TEC investigation overview: EnterpriseMIT
Limited
What is EnterpriseMIT Limited?
EnterpriseMIT Limited (EMIT) was incorporated in 2011 as a private training establishment (PTE) in accordance
with the Education Act 1989. Following its purchase in September 2012 EMIT was a wholly owned subsidiary of
the Manukau Institute of Technology (MIT), a polytechnic established pursuant to section 162 of the Education
Act 1989 until 2016.

Why we initiated the investigation
In February 2016, following our own data analysis, the TEC engaged Deloitte to look into EMIT’s 2014 and 2015
delivery of three programmes, namely:
› National Certificate in Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations)
› National Certificate in Employment Skills
› Certificate in Finfish Culture
Deloitte’s initial findings indicated there was cause to look more deeply into a range of issues identified. In 2016,
an investigation was initiated to focus on under-delivery of learning hours, the application of recognition of prior
learning and what appeared to be alterations of enrolment and assessment forms. This covered the years 2013 to
2015.
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What we found and what we have done
As EMIT is no longer in operation, the TEC has discussed the findings of the Deloitte report with MIT as
EnterpriseMIT’s owner. The discussions are set out in the table below. EnterpriseMIT has not provided any
training since December 2016 and was formally deregistered as a PTE in August 2017.
Findings

Actions taken

Recognised Prior Learning in Certificate of Finfish
Culture

› The TEC has recovered $125,518.92 (GST exclusive)
from EnterpriseMIT

› High levels of prior learning (not funded by the TEC)
was found to have been claimed for students in
relation to the Certificate in Finfish Culture

› We have discussed with MIT its responsibility to
have in place clear processes that identify and assess
prior learning, because TEC does not provide funding
for prior learning

› The investigation found that students who already
worked in the industry had enrolled in the course
without being assessed for levels of prior learning
› The investigation found that on average students
had 40% prior knowledge of course content
Authenticity of enrolment records
› A number of signatures on assessments and other
documentation were found to be altered
› Correction fluid / tape was used to alter some
signatures, names and dates
› Individual students advised they did not recognise
signatures purporting to be their own

› We have discussed with MIT the need to maintain
appropriate oversight of administrative data and
have processes in place to ensure documents are not
inappropriately altered
› We have advised MIT that this matter should be
reported to the Police

› Reliability of records was questionable
Accuracy of Single Data Return (SDR)
› There was misalignment between course start dates
submitted to the TEC in the SDR and the date a
student enrolment form was actually signed. This
applied to all three programmes reviewed

› We have discussed with MIT our expectations and its
obligations to ensure accuracy of SDR data
submitted to the TEC.

› In some instances the SDR course start date was
listed as months earlier than the enrolment form
was signed. In this instance the inaccuracies have not
impacted on funding or performance metrics.
Under-delivery of programmes
› An under-delivery of learning hours between 2013
and 2015 was identified across the National
Certificate in Employment Skills and the Certificate in
Finfish culture. The level was not significant enough
to warrant any funding recovery.

› We have discussed with MIT the necessity to ensure
alignment between actual delivery, NZQA approval
and data provided to the TEC

› There was delivery of programs that did not align
correctly with NZQA approval documentation
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Our next steps
We are confident that now the investigation process is complete and EnterpriseMIT has ceased to operate as a
training provider, no further actions by the TEC are required. We will continue to engage with MIT as part of our
standard monitoring process.

About our monitoring function
The Tertiary Education Commission invests approximately $2.9 billion every year into tertiary education and
regularly monitors approximately 700 tertiary education organisations (TEOs) to ensure they are performing and
meeting their funding agreements.
As the Government’s key investment provider for tertiary education, our monitoring helps ensure TEOs are
equipped to deliver services so New Zealanders can get the knowledge and skills they need for lifelong success.
Tertiary education is a substantial commitment of time and resources for learners, taxpayers, and government,
and they deserve full value for their investment.
We take a flexible and graduated approach to monitoring, working with TEOs to assist where necessary and
making sure that when intervention is required, both the TEC and the TEO only need to invest as much time and
effort as is necessary in the circumstances.
By using the extensive information and data we have available from across the education sector, we take a
smarter approach to monitoring. This means we can identify issues early, provide relevant and timely support,
and respond appropriately.
Our monitoring work goes beyond traditional compliance to working collaboratively with TEOs, informing and
educating TEOs on their obligations and helping them perform to their absolute best.
You can read more about our monitoring framework here.
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Important message to any person not authorised to have access to this report by Deloitte
Other than Tertiary Education Commission, any person who has not signed and returned to Deloitte a Release
Letter, is not an authorised person with regards to this report.
An unauthorised person who obtains access to and reads this report, accepts and agrees, by reading this
report the following terms:
1.

The reader of this report understands that the work performed by Deloitte was performed in
accordance with instructions provided by our addressee client, the Tertiary Education Commission,
and was performed exclusively for our addressee client’s sole benefit and use.

2.

The reader of this report acknowledges that this report was prepared at the direction of Tertiary
Education Commission and may not include all procedures deemed necessary for the purposes of the
reader.

3.

The reader agrees that Deloitte, its partners, principals, employees and agents neither owe nor accept
any duty or responsibility to it, whether in contract or in tort (including without limitation, negligence
and breach of statutory duty), and shall not be liable in respect of any loss, damage or expense of
whatsoever nature which is caused by this report, or any use the reader may choose to make of it, or
which is otherwise consequent upon the gaining of access to the report by the reader. Further, the
reader agrees that this report is not to be referred to or quoted, in whole or in part, in any prospectus,
registration statement, offering circular, public filing, loan, other agreement or document and not to
distribute the report without Deloitte’s prior written consent.

4.

This report should also be read in conjunction with the limitations set out in the report.

1

EnterpriseMIT Limited | Table of Contents

Table of Contents
Table of Contents

2

Executive Summary

3

Introduction

10

Compliance with NZQA Approval and TEC Funding Requirements

15

Verification of Students and Student Data

38

Authenticity of enrolment and assessment records

50

Summary of recommendations

59

Appendices:

Appendix A: STEO Returns
Appendix B: NZQA R0482 Programme Details Documents
Appendix C: MIT / EMIT information provided relating to course delivery and learning hours
Appendix D: Letter – Oral Examination (Certificate in Finfish Culture)
Appendix E: List of FinFish students with potential truncated delivery
Appendix F: List of student NSNs with SDR course start date variance greater than 1 month
Appendix G: EMIT’s SDR calculations – available on request
Appendix H: Template email sent to students
Appendix I: Key sources of information

2

Executive Summary
Background
1.1

In February 2016, the Tertiary Education Commission (“TEC”) engaged Deloitte to undertake a review of
EnterpriseMIT Limited (“EnterpriseMIT”). EnterpriseMIT is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the Manukau
Institute of Technology (“MIT”).
Mahurangi Technical

Institute1

In September 2012, MIT purchased the assets and operations of the

and this now operates as a division of EnterpriseMIT. The three programmes

that TEC selected for our initial engagement were the National Certificate in Maritime (Commercial Inshore
Vessel Operations), National Certificate in Employment Skills and Certificate in Finfish Culture during 2014
and 2015. In July 2016, TEC expanded our review to an investigation that included reviewing the same
courses in 2013.
1.2

The scope of this engagement was to:
a)

Ensure that programmes are taught in accordance with and comply with the learning hours and
weeks entered into STEO and therefore meet the TEC funding conditions;

b)

Verify the existence of a sample of students, including the legitimacy of enrolment and assessment
records, ensuring that students have actually enrolled, attended and been assessed;

c)

Identify any subcontracting relationships that were in place and, if such relationships were
identified, understand the relationship between the parties and gain an insight of the
EnterpriseMIT’s oversight of those activities; and

d)

Ensure that EnterpriseMIT’s internal quality assurance and control processes regarding these
programmes were robust and fit for purpose.

1.3

On 15 April 2016, we provided TEC with a verbal update summarising our preliminary findings. Following
this update, TEC expanded the scope of our engagement and instructed us to thoroughly analyse the
authenticity of a wider sample of student’s enrolment and assessment records.

On 26 May 2016 we

provided a verbal update to MIT, during which we discussed the progress of our work and our preliminary
findings.

We were subsequently instructed by TEC to direct all correspondence and updates to

EnterpriseMIT through MIT’s

9(2)(a)

, and advised EnterpriseMIT of this fact on 23

June 2016.
1.4

After verbally reporting our further findings to TEC, MIT and EnterpriseMIT on 14 July 2016, the review was
expanded to an investigation on 19 July 2016.

1.5

After providing our draft findings to TEC, we were instructed in April 2017 to complete further work
surrounding recognised prior learning.

1.6

This report contains our findings from both the review stage and investigation stage of this engagement.
Additionally, MIT/EnterpriseMIT responded to the findings and the initial draft report, including via letter on

1
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29 August 2016, 13 January 2017, and 17 July 2017. This final report follows our consideration of these
submissions and incorporates some of MIT/EnterpriseMIT’s comments.
1.7

Subsequent to providing initial findings, MIT advised the TEC and Deloitte that a decision had been made
to ‘wind up’ EnterpriseMIT, and that EnterpriseMIT has not delivered any courses since December 2016.
MIT further advised on 17 July 2017 that EnterpriseMIT is in the final stages of being wound up. In August
2017, the New Zealand Qualifications Authority (“NZQA”) cancelled the registration of EnterpriseMIT Ltd as
a private training establishment. As at the date of this report, EnterpriseMIT is shown as registered on the
Companies Office website, following the filing of the annual return on 2 June 2017. It is wholly owned by
MIT.

Key Findings
1.8

Our key findings relate to the authenticity of the student enrolment and assessment records, accuracy of
data entered into EnterpriseMIT’s Single Data Return (“SDR”), recognised prior learning for the Certificate
in Finfish Culture, and an assessed under-delivery of learning hours delivered to students enrolled in at
least two of the programmes we investigated.

Authenticity of enrolment and assessment records
1.9

As part of our initial review, we requested enrolment records and assessment documentation for 105
randomly selected students that had been enrolled in the three selected programmes. During our further
investigation, we were provided access to all of EnterpriseMIT’s enrolment records and assessment
documentation. In total, we reviewed 177 students’ records.

1.10

Our initial review identified the following issues with students’ records:
a)

There was inconsistent handwriting and signatures on 15 enrolment forms or assessment records.
We have located and spoken to five of these students. These students have confirmed that they do
not recognise one of the enrolment forms; that the handwriting on the forms is not theirs; and that
they do not believe the signatures on some of the enrolment forms or assessment records are theirs;

b)

Dates and other details have been amended using correction tape or fluid without the student’s
knowledge, potentially altering the years that were studied for those students; and

c)

Dates that students were marked present on attendance registers were not consistent with the
estimated duration of the programmes that the students provided during interviews.

1.11

Before our engagement progressed to an investigation, MIT were advised of these issues.

MIT, for

EnterpriseMIT, has completed its own review of student records. MIT’s findings are referenced in the body
of this report and included as an appendix. In August 2016, MIT advised TEC that it found 48 instances
where ‘student signatures varied across the student file’, with 22 of these relating to the Certificate in
Finfish Culture2.
1.12

As part of our investigation, we reviewed a sample of MIT’s findings.

We have not relied on MIT’s findings

for this review, but note that MIT’s overall findings largely mirror our own findings; we would summarise

2
Letter from Peter Winder, Chair, Manukau Institute of Technology to TEC dated 29 August 2016. This letter notes that MIT
completed a review of all enrolments at EnterpriseMIT under review (using PwC and MIT’s internal auditor), provided TEC with a
full disclosure of MIT’s findings, and replaced the Board of EnterpriseMIT.
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these as issues being identified with the veracity of signatures, and correction fluid being used to amend a
number of forms.
1.13

During the further investigation phase, we identified and reviewed approximately 30 other records that
displayed the same issues with the veracity of signatures and amending of information. We found that the
issues identified were consistent across all three years we reviewed.

1.14

Most of the issues that we identified related to records for students who had been enrolled in the Certificate
in Finfish Culture. MIT’s review found the same.

1.15

We (and MIT as part of its review) also identified a smaller number of potential issues with documents
relating to students who have been enrolled in the National Certificate in Employment Skills. However,
these issues were minor in comparison to the Certificate in Finfish Culture, which has been the focus of this
area of the investigation.

1.16

MIT has provided information on potential explanations and/or causes for the issues identified. In summary,
these are:
a)

Separate enrolment forms were being utilised for SAC and YG funding and that it was not uncommon
for students to have completed the wrong form. Mahurangi Technical Institute ran out of pre-printed
enrolment forms and students had been asked to complete an MIT enrolment form.

The Finfish

Administrator may have completed the replacement form personally rather than obtain a replacement
form for the student; and
b)

Students enrolled in Employment Skills are very young “NEET” students who often do not have an
established signature at enrolment.

1.17

We agree that the explanation (at 1.16(b)) for inconsistency around signatures for the National Certificate
in Employment Skills is both plausible (and likely correct) for the large number of the records that MIT
identified potential issues with. Our own review did not identify any significant issues surrounding the
veracity of student signatures on enrolment forms for the National Certificate in Employment Skills that
warranted further investigation when compared to the Certificate in Finfish Culture programme.

1.18

We also agree that the explanation (at 1.16(a)) is plausible where two separate enrolment forms exist for
the Certificate in Finfish Culture files. It is possible that whoever completed the forms did so because the
‘incorrect’ form had been completed by the student.

We note for completeness that the inconsistent

signatures identified on these forms appear to be attempts at copying the students’ real signatures, the
signatures are not listed as ‘pp’ (which would be expected where signing on someone’s behalf), and that
the forms state that students must complete them in their own handwriting. In our view, EnterpriseMIT
has not put forward any explanations for why it would be acceptable to forge signatures.
1.19

EnterpriseMIT confirmed on 26 September 2016 that it does not have any other potential explanations for
the issues identified relating to signature changes on documents3.

1.20

In our view, the issues with student records that we identified are not satisfactorily explained by the reasons
provided by MIT. These include instances where:

3
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a)

the signatures on assessments or documentation relating to assessments are inconsistent or appear
to be false;

b)

correction tape has been used to alter signatures;

c)

correction tape has been used to alter dates or other details; and

d)

it appears that a different individual (for example, a tutor) was the author of the signatures.

We discuss specific instances of these in the body of this report, and can provide copies of the relevant
files.
1.21

The concerns identified raise potential issues surrounding the veracity and reliability of a number of
EnterpriseMIT’s enrolment and other records, and TEC’s ability to rely on them. We also note that creating
a false document with the intent of gaining some form of benefit, or with the intent it would be used as
genuine, is unlawful.

Accuracy of Single Data Return
1.22

In total, we reviewed records for 169 students who had been enrolled during 2013, 2014 or 2015 in the
Certificate in Finfish Culture, National Certificate in Employment Skills and National Certificate in Maritime
(Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations). We reconciled the date on which the enrolment forms were signed
against the earliest course start date for each student that was recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR4.

1.23

We found that 55% of the enrolment forms were signed after the students’ earliest course start date
recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR. This means that EnterpriseMIT received funding for periods of study that
were prior to the student signing the enrolment form. This issue was prevalent in enrolments across all of
the years and programmes we reviewed.

1.24

This is important because:
a)

An earlier course start date recorded in the SDR may impact the year in which EFTS, and therefore
funding, is claimed for each student. Seventeen of the 169 student records that were enrolled
between 2013 and 2015 (10.1%) had an SDR course start date that was more than two months
earlier than the date the corresponding enrolment form was signed by the student;

b)

EnterpriseMIT has received funding earlier than it was entitled to.

Whilst the total funding that

EnterpriseMIT has received as a result of this practice should not be materially different, we note that
the year the funding was received in would not have been correct in some instances. Effectively, this
means that EnterpriseMIT is receiving a use of money benefit from receiving TEC funds before it is
entitled to;
c)

Educational performance indicators are linked to the year that a student completes their study. If a
student was reported as completing a qualification in 2014, but actually attended and studied in
2015, then the organisation’s reported completion rates for each year may be over or understated;
and

4
We also reviewed enrolment records for eight students that were enrolled in 2012, bringing the total of reviewed enrolment
records to 177.
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b)

Having prior competency e.g. working with fish every day, or having previously completed aquatic
studies at Mahurangi Technical Institute.

1.37

During phone interviews, we asked 17 students questions surrounding recognised prior learning. We found:
a)

Eight students reported knowing 50% or more of the total course material before commencing study.
A further five students reported knowing 30% or more.

1.38

b)

None of those students reported going through a formal RPL process.

c)

15 of the 17 students were enrolled in the Certificate in Finfish Culture via their pet shop employer.

d)

10 of the 17 students completed an oral examination.

We set out the detail of our findings in the body of the report. It is possible that students are relying on
their experience rather than the learning that TEC is funding.

