of 

learners) and support innovation and strategic development. This approach 

would work to provide much greater stability for learners, industry, employers 

and staff and would improve the sector’s ability to cumulatively build innovative 

methods of best practice. Stable funding would also enable the sector to respond 

better to challenges such as climate change and sustainability.  Because the new 

UFS is primarily volume-based and does not provide stable funding, the TEU is 

concerned that the model carries over mechanisms of incentivisation which will 

lead to unintended negative consequences for learners, staff, industry and 

communities. In short, the balance of the three components of the UFS as 

currently set is not fit for purpose, particularly in regard to the objectives of: 

• Responding to national and regional skills priorities, and 
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• Ensuring a strong and sustainable regional network of provision 

2.3. Delivery Component. The delivery component allocates volume-based funding. 

This approach will potentially incentivise provision sites in the network to increase 

learner numbers by competing for learners and/or loosening entry requirements 

as has occurred in the past (TEU, 2019)1. It is also likely to create vulnerability for 

small but critical programmes of training and education for regional and national 

economic growth and community wellbeing.  

2.4. Learner component. The ability of the vocational education, skills and training 

system to improve learner achievement and long-term outcomes is a priority 

concern that should guide practice. However, where learner component funding 

will “reward providers that demonstrate improvement in the learners’ success,” 

there is potential, if not handled carefully for the UFS to inadvertently generate 

perverse incentives for providers to elevate grades and pass students who have 

not fully met requirements. Where monitoring processes are in place to try and 

mitigate such unintended outcomes, we consider this retroactive approach as 

inadequate, particularly given it may lead to undesirable educational experiences 

and outcomes for our learners that are unable to be addressed in retrospect. 

2.5. Strategic component. The strategic component is a welcome addition to the UFS 

and could go some way to addressing a) issues around the vulnerability of 

regionally or nationally critical programmes, and b) the need to develop provision 

in ways that meet diverse learner need. However, the TEU believes the balance of 

delivery, learner and strategic components in the UFS is not appropriate to meet 

this need. Within the parameters of the new UFS, funding allocations across the 

three components should be adjusted to better reflect the significance of the 

learner and strategic components, for example: 

COMPONENT CURRENT ALLOCATION RECOMMENDED 

ALLOCATION 

Delivery 84% 70-76% 

Learner 8% 12-15% 

Strategic 8% 12-15% 

 

 

 

 

1 Sedgwick, C. & Proctor-Thomson, S. (2019). The State of the Public Tertiary Education Sector, 2018. 
Wellington: Te Hautū Kahurangi (TEU). 
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2.6. Moreover, it is noticeable that Wānanga are not eligible for ‘element 1’ strategic 

component funding relating to regional and national skills priorities. It is unclear 

as to why Wānanga are excluded from this portion of funding. While we 

understand that TEC are working with Wānanga separately to recognise and 

recompense their contributions to VET, arguably the strategic component is not 

equitable in either amount or in recognition of the stated VET commitment to 

improving the outcomes for Māori in tertiary education.  

 

3. Funding for different modes of delivery in the UFS 

3.1. Differentiating any programme as being “more or less on-line or extra-mural 

provision”, shows little understanding of the reality that most onsite and work-

based learning courses offer some online self-directed learning components that 

are very similar to those in a provider-based blended or entirely extramural 

courses. What is not clear in the determinations for “non-degree delivery at levels 

3-7" is what proportions of on-line or work-based learning are eligible for specific 

funding rates. 

3.2. Designing, producing and delivering on-line programmes can be more cost 

effective than campus-based learning if certain assumptions are held true. For 

example, TEC outlines general guidance on modes of delivery and specifies that 

provider-based extramural learning will deliver only very limited synchronous 

learning and suggests this is a justification of a lower cost structure. Certainly, cost 

effectiveness of online learning has been evidenced in research. For example, while 

online programmes have been found to be costly at the initial stages of development, 

they often gradually become cheaper due to economies of scale (Olugbenga et al., 

2006)2. However, where economies of scale may exist in large automated online 

course delivery, they are far more limited for vocational areas. In vocational 

training and education, learners are developing “craft skills’ including physical 

skills, face-to-face people skills, and skills in operating equipment amongst other 

things. Online provision of content will necessarily be supplemented with online 

and in-person face-to-face guidance and support from tutors, learning support 

 

 

 

2 Olugbenga, O.D., Olakulehin, F.K. (2006). Attitudes and Perceptions of Students to Open and Distance 

Learning in Nigeria. International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 7(1): 1-10. 
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and work-based supervisors. Thus, vocational areas of training and work are 

typically not areas that are easily taught fully online to increasingly large groups. 

