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Initial teacher education is a critically valuable area of 
higher education for Australia because it is the source 
of the nation’s future educators. Ensuring the quality of 
initial teacher education (ITE) programs is therefore of 
utmost importance, and this means the accreditation 
and monitoring of programs is a vital function of teacher 
regulatory authorities in the states and territories. 

In recent years, it has become clear that ITE providers 
face administrative and financial difficulties in meeting the 
accreditation requirements to operate programs. Teacher 
education accreditation requirements were intensified 
following the introduction of the revised Accreditation 
of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: 
Standards and Procedures (2015) and accompanying 
Guidelines (2016). However, these requirements are 
only one component of a wider regulatory ecosystem 
overseeing ITE. Providers must also fulfil the requirements 
of the Australian Children’s Education and Care Quality 
Agency (ACECQA) and the Tertiary Education Quality and 
Standards Agency (TEQSA). The aggregate effect is one 
of regulatory burden, which was most aptly discussed in 
the 2017 PhillipsKPA Report, Professional Accreditation: 
Mapping the Territory. 

In recognising these challenges, the Queensland College 
of Teachers has conducted a Review of the existing 
regulatory and accreditation systems and ITE programs. It 
identifies nationally applicable recommendations to reduce 
unnecessary regulatory burden in ITE accreditation. The 
Review is cognisant of the simultaneous developments 
to accreditation requirements and the release of revised 
Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in 
Australia: Standards and Procedures (2018). However, 
given these amendments to the standards are minimal 
and only concern AITSL’s role as a national moderator 
and overseeing body, the Review has drawn from and 
referred to the 2015 iteration as these were the standards 
applicable in the Review’s development. 

Given recent reforms in higher education accreditation 
in Australia, including the Higher Education Standards 
Panel’s (HESP) recommendations to the Australian 
Government regarding reduction of the duplication 
and burden associated with the intersection between 
professional accreditation requirements and the remit 
of the TEQSA,1 this Review contributes to larger issues 
in higher education policy. As such, the approach used 
and some of the recommendations provided will be 
transferrable to other discipline areas.

The recommendations presented are threefold:

i. Amend the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education 
Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures 
under the guidance of a Representative Review 
Committee in order to reduce duplication between 

Program Standards, alleviate regulatory burden, 
remove ambiguity and improve the extent to which 
individual standards are fit for purpose. 

ii. Apply a risk-based approach to the Standards and 
Procedures to ensure ITE providers with an excellent 
track record are recognised and those that present 
a risk to graduate teacher quality are adequately 
overseen. This will support the tailored allocation of 
regulatory resources, alleviate regulatory burden for 
ITE providers, and provide an incentive for providers 
to strive for excellence in ITE provision. 

iii. Coordinate regulatory activities through the 
adoption of an information-sharing platform to 
reduce administrative burden for ITE providers and 
allocate oversight responsibility between regulatory 
authorities for mutual benefit. A proposed framework 
to guide this allocation is provided, and this will 
ensure continued oversight of interest areas without 
unnecessary overlap.

Given the longstanding nature of this issue and the 
importance of well-functioning, sustainable and 
supported ITE programs, the Review recommends 
immediate action on the recommendations provided 
here. Given this is a national issue, this will require 
national consultation and coordination with representation 
from TEQSA, AITSL, ACECQA, the Federal Government, 
Australian teacher regulatory authorities and the 
Australian Council of Deans of Education. 

Members included (title and roles may have changed): 
• Edmund Misson, Deputy CEO and General Manager - 

AITSL 
• Anthony McClaran, CEO - TEQSA
• Fiona James, Acting Director of Standards and Strategy - 

Victorian Institute of Teaching
• Dr Peter Lind, Chair - Australasian Teacher Regulatory 

Authorities
• Gabrielle Sinclair, CEO - ACECQA
• Chris Mason, Senior Manager, Research and Qualifications 

Assessment - ACECQA
• Prof Donna Pendergast, Dean and Head of School -Griffith 

University
• Carolyn Shrives, A/g Branch Manager - Teaching and 

School Leadership, Department of Education and Training
• Deborah Fleming, A/g Director - Initial Teacher Education 

Team, Department of Education and Training, 
• Richard Bolto, Director - Workforce and Initial Teacher 

Education teaching and School Leadership Branch, 
Department of Education and Training

Report by: Phoebe Haywood, Senior Project Officer, 
Queensland College of Teachers