The reason provided by students we

interviewed for the prior knowledge they held was primarily that the students already had experience in
working with fish through their employment.
Other matters
1.39

During the course of our review of enrolment records for the students enrolled in the Certificate in Finfish
Culture we noticed that students had been sent letters stating that their “course” was due to be completed
earlier than the standard 40 weeks that are recorded in STEO. Two of these students were only given 27
weeks to complete the programme, which is approximately 66% of the number of weeks recorded in STEO7.

1.40

An EnterpriseMIT employee attended, and was funded for, a Certificate in Finfish Culture enrolment. The
course began in 2015. This fact was not disclosed to us during the student interview. For the purpose of
our review we have excluded the answers provided by this person as they were not sufficiently independent
from the provider.

7

9

This analysis assumes that the student commenced their study on the date that their enrolment form was signed.
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2.11

Although there is no definition of teaching hours that we have been able to identify in the TEC Confirmation
of Investment Plan Funding letters, we have used the following definitions which are referred to on the
NZQA website as guidance:
•

Directed hours: Direct contact time with teachers and trainers;

•

Self-directed hours: Time spent in studying and doing assignments and undertaking practical tasks;
and
Learning hours: Directed hours, self-directed hours and time spent in assessment.

•
2.12

When we refer to teaching hours in this report we are referring to the directed hours and the time spent in
assessment. That is, we define teaching hours as being learning hours but excluding any self-directed
hours.

2.13

We also consider work experience as part of our assessment of learning hours when this is identified in
STEO as a component of the learning hours delivered. We have been informed by TEC that for learning
hours to be classified as work experience there needs to be a structured programme of learning that occurs
on the job along with evidence that there is oversight of this learning. For the purposes of TEC funding,
work experience is not merely going back to one’s current place of employment and continuing to do one’s
job12 for example.

2.14

In relation to EnterpriseMIT, the only programme with a work experience component was National
Certificate in Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations). We did not assess this component as set
out in Section 3.

2.15

From these definitions it is our view that in principle, teaching hours relate to direct contact time between
tutors and learners, and self-directed hours relate to the learning a student undertakes on their own. We
have been advised by TEC that they are in agreement with this approach.

2.16

Our methodology establishes the highest number of learning hours that were delivered to students. This
is because the learning hours that are actually undertaken by students will vary depending on their
background, desired academic achievement and personal ability to study.

In these instances, our

assessment of the learning hours that were delivered is conservative (i.e. is an assessment of the highest
number of learning hours delivered to students) because:
a)

Timetable and document review – during our reviews we often encounter cohorts on programmes
that receive a varying number of tutorials. For these students, our assessment relies on the students
that had the highest number of timetabled days;

b)

Student interviews – the student interviews are a useful source of evidence to determine how the
delivery was structured, and how much time the students spent undertaking self-directed study. We
acknowledge that a student’s recollection of the amount of time they spent completing self-directed
study may not be 100% accurate. This is because students do not often keep logs of their time
completing self-directed study. Accordingly, we reduce the risk that our assessment of the selfdirected study is understated by only relying on the highest estimates that were provided by students.
As an example, we interviewed 21 students that were enrolled in the Certificate in Finfish Culture
during 2013 to 2015. Their responses varied from below four hours per week (lowest 75% of the
students we interviewed) up to 15, 15, and 20 hours per week (the highest three responses from

12

Telephone call with TEC on 01 August 2016
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students we interviewed). In this instance we have relied on the highest three responses that were
estimated by the students;
c)

Tutor interviews – if the tutor interviews indicated that the students’ responses may have understated
the learning hours received, we have adjusted our assessment upwards.

2.17

In addition to considering the documentary and interview evidence for each of the learning components,
we have also considered EnterpriseMIT’s submissions in respect of each programme. In some instances,
such as the National Certificate in Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations) qualification, we have
accepted EnterpriseMIT’s submission and adjusted our findings.

2.18

There were some instances where we have not accepted EnterpriseMIT’s submissions. In these instances,
we have included a description of EnterpriseMIT’s position. We recommend that TEC considers both our
assessment, and EnterpriseMIT’s submission carefully to determine which assessment is appropriate when
determining whether there has been under-delivery in relation to any of the programmes.

Scope of this Report
2.19

TEC engaged Deloitte to undertake an investigation of EnterpriseMIT focussing on three programmes, which
were the National Certificate in Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations), National Certificate in
Employment and Certificate in Finfish Culture.

2.20

The purpose of the investigation was to provide information to enable TEC to establish whether the delivery
of these programmes during 2013, 2014 and 2015 was compliant with NZQA’s and TEC’s programme and
funding approval requirements. This included:
a)

Ensuring that programmes are taught in accordance with and comply with the learning hours and
weeks entered into STEO and therefore meet the TEC funding conditions;

b)

Verifying the existence of a sample of students, including the legitimacy of enrolment and
assessment records, ensuring that students have actually enrolled, attended and been assessed;

c)

Identifying any subcontracting relationships that were in place and, if such relationships were
identified, understand the relationship between the parties and gain an insight of EnterpriseMIT’s
oversight of those activities; and

d)

Ensuring that EnterpriseMIT’s internal quality assurance and control processes regarding these
programmes were robust and fit for purpose.

Limitations of this Report
2.21

The terms of this engagement and the scope of the work you have asked us to undertake do not comprise
an audit or a review engagement, and the assurances associated with those reviews are not given. Our
work did not constitute an assurance engagement in accordance with the requirements of the Chartered
Accountants Australia and New Zealand, and was not designed to provide assurance accordingly under
International or New Zealand Standards on Auditing or Assurance such as ISAE 3000. Accordingly, no
assurance opinion or conclusion has been provided.

2.22

The financial and other information contained in this report have been provided by EnterpriseMIT, TEC,
NZQA and various EnterpriseMIT students. Our investigation was based on enquiries, analytical review
procedures, interviews and the exercise of judgement.
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2.23

Our assessments are based on observations from our investigation undertaken in the time allocated.
Assessments made by our team are matched against our expectations and good practice guidelines.

2.24

Because of the inherent limitations of any internal control structure, it is possible that errors or irregularities
may occur and not be detected. Our procedures were not designed to detect all weaknesses in control
procedures as they were not performed continuously throughout the period and the tests performed are
on a sample basis.

2.25

Any projection of the evaluation of the control procedures to future periods is subject to the risk that the
systems may become inadequate because of changes in conditions, or that the degree of compliance with
them may deteriorate.

2.26

The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during the course of performing
our procedures and are not necessarily a comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist or
improvements that might be made. We cannot, in practice, examine every activity and procedure, nor can
we be a substitute for management’s responsibility to maintain adequate controls over all levels of
operations and their responsibility to prevent and detect irregularities, including fraud.

Accordingly,

management should not rely on our report to identify all weaknesses that may exist in the systems and
procedures under examination, or potential instances of non-compliance that may exist.
2.27

This report has been prepared for distribution to TEC. We disclaim any assumption of responsibility for any
reliance on this report to any other persons or users, or for any purpose other than that for which it was
prepared.

2.28

Suggestions for improvement should be assessed by management for their full commercial impact before
they are implemented.
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3.3

We note that there is a minor discrepancy between the total learning hours recorded in STEO and the R0482
provided by New Zealand Qualifications Authority (“NZQA”) for the National Certificate in Employment Skills.

3.4

The National Certificate in Employment Skills was amended through Type 2 Changes that were approved by
NZQA on 1 October 2014. These changes included13:
a)

Reducing the duration of the programme from 24 to 19 weeks (moving from students attending classes
for three 7.5 hour days and attending work experience the other two days, to classes five days per
week and an option of work experience towards the end of the programme);

3.5

b)

Stating that delivery is face to face with optional work experience provided for; and

c)

Adding automotive, hospitality, literacy and numeracy electives to the programme.

The R0482 form for the National Certificate in Employment Skills that was provided to us by the NZQA states
that the programme requires 600 total learning hours during 19 weeks. These learning hours are not split
into self-directed or teaching hours per week, although the delivery method states that the following methods
can be used14:
•

Face to face classroom lectures – no less than 60%;

•

Practical onsite experience (15%) or role-playing (5%); and

•

Work based – up to 40%.

Duration and Learning Hours Analysis
3.6

We have been advised by TEC that an important part of the funding provided to Tertiary Education Providers
is based on the total learning hours delivered to the student (approximately 1,200 hours per year for a full
time course). This is reflected in the funding condition SAC3+/01315.

3.7

The learning hours recorded in STEO for the programmes we reviewed were comprised of teaching hours,
self-directed hours and work experience hours16. Our review focussed on all three of these components and,
where available, relied primarily on course timetables, attendance registers, tutor interviews, student
interviews and curriculum documents to quantify each aspect.

3.8

We note that the self-directed component differs between each student, depending on a number of factors
such as age, prior knowledge, motivation and experience.

However, it is an important part of the total

learning hours that the funding is based on. When we have assessed the self-directed hours that are required,
we have relied on the highest estimates provided by independent students that we interviewed. This is a
conservative approach, as it increases the volume of hours we have assessed as being delivered to students
compared to using other methods (e.g. the average student estimate).
3.9

We note that EnterpriseMIT’s position on self-directed learning is that it17:

Doc 4a – 7166 – NC5432 – Employment Skills Change Approval – Oct 2014 (NZQA to EnterpriseMIT letter 1 October 2014)
National Certificate in Employment Skills R0482, run on 22 March 2016. Provided by NZQA.
15
Tertiary Education Commission, letter to EnterpriseMIT, dated 4 December 2014 – “Confirmation of 2015 Investment Plan
funding”, page 13
16
We note that these three fields are the only options available in STEO for breaking down the types of learning hours
17
EnterpriseMIT response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 6
13
14
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“…does not believe that any provider can ‘deliver’ self-directed learning. Instead, providers develop
structures, frameworks and activities that a student may undertake outside structured teaching such
as homework, practical activities, readings, suggested revision periods, projects and assignments that
a student is advised to undertake to optimise their prospects of succeeding in the course. Students
are, however, expected to also be developing as self-directed learners through undertaking additional
activities other than those prescribed by teaching staff and these activities are also part of the learning
requirement for students”.
3.10 Our assessment includes the structured teaching that students were advised to undertake, which is referred
to by EnterpriseMIT in the first portion of the response quoted above. However, in our view, the second
component of EnterpriseMIT’s position, being what we interpret to be a general expectation that students
would undertake additional activities has not been incorporated into our assessment. This is because our
assessment of the self-directed learning hours focusses on those learning hours that have a nexus to the
provider’s relationship with the student.
3.11 We recommend that TEC considers both our findings and EnterpriseMIT’s response when it determines the
appropriate level of self-directed hours that TEC is funding for this programme. We note that EnterpriseMIT
has requested that TEC consider whether the relevant test is to assess a student’s self-directed learning
hours based on their actual time studying, or what a provider would anticipate a notional learner would
require to complete the activities that were structured and advised to the learners by the provider.
3.12 Our assessment of self-directed learning is generous and reflects “best case” scenarios of the actual learners
funded by TEC. This is the approach that we have consistently applied in engagements for TEC where we
have been instructed to assess actual delivery, not theoretical delivery to a hypothetical notional learner.
3.13 Our assessment of the total delivered learning hours has calculated an under-delivery of learning hours
provided to students enrolled in the National Certificate in Employment Skills and Certificate in Finfish Culture
programmes.
3.14 We note that EnterpriseMIT:
a)

Disagrees with our assessment of the learning hours that were delivered to students enrolled in these
programmes.

Accordingly, we have included sections for each programme which provide

EnterpriseMIT’s position on the learning hours that were delivered; and
b)

Queries whether funding condition SAC3+/013 “provides a valid basis for using learning hours as a
basis for delivery compliance, when the EFTS value for the programmes and courses approved by TEC
was based on credit value and not the learning hours estimated by the provider”18. In this regard, we
note that we were engaged to investigate the learning hours that were actually delivered to students
that studied the programme.

Further, we note that if EnterpriseMIT considers that the approved

learning hours for a programme do not reconcile with the credit value or points value of an approved
programme, then it may wish to re-evaluate the approved learning hours for the programme.
3.15 We have summarised our assessment of the actual learning hours delivered for each of the programmes that
we investigated as:
Table 5: Assessment of learning hours delivered

18

EnterpriseMIT response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 6
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National Certificate in Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations) as an important qualification in order
to obtain their Skipper Restricted Licence through Maritime New Zealand. EnterpriseMIT explained to us
that24:
a)

During 2013 and 2014, students who were enrolled in the National Certificate in Maritime (Commercial
Inshore Vessel Operations) Programme would have intended to achieve the Maritime New Zealand
operator licences that were referred to in the programme documentation;

b)

In April 2014, these external licences were replaced by Maritime New Zealand with the Skipper
Restricted Limited licence. EnterpriseMIT continued to deliver the programme aligned to the older
licences until the end of 2014. The material impact of the change in alignment between the programme
that was offered and the external licence linked to this (which was not part of the approved programme)
was minimal, with the exception of mandatory attendance at a face to face Restricted Radar course.

3.17 The programme document, which was amended by a Type 2 change in 2012, states that the programme was
delivered as one course. We were advised that the course was structured into four compulsory components,
which must be studied full-time over a 24 week period25. Students were required to complete approximately
19 weeks intensive sea time prior to attending five weeks of theory and practical work at the Mahurangi
Technical Institute campus26. This reflects the blended delivery nature of the programme.
3.18 We note that six out of the eleven students who we interviewed stated that they attended a block course
that was between two and five days length, which was usually held in Westport in the South Island.
EnterpriseMIT advised us that this model of delivery was consistent with an approval that was sought from
NZQA, TEC, Maritime New Zealand and Competenz in 201427.
Assessment of delivery for students who complete 3 ½ to 4 ½ week block course
3.19 We cannot form a view on the actual learning hours that have been delivered to students who have studied
the National Certificate in Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations). This is because the assessment
of this programme relies heavily on the student’s recollection of the time that was spent completing the
online training module and self-directed study in relation to the Maritime New Zealand Training Record book
while they were onboard their vessel.
3.20 We note that EnterpriseMIT has provided a submission in respect of the learning hours that are delivered to
students who study this programme. EnterpriseMIT’s submission is attached at Appendix C, and quantifies
the total learning hours that students have received as 1,088 hours (or 113.3% delivery). Because we are
not able to quantify the hours that students have studied the online training module, we recommend that
TEC considers EnterpriseMIT’s submission in this respect.
3.21 For completeness, we have set out below a description of the components of the delivery of this programme:
a)

On-site training - Five out of the eleven students who we interviewed referred to a 3 ½ week block
training course that was held at Mahurangi Technical Institute, Warkworth. This is consistent with the
description that was provided to us by two EnterpriseMIT tutors, who stated that students attended
two weeks of nautical training, one week of engineering training, and three days of first aid and radar
training. EnterpriseMIT also advised us that, until the end of 2014, students who required the Maritime

24
25
26
27

EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 8
EnterpriseMIT tutors explained to us that the four components were Nautical, Radio, Engineering and First Aid.
NZ CVO Certificate Application Document, effective from June 2009, page 5
EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 8

19

EnterpriseMIT Limited | Compliance with NZQA Approval and TEC Funding Requirements

New Zealand Inshore Launchmaster Licence were also required to attend a one week Restricted Radar
course, which was a mandatory requirement of Maritime New Zealand for licencing purposes. This
would mean that, up to the end of 2014, students would have been required to attend approximately
4 ½ weeks of on-site training28.
The students and tutors also referred to a “couple of” hours of homework or self-directed study outside
class hours per day during the block course.
We emphasise that these 3 ½ (or 4 ½ for 2013 and 2014 students) weeks of on-site training are not
reflective of the teaching hours that were delivered to the students referred to in paragraph 3.18 who
completed a shorter duration block course.
b)

Students were required to complete a Maritime New Zealand Training Record Book in order to complete
the programme29. The Training Record Book states that the minimum duration of service required for
the Skipper Restricted Limits licence is 200 hours on an appropriate vessel.

However, the tutors,

students and a representative of Maritime New Zealand that we interviewed advised us that students
would realistically require a significantly higher number of hours at sea in order to complete the tasks
required and reach the appropriate level of competency.
We note that all students, irrespective of the duration of their block course, were required to complete
the Training Record Book.
c)

The third component of this programme is an online training module30, which was usually completed
by students while working on their respective vessels. The online learning includes four modules,
which are all assessed. We interviewed three tutors and eleven students to get an understanding of
the amount of hours that students are required to undertake in order to complete the online training
modules. We were advised that:
•

The administrator responsible for monitoring the students that are completing the online modules
stated that students would take different hours depending on their background. However, the
administrator estimated that a standard student may take between 40 and 60 hours; and that
some students could take up to 80 hours.