3.3. From the extensive experience of our members, learners participating in wholly 

on-line, extramural type programmes often require more frequent synchronous 

and asynchronous 1-1 engagement than those in on-campus in-person courses 

(via email and phone), and similar levels of asynchronous and synchronous group 

interaction (in online discussion platforms and online tutorials). Designing the 

right balance between these different modes of engagement for each new group 

of learners alongside the constant revision of written and visual learning 

materials requires significant expertise and time. Furthermore, research has 

shown that the day to day instructing and learning in an online environment is 

very time consuming both for the educator and learner largely because of the 

large amount of reading and writing that is required (e.g., Bartolic-Zlomislic & 

Bates, 1999)3. The UFS does not appear to incorporate these considerations. 

3.4. Untested assumptions regarding the need for reduced learner/educator contact 

in online learning contexts may be a contributing factor in mixed evidence about 

the impact of online learning for learner outcomes. For example, research has 

found that learning outcomes in some skill areas exceed those achieved in in-

person contexts. For example, Appana (2008)4 cites research that found writing 

and computer skills were significantly improved in an online learning context. By 

contrast, others have found that even in a community college course where initial 

motivation of learners in online and face-to-face contexts was equivalent, online 

learners received lower grades throughout the course and were less likely to pass 

than their counterparts involved in in-person tuition (Francis et al. 2019)5. The 

researchers noted that the “small but significant differences on academic 

outcomes across modalities have implications for community college students’ 

 

 

 

3 Bartolic-Zlomislic, S., & Bates, A.W. (1999). Investing in On-line Learning: Potenttial Benefits and Limitations. 
Canadian Journal of Communication, 24:3. Available: 
https://cjc.utpjournals.press/doi/epub/10.22230/cjc.1999v24n3a1111  
4 Appana, S. (2008). A review of benefits and limitations of online learning in the context of the student, the 
instructor, and the tenured faculty. International Journal on ELearning, 7(1), 5-22. Available: 
https://go.openathens.net/redirector/wgtn.ac.nz?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/review-
benefits-limitations-online-learning/docview/210364167/se-2  
5 Francis, M.K., Wormington, S. V., & Hulleman, C. (2019). The Costs of Online Learning: Examining Differences 
in Motivation and Academic Outcomes in Online and Face-to-Face Community College Developmental 
Mathematics Courses. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1-12. Available: 
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02054     

https://cjc.utpjournals.press/doi/abs/10.22230/cjc.1999v24n3a1111
https://cjc.utpjournals.press/doi/epub/10.22230/cjc.1999v24n3a1111
https://go.openathens.net/redirector/wgtn.ac.nz?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/review-benefits-limitations-online-learning/docview/210364167/se-2
https://go.openathens.net/redirector/wgtn.ac.nz?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/review-benefits-limitations-online-learning/docview/210364167/se-2
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02054
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success in online learning environments, particularly for adult learners who are 

most likely to be faced with competing demands” (p.1).  

3.5. The Charter requires Te Pūkenga to improve the outcomes of a range of learners 

who are likely to be balancing competing demands including Māori, Pacific and 

disabled learners who have traditionally been underserved by the education 

system (Schedule 13, section 4). A balanced approach to provision of blended 

modes of delivery is likely to best meet the needs of such students. 

3.6. Despite the complexities of delivering accessible high quality extramural learning, 

there is no evidence cited by the TEC, MoE or within the Cabinet to suggest that 

the cost structures applied to Provider campus-based and Provider extramural 

learning in the UFS are appropriate or adequate to cover the real cost of teaching 

and learning in these different modes of delivery, particularly with regard to the 

educator’s time required to deliver high quality programmes. While incentivising 

work-based learning may well be an appropriate consideration, the actual costs 

of delivery of different modes including staff and learner time should be 

evidenced and applied explicitly when setting funding rates. 

3.7. Finally, it is of note that the eligibility for funding of "Assessment and verification” 

does not extend to te reo Māori and Tikanga māori learning. It is unclear why it is 

assumed that skill acquisition of te reo Māori and tikanga Māori could not be 

assessed and verified in a work-based setting (Table 4 in Non-degree 

determinations). Organisations operating from a kaupapa Māori approach could 

be ideal places for skill development and evidencing in these areas of learning. 

3.8. The determinations and funding conditions set out in the delivery consultation 

documents relating to cost structure of different modes of delivery are founded 

on assumptions that appear to be untested or evidenced. Legislating on the basis 

of hope, cost cutting and ideology in the absence of evidence is a problematic 

place to start. 