1 In 2016 the Minister for Education and Training requested that the Higher Education Standards Panel provide advice on the impact of professional 
accreditation on Australian Higher Education Providers and ways to reduce associated regulatory burden. The Panel’s hope is to achieve a system 
of professional accreditation that adds value to higher education delivery and outcomes and  does not overlap or duplicate regulatory oversight 
or responsibilities of TEQSA. The government accepted, in principle, the recommendations provided. See page 5 of this report (Department of 
Education and Training, 2018).
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Teacher education in Australia is typically delivered 
through various degree options including four-year 
bachelor degrees (Bachelor of Education), double 
bachelor degrees (e.g. Bachelor of Arts/Bachelor of 
Education, Bachelor of Science/Bachelor of Education), 
and Masters level degrees (e.g. Master of Teaching). 
Programs typically comprise professional studies, 
curriculum studies, professional experience and, for 
those without another degree in the discipline area, 
discipline studies. According to the Australian Institute 
for Teaching and School Leadership’s (AITSL) most 
recent Initial Teacher Education: Data Report, in 2017 
there were 373 accredited programs offered across 48 
providers at 85 different locations nationally, and in 2015 
30,769 students commenced an ITE program at one 
of these institutions. All ITE programs are accredited by 
state and territory based teacher regulatory authorities 
using the 27 national accreditation standards published 
by AITSL. These standards, the Accreditation for Initial 
Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and 
Procedures (2015) (Standards and Procedures (2015)) 
are broadly concerned with program outcomes, course 
design, entry requirements, student support, program 
structure and teaching specialisations, professional 
experience, and the way in which the program engages 
in the cycle of evaluation and continual improvement.

The Standards and Procedures (2015) replaced an 
earlier iteration from 2011, and were designed to ensure 
programs equipped preservice teachers with the 
relevant knowledge and skills required for classroom 
practice and registration. The introduction of new 
requirements was driven by the need to achieve greater 
consistency in the quality of ITE programs around 
Australia. 

Rising concerns about the quality of Australian teachers 
had earlier prompted the Federal Government to 
establish the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory 
Group (TEMAG) to lead an inquiry into the quality of 
ITE programs in Australia. The Report, Action Now: 
Classroom Ready Teachers (2014), considered 170 
public submissions and examples of international best 
practice to develop recommendations to improve 
teacher education and preparation, induction, and 
workforce planning. The Australian Government 
adopted the majority of the recommendations, noting 
the importance of accreditation as the conduit for their 
implementation: 

“Better quality assurance of teacher education 
courses is essential…the Government will instruct 
AITSL to develop explicit instructions and supporting 
information that make clear exactly what universities 
need to provide…[and] work collaboratively 
with state accreditation panels to assist in the 
improvement of their assessment of courses” (p. 5)

As a result, ITE providers were required to undertake 
significant change to the way programs were delivered. 
This was because without implementing the TEMAG-
inspired changes introduced through the revised 
accreditation requirements, ITE programs could not gain 
the accreditation required for delivery. 

Regulatory authorities in each state and territory 
continued to hold responsibility for accrediting ITE 
programs in their respective jurisdictions, while AITSL’s 
role as a national body has been to collaborate with 
teacher regulatory authorities to periodically evaluate 
decision-making processes, lead and support nationally 
consistent assessment of evidence, and facilitate 
training for accreditation panellists.

The Broader Accreditation Landscape 

Accreditation of ITE programs under the Standards 
and Procedures (2015) is only one component of a 
wider suite of regulatory requirements. Four additional 
regulatory frameworks must be considered:

1. Some teacher regulatory authorities have 
jurisdiction-specific accreditation requirements that 
providers must fulfil.

2. As members of the higher education sector, 
providers must be registered with the Tertiary 
Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). 
Programs are accredited by TEQSA if the provider 
does not hold self-accrediting authority; therefore 
the level of interaction with TEQSA varies across 
teacher education providers2.

3. Early childhood teacher qualifications (e.g. for 
teaching students aged 0-8 years) must meet the 
requirements of the Australian Children’s Education 
and Care Quality Authority (ACECQA).