•

The head tutor for the programme advised that the online course could be done within 40 hours,
however, some students may take longer (a higher estimate was not provided).

•

The eleven students who we interviewed estimated a range between 20 and 80 hours, which was
usually done while they were working on their respective vessels.

d)

We note that students would likely have spent one hour per week undertaking general tutor contact
throughout the duration of the programme. This reflects contact that students may have with the
tutors during the first 19 weeks of the programme when they are completing work-experience and the

EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 10
Accessed online at: https://www.maritimenz.govt.nz/Publications-and-forms/Commercial-operations/Seafarerlicensing/Seafarer-training-record-book-skipper-restricted-limits.pdf
We were advised that in 2013 the form of the task book (Training Record Book) would have been different but with the same
range of activities (and therefore learning hours).
30
Note that because the online module was introduced in early-2013, some students who completed CIVO in 2013 would have
completed the same content but paper-based.
28
29
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online component whilst employed on their vessel; and an allowance for unscheduled contact during
the balance of the programme.
3.22

As discussed above, we have not been able to assess the actual delivery of learning hours to these students.
This is because the estimates for the self-directed component of this programme, undertaken in respect of
the tasks required for the Maritime New Zealand Task Book, could not be reliably quantified. We note that
EnterpriseMIT has provided a submission in respect of this programme, which is attached in Appendix C.
Delivery for students who complete shorter block courses

3.23

The tutors that we interviewed advised us that some students complete shorter block courses which were
all held at Westport. The tutors estimated that approximately 15% of students completed these shorter
block courses.

Six out of the eleven students who we interviewed described attending these shorter

duration block courses, which usually involved between two and five days of training.
3.24

EnterpriseMIT subsequently informed us that 21 out of the 163 students (12.9%) that enrolled in the
programme during the time period covered by our investigation undertook a shortened block course at
Westport31, which is consistent with the tutor’s estimate.

3.25

The six students that completed a shorter block course advised us that they were still required to complete
the Training Record Book and Online Module. Accordingly, the only impact on learning hours delivered to
these students is a reduction in the teaching hours delivered during the shorter block course and a reduced
amount of self-directed learning done during the shorter block course.

3.26

If a student completed a 3.5 full-day block course at Westport then this would reduce the direct teaching
hours that they had received during the block course by approximately four weeks (which is 150 hours or
15.6% of the learning hours that were entered into STEO for this programme).

3.27

Five out of the six students that we interviewed, who described a block course duration of one week or
less, have been recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR as consuming .7083 EFTS, which is the full EFTS value of
the programme that is recorded in STEO.

This indicates that EnterpriseMIT has not reduced the

consumption of EFTS that have been claimed for these students. EnterpriseMIT advised us that it “did not
reduce the EFTS value of these students because there was no reduction in the amount of learning made
available to these students and therefore no requirement to do so”32.
3.28

TEC may wish to consider whether or not these 21 students who have completed shorter block courses
should be funded for a reduced EFTS value to reflect the fact that a lower number of learning hours have
been delivered to these students.
EnterpriseMIT response

3.29

We provided EnterpriseMIT with the opportunity to respond to our assessment of the delivery of learning
hours under this programme.

31
32

EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 18
EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 19
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students were at sea working for all of the time required to complete this. We do not consider that all
of this time is learning hours, when the majority of the time will be spent completing tasks that would
be required of the student without completing the CIVO course. These responses did not allow us to
accurately calculate the specific learning hours while on the vessel.
b)

9(2)(a)

’s assessment estimated that it would take 347.50 hours to complete the tasks required

by the Training Record Book. However, 9(2)(a)

has also included an additional allowance of

200 hours sea time in order to complete the Training Record Book.
We note that it is possible that there is an element of double-counting to this additional allowance.
This is because the tasks that are performed to complete the Training Record Book are undertaken by
the student while they are working on their vessel (i.e. while they are engaged in sea time hours).
c)

9(2)(a)

has estimated that the online training module would take a student 255 hours to

complete. Comments made by 9(2)(a)

in respect of activities required to complete the online

training module include the fact that students would need to review content several times to
understand it, watch videos several times and re-read content before fully understanding the
material37.
We note that

9(2)(a)

’s estimate is over three times higher than the highest estimates that

were provided by EnterpriseMIT’s online training administrator, tutor and eleven randomly selected
students that we interviewed.
3.34 We recommend that TEC considers our findings and all of the information provided by EnterpriseMIT to
determine if it accepts EnterpriseMIT’s assessment of the delivery of CIVO.
3.35 In summary, we assessed:
a)

that 21 students undertook 202.5 learning hours to complete the block course (including 45 hours of
self-directed learning)38;

b)

the remaining students undertook 31.5 learning hours to complete the block course (including 7 hours
of self-directed learning);

c)

that students undertook 80 learning hours to complete the online learning module.

That is, we assessed that between 111.5 and 282.5 learning hours (11.6%% or 29.4%% of total learning
hours) were completed through the block course and learning module. We are not able to assess the
learning hours component that was undertaken by students during their time working at sea.
3.36 What we can assess, is that if the full learning hours are delivered, then at least 70% of the student’s learning
in relation to this programme is undertaken by the student by learning through their work at sea. In fact, 19
out of the 24 weeks of the programme duration, are undertaken whilst the student is employed. TEC may
wish to consider whether the delivery of this programme is more closely aligned with an industry training
model rather than a SAC funded model of delivery. We say this because:
a)

37
38

Students are all employed in related workplaces before they start studying the programme;

Response to CIVO – May 2016, pages 7 - 10
Assuming the course was 4.5 weeks (a 3.5 week course would be 157.5 hours including self-directed learning)
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b)
c)

The training helps the development of skills that meet industry needs;
Actual delivery of the programme involves a high component of work experience and practice of skills
whilst employed; and

d)

Actual delivery of the programme involves the student being employed fulltime, and based on their
vessel, for 19 out of the 24 weeks.

Certificate in Finfish Culture
3.37 The Certificate in Finfish Culture is a part-time, self-paced distance learning programme that provides
students with an opportunity to learn about the aquatic industry, breeding and maintaining finfish livestock.
Most of the students who we interviewed were working in pet stores and had enrolled in the programme
through their employer39. We were advised that one of the EnterpriseMIT tutors visits pet retail stores, talks
to managers at each of the branches and recruits students throughout the country during various site visits.
The tutor also provides support and assesses students who are working at the pet stores.
3.38 Our review has highlighted three issues regarding the delivery of the Certificate in Finfish Culture which we
discuss in further detail in this section. In summary the three issues are:
a)

STEO records that the duration of this programme is 40 weeks, and is described as part-time.
However, some of the student enrolment records we reviewed included letters that had been sent to
students indicating they were given a materially shorter duration to complete the programme. The
shortest durations, for the students who we randomly selected for our initial review of enrolment
records, were 27 weeks. This is 67% of the duration that is recorded in STEO. EnterpriseMIT advised
us that the longest duration between programme enrolment and completion for this programme was
an 81 week study duration.
EnterpriseMIT advised us that the duration that is stated in the approval documentation for the
Certificate in Finfish Culture is a notional length that is based on the best assessments of experienced
providers, which indicated that an average learner would spend one hour per week in “taught” activity,
and 16 hours per week in self-directed activity. EnterpriseMIT noted that some students may be able
to commit more time to their training, or learn faster, and that those students could complete the
programme in a shorter duration;

b)

Through its assessment of prior learning process, EMIT did not find any students to have Recognised
Prior Learning, and therefore did not grant credit to any students or reduce any funding claimed.
During phone interviews, we asked 17 students if there was anything in the course that they already
knew from previous experience, and to estimate the percentage of the total material that the student
already knew. Eight students (47%) reported knowing 50% or more, and five students (a further
29%) reported knowing 30% or more. None of those students reported going through a formal RPL
process.
Students were invited to complete their assessments orally, rather than through the submission of
written workbooks. Letters sent to students advising them of this oral examination stated that this
would reduce the students’ study time “immensely”. We discuss this letter in further detail below at
paragraph 3.39, and have attached an example of one of these letters at Appendix D; and

39

The largest contributor being a pet retail store chain
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c)

STEO records that students are required to undertake one teaching hour per week plus 16 self-directed
learning hours per week, for a total of forty weeks. This was the information submitted to TEC when
funding was approved. A large majority of the students we interviewed indicated that a much lower
level of self-directed study was required.

Truncated course duration
3.39 During the course of our enrolment review, we identified that letters had been sent to students stating that
the students’ courses were due to finish within a shorter timeframe than would have been expected if the
student was given 40 weeks to complete the programme from the date their enrolment form was signed.
3.40 To provide an example, two of the randomly selected students we received records for signed their enrolment
forms on 13 June 201440. On 13 October 2014 both of these students were sent letters by EnterpriseMIT
stating that:
“[Y]our Certificate in Finfish course is due to finish on 14 December 2014. We advise you to submit
your assessment as soon as possible to ensure completion, and allow us to award you with your
certificate”
3.41 These letters suggest that the students’ duration of study may have been shortened to approximately 27
weeks41, which is significantly lower than the 40 week duration recorded in STEO. This is an important issue
because it suggests that these students have been required to complete the Certificate in Finfish Culture in
approximately 67% of the standard programme duration. It appears that certificates for the course cohorts
were issued at the same time (in December).

This truncated delivery may lead to an under-delivery of

learning hours to these students.
3.42 We also note that both of these students have course start dates recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR of 1
February 2014 (i.e. approximately four months prior to the student’s signing of their enrolment forms). We
discuss the discrepancy between the student’s enrolment form dates and the SDR course start dates in
section 4, as it is an issue at EnterpriseMIT that is prevalent in all of the programmes we investigated. It is
possible that the inaccurate early SDR course start date has driven a requirement for these students to
complete the programme in a shorter timeframe.
3.43 We have not individually assessed every potential instance of truncated delivery for the Certificate in Finfish
Culture. Due to the nature of the delivery of the course (being by distance) it would be necessary to review
the records for each student to determine those for whom there has been under delivery. We have assessed
that there are 37 students that have potentially had truncated delivery, our analysis is included as Appendix
E.
3.44 In respect of the truncated course delivery that we have identified, EnterpriseMIT’s position is that the same
learning materials and requirements were provided to these students. Accordingly, EnterpriseMIT’s position
is that this does not lead to any reduction in the learning hours required to complete the programme.
3.45 TEC may wish to consider investigating the enrolment records for all of the students that have enrolled in
the Certificate in Finfish Culture (specifically those who have a programme duration of less than 40 weeks
from enrolment signature to course end date in the SDR) to determine whether or not those students have
been required or directed to complete their study in a shorter timeframe.

40
41

NSNs: 9(2)(a) and 9(2)(a)
From 13 June 2014, when they signed their enrolment forms, to 14 December 2014
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Recognised Prior Learning and oral examinations
3.46 During the course of our enrolment review we noted that a large number of students’ files included a letter
that stated42:
“If you feel confident in your knowledge about the course, I would encourage you to apply for an Oral
Examination. This would entail a tutor visiting and asking a series of questions relating to the course
materials, and cut down your study time immensely. Please call to discuss this with us if you feel you
would like to apply.”
3.47 We have attached an example of this letter, redacting the student’s details, in Appendix D.
3.48 We completed additional work to determine the possibility of reduced learning hours because of the oral
examination and to determine if students should have been assessed (and funding reduced) for RPL.
3.49 EnterpriseMIT advised us that it believed the wording of this letter arose from a previous audit of Mahurangi
Technical Institute by TEC, as a “corrective action to a recommendation to strengthen the process for
ensuring that funding was not claimed where a student could complete the programme through an
assessment of prior learning.

Where students did respond to this letter seeking an assessment of prior

learning, their enrolment in the programme was cancelled and they were assessed under RPL provisions
accordingly”43. However, as discussed below, we note that students who have completed the oral
examinations have been funded at the full EFTS value, which suggests that no funding deduction has been
made for the student’s recognised prior learning. EMIT has confirmed that no student was assessed to have
RPL during the review period and that there was no reduction in funding claimed.44
3.50 We investigated this matter further and identified that a number of the student files we reviewed had oral
examination papers on the file. During our phone interviews with students, students also referred to having
completed the oral examination (see paragraph 3.53 below).
3.51 We examined this further because, at face value, the letters suggested that students who undertook an oral
examination rather than submitting workbooks would have their study time cut down “immensely”. In our
opinion, the students who undertake the oral examination are at higher risk of not undertaking the learning
hours that TEC is funding for delivery, as set out in STEO. This is particularly the case for students that had
prior competency through working with fish every day (refer paragraph 3.58(b)).
3.52 We asked EnterpriseMIT to provide us with the number of students that complete oral examinations rather
than written workbooks so that we could identify the proportion of students who are orally assessed. In
response, EnterpriseMIT provided us with two spreadsheets, which recorded that 36.8% of completed Finfish
courses during 2014 and 2015 were orally assessed45. EnterpriseMIT’s review of the 2013 student files found
that eight of the 36 student files had an oral assessment on file. The spreadsheet that EnterpriseMIT provided
to us recorded that 158 courses were orally assessed in 2014 and 44 courses were orally assessed in 2015.

42
For example, letter sent to NSN 9(2)(a) by EnterpriseMIT on 15 July 2014. We note also that the ability to complete an oral
examination is referenced in a number of different letters sent to students, and that this is one example of the contents only.
43
EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 22
44
Email from 9(2)(a)
, MIT 9(2)(a)
, 2 June 2017
45
Finfish 2014 Files – For Audit.xlsx and Finfish 2015 Files – For Audit.xlsx. The calculations per year were: 2014 – 41.8% and
2015 – 25.73% and the spreadsheet states “Course orally assessed” as a field, which is beside the three course names for the
programme.
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The funding for these courses was 27.01 EFTS46. We recommend that TEC consider whether assessing this
proportion of students through oral examinations is appropriate.
3.53 During the course of our initial review we interviewed 21 students who had enrolled in the Certificate in
Finfish Culture. Twelve of these students had completed the programme47. Of the twelve students that had
completed the programme, three had completed it through oral examination.

The first student that we

interviewed, who was funded for the full 0.582 EFTS of this programme, advised us that:
a)

He finished about half of the content in the workbooks and then did a separate “aptitude” test;

b)

He usually took his books with him to work to study, and would do between 3 to 4 hours study per
week. However, he was spending less time studying per week towards the end when he wasn’t
finishing the workbooks;

c)

The person running the course gave him a call, and advised the student that he was going to be in
Hamilton in two days’ time and that the student could do an oral aptitude test. The student did not
get much time to prepare or finish the other books, so just skimmed over them;

d)

The oral examination was approximately an hour and a half; and

e)

The amount of work the student put in before-hand would probably not be sufficient to pass the oral
exam if he did not work with fish.

3.54 After interviewing the second student that had been orally assessed, we discovered that she was a current
employee of EnterpriseMIT and had been employed by EnterpriseMIT when she studied the Certificate in
Finfish Culture48. This fact was not disclosed to us during the student interview. Accordingly, we have not
relied on this student’s responses regarding the hours delivered under the programme or what was required
for the oral examination, as the person was not sufficiently independent.
3.55 The third student that we interviewed who had completed the oral examination, told us that they were initially
spending approximately 2-4 hours to complete each workbook, but then elected to be assessed by the tutors
through an oral examination. We note that this student was also funded for the full 0.582 EFTS of this
programme.
3.56 We found that a large number of the oral examinations were completed near the end of the course dates
(e.g. where the course was set to end in late-December, many oral examinations for that cohort were
completed in mid-late-December). EnterpriseMIT contended that this was not an issue, as “the intention of
oral assessment was to encourage students who were not appearing to progress well with written
assessment, it should be anticipated that the majority of such assessment[s] would occur towards the end
of a course period”49.
3.57 Some oral examinations on file had evidence of observation being completed (for example photographs taken
by the tutor of the student doing tasks). However, we identified a number of examples where there was no
clear evidence on file of the student having completed the oral examination, beyond the oral examination
form being signed by the tutor50. We note in section 5 our concerns around some of the signatures on oral
examination documents.

EnterpriseMIT stated that the concerns in relation to these signatures did not

20.62 EFTS in 2013 and 6.4688 EFTS in 2015
The other nine students either withdrew or were still studying the programme
48
This person is not a Certificate in Finfish Culture tutor. She manages the administration of the CIVO online learning modules.
49
EnterpriseMIT Response to Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 28
50 For example NSN
and NSN 9(2)(a)
9(2)(a)
46
47
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compromise the validity of the assessments undertaken, as the concerns relate to the attestation that the
student makes (being that they have completed sufficient learning and are ready to undertake the
assessment). However, in our view, these concerns raise serious credibility issues about the form.
3.58 We estimate that approximately one third of the files we reviewed during the enrolment review included oral
examination records. The oral examination application forms asked the student to explain why they think
they should be considered for an oral examination. As an example, we noted that example explanations
were (summarised):
a)

Not being able to successfully complete the workbooks on time e.g. no time to complete due to multiple
hospital stays51, not completing the workbooks on time52, and too busy to complete workbooks53; and

b)

Having prior competency e.g. working with fish every day54, or having previously completed aquatic
studies at Mahurangi Technical Institute55. We also note that the EnterpriseMIT tutor we interviewed
estimated that 90% of students worked at pet retail stores.