4. Commentary on the determinations and conditions of the “Strategic Component” of 

the UFS 

4.1 As above, TEU sees the strategic component of the UFS as important for ensuring 

provision of programmes that would not otherwise be viable in the 

predominantly volume-based funding system.  

4.2 TEU endorses the requirements stated in relation to ‘Element 1’ of the Strategic 

component funding conditions that TEOs must use the funding to meet charter 

obligations including meeting the education and training needs of regions 
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throughout New Zealand (Section 2, page 1). As stated, the funding must be used 

on innovative projects or provision that align with skills priorities set by TEC and 

informed by WDCs and RSLGs. We are concerned that there is potential for this 

approach to miss supporting key but vulnerable areas of regional training needs 

due to the mandate and focus of WDCs and RSLGs. For example, in 2022, RSLGs 

have published workforce development plans which have identified target 

sectors and demographic groups in need of further development, or which have 

great potential for innovation and growth. But these plans do not currently 

provide a comprehensive account of all skill needs within a region. For example, 

while there is a dire shortage of trained chefs in Te Tau Ihu, culinary training 

development did not make the cut when the two or three target sectors were 

agreed on. Thus, while there is an ongoing need for growth in the chef workforce 

via training in that rohe, it is not profiled in RSLG workforce development plans 

for Nelson/Tasman or Marlborough. On the other hand, WDCs are required to 

cover large and highly diverse industries and sectors across the country. It is 

quite possible that in the process of prioritisation, marginal but essential areas 

of skill development in specific regions are missed.  

4.3 In regard to ‘Element 2’, the point needs to be made that programme 

development and maintenance is part of the everyday mahi of educators. All 

programmes require continuous review, refresh, and revision to keep learning 

relevant, responsive to changes in industry and regions and up to date with 

innovative pedagogical practices. This kind of work keeps educators engaged, 

well informed and excited about their teaching which directly impacts the quality 

of learning for learners. Programme development and maintenance does, 

however, take considerable educator time and it is appropriate that adequate 

funding is made available that reflects educator time in this work. However, 

within the proposed conditions, it is not clear what programme development and 

maintenance would qualify for this funding. What would attract review and 

maintenance funding and what would not? 

4.4 Neither the funding determinations, nor the funding conditions proposed 

include reference to criteria or considerations that will influence the allocation of 

contestable funding. Without this information it is difficult to evaluate the 

appropriateness of the conditions.  

4.5 Furthermore, as above, it is the strong view of the TEU that review and 

maintenance of existing programmes and the realisation of the Tertiary 

Education Strategy (see Section 3, page 2) should be funded via a stable baseline 

of funding to appropriately reflect costs of teaching and learning which are not 
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volume-based. This function of Te Pūkenga, Wānanga and Universities should 

not be vulnerable to contestable funding. 

5. Commentary on the accountability of tertiary education organisations for funding 

received 

5.1. MOE funding determinations gives TEC the discretion to set conditions and 

reporting requirements beyond those that are mandated by Cabinet or MOE.  

Thus TEC plays a key role in ensuring Te Pūkenga meets the Charter (The Charter) 

set out in the Education and Training Act 2020 and the objectives of Tertiary 

Education Strategy (TES).  

5.2. Because of the learning and staffing issues we have raised regarding the UFS as 

a whole, it is essential that at the end of 12 months, TEC rigorously evaluates 

whether the funding model is supporting or impeding TEOs from meeting the 

Charter and TES objectives. This would include, for example, that as part of setting 

and monitoring “minimum and maximum performance standards” (e.g., Section 

11 of the “Non-degree delivery at levels 3-7 and all industry training up to level 7 

on the NZQF Fund”) TEC must work with TEOs to provide evidence of progress 

towards meeting the Charter’s commitments, including but not limited to the 

following: 

1. The empowerment of students and staff on academic and non-academic 

matters (The Charter, section 4a). 

2. Equitable outcomes for learners and staff of different genders, 

ethnicities, cultures, and abilities (The Charter, section 4c(iv). 

3. Promote equitable access to learning opportunities for learners across 

all regions (The Charter, section 4g) 

4. Protecting academic integrity of the education and training programmes 

it delivers (The Charter, section 5c) 

5. Supporting teaching and learning through research, evidence, and best 

practice (The Charter, section 5g). 

 

5.3. TEU would welcome the opportunity to contribute to thinking around how best 

to ensure TEC and TEOs are held accountable to such commitments in the 

Charter. 