3.59 We also identified one example of a student who initially asked to withdraw but then completed the oral
examination to successfully complete the course56. EnterpriseMIT contends that this is an example of its
commitment to encouraging students at risk of not completing a programme to finish57.
3.60 In our view, it is possible that the oral examination process is being used to ensure that students who were
at risk of not completing the programme, complete the programme, regardless of whether or not they had
been actively engaged in learning.
3.61 We discuss further potential issues identified with the oral examination documentation in section 5.
3.62 We raised the concerns surrounding the oral examinations with TEC during the course of the review. In April
2017 TEC instructed us to complete a further review of the Certificate in Finfish Culture, focussing on the
topic of RPL. The additional review and investigative steps included conducting further student interviews
that asked specific questions surrounding RPL, and reviewing relevant EMIT documentation and policies on
RPL.
3.63 EMIT provided Deloitte with a copy of its RPL policy and guidelines under its Student Regulations. EMIT,
through MIT’s 9(2)(a)

, has completed its own review of student files for the Certificate in

Finfish Culture between 2013 and 2015. This review considered the course start and finish dates, identified
whether an oral assessment was held on file and recorded comments on indicators for and against the
potential for the student to have RPL. EnterpriseMIT’s review considered that when students had participated
in other written assessments, or had completed the oral examination towards the expected end of the
programme that this indicated there may not be RPL58. We do not accept this view and expand on this
further at paragraph 3.76.

NSN 9(2)(a)
– funded for 0.582 EFTS under this programme
NSN 9(2)(a)
– funded for 0.582 EFTS under this programme
53 NSN
– funded for 0.582 EFTS under this programme
9(2)(a)
54 NSN
9(2)(a) – funded for 0.582 EFTS under this programme
55 NSN
– funded for 0.582 EFTS under this programme
9(2)(a)
56
NSN 9(2)(a)
– funded for 0.582 EFTS under this programme
57
EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 28
58
Documents provided by EMIT 1 June 2017 – 03 Finfish RPL testing 2013.pdf, 04 Finfish RPL testing 2014.pdf, 05 Finish RPL
testing 2015.pfd and 06 Finfish RPL testing roll over to 2016.pdf
51

52
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3.64 EnterpriseMIT’s review identified five students that EMIT described as having “possible RPL”. Four of those
students had completed an oral examination and therefore completed the qualification in a shorter than
expected time.59

One student had completed an oral examination and provided evidence of having an

equivalent or superior qualification.60 We note again for completeness that each of these five students was
funded for the full 0.582 EFTS for the Certificate in Finish Culture.
3.65 Through the 17 additional phone interviews with students who had studied the Certificate in Finfish Culture,
we asked the students questions surrounding RPL. We found:
a)

Eight students reported knowing 50% or more of the total course material before commencing study.
Five students reported knowing 30% or more. One of these students reported knowing 95% of the
total course material.

b)

None of those students reported going through a formal RPL process. The same student who reported
knowing 95% of the course material said he was informally questioned about existing knowledge, but
said there was nothing that seemed like it would affect whether he would receive a place in the course
or not.

c)

15 of the 17 students were enrolled in the Certificate in Finfish Culture via their pet shop employer.

d)

10 of the 17 students completed the oral examination.

3.66 Based on the comments from the initial interviews we conducted, we identified that it was possible that the
students were relying on their experience rather than the learning that TEC is funding. The additional 17
interviews focussing on RPL, further found that eight students indicated they knew 50% or more of the total
course material before commencing study. The reason provided for this knowledge was primarily that the
students had experience in working with fish through their employment.
3.67 We note that the students we have referred to above were funded for the full 0.582 EFTS under this
programme. Oral examinations have been done in respect of 202 course enrolments, which were funded for
27.01 EFTS61.
3.68 EnterpriseMIT states that the same learning materials were available to the students, and so this means that
the oral examination (and the learning required to complete that examination) is no less valid than the written
assessments.

Accordingly, we recommend that TEC considers whether students that complete the oral

assessment should be funded based on the learning hours that were made available (as EnterpriseMIT
contends) or the learning hours that were actually undertaken (which has been our approach).
3.69 EnterpriseMIT advised that it has an RPL process and it disputes that this is an example of RPL. However, if
there are students who are able to complete an assessment without having worked through the required
teaching material it seems to us that this is a likely explanation. Particularly for those students who have
prior experience in a pet shop and state on their forms that this is what enables them to take the oral
examination – listing experience such as being the head of aquatics at pet shops, having worked with finfish
for many years, or working for a large aquarium. Our view is that the factors listed above, including the
letter to students regarding “immensely” reduced study time, explanations on forms regarding previous

NSN 9(2)(a)
NSN 9(2)(a)
61
For clarity, we note that students were enrolled in three “courses” within the Certificate in Finfish Culture, being Finfish
Equipment and Maintenance (usually 0.25 EFTS), Finfish Husbandry (usually 0.166 EFTS) and Finfish Introduction to Aquatics
(usually 0.166 EFTS) for a combined 0.582 EFTS
59
60
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experience and the interviewee’s responses indicate that the oral assessment could be used for those with
prior learning which was not reflected.
3.70 Section 3 of EnterpriseMIT’s Student Regulations outlines EnterpriseMIT’s process and policy for the
assessment of prior learning. This section states62:
3.1.1

The process by which formal learning and experience is matched against learning outcomes
is called the assessment of prior learning (APL) and includes credit transfer (CT), cross
credit (CC) and recognition of prior learning (RPL).

3.1.2

Credit may be granted for prior learning where appropriate evidence can be supplied by
students that they meet the learning outcomes of a course. Prior learning might be work
based, experiential, attested skills or formal learning.

3.1.5

Students who wish to seek assessment of prior learning for sources in which they intend to
enrol must enter into an agreement with EMIT for the provision of assessment of prior
learning services before the start of the course unless otherwise agreed by the PTE
Manager.

3.71 We asked EnterpriseMIT who we could talk to, to walk us through the RPL provisions at EnterpriseMIT in
practice. EnterpriseMIT’s response stated:
“The Policy sets out how Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) process worked for the period under
investigation. Different administrators now operate the RPL process than those that worked here
during the time period that the scope of the investigation covered.”
The wording of EnterpriseMIT’s policy suggests that students need to initiate the RPL process (Regulation
3.1.5). This indicates that EnterpriseMIT may not be proactively identifying students that have prior
experience. In our view, because almost all of the students studying the Certificate in Finfish Culture are
working at a pet store (and potentially regularly with fish), we would expect EnterpriseMIT to take a more
proactive approach to identifying RPL with these prospective students because of the increased chances of
the students having prior knowledge of the subject matter.
3.72 EnterpriseMIT advised us that the oral assessment of the Certificate in Finfish Culture was discussed with
TEC during a review in 2012, and that changes were made to the oral assessment format to accommodate
improvement suggestions.
3.73 At Deloitte’s request, EnterpriseMIT provided information on the dates that students were sent the different
workbooks, and dates that the student completed the oral examination. This analysis is included in Appendix
C. Four examples from this analysis where an oral examination may have caused a significantly reduced
course duration are:
a)

A student who EnterpriseMIT identified as having been sent all three modules on 9 November 2015,
who then completed the oral examination on 12 February 2016 (being approximately three months
later)63;

62
63

Scanned extract provided to Deloitte via email 1 June 2017 ’02 RPL policy for EMIT.pdf’
NSN 9(2)(a)

30

EnterpriseMIT Limited | Compliance with NZQA Approval and TEC Funding Requirements

b)

A student who EnterpriseMIT identified as having been sent all three modules on 9 November 2015,
who then completed the oral examination on 16 February 2016 (being approximately three months
later)64; and

c)

Two students

9(2)(a)

who EnterpriseMIT identified as having been sent all three

modules between 16 and 18 November 2015, who then completed the oral examination on 11 March
2016 (being approximately four months later)65.
3.74 We acknowledge that some students could complete the programme in a short duration (i.e. less weeks),
but still meet the required learning hours by increasing their study time per week. Additionally, EnterpriseMIT
noted that these are four students and could represent a normal distribution of student learning66.
3.75 EnterpriseMIT provided a further response to TEC on 1 June 2017 that outlined EnterpriseMIT’s findings from
testing student files for the Certificate in Finfish Culture67. EnterpriseMIT’s response stated:
“Our testing identified whether an oral examination was completed and at what point in the
programme it was completed… This showed that for the most part, the oral examination occurs
close to the end of the programme by which time the student will have gained more work experience
and engaged with the workbooks provided as part of the programme. Also a number of these
students also undertook assessments throughout the programme before undertaking the oral
examination for part of the programme. On that basis, it would be difficult to state that Recognition
of Prior learning should have been awarded. Our testing showed only 5 possible RPL cases that
may not have been treated correctly but even they did not occur at the commencement of the
programme.”
3.76 EnterpriseMIT’s view is inconsistent with our findings surrounding RPL.

A student completing the oral

examination near the end of the expected timeframe of the programme does not necessarily indicate that
the specific student did not have prior knowledge that meets the learning outcomes for the course. In our
sample of 17 students, three of the eight students that reported having 50% or more prior knowledge did
not complete the oral examination. We found that the 17 students we interviewed did not go through a formal
test or assessment of prior knowledge before commencing the Certificate in Finfish Culture. The Certificate
in Finfish Culture is (in 90% of instances) completed by current employees of pet stores or aquariums, yet
no students were found by EnterpriseMIT to have RPL.
Under-delivery of learning hours
3.77 STEO records that the Certificate in Finfish Culture is delivered through a combination of one teaching hour
and sixteen self-directed hours per week.

The course duration is 40 weeks and, accordingly, 680 total

learning hours are recorded in STEO.
3.78 We emphasise that our assessment of the learning hours that were actually delivered to students is
conservative.

This is because we have relied on the highest estimates that were provided by the three

students out of the 21 students that we interviewed. Accordingly, our assessment of the learning hours
delivered is based on the 85.7% percentile and above estimate from the students we interviewed.
assessment is consistent with the Methodology that we outlined in Section 2 of this report.

NSN 9(2)(a)
NSN 9(2)(a)
and NSN 9(2)(a)
66
EnterpriseMIT Reponses to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 32
67
Email from EMIT 9(2)(a)
to TEC 1 June 2017 ’00 Cover letter response TEC 30 May 17.pdf’ and ’01
Response to TEC table.pdf’
64
65
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3.79 The students that we interviewed referred to being visited by one of EnterpriseMIT’s tutors occasionally
throughout the duration of their study. We were advised that, during these visits, the tutor would assist
students with queries, provide quizzes and undertake some observations or oral assessments.

For the

purpose of our assessment we have assumed that each student received one hour per week of tutor contact
and that this time appears to be tutor directed teaching hours.
3.80 As this is a distance learning course, the bulk of the learning required is self-directed learning. We have
relied on the following sources when assessing the self-directed learning:
a)

The three highest estimates provided by students were68:
•

20 hours per week (duration of 32 weeks), which equals 640 self-directed hours

•

15 hours per week (duration of 30 weeks), which equals 450 self-directed hours

•

10 hours per week (duration of 40 weeks), which equals 400 self-directed hours

Our standard process when we assess self-directed learning is to rely on the average of the
estimates provided by the three students with the highest estimates of self-directed hours required.
This would be 497 self-directed learning hours69.
b)

The tutor that we interviewed advised us that:
•

90% of the Finfish students would be recruited through pet stores;

•

A typical student would take between 9 and 12 months to complete the programme;

•

It was difficult to calculate how many hours would be required on a weekly basis, however, she
would expect 10 to 20 hours of study per week; and

•
3.81

The completion rate is between 85 – 95%, and that she works hard to get maximum completion.

However, we note that the other students we interviewed estimated substantially lower levels of selfdirected learning were required. The estimates provided by these students were usually between 3 and 7
hours per week. This would indicate between 120 and 280 total self-directed study hours, assuming that
the programme was studied across 40 weeks.

3.82

These lower estimates may reflect the fact that most of these students were employed in a pet retail store
and that they were able to progress through the content quickly due to prior learning that they had done
whilst employed.
EnterpriseMIT response

3.83

We asked EnterpriseMIT for an explanation of the learning hours that are required to complete the
Certificate in Finfish Culture. In response, EnterpriseMIT provided us with a spreadsheet setting out the
hours required for each learning objective and stated that70:

We have excluded the answers provided by the student who was also employed by EnterpriseMIT on the basis that the
person was not sufficiently independent. Refer paragraph 3.45.
69
Calculated as: (640 + 450 + 400) / 3
70
Finfish RFI.pdf, letter dated 11 May 2016
68
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during our additional 17 interviews with students, where students reported having significant levels of prior
knowledge.
3.88

As such, the assumption that most learners have no knowledge of the topics being covered does not appear
to be applicable for most of EnterpriseMIT’s Certificate in Finfish Culture students. This could be the reason
that most of the students we spoke to estimated significantly lower levels of self-directed study required
to complete the programme.

3.89

TEC may wish to consider whether:
a)

EnterpriseMIT has been overfunded for the delivery of learning hours delivered to students enrolled in
the Certificate in Finfish Culture during 2013, 2014 and 201575; and

b)

EnterpriseMIT has taken proactive steps to identify students that have prior experience that should be
assessed as RPL and/or whether EnterpriseMIT should have received less funding for students that
have prior learning, including through previous employment at a pet store76.

National Certificate in Employment Skills
3.90

The National Certificate in Employment Skills is a level 1 programme that is aimed at learners aged between
15 and 20 years old who have been unsuccessful in the schooling system.

The certificate includes a

compulsory 45 credit section, which includes reading, writing, listening and speaking credits. Students also
complete a 15 credit section which focusses on one of three electives (automotive, hospitality and literacy
and numeracy). The certificate is designed so that learners will be able to transfer into employment77.
3.91

The latest version of the National Certificate in Employment Skills R0482 form states that the delivery of
the programme will be made up of:

3.92

•

Face-to-face classroom lectures (no less than 60%)

•

Practical onsite experience (15%) and role-playing (5%)

•

Work based (up to 40%)

The impression we got from our interviews with the tutors was that this programme is primarily focussed
at providing students with the opportunity to develop the skills to successfully enter the workplace. This
is achieved through day courses, described by the tutors as “touches”, where the students are given the
opportunity to learn basic skills in various industries.

3.93

We spoke to three tutors who have been involved in the delivery of the National Certificate in Employment
Skills since June 2015, and were advised that:
•

The programme had recently been restructured. We note that the three tutors who currently deliver
the programme were all employed between June and August 2015. The previous tutors are no longer
employed by EnterpriseMIT;

75
76
77

Refer Table 5, paragraph 3.15
Funding Condition SAC3+/022 states that a TEO must not seek SAC funding for recognised prior learning
National Certificate in Employment Skills R0482, run on 22 March 2016. Provided by NZQA.
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•

The standard programme involves between 10 and 12 weeks of classroom learning. Only a small
percentage of students (approximately 5%) attend the course for the full 19 week duration;

3.94

•

After the 12 week programme the next phase is transitioning students into work experience;

•

The tutors did not expect tutors to complete self-directed learning outside classroom hours; and

•

Approximately 50 to 60% of students do the work experience component of the programme.

We also interviewed 15 randomly selected students so that we could get a better understanding of the
duration of the programme, learning hours that are delivered to students, and to determine how many
students complete the work experience component of the programme. We have summarised the responses
provided by the students as:
•

Duration – the students referred to a programme duration of between 10 and 19 weeks. There was
a significant degree of variation between the student’s estimations of the duration of the scheduled
class time, although the average for the students that were able to provide a definitive answer was 15
weeks;

•

Classroom hours – classroom hours were usually 9am to 3.30pm on Monday to Thursday, with a half
day (9am to 12pm) on Fridays;

•

Work experience – only two out of the eleven students that had finished their study (either completed
or withdrawn) had done work experience. The impression we got from students was that they would
attend work experience instead of going to scheduled classes; and

•

Self-directed learning – homework was occasionally set and sometimes there was a requirement to
catch up on learning that had not been completed in class. This could be up to an hour and a half per
week.

3.95

We also reviewed the tutor handbook and class timetables for the National Certificate in Employment Skills,
which referred to a 19 week programme:
a)

The example timetable we were provided with by EnterpriseMIT for the delivery of the National
Certificate in Employment Skills during 2014 recorded that scheduled classes were Monday, Tuesday
and Wednesday, with work experience expected on Thursdays and Fridays78;

b)

The example timetable we were provided with by EnterpriseMIT for the delivery of the National
Certificate in Employment Skills during 2015 recorded that scheduled classes were Monday to Friday
for the first 12 weeks of the programme. The final seven weeks of the programme were expected to
focus on catch-up, generic units, job hunting and further study79. Classes were scheduled for 9am to
3pm.

3.96

EnterpriseMIT explained to us that in 2013, the programme was approved and run over 24 teaching weeks,
with students attending classes for three 7.5 hour days per week, and attending work experience the other
two days. In early 2014, the programme was amended (via type 2 approval) for a change in delivery to a

78
79

Doc 11 – 2014 Employment Skills Delivery Schedule.pdf.
Doc 11 19 week plan example 2015.docx
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19 week programme with five days per week of attendance, and an option of work experience towards the
end of the programme.
3.97

For the purpose of our assessment, we have relied on the following evidence sources:
a)

Scheduled classes – the tutors that we interviewed estimated that 95% of the students attended
classroom learning for 10 to 12 weeks and the average duration of the programme estimated by the
students was 15 weeks.
For the purpose of our assessment we have assumed that the students attended the classroom days
for 15 weeks.

The timetables and student interviews consistently referred to scheduled classes

between 9am and 3pm, Monday to Thursday (24 hours). The students and tutors both referred to a
shorter day on Fridays, when class would finish at 12pm (3 hours).
Accordingly, we have assessed that students attend 15 weeks of scheduled classes, with 27 teaching
hours per week. This equals total delivered hours of 405 teaching hours per student.
b)

Self-directed learning - the tutors did not expect students to complete self-directed learning and
this was supported by 12 out of the 14 student interviews, who stated that there was no homework,
or that the homework required was minimal. However, two students referred to 1.5 hours and 3 hours
per week respectively.
For the purpose of our assessment, we have relied on the midpoint between the two students that
completed homework during the course, which is 2.25 hours per week. We have assumed that this
homework was required throughout the duration of the 15 weeks of scheduled learning. In total, this
means that we have assumed that students are required to complete 34 hours of self-directed learning.
This is conservative, because the tutors did not expect students to complete this stream of learning.

c)

Work-experience – although the tutors estimated that 50% to 60% of students complete work
experience, only two of the students we spoke to that had completed the programme had been required
to do this form of learning.
However, we have not included an additional allowance of learning hours to complete the work
experience component of the programme. This is because the students that we spoke to did work
experience hours instead of attending the scheduled classes. Put another way, students that were on
work experience were completing this activity instead of attending class.

3.98

In total, we have assessed that EnterpriseMIT delivers 439 total learning hours to students, which is
72.20% of the total learning hours recorded in STEO for this programme.
EnterpriseMIT response

3.99

We have included information provided by EnterpriseMIT in Appendix C. EnterpriseMIT’s assessment of
the delivery for Employment Skills is as follows:

36

EnterpriseMIT Limited | Verification of Students and Student Data

Verification of Students and
Student Data
Introduction
4.1

In this section, we set out the findings from our review of the underlying enrolment records for the randomly
selected students that we investigated. This involved:
a)

Sighting the enrolment application form for each student;

b)

Checking that appropriate supporting documentation (e.g. birth certificate, passport) had been
provided by the student to support their application;

c)

Reviewing the student details in the enrolment forms to determine whether they reconciled with the
details recorded in TEC’s database;

4.2

d)

Reviewing the student’s assessment and course completion records; and

e)

Analysing the authenticity of the records that were provided.

We initially received documents relating to 45 students who had been enrolled with EnterpriseMIT in the
selected programmes during 2014 and 2015. Our analysis of these records included all of the tasks that
are recorded in paragraph 4.1.

4.3

During this analysis, we discovered discrepancies between the dates of study for students that had been
entered into EnterpriseMIT’s SDR and the dates on which the enrolment forms had been signed. We also
observed that a number of enrolment records contained inconsistent signatures, handwriting and correction
fluid or ”twink” that had changed enrolment details.

4.4

We verbally advised TEC of these findings in April 2016. Following this, we were instructed by TEC to
increase our sample size of enrolment records. Accordingly, during the initial review and subsequently
during the investigation we requested enrolment and assessment records from EnterpriseMIT for a further
60 randomly selected students relating to 2014/2015, and 72 relating to 2013 enrolments. This brought
our total sample to 177 student records82. The purpose of requesting these records was to determine
whether or not the issues identified and set out in paragraph 4.3 were localised or more widespread.

4.5

For the purpose of our report we have separated the issues we have examined into two sections:
•

Section 4 – focusses on administration, student validation, data accuracy and SDR reporting issues;
and

•

Section 5 – focusses on the authenticity of student enrolment records and assessment records, and
describes the work we have carried out to verify the authenticity of these records.

82

The randomly selected students were chosen using a random number generator.
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Key Findings
4.6

Our key findings from the review of the enrolment records are:
a)

55% of the 177 enrolment forms we reviewed were signed on a date that is later than the students’
earliest course start date recorded for that programme in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR. This means that
EnterpriseMIT received funding for these students for a period in time that was earlier than when the
student had signed the enrolment form;

b)

One student had been recorded as successfully completing all three of the courses that are delivered
under the Certificate in Finfish Culture (NSN 9(2)(a) ). However, when we interviewed this student
she advised that she had only completed the first set of assignments.

If this student’s course

completions have been incorrectly recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR then that will incorrectly increase
EnterpriseMIT’s course completion educational performance indicator for the 2014 calendar year;
c)

Twelve students recorded in the SDR as enrolled in Employment Skills or Finfish have no record of
completing any assessments and some of these students do not appear to have attended past the
10% date required for funding purposes; and

d)

All of the student enrolment forms were supported by copies of passports, birth certificates, or entries
in the Register of Births.

4.7

We discuss our analysis of each of these issues below.

4.8

We note that EnterpriseMIT:
a)

Advised us on 5 May 2016 that learners were only enrolled after they had been engaged in learning.
This was due to the fact that a proportion of the learners did not complete the initial task book phase
of the learning. EnterpriseMIT stated that it did not claim funding for these learners and only claimed
funding for learners that had a more than reasonable chance of completing the programme of study.
Learners were historically enrolled in the cohort that was current rather than creating a separate
occurrence for each individual student based on the date of the enrolment form83;

b)

Advised that the Certificate in Finfish Culture is offered as a part time distance delivery in which
students are able to commence study on any day… students were enrolled into cohorts with fixed
course start and finish dates for the purpose of cohort management and monitoring of educational
progress and achievement; and

c)

Stated on 13 January 2017 that it accepted that there were discrepancies between the dates that
some enrolment forms were signed and the dates on which students had commenced study.
EnterpriseMIT stated that there is no funding rule which states that the dates of study entered into
the SDR have to be the same as the dates on which the enrolment forms are signed84.

83
84

EnterpriseMIT Response to CIVO 5 May 2016. Page 13, section headed “Response to Enrolment Date query”
EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report 13 January 2017 (page 39)
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SDR course start date and enrolment form signature date
Analysis
4.9

Providers are required to enter the course start dates for each student in their SDR. The SDR is used to
calculate how many EFTS have been delivered to each student and is submitted by the provider three times
a year.

4.10

The Ministry of Education’s Single Data Return manual states that the course start date field is the “officially
notified beginning date of instruction and/or structured supervision associated with each student’s course(s)
at a tertiary education organisation”.

The field is used to ascertain the length of a student’s course

enrolments and to monitor student intake patterns throughout the year. Additionally, the field is used by
TEC to produce performance information for investing, funding and monitoring purposes85.
4.11

During the course of our initial enrolment review, it became apparent that the course start dates for most
of the 45 randomly selected students recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR did not reconcile with the date that
the student had signed the enrolment form. Over half of the SDR course start dates were before the student
signed the enrolment form and in many cases the discrepancy was greater than a month.

4.12

In April 2016, we provided TEC with a verbal update which set out our analysis regarding this issue at that
date. TEC instructed us to obtain a larger sample of enrolment records from EnterpriseMIT in order to
determine whether or not this issue was more widespread. Accordingly, we requested a further 60 randomly
selected records from EnterpriseMIT for students who had studied the programmes within scope during
2014 or 2015. On extension of the review into an investigation, we reviewed a further 72 records relating
to 2013.

4.13

The graph below visualises our findings in relation to our reconciliation of the date that the 169 selected
student enrolment forms were signed against the earliest course start date recorded in the SDR for those
students86.

85
Ministry of Education, Single Data Return Manual 2015, page 69. Available online at
http://services.education.govt.nz/assets/STEO-files/SDR/2015-manuals/Single-Data-Return-Manual-2015-ver-1.2-PDF.pdf
86
We note that eight out of the 177 enrolment forms we reviewed were dated during the 2012 calendar year. These eight
enrolments have been excluded from the graph, which leaves a balance of 169 enrolment records we reviewed that were dated
during the 2013 to 2015 calendar years
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Graph 1: Variance between SDR course start dates and enrolment form dates

4.14

In summary, 55% of the 169 sample student’s course start dates in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR were earlier than
the date that the student had signed their enrolment forms87. This is shown by the columns on the left
hand side of the graph. A table is set out below recording the students that had the largest variances (over
61 days earlier).

87

Student enrolments that we reviewed for the 2013 to 2015 calendar years only
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b)

The SDR determines which calendar year the funded EFTS are consumed in and also provides TEC
with accurate information regarding student intake numbers throughout the year.

TEC and

EnterpriseMIT agree the EFTS level that will be funded each year and if there is over or under-delivery
this will impact funding. Further, if there is extensive misreporting of course dates, this is likely to
influence the performance indicators for EnterpriseMIT; and
c)

EnterpriseMIT has received funding earlier than it was entitled to.

Whilst the total funding that

EnterpriseMIT has received as a result of this practice should not be materially different, we note that
the year the funding was received in would not have been correct in some instances. Effectively, this
means that EnterpriseMIT is receiving a use of money benefit from receiving TEC funds before it is
entitled to
4.17

Attached in Appendix F is a list of the student NSNs from our sample that had a course start date that was
greater than one month earlier than the date the enrolment form was signed89.

4.18

We have set out below a description of the impact this has had on one student’s enrolment dates for each
programme that we investigated90:
a)

NSN 9(2)(a) – student was recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR as enrolled in the Certificate of Finfish
Culture from 1 February 2014. However, the recorded date beside the student’s signature in the
enrolment form is 2 July 2014, approximately 5 months later than the SDR course start date.

As a

result of the earlier course start date, the student’s course end date was recorded in the SDR as 19
December 2014. Consequently, all of the student’s funded EFTS were recorded in the 2014 calendar
year.
If the student’s course start date had been recorded as 2 July 2014 then her expected course end
date would have been on 8 April 201591. This would have resulted in some of the student’s funded
EFTS being allocated to the 2015 calendar year.
b)

NSN

9(2)(a)

– student was recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR as enrolled in the National

Certificate in Employment Skills from 3 June 2014. However, the recorded date beside the student’s
signature in the enrolment form is 19 September 2014. As a result of the earlier course start date,
the student’s course end date was recorded in the SDR as 14 November 2014.
If the student’s course start date had been recorded as 3 June 2014, then his expected course end
date would have been 30 January 201592. This would have resulted in some of the student’s funded
EFTS being allocated to the 2015 calendar year.
c)

NSN

9(2)(a)

– student was recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR as enrolled in the National

Certificate in Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations) from 23 July 2014. However the
recorded date beside the student’s signature is 20 November 2014. As a result of the earlier course
start date, the student’s course end date was recorded in the SDR as 31 December 2014.
This person was one of the students that we interviewed during the course of our review. He advised
us that he couldn’t remember the month he enrolled, but that it was probably about November 2014.
The student also advised that he finished the programme around April or May 2015. We note that
This analysis is limited to the 177 students that were selected during our review
The comments below assume that the student would have completed the relevant programme in the number of weeks that
are entered into STEO
91
Assuming a course duration of 40 weeks
92
Assuming a course duration of 19 weeks, continuing through all of the Christmas holidays
89
90
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these dates are not consistent with the course start and end dates recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR.
Rather, they are consistent with the date his enrolment form was signed.
If the student’s course start date had been recorded as 20 November 2014, then his expected course
end date would have been 7 May 201593. This would have resulted in most of the student’s funded
EFTS being allocated to the 2015 calendar year and reflects the actual duration that the student
recalled he studied the programme.
EnterpriseMIT’s response
4.19

On 14 April 2016, we provided EnterpriseMIT with a spreadsheet setting out 19 examples of students that
had discrepancies of over a month between their course start dates in the SDR and the dates on which their
enrolment forms were signed. We asked EnterpriseMIT for an explanation for these variances.

4.20

On 5 May 2016, EnterpriseMIT responded to us, and stated that94:
“Learners are generally only enrolled after they have been engaged in learning for some [sic]. This
is due to the fact that a fair proportion of learners do not include the initial task book phase of the
learning. EnterpriseMIT claim no funding for these learners and only claim funding for learners that
have a more than reasonable chance of completing the programme of study. Learners have
historically been enrolled on the cohort that is current rather than creating a separate occurrence
for each individual student based on the date of the enrolment form”.

4.21

EnterpriseMIT completed its own analysis surrounding the SDR start date issue.

This is included in

Appendix G. We note that in this analysis EnterpriseMIT has calculated the potential funding impacts as
being immaterial. EnterpriseMIT also explained that the impact of the enrolment practices would be offset
by unfunded delivery (i.e. learners that started studying a programme, but no funding was claimed because
they did not complete the enrolment)95.
4.22

EnterpriseMIT has advised that the differences we noted between the enrolment forms and the SDR start
dates arise from three causes:
a)

It does not complete the enrolment process for students until it is sure that the student is able to
make a sufficient commitment to complete the programme and has a realistic prospect of completing
the programme96;

b)

Students who commence studying but have delayed enrolment completion (e.g. because of delays in
providing a valid identification document); and

c)

Cohort management, due to the programmes allowing students to start study on any date,
EnterpriseMIT’s practice during 2013-2015 was to enrol students in cohorts at two month intervals.

4.23

These explanations do not satisfactorily explain the instances we identified where the start dates were more
than two months prior to the date of the enrolment form.

Assuming a course duration of 24 weeks, continuing through all of the Christmas holidays
EnterpriseMIT letter dated 5 May 2016, page 13. We note that this comment was made by EnterpriseMIT in response to a
table that we sent to EnterpriseMIT with students that were enrolled in all of the programmes we reviewed
95
EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 42
96
EnterpriseMIT Response to Draft Deloitte Report (13 January 2017), page 42
93
94
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Recommendation
4.24

The discrepancy for approximately 10% of the sampled students is in excess of two months.

These

variances could potentially effect the year that EFTS are consumed by EnterpriseMIT and the year in which
educational performance indicators are calculated. Alternatively, if the students are required to complete
their programmes in a truncated time (so that they finish at or around their SDR course end date), then
the actual delivery of learning hours to those students is likely to be reduced or compressed.
4.25

We also emphasise that we interviewed a student who had an earlier course start date recorded in
EnterpriseMIT’s SDR97. This student’s recollection of the period of his study was not consistent with the
dates that are recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR. Rather, the student’s recollection was consistent with
commencing on the date that his enrolment form was signed and continuing until the programme would
expect to have been finished if it was delivered within the standard 24 week duration.

4.26

We recommend that TEC assesses whether or not EnterpriseMIT has been funded for EFTS delivered in
calendar years that were different to the actual delivery of learning occurring for the students that we have
identified, and further considers the need to review this for every student. We further recommend that
TEC considers the information put forward by EnterpriseMIT in Appendix C and Appendix G to determine
if it agrees with EnterpriseMIT’s assessment of the potential funding impact.

Student course completions
4.27

During the course of our review we interviewed 46 randomly selected students that had been enrolled in
the programmes within our scope. The purpose of these interviews was to get an understanding of how
the programmes were delivered from the student’s perspective.
NSN 9(2)(a)

4.28

One student that we interviewed advised that she had enrolled in the Certificate in Finfish Culture in 2014
and had completed some of the assessments. However, the student stated to us during an interview that
she had not completed the entire programme and was still studying.

4.29

We received this student’s enrolment and assessment records as part of our expanded scope. The student’s
enrolment record sheet states that she had only completed four out of the twelve assessments that are
required to complete the programme (in other words, she had completed one third of the assessments
required to complete the programme)98.

4.30

However, EnterpriseMIT’s SDR for 2014 recorded that this student had successfully completed all three of
the underlying courses required to complete the Certificate in Finfish Culture99.

4.31

We requested a spreadsheet from EnterpriseMIT setting out all of the course completions for the
programmes that were within our scope during 2014 and 2015. The document that EnterpriseMIT provided
to us in response to this request also stated that the student referred to above completed all three of the
underlying courses required for the Certificate in Finfish Culture on 15 December 2014100.

Refer paragraph 4.17(c)
We understand the twelve assessments make up the three underlying courses
99
29.3.16 CharlesDW, 9565 and 8405 year 2015 qualification delivery as at 29 Mar 2016.xlsx. This document does not state
the date on which the courses were completed.
100
TEC Audit27-4-2016.xlsx. Worksheet “Courses and SDR Quals”, rows 465 to 467
97
98
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4.32

From our review to date, it appears as though this student has been recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR and
student management system as successfully completing three Certificate in Finfish courses, which are all
of the courses required to complete the programme. However, this does not reconcile with the student’s
statements to us during her interview that she had not completed all of the workbooks. Additionally, the
student’s recollection of the number of workbooks done was supported by an absence of completed
assessments on her enrolment file.
NSN 9(2)(a)

4.33

A student we interviewed advised us that she did not finish the course, estimating that she had about a
third left to complete and had not finished the complete programme.

4.34

We noted when reviewing the student’s file that the cover sheet stated on 7 November 2013 that the
student was no longer at her employer and would not be completing the course. However, we also identified
that the certificate for completing the course was on the file.

4.35

We checked this against EnterpriseMIT’s SDR, which records that the student successfully completed the
entire Finfish course. It appears that the student has been reported as having successfully completed the
course, when they are unlikely to have completed all of the requirements.
NSN 9(2)(a)

4.36

Another student we interviewed advised us that he did not finish the course.

4.37

We did not locate any supporting documents to show that this student had successfully completed the
course.

However, EnterpriseMIT investigated this matter and advised us that it identified an oral

assessment on the file101.
4.38

We checked this against EnterpriseMIT’s SDR, which records that the student successfully completed the
entire Finfish course. It appears that the student has been reported as having successfully completed the
courses, when they are unlikely to have completed all of the requirements.

4.39

TEC may wish to consider whether these students should have been recorded as unsuccessful completions.
If it is determined that the students’ completions have been recorded incorrectly on EnterpriseMIT’s SDR
then TEC may wish to consider whether this overstates EnterpriseMIT’s educational performance indicators.

4.40

Additionally, TEC may wish to consider whether this matter should be investigated further to determine
whether the potential issue is more widespread. This would require further review of student records to
identify those who have missing assessments and then attempting to verify this with the student in
question.

Enrolment Data Validation and Eligibility to Enter a TEC Funded Programme
4.41

We initially requested documentation supporting the enrolment of 45 randomly selected students that were
recorded in EnterpriseMIT’s SDR for 2014 or 2015. Once expanded to an investigation, we requested 100%
of the records from 2013 (being 72 records). For each enrolment, we requested the student’s:
a)

101
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4.46

We understand that for the period of our investigation, a PTE was required to include course records in the
SDR for all valid enrolments. However, a PTE may not claim funding for a student unless the student has
studied for 10% of the course (or one month for a full year course)105.

4.47

The National Certificate in Employment Skills was funded through Youth Guarantee funding.

The

EnterpriseMIT 2015 Otara Handbook106 applies to the National Certificate in Employment Skills and states
that students will be automatically withdrawn if they have attended less than 80% of the programme by
the end of the first 10% of the programme107.
a)

We note that:

10% of the standard programme length for the National Certificate in Employment Skills would be
1.9 weeks; and

b)

Five of the National Certificate in Employment Skills students recorded in Table 11 do not have
evidence recorded on their enrolment files suggesting that they have attended class for this period
of time.

4.48

The Certificate in Finfish Culture is a distance learning programme and, accordingly, students do not have
attendance records.

4.49

Given the lack of evidence supporting the student’s engagement with study (and in some cases minimal
recorded attendance) TEC may wish to consider whether all, or some, of these students should have been
withdrawn by EnterpriseMIT.

SDR Manuals 2013 to 2015
Doc 15 – Otara Handbook 2015.doc, page 5
107
The minimum time period for a student to withdraw from any course without the TEO needing to pay back Youth Guarantee
funding to the TEC is 10% of the course completed or one month completed, whoever is the lesser (as outlined in the SDR
manual). (refer: http://www.tec.govt.nz/Funding/Fund-finder/Youth-Guarantee/Funding-payments/)
105
106
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Authenticity of enrolment and
assessment records
Summary of key findings
5.1

During the course of our review, we observed that some student enrolment and assessment records
contained inconsistent handwriting and signatures.

Most of the records that appeared to contain

inconsistencies related to students that had been enrolled in the Certificate in Finfish Culture108.
5.2

There is a risk that these records may contain forgeries and/or be false documents.

5.3

We initially attempted to contact twelve students whose records we had concerns over, so that we could
ask them whether they recognised the documents contained in their records and whether they recognised
the handwriting and signatures on those documents.

5.4

As part of our initial review we successfully spoke to five of the twelve students. We were advised of the
following:
a)

One student confirmed that a signature on an enrolment form purporting to be their signature was
not authentic;

b)

One student confirmed that a signature on an assessment record purporting to be their signature
was not authentic; and

c)

Four students did not believe that it was their signature or handwriting on documents purporting to
be authored by them.

5.5

We attempted to get in contact with seven other students whose records appeared to contain inconsistent
handwriting or signatures. These students did not respond to our messages. Given the passage of time,
some students were unable to state with any certainty whether the signature or handwriting was theirs or
not. As such, we have recognised in paragraph 5.4 the distinction between students who were able to
authoritatively state the signature or handwriting was not theirs; and students who believed the signature
or handwriting was not theirs.

5.6

Our further investigation found that discrepancies with signatures and handwriting on records relating to
the Certificate in Finfish Culture course were widespread through all of the years we reviewed. These issues
are indicative of forgeries or potentially false documents. The issues identified were:
a)

Enrolment forms that did not appear to be authored by the student – noting that the handwriting
identified across a large number of student enrolment forms appeared to be the same author;

We also identified some inconsistencies in National Certificate in Employment Skills records. However, our attempts to
contact these students were not successful, and the issues were not obviously widespread. EMIT has also put forward potential
explanations for signature inconsistencies for students in the National Certificate in Employment Skills, including that these
young students may not have yet developed a formal signature when completing the forms. The vast majority of the issues
that we identified relate to the Certificate in Finfish Culture and our findings focus on this.

108
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b)

Enrolment forms where the students’ signatures were inconsistent, indicating they were likely to
have been completed by a different author to the student;

c)

Assessment

records

(including

observation

records,

assessments,

and

oral

examination

applications) where the students’ signatures were inconsistent, indicating they were likely to have
been completed by a different author to the student;
d)

Correction fluid used on student signatures, including to change the appearance of students’
signatures; and

e)

Correction fluid used to change dates on various records (including enrolment form dates signed,
letters, assessments, but primarily changing the course start dates on enrolment forms).

5.7

After we informed EnterpriseMIT of this issue, MIT conducted a review of EnterpriseMIT’s student records.
MIT has made similar findings to our review and as part of the investigation phase we checked a sample of
MIT’s findings. In August 2016, MIT advised TEC that it found 48 instances where ‘student signatures
varied across the student file’, with 22 of these relating to the Finfish course. The overall findings are largely
consistent with those we have made. MIT’s review was primarily focused on identifying any discrepancies
with signatures, or evidence of correction fluid being used, and because of this, has identified a larger
number of records in the National Certificate in Employment Skills. We have included MIT’s findings in
Appendix C109.

5.8

We have not comprehensively assessed MIT’s findings, but note that we did not identify any material issues
with what was recorded. Largely, MIT’s overall findings were similar to our own; we would describe these
as issues with the veracity of signatures, and that correction fluid had been used to amend a number of
forms.

5.9

We asked EnterpriseMIT for any possible causes or explanations for the issues identified, and EnterpriseMIT
has noted the following:
a)

In cases with duplicate enrolment forms the Finfish Administrator may have completed the
replacement form personally;

b)

Course dates were changed on enrolment forms to align information with the course occurrence
that students were actually enrolled in, and enrolment form dates were changed to the date that
ID requirements were met or the student actually enrolled;

c)

For the National Certificate in Employment Skills, the students are very young and often do not
have an established signature at enrolment110; and

d)

Students often made errors relating to the programme course or details, often confusing one for
the other or not using the formal programme or other course names, and that these errors were
corrected by administration staff to ensure that the enrolments were processed in a timely
manner111.

Referenced in the letter to TEC dated 29 August 2016. MIT has also provided us with copies of manual spreadsheets created
as part of its analysis. We requested these in electronic format but have not received them. MIT may be able to provide these
to TEC on request.
110
We note that the vast majority of the issues we identified relate to the Finfish Certificate.
111
In our view, this explanation does not explain amendments that have been made to the student’s signatures.
109
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5.10

Both EnterpriseMIT and Deloitte have identified that it appears likely that an EnterpriseMIT employee was
the author of a large number of the potentially false documents. We have also identified examples where
the issues we identified indicate a different author to the EnterpriseMIT employee referred to above.

5.11

In our view, EnterpriseMIT’s explanations do not address the core issues surrounding assessment records,
issues surrounding date changes of multiple documents, and issues identified where only one enrolment
form exists. As accepted by EnterpriseMIT, this is not an acceptable practice regardless of the explanations
provided. We also note that creating a false document with the intent of gaining some form of benefit, or
with the intent it would be used as genuine, is unlawful112.

Approach
5.12

We reviewed the physical enrolment and assessment records for 177 students that had been enrolled during
2013, 2014 or 2015 in the programmes that were within the scope of our review.

5.13

We initially identified 15 student records that appeared to contain inconsistent handwriting or signatures
across the students’ files. Once expanded to an investigation, we identified approximately 30 other records
with similar issues. The analysis was primarily completed through a visual comparison of student records,
in which we looked for noticeable differences. This included comparing all of the student records on file,
comparing any reference handwriting or signatures (for instance on scans of passports, or on written
assessment material), and comparing handwriting across multiple files, including on the cover sheets.
Where necessary, we used a light to reveal any handwriting underneath correction fluid. We familiarised
ourselves with the common handwriting across numerous student records, and identified where, in our
view, this handwriting was evident in parts of a document ostensibly authored by a student. We note that
we are not qualified document examiners. A qualified document examiner may have identified more or less
records, using different techniques.

5.14

We then visited two students in person and asked them whether they recognised particular records that
were held on their enrolment file.

Both of these students were enrolled in the Certificate in Finfish

Culture113. We also attempted to make contact by phone or email with ten other students. A redacted
version of the template email that we sent to the students is attached marked Appendix H114. We have
noted in Table 12 (below) where the students responded to us (either by phone or email) and what their
response was.
5.15

We did not disclose to the students what our specific concerns were regarding their records.

Sample of issues identified and student responses
5.16

The following table outlines 21 examples where we identified issues with the documentation:115
Table 12: Sample of issues identified

S256, Crimes Act
The interviews were conducted face to face and were not transcribed. File notes were taken at the time.
114
The email has been partially redacted to preserve the student’s privacy.
115
We have limited this table to the 21 students where we identified the most serious issues with the documentation we
reviewed.
112
113
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There was a legitimate relationship between EnterpriseMIT and the students including those where

o

irregularities with the signatures were found.
Observations
5.18

We also make the following observations regarding our review:
a)

The majority of signatures that we have concerns about are completed in a way that is very similar
to what we understand is the student’s original signature. These appear to be attempts at copying
the signatures, or disguising the true author of the signatures. This suggests a reasonable degree of
sophistication and increases the risk that other documents could potentially have been created that
have not been identified to date.116

b)

The inconsistent signatures we identified are not qualified with ‘pp’ or ‘signed on behalf of’. This,
combined with our observation at a), indicates to us that the intention was to pass off the signatures
as being those of the student.

c)

Course start dates, course end dates, dates on other documents, and signatures on forms have had
correction tape used on them and/or been amended. This could lead to issues such as, if these
alterations have been made without the student’s knowledge then it is possible that the enrolment
form does not accurately reflect the student’s actual period of study.

d)

A significant amount of correction fluid or correction tape has been used on administrative forms such
as cover sheets.

e)

EnterpriseMIT has informed us that an employee that was involved with the Certificate in Finfish
Culture is no longer employed by EnterpriseMIT (or MIT).

f)

We identified instances with issues where there were not two different enrolment forms on the file.
A potential explanation of being motivated to ensure the correct form was on the file cannot explain
these instances.

g)

The issues we identified surrounding assessment records raises the risk that students may not have
appropriately completed the required assessments.

h)

The issues we identified surrounding date changes may increase the risk of funding being claimed in
years when students did not actually complete the course.

Recommendations
5.19

We have not taken steps to verify these findings beyond contacting some of the relevant students, and
receiving responses from EnterpriseMIT on our concerns. In our view, there are two options for TEC to
further consider:
a)

Interviewing the relevant EnterpriseMIT personnel (including the employee who has left) who are
potentially involved with altering the Certificate in Finfish Culture records to better understand any
potential explanations; and/or

116

57

MIT notes that it has carried out a full analysis of all the documentation for the three programmes for the period 2013-2015
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b)

Referring the matter to the New Zealand Police to consider if any potential offences may have been
committed, such as forgery offences.
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Appendix B: NZQA R0482
Programme Details Documents
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Delivery and Assessment
Provider

EnterpriseMIT Ltd (7166/1)

Delivery mode type

Blended

Delivery method
Assessment Method
Programme length
Total length

Including holiday weeks

Teaching weeks

Excluding holiday weeks

Self Directed Learning Hours

Avg per week

Total Learning Hours

R0482 Programme Details (run on 22/03/16)

680

Page 2 of 2

Delivery and Assessment
Provider

EnterpriseMIT Ltd (7166/2)

Delivery mode type

Face-to-Face

Delivery method

Theory will be delivered in the Classroom . Where relevant, practical hands on
delivery for alternative strands of elective unit standards in automotive and hospitality
and will be conducted in the schools purpose built facilities. Work experience will be
utilised where appropriate in relevant industry workplaces.

The course will delivery will be made up as follows:
Face to Face Classroom lectures No less than 60%
Practical onsite experience 15%
Role-playing 5%
Work based up to 40%
Assessment Method Integrated Assessment including practical assessment and practical observations
with underpinning theory assessments
Programme length
Total length

19

Including holiday weeks

Teaching weeks

19

Excluding holiday weeks

Self Directed Learning Hours
Total Learning Hours

R0482 Programme Details (run on 22/03/16)

Avg per week
600

Page 3 of 3
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22 July 2016
Graeme Cahalane
Manager, Monitoring and Crown Ownership
Tertiary Education Commission
P O Box 27048
Wellington 6141
By email: Graeme.Cahalane@tec.govt.nz
Dear Graeme
Your File Ref: A 1013471 Elevation of Deloitte Review to an Investigation
Thank you for your letter of 19 July 2016.
We note your decision to elevate the current Review to an Investigation and to extend the scope to
include the 2012 and 2013 years. As you know, we consider there has been no wrongdoing by MIT
and this response should not be taken as an acceptance that there is any need for further
investigation.
We do not believe that EnterpriseMIT Ltd (initially registered as Mahurangi Technical Institute (2012)
Ltd) received any funding through the Tertiary Education Commission in 2012. Mahurangi Technical
Institute (2012) Ltd purchased the assets of Mahurangi Technical Institute (2005) Ltd from the former
shareholders on 24 September 2012 but did not purchase the previous company as a going concern.
TEC did not assign any of the funding agreements that were in place with the previous company
during 2012 and continued to make payment to that company for the balance of 2012. We therefore
believe that any investigation covering 2012 activity needs to be raised directly with Mahurangi
Technical Institute (2005) Ltd and not us.
We note that a draft Deloitte report will be provided to us and that we will have an opportunity to
provide feedback on this report before finalisation and publishing of this report. We welcome this
opportunity and look forward to this draft report containing sufficient specific detail of any concerns
identified to enable us to prepare a comprehensive response.
We note the power to redact portions of any report under the Official Information Act. In that
regard, we record that the information supplied to date is highly confidential and its release would
severally prejudice our commercial position.
Yours sincerely

Peter Quigg
Acting Chief Executive
cc:

Deirdre Marshall, Chief Operating Officer, TEC
Peter Winder, Chair, MIT
Tim Wilson, Chief Executive, EMIT
, MIT
9(2)(a)

MIT Otara, Newbury Street, Otara | Private Bag 94006, Manukau 2241, Auckland, New
Zealand
T 09 968 8000 | F 09 968 8701 | E info@manukau.ac.nz | W manukau.ac.nz

29 August 2016

Tim Fowler
Chief Executive
Tertiary Education Commission

Dear Tim,

Review and Investigation into EnterpriseMIT- CONFIDENTIAL
I am writing to request a meeting regarding the review and subsequent escalation to an investigation of
EnterpriseMIT.
At the outset I need to make it clear that we fully understand the fundamental importance of our moral and
legal obligations to TEC, to our students and to the taxpayers that fund the delivery of our programmes. It is
essential that public bodies act with integrity and that public money is used for the purpose for which it is
intended. As the funder of tertiary education, TEC needs to have confidence in those that provide services.
Through the initial review of EnterpriseMIT Deloitte has raised a number of issues with respect to the historic
performance of the organisation. The issues they have raised are concerning. We accept that there have been
some practices at EnterpriseMIT that are unacceptable, and that errors have been made.
Since I was first briefed on Deloitte’s initial findings, the Council of MIT has taken a number of actions to
understand the issues, to ensure that the causes are identified and that appropriate action is taken to ensure
that they are corrected and cannot happen in the future.
However, we also have concerns over some aspects of the approach, methodology, materiality, and
consequential impact of Deloitte’s work particularly as these would appear to have significant implications for
the wider tertiary education system including university provision.
The rest of this letter addresses the issues that Deloitte has raised. It provides explanation and analysis based
on our own internal audit work and the actions that have been taken to address the issues. It also sets out our
concerns over some aspects of Deloitte’s work.
Given the significance of the issues I request an urgent meeting with you to discuss them, and how we can
progress the resolution of them.

Initial Reaction
Since I was briefed on the concerns that Deloitte first raised we have taken a
number of actions. We have changed the Board of EnterpriseMIT. The Board
of EnterpriseMIT is now the same as the Council of MIT and I am now the chair
of that Board. We undertook this measure to ensure that we have complete
transparency of the business and have the scope to implement without delay
any action that may be necessary to address issues within the company.

MIT Otara, Newbury Street, Otara | Private Bag 94006, Manukau 2241, Auckland, New Zealand
T 09 968 8000 | F 09 968 8701 | E info@manukau.ac.nz | W manukau.ac.nz

The second action that we have taken is to use the MIT internal auditor to take responsibility for all internal
investigations and all liaison with your staff. This ensures that all of our internal review work is independent
from the staff at EnterpriseMIT.
Thirdly, we used PWC to undertake a range of work to explore the issues that have been raised by Deloitte. We
have taken the concerns very seriously. We have acted to deal with whatever issues have or may be found.
Fourthly, we have sought a range of assurances over:
•

The processes that are now used to enrol students at EnterpriseMIT programmes;

•

Whether any of the EnterpriseMIT staff that were directly involved are still employed by the
company;

•

Whether it was possible that any of the staff have benefitted personally from the enrolment issues
and practices that Deloitte identified; and

•

Whether the company could have benefitted from the enrolment issues and practices that Deloitte
identified.

At this point we are assured that:
•

Enrolments processes for all EnterpriseMIT programmes have been centralised at the Otara campus
and now use the same systems and processes as the rest of MIT;

•

None of the EnterpriseMIT staff that were directly involved in the enrolment issues and practices that
Deloitte identified are still employed by the company or by MIT;

•

There was no opportunity for the staff that were involved to receive any direct or indirect personal
benefit from the enrolment issues and practices that Deloitte identified; and

•

The company may have benefitted from the enrolment issues and practices that Deloitte identified
but any benefit would be immaterial given the over-delivery that occurred.

Background
Before I explore what we have found from our investigations, it is important that we put EnterpriseMIT in
context. MIT purchased the assets of Mahurangi Technical Institute (2005) Limited from its owners on 24
September 2012. We did not purchase a going concern. The new company, Mahurangi Technical Institute
(2012) Limited, was established for the purposes of enacting the purchase. The company name Mahurangi
Technical Institute (2012) Limited was subsequently changed to EnterpriseMIT Limited. Mahurangi Technical
Institute (2012) Limited did not receive any funding from TEC directly until 2013. Arguably, the delivery of
courses in 2012 is the responsibility of the previous owners.
EnterpriseMIT is a small training provider. Primarily it receives TEC funding for three programmes:
•

Maritime CIVO: the National Certificate in Maritime (Certificate Inshore Vessel Operations) is a level
3 qualification that recognises that the holder has the marine engineering, seamanship and
navigation skills necessary to take charge of a vessel, operate its radar and radio, and to maintain the
sea safety of the vessel and its personnel including the sea survival functions of distress response and
first aid.

•

Finfish Culture: the Certificate in Finfish Culture is a level 3 distance learning qualification aimed at
people working or wanting to work with ornamental and farmed fish.

•

Employment Skills: a National Certificate in Employment Skills (Level 1), with core subjects such as
communication and problem-solving, technology and career skills. This programme is completely
orientated toward meeting the needs of the most disengaged of NEETS i.e. corrections, justice and
welfare systems.

The following tables set out the level of funding received from TEC for these programmes by type of funding.
As you will see from the table EnterpriseMIT over-delivered in 2014 and 2015.
Funding
2013
SAC (CIVO and Finfish)

YG (Employment Skills)

Total

2014

2015

Total

$614,726

$645,377

$645,377

$1,905,480

(61.86 EFTS)

(64.94 EFTS)

(64.94 EFTS)

(191.74 EFTS)

$87,195

$462,236

$560,859

$1,110,290

(8.07 EFTS)

(42.8 EFTS)

(51.93 EFTS)

(102.8 EFTS)

$701,921

$1,107,613

$1,206,236

$3,015,770

-

$59,950

$130,590

$190,540

(6.03 EFTS)

(13.14 EFTS)

(19.17 EFTS)

SAC Eligible Unfunded
Delivery

As you can see the total cost to TEC of these programmes over 3 years is $3,015,770.

Concerns Raised by Deloitte
It is our understanding that Deloitte have raised concerns relating to:
1.

The authenticity of the student enrolment and assessment records

2.

The accuracy of data entered into EnterpriseMIT’s Single Data Return

3.

Under delivery of programmes

4.

Unknown other matters

I will address the first 3 of these concerns in turn. We are not able to respond to the fourth because we have
no knowledge of what these other matters are.
1.

Authenticity of Enrolment and Assessment Records

Of the enrolment and assessment records of the 105 randomly selected students Deloitte found:
•

inconsistent handwriting and signatures on 15 enrolment forms or assessment records across all
three programmes

•

use of correction fluid to change dates and other details

•

dates that students were marked present on attendance registers that were not consistent with the
estimated duration of the programmes that students provided at interview.

We believe that the concern relating to dates, attendance and student recollection reflects a broader
methodological issue with the work that Deloitte has done. This is addressed below in relation to the delivery
of programmes.
Since Deloitte raised concerns over the authenticity of enrolment and assessment records our internal auditor
and/or PWC have reviewed the enrolment records for every student at Enterprise MIT over 2013, 2014 and
2015. That work confirmed the same issues that Deloitte have raised.
Specifically we have identified for each of the three programmes the following observations as shown in the
following table.
Column A.

Instances where student signatures varied across the student file

Column B.

Files where student signatures in column A had a second valid enrolment form on file

Column C.

Files where there are variations in signatures but no second valid enrolment form on file

Column D.

Files where correction fluid has been used on a student signature

Column E.

Files where correction fluid has been used on a student signature and there is more than one
valid enrolment form on file

Column F.

Files where correction fluid has been used on Miscellaneous items on enrolment form (e.g.
qualification detailed name, phone number, work address etc.)

Column G.

Files where correction fluid has been used to alter Start/End dates of Programme
F

Misc.

Correction fluid
on signature

G
Start/End dates
of Programme

E
Correction fluid
on signature and
second valid
form on file

D

Only one form
yet signature
variations

Total
enrolments

C

Signature varies
& second valid
form on file

B

Signature varies

A

2013
Finfish

42

3

0

0

1

0

6

12

CIVO

48

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

Emp. Skills

15

5

5

0

0

0

4

0

Finfish

82

14

12

2

2

2

11

22

CIVO

47

0

0

0

0

0

10

0

Emp. Skills

79

13

12

1

0

0

12

0

Finfish

48

5

2

3

0

0

6

3

CIVO

67

5

3

1

0

0

13

0

Emp. Skills

192

3

0

3

0

0

6

1

Totals

572

48

34

10

3

2

69

38

2014

2015

During this period:
i)

Separate enrolment forms were being utilised for SAC and YG funding and that it was not uncommon for
students to have completed the wrong form, and

ii)

Mahurangi Technical Institute ran out of pre-printed enrolment forms and students had been asked to
complete an MIT enrolment form with the provider details manually changed to Mahurangi Technical
Institute. It was then subsequently realised that the policy and withdrawal requirements were different
between the entities and students were later requested to complete a replacement Mahurangi
Technical Institute form when these became available.

It appears that in the cases with duplicate enrolment forms in the files returned by Deloitte, the Finfish
Administrator may have completed the replacement form personally rather than obtain a replacement form
for the student (as appears to have happened correctly with other programmes where replacement forms
were obtained).
In terms of the variations in signature identified in Employment Skills programmes in Column C, it should be
noted that these are very young NEET students who often do not have an established signature at enrolment.
In fact, the development of such a signature is an element of the programme and the variations observed may
simply represent the evolution of a signature at different stages of development.
Clearly the administration practice that Deloitte found at EnterpriseMIT is unacceptable. We have now
identified the full extent of this problem. The staff who were involved in this practice no longer work for
EnterpriseMIT and do not work for MIT. There was no potential personal, or institutional benefit from the
practice – other than to correct the inappropriate use of MIT enrolment forms, which had different terms and
regulations. As far as we can tell all of the enrolments relate to legitimate students.
Since 2016 all EnterpriseMIT enrolments have been managed at the MIT Otara Campus within the same system
as is used by MIT. We are confident that no such issues are possible within the core MIT student management
system.
In terms of materiality, it is important to note that for 34 of the 48 instances where there are variations in
signatures across enrolment forms there is a second valid enrolment form on the student’s file. Of the other 14
instances of irregularities in student signatures a number may be explained by the factors noted above. The
most critical issues appear to relate to the 3 enrolments where correction fluid was used on the student’s
signature. For two of these enrolments there is an accompanying MIT enrolment form on the student file.
Without defending the practice, I note that even if TEC were to come to the view that some or all of the
instances of signature irregularities were not legitimate enrolments and that they should not have been
funded, Enterprise MIT would still be able to claim funding of up to $190,540 for the legitimately enrolled
students that it delivered over and above the funding that TEC provided.
In terms of methodology and approach, it is not obvious to us why Deloitte chose to characterise this issue in
the way that they have. In the student files that Deloitte was working from there were instances of a second
signed enrolment form in the file. This should surely have prompted a question of why that form was there. We
suggest that rather than implying fraud at the outset, a better approach would have been to understand the
root cause of signatures that appeared questionable. This could have prompted a different line of questioning
and investigation seeking to understand why that was the case. Such an approach may well have led both
Deloitte and TEC to different conclusions with respect to the nature of what took place. Instead we appear to
have had a presumption of significant fraud for either personal or institutional gain.

I am anxious to discuss this with you to explore what we can to do resolve this issue.

2. Accuracy of the Single Data Return
The noted differences between enrolment form and course start dates in EnterpriseMIT arises from two
causes:
a)

Students who commence studying but have delayed enrolment completion
This is most prevalent in the Employment Skills programme where a large number of students need to
apply for an ID document before they can enrol, however, this does also occur in a few cases in other
programmes where students may initially fail to provide a fully completed form. In such cases, there
should be attendance or engagement records that confirm that the student was undertaking study
prior to enrolment completion. As specific issues have not been identified to EnterpriseMIT, it is not
possible to identify the extent to which this cause may underpin any of the discrepancies identified by
Deloitte.

b)

Cohort Management
The 3 programmes reviewed by Deloitte/TEC each have very flexible delivery permitting students to
start their study on any date rather than fit into on a specific course start date. It is not
administratively feasible to establish a specific separate course occurrence in the student
management system for each individual student. Even if it was possible, such an approach would
create difficulties in monitoring educational performance that would compromise the evaluative
approach to identifying and addressing student achievement issues that is used in EnterpriseMIT. For
these reasons it was EnterpriseMIT practice during 2013-2015 to establish and enrol students in
cohorts, normally at 2 month intervals. We would therefore anticipate that around half of enrolment
forms would be dated up to 2 months after the nominal start date of the course into which the
student was enrolled.

The practices that EnterpriseMIT adopted with respect to recording students in the SDR and completing its
formal enrolment processes reflect the advice provided by the TEC at SDR roadshows and appear consistent
with the SDR guidelines. There are some very real practical issues with completing the enrolment process for
students who do not possess or have access to identity documentation and also where there are rolling cohorts
that enable a learner to commence a course on any day.
Analysis of all enrolments other than those in the Deloitte samples has been completed to determine the
potential funding impact arising from these causes and this was pro-rated to cover the files held by Deloitte.
This analysis has adopted a worst case scenario in which the full approved programme length is considered to
run from the date of the enrolment form. The maximum possible impact on the funding claimed in the 20132015 period has been determined as follows:
Maximum funding received that may have been more correctly
claimed in the following year

2013

2014

2015

$2,468

$15,299

$4,617

CIVO

$4,106

$29,302

Employment Skills

$9,659

$18,647

$29,064

$52,566

Finfish

Total

$2,468

With the exception of the previously noted anomalies, the pattern and average difference between course
start dates and enrolment form dates is similar in all years. The apparently deteriorating trend arises from
overall enrolment growth and a larger proportion of enrolments into course dates that extend into the
subsequent year over the 3 years.
When we apply a materiality test we conclude that:
•

There was a genuine relationship with each student that was included in the SDR

•

Each student that was included in the SDR was engaged in study and did enrol

•

The most significant impact on TEC of the errors would be that funding was claimed and received in
one financial year that should have been paid in the next

•

With the exception of 2013, the maximum possible value of the funding that could have been received
early is less than the value of the over-delivery of training in the year in question.

We have concluded that TEC has suffered no real loss. We are anxious to discuss with TEC what can be done to
resolve the concerns that Deloitte has raised. We would be very happy to work through a funding
reconciliation to set this matter straight.

3. Under delivery of programmes
Table 1 of the draft executive summary of the Deloitte Review explores what they term actual delivery of
learning hours. We have now had the opportunity to discuss with Deloitte the methodology that they have
used to reach their conclusions. We have a number of concerns with respect to methodology and to the way in
which what they have done is presented and may be used by TEC.
Deloitte have quite properly used the STEO for each programme as the basis of the funding relationship
between TEC and EnterpriseMIT. For each programme the STEO framework provides for notional learning
hours made up of three key elements: teaching hours, self-directed learning and work experience. However,
where NZQA approves several options in the delivery of teaching hours, self-directed learning and work
experience, STEO only allows one set of data to be entered in terms of student learning for each of the face to
face, blended or distance delivery components. The system does not allow for two variants of face to face
delivery to be entered – as is the case for the Employment Skills course. Neither does it provide for part-time
learners to undertake a more intensive study programme – as is the case with many Finfish students.
Teaching delivery is relatively easy to assess where programme content is delivered face to face. It is more
difficult to assess for distance learning programmes where the assessment of learning delivery includes:
•

the time that it takes to work through workbooks and on-line material developed and structured by
the provider, and

•

the self-directed learning necessary for the student to master the programme content, and complete
the necessary assignments, learning tasks and assessments.

The NZQA approach and the customary practice adopted by providers, has been to define the ‘directed’
component (set, structured and monitored by a provider, e.g., completion of learning activities, assessments
and practical tasks) separately from the ‘self-directed’ activity (where the student is deciding on the learning
activities they engage in and completing the supporting learning necessary to undertake and complete the
activities structured by the provider). The analysis below is also based on the generally accepted learning

principle that directed learning can take place both where directions are provided in a face-to-face
environment and/or where directions are embedded in the learning resources.
Following a meeting with Deloitte to ensure that we understood their methodology we have now completed a
reconciliation of their ‘assessed delivery’ with what we consider was actually delivered. The following table
presents the assessment of learning hours from STEO, Deloitte and ourselves.
CIVO

STEO

Deloitte

EnterpriseMIT

Teaching:
Face-to-face

360

143

Other Directed Activity

143
260

Total teaching

360

143

403

Self-directed learning

240

114

85

Work-experience

360

360

600

Total

960

617

1088

Finfish

STEO

Deloitte

EnterpriseMIT

Teaching:
Face-to-face

40

40

Other Directed Activity

min 20, max 50
661

Total teaching

40

40

681-711

Self-directed learning

640

497

50

-

-

-

680

537

731-761

Work-experience
Total

Employment Skills

STEO

Deloitte

EnterpriseMIT

Teaching:
Face-to-face

532

405

570

na

na

na

Total teaching

532

405

570

Self-directed learning

76

34

76

-

-

-

608

439

646

Other Directed Activity

Work-experience
Total

Comparison of Assessed of Face to Face Teaching Hours
The Deloitte assessment of teaching hours for CIVO is the same as our own assessment of face to face
teaching. The difference between our assessment of face to face teaching hours for Finfish and the Deloitte
assessment is that we have noted that the number of contact hours that a student receives does vary because
they are delivered on site by a mobile tutor.
There is a significant difference between the assessed face to face teaching hours that Deloitte have calculated
for the Employment Skills course and our assessment. The Employment Skills programme is a 19 week
programme delivered primarily as a face to face experience across seven sites. Most students are transported
to and from their course by EnterpriseMIT. This travel time includes an element of pastoral care support by
staff. There is some minor variation in delivery hours across the seven sites and from cohort to cohort
reflecting the transport logistics of each group of students.
The Deloitte assessment of teaching hours for Employment Skills is based on the judgement that the
programme ends at lunchtime of Fridays and only lasts 14 weeks. However, where structured classes do end at
lunchtime on Fridays the practice is for the students and staff to then participate in a shared lunch during
which learning reflection and goal setting for the following week occurs. This is followed by catch up
assessment for individuals during the afternoon. We believe that this component is valuable learning.
The NZQA programme approval for Employment Skills provides that up to 40% of the programme delivery can
be done through work experience. Our records show that students who have made excellent progress in
completing unit standard assessments and the development of work skills can be placed into work experience
from week 14. Indeed, around 65% of students on the Employment Skills programme complete 14 weeks of
face to face learning and then commence work experience. During work experience the work co-ordinator
oversees the placement and completes supervision, pastoral care and any outstanding assessment necessary
to complete the programme through visits and contact with the employer/student. The work experience
element of this programme cannot be set up on STEO as a mandatory requirement because STEO only allows
one set of data to be entered in terms of student learning for each of the face to face, blended or distance
delivery components. We do not believe that this has been recognised by Deloitte in their assessment of
delivery.
Including the group reflection and consolidation time that takes place on Friday afternoons, and the workplace
delivery component of the Employment Skills programme in the assessment of teaching hours leads us to
conclude that EnterpriseMIT has in fact over delivered.
Comparison of Assessed of Self-Directed and Other Directed Learning
There are considerable differences between what Deloitte has assessed as self-directed learning associated
with each course and our view. Our view is supported by the initial approval by NZQA for each course and the
independent assessment of recognised experts. We believe that the differences arise because Deloitte has
adopted an approach to both what constitutes these aspects of learning and how to measure them that is
significantly different from that used by NZQA and the sector. Accordingly, we believe that there are issues of
interpretation that require urgent discussion with TEC.
To reach their estimate of the delivery of self directed learning Deloitte used semi-structured interviews with a
very small number of students in each programme. The semi-structured interviews try to understand the
nature and number of hours that students were involved in both face to face and self-directed learning. Whilst
Deloitte has used the highest responses from students to estimate the ‘maximum’ amount of time spent in

study, their approach relies on the memory of students in relation to events that took place several years ago.
We believe that this approach is methodologically fraught and unsound. Human memory is notoriously
unreliable and the recall of events that happened some years ago will be even more unreliable. There are a
number of areas of bias that will also result in students under estimating the time that they actually spent
engaged in learning. It is therefore perhaps unsurprising that student recollection of attendance is at odds with
what was recorded at the time.
Apart from the methodological issues associated with the use of interviews, we also consider that the Deloitte
approach is at odds with existing formal processes for determining notional learning hours. NZQA has adopted
the following approach:
“All qualifications on the NZQF have a credit value. The credit value relates to the amount of learning
in the qualification. In determining the amount of learning in a qualification, a qualification developer
estimates how long it would typically take a person to achieve the stated outcomes in the context
specified and to demonstrate that achievement through assessment [emphasis added]. This
determines the credit value for a qualification. One credit is equivalent to ten notional learning hours.
Notional learning hours include:
•

direct contact time with teachers and trainers (‘directed learning’)

•

time spent in studying, doing assignments, and undertaking practical tasks (‘self-directed’)

•

time spent in assessment.”

1

The formal NZQA process for determining the credit value of a course and all subsequent funding decisions rely
on an estimate from a qualification developer of how long it would typically take a person to achieve the stated
outcomes and demonstrate achievement. The formal processes for approval and funding do not rely on asking
a small number of graduates how much time they thought they invested in learning that may have taken place
several years ago.
We are also concerned that the Deloitte approach asks a different question than the one that TEC is seeking to
answer through any review / investigation. Deloitte’s methodology seeks to identify the hours that students
spent engaged with study materials in learning. TEC, and indeed Deloitte, then appear to then be applying that
answer to judge whether or not EnterpriseMIT provided the programme that it undertook to provide and was
paid for. This is clearly reflected in Deloitte’s introduction to their Table, which refers to “learning hours that
have been delivered to students” [emphasis added].
The actual hours that a student spends in study, particularly self-directed study is not something that any
provider can control. The speed with which they work, their diligence in reading material etc., will vary
considerably. I would have thought that the reasonable test in this is whether, in the context of the credit value
of the programme, the approval from NZQA, and the STEO, recognised experts in teaching and learning
consider that the material and approach delivered meets the requirements of the programme as approved by
NZQA and funded by TEC.
As part of an initial response to the matters raised by Deloitte, EnterpriseMIT asked 9(2)(a)
to review the CIVO programme. 9(2)(a)
is a particularly relevant reviewer because 9(2)(a)
the
working group that assisted in developing the Maritime New Zealand task book. 9(2)(a)
produced a
higher estimate of the learning time that would be required to complete the programme than EnterpriseMIT
1

Page 8,Section 3, Credit Value, Qualification design features, The New Zealand Qualification Framework, NZQA, May 2016

has. Her assessment was provided to Deloitte in May 2016 but has not received any comment and appears to
have been ignored during the review process. A copy of this report is attached for your information.
We approached 9(2)(a)
to undertake a review of the Finfish programme. 9(2)(a) is a recognised freshwater
aquaculture scientist of note. His findings were also provided to Deloitte in May 2016 and besides
acknowledging the receipt of the report we have had no feedback or comment from them. A copy of the 9(2)(a)
report is attached. We subsequently contacted 9(2)(a) , a very experienced Contract Evaluator for
NZQA and Contract Programme Developer to undertake an independent review of learning delivery. A copy of
that report is also attached.
All of these independent and well recognised professionals have reached very different conclusions than
Deloitte about the learning delivery provided by EnterpriseMIT and of the learning that is required to complete
the Finfish and CIVO programmes.
We want to ensure that the programmes that we provide are of the highest quality, meet all relevant
academic, contractual and ethical standards, and deliver real value to our students. We will do whatever is
needed to achieve that goal. However, before we go any further I think we need absolute clarity on how
delivery will be assessed.

Elevation of the Review into an Investigation
In a letter to Peter Quigg, Acting Chief Executive of MIT dated 19 July Graeme Cahalane advised that the review
of EnterpriseMIT had been escalated to an investigation. That letter also noted that the scope of the
investigation would include the 2012 and 2013 years.
In a letter dated 22 July (attached) Mr Quigg set out to Mr Cahalane the basis on which MIT purchased the
assets of the Mahurangi Technical Institute (2005) Ltd in 2012. That letter notes that no funding relationship
existed between EnterpriseMIT (initially registered as Mahurangi Technical Institute (2012) Ltd) until the
following year. Accordingly, we question the basis of an investigation into delivery related to 2012.

Conclusion
When as Chair of the Manukau Institute of Technology I was first briefed on concerns over EnterpriseMIT I
specifically asked the Deloitte representative and the TEC staff that were present, two really important
questions:
•

Have you found any evidence that would suggest that EnterpriseMIT had claimed funding for students
that did not exist, or where there was no genuine relationship with the student? and

•

Have you found any evidence to suggest that students received qualifications for which they had not
passed the relevant assessments?

The answer that I was given to both of these questions was no.
Deloitte have raised a number of very important issues.
We have accepted that EnterpriseMIT’s performance on the first of the four issues raised was unacceptable
and that errors were made. We have taken action to ensure that those practices no longer take place. Indeed
the adoption of MIT’s core enrolment processes ensures that they cannot take place.

On the second issue of the accuracy of data entered into EnterpriseMIT’s Single Data Return, the apparent
discrepancy creates an issue of the timing of payments rather than the entitlement to payment. We have
calculated the maximum possible impact of the discrepancy in terms of payments that were received in one
year and arguably should have been paid in the following year. With the exception of 2013 (which is $2,468)
the scale of this maximum possible miss timing of payments is significantly less than the level of unfunded
over-delivery of eligible enrolments in each year. Further, we believe that there are underlying causes for much
of the timing differences that require consideration.
On the third issue that Deloitte has raised with respect to programme delivery we have a different view of
what was delivered and fundamental methodological concerns over the approach that Deloitte has adopted.
We believe that adopting the Deloitte approach would have significant implications for the wider tertiary
education system.
We have no knowledge of the fourth set of ‘other issues’ that Deloitte may have identified and are unable to
address them at this time.
We are very concerned over the decision to escalate the review into an investigation, in particular into a year in
which EnterpriseMIT had no funding relationship with TEC. Given the seriousness of the issues and our strong
desire to resolve any and all issues as quickly as possible we would like to meet you to discuss our concerns,
how we may make progress and, ideally, de-escalate the investigation.
Yours sincerely

Peter Winder
Chair
Manukau Institute of Technology

Attachments
Review of CIVO programme, 9(2)(a)
Review of the Finfish programme, 9(2)(a)
Review of the Finfish programme, 9(2)(a)
Letter 22 July 2016, Mr Quigg to Mr Cahalane
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NSN

9(2)(a)

EMIT Data
Enrolment form
start date
(2014/15 from
EMIT, 2013 from
DTT review)
24/11/2015
12/11/2015
13/11/2015
16/11/2015
2/07/2014
6/08/2014
14/07/2014
11/11/2015
23/10/2015
11/11/2015
1/07/2014
5/11/2015
23/10/2015
30/06/2014
1/07/2014
1/07/2014
25/05/2014
7/07/2014
11/12/2014
13/06/2014
25/06/2014
24/06/2014
1/07/2014
30/06/2014
21/05/2014
28/10/2015
13/06/2014
1/07/2014
16/06/2014
30/06/2014
17/06/2014
13/11/2014
7/07/2014
8/08/2014
13/11/2015
21/05/2014
10/05/2013

TEC
SDR END
DATE

12/12/2015
6/06/2016
6/06/2016
6/06/2016
19/12/2014
12/12/2014
31/12/2014
6/06/2016
6/06/2016
6/06/2016
19/12/2014
6/06/2016
6/06/2016
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
12/12/2014
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
12/12/2014
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
6/06/2016
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
19/12/2014
12/12/2014
12/12/2014
12/12/2014
19/12/2014
12/12/2014
6/06/2016
19/12/2014
13/12/2013

Calculation
Length
(Months)

0.6
6.8
6.8
6.7
5.6
4.2
5.6
6.8
7.5
6.8
5.6
7.0
7.5
5.7
5.6
5.4
6.8
5.4
0.3
6.2
5.8
5.9
5.4
5.7
7.0
7.3
6.2
5.6
6.1
5.4
5.9
1.0
5.4
4.1
6.8
7.0
7.1
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Appendix E: SDR course start date variance greater than 1 month earlier than enrolment form signed
NSN

9(2)(a)

Programme
Code
PC8322
NC5432
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
NC1136
PC8322
NC5432
NC1136
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
NC5432
PC8322
NC1136
NC5432
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
NC5432
NC5432
PC8322
NC5432
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
NC1136
PC8322
PC8322
NC5432
PC8322
PC8322
PC8322
NC5432
NC5432
PC8322
NC1136
PC8322
PC8322
NC5432
PC8322
NC1136
NC5432

Programme
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Employment Skills
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations)
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Employment Skills
Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations)
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Employment Skills
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations)
Employment Skills
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Employment Skills
Employment Skills
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Employment Skills
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations)
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Employment Skills
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Employment Skills
Employment Skills
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations)
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Employment Skills
Certificate in Finfish Culture
Maritime (Commercial Inshore Vessel Operations)
Employment Skills

Year
2014
2013
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2013
2014
2013
2015
2013
2015
2015
2013
2014
2014
2013
2013
2013
2013
2014
2014
2013
2014
2013
2013
2015
2015
2013
2013
2014
2015
2015
2014
2013
2013
2015
2015
2015
2013
2015
2014
2013
2014
2013
2015
2014

SDR start date Enrolment form
Variance
signed date
1/02/2014
21/01/2013
1/02/2014
1/02/2014
1/02/2014
23/07/2014
1/02/2014
3/06/2014
23/07/2014
1/02/2013
13/01/2014
1/02/2013
7/09/2015
1/02/2013
7/09/2015
28/09/2015
1/02/2013
23/07/2014
3/06/2014
1/02/2013
1/02/2013
1/02/2013
1/02/2013
4/08/2014
3/06/2014
1/02/2013
3/06/2014
1/02/2013
1/02/2013
2/02/2015
2/02/2015
1/02/2013
1/02/2013
23/07/2014
18/05/2015
7/09/2015
4/08/2014
1/02/2013
1/02/2013
18/05/2015
6/07/2015
6/07/2015
1/02/2013
6/07/2015
1/02/2014
1/02/2013
3/06/2014
1/02/2013
6/07/2015
3/06/2014

8/08/2014
26/06/2013
2/07/2014
13/06/2014
13/06/2014
20/11/2014
21/05/2014
19/09/2014
29/10/2014
10/05/2013
30/03/2014
12/04/2013
13/11/2015
9/04/2013
12/11/2015
1/12/2015
5/04/2013
17/09/2014
28/07/2014
27/03/2013
26/03/2013
25/03/2013
25/03/2013
23/09/2014
22/07/2014
22/03/2013
21/07/2014
21/03/2013
21/03/2013
20/03/2015
20/03/2015
19/03/2013
19/03/2013
5/09/2014
1/07/2015
20/10/2015
15/09/2014
14/03/2013
13/03/2013
26/06/2015
13/08/2015
10/08/2015
8/03/2013
8/08/2015
5/03/2014
5/03/2013
4/07/2014
4/03/2013
5/08/2015
3/07/2014

-188
-156
-151
-132
-132
-120
-109
-108
-98
-98
-76
-70
-67
-67
-66
-64
-63
-56
-55
-54
-53
-52
-52
-50
-49
-49
-48
-48
-48
-46
-46
-46
-46
-44
-44
-43
-42
-41
-40
-39
-38
-35
-35
-33
-32
-32
-31
-31
-30
-30
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If you have any questions or need any other information please feel free to give me a call or email on my details
below.
Thanks again [STUDENT NAME] – feel free to give me a call / text / email if you have any questions or need any
other information
9(2)(a)

[NAME]
Deloitte
Deloitte Centre, 80 Queen Street, Private Bag 115033, Auckland 1140, New Zealand
www.deloitte.co.nz
Deloitte means Deloitte Limited (in its own capacity for audit services, otherwise as trustee for the Deloitte Trading Trust)

Please consider the environment before printing.

2

Deloitte refers to one or more of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited, a
UK private company limited by guarantee (“DTTL”), its network of
member firms, and their related entities. DTTL and each of its member
firms are legally separate and independent entities. DTTL (also referred
to as “Deloitte Global”) does not provide services to clients. Please see
www.deloitte.com/about for a more detailed description of DTTL and its
member firms.
Deloitte provides audit, consulting, financial advisory, risk management,
tax and related services to public and private clients spanning multiple
industries. Deloitte serves four out of five Fortune Global 500®
companies through a globally connected network of member firms in
more than 150 countries bringing world-class capabilities, insights, and
high-quality service to address clients’ most complex business
challenges. To learn more about how Deloitte’s approximately 225,000
professionals make an impact that matters, please connect with us on
Facebook, LinkedIn, or Twitter.
Deloitte New Zealand brings together more than 1000 specialist
professionals providing audit, tax, technology and systems, strategy and
performance improvement, risk management, corporate finance,
business recovery, forensic and accounting services. Our people are
based in Auckland, Hamilton, Rotorua, Wellington, Christchurch and
Dunedin, serving clients that range from New Zealand’s largest
companies and public sector organisations to smaller businesses with
ambition to grow. For more information about Deloitte in New Zealand,
look to our website www.deloitte.co.nz.
This communication contains general information only, and none of
Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited, its member firms, or their related
entities (collectively, the “Deloitte Network”) is, by means of this
communication, rendering professional advice or services. Before making
any decision or taking any action that may affect your finances or your
business, you should consult a qualified professional adviser. No entity in
the Deloitte Network shall be responsible for any loss whatsoever
sustained by any person who relies on this communication.
© 2017. For information, contact Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited.