4. Higher education providers also have their own 
internal quality assurance and approval processes 
for courses.

Chapter 1

Background to the Review

2  This report will adopt the term ‘program’ as this is the terminology used by AITSL in the National ITE Standards; however, TEQSA uses ‘course’ 
to describe a course of study resulting in a tertiary qualification. This point alone highlights one point of difficulty: the variations in terminology and 
definitions among organisations and standards.
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Satisfying up to five tiers of regulation has, in a number 
of reported cases, amounted to an excessive regulatory 
or administrative burden for ITE providers around 
Australia. This is not an issue unique to initial teacher 
education: in 2017 the Department of Education and 
Training commissioned consultants PhillipsKPA to 
examine the extent and scope of accreditation practices 
in the higher education sector more broadly. While the 
issue of regulatory burden was raised across a number 
of discipline areas, the report Professional Accreditation: 
Mapping the Territory (2017) committed a section to the 
“unique circumstances surrounding the regulation and 
accreditation of initial teacher education” and identified a 
number of issues for ITE providers: 

• meeting numerous and often conflicting 
accreditation requirements is challenging; 

• administrative burden associated with submission 
compilation;

• financial costs associated with printing, travel, fees, 
monitoring, and submission development;

• measurement challenges in satisfying some 
requirements;.

• misalignment of the accreditation and regulation 
requirements; 

• the ITE accreditation requirements are not 
consistently assessed between states and 
territories; 

• numerous and immediate requirements for change 
out of step with normal internal review cycles; and

• it was also reported that accreditation was 
increasingly costly, with some providers spent up 
to $100 000 for course accreditation and $20 000 

for contributions to accreditation panels for other 
universities (PhillipsKPA, 2017).3

Related Developments 

There are concurrent reforms and initiatives of relevance 
to this Review. Where appropriate, these have been 
considered in the analysis and the development of 
recommendations:

Re-assessing AITSL’s responsibility in 
accreditation

The House of Representatives Standing Committee on 
Employment, Education and Training published a report 
resulting from an inquiry into the transition from school 
to work. The Unique Individuals, Broad Skills (2018) 
paper recommended the establishment of a national ITE 
regulator through a reconstituted AITSL to overhaul and 
manage the accreditation of ITE programs. Also, it was 
recommended that AITSL be reconstituted to undertake 
a stronger role to ensure high standards in ITE. However, 
in its response the Government committed to relying on 
the expertise of existing teacher regulatory authorities 
to improve quality assurance. A number of other 
recommendations reflective of the progress already 
being made were also put forward in the inquiry.4

The Education Council Amendments to the 
Standards and Procedures (2015)

In June 2018, Education Council agreed to a number 
of amendments to the Accreditation of Initial Teacher 
Education Programs in Australia: Standards and 
Procedures (2015) to enhance standard setting, 
consistency, benchmarking and transparency in 

3 It must be noted that the way these figures were arrived at was not disclosed in the PhillipsKPA Report, so it was not clear whether these estimates 
include the initial cost of reform to meet the requirements, whether they were associated with general continuous improvement, or whether they 
concern the compliance cost associated with the multiple accreditation requirements.
4These recommendations included: That providers be required to demonstrate that their programs adopt evidence based pedagogical approaches, 
effective integration of professional experience, rigorous and iterative assessment of pre-service teachers throughout their education, and final 
assessments that ensure pre-service teachers are classroom ready; that providers use literacy and numeracy testing to demonstrate that all pre-service 
teachers are within the top 30 percent of the population in personal literacy and numeracy by the conclusion of their pre-service study; and that they 
equip pre-service teachers with the training necessary to work in teams that assess the learning needs of all students. House of Representatives 
Standing Committee on Employment, Education and Training, May 2018, Unique Individuals, Broad Skills Inquiry into school to work transition, 
HRSCEET, Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra.



6

the national system of ITE accreditation and quality 
assurance. They included: 

a. all jurisdictions to contribute to and participate in a 
standard setting process, led by AITSL, to establish 
sound national agreement on what it means to 
meet the accreditation standards;

b. all jurisdictions to collaborate with AITSL in ongoing 
national quality assurance activities to strengthen 
consistency and rigour of the national accreditation 
system and identify priorities for enhancing 
judgements;

c. AITSL’s expert advisory group to provide advice 
to all teacher regulatory authorities on whether all 
teaching performance assessments used by ITE 
providers align with the requirements of Program 
Standard 1.2;

d. AITSL to lead benchmarking in cooperation with 
all teacher regulatory authorities of the passing 
standard between different teaching performance 
assessments to confirm these assessments are 
assessing preservice teachers’ competence against 
the Graduate Teacher Standards consistently;

e. all jurisdictions to provide the data and information 
collected on the impact of ITE programs (as per 
Program Standard 6.3 and 6.4) to AITSL for national 
analysis.

f. all jurisdictions to publish a summary of each 
accreditation decision; and

g. AITSL to report to Education Council on the 
outcomes of recommendations a) to f), including 
the national level of consistency and areas where 
further work is needed to ensure consistency.5

At the time of writing, these recommendations have 
not been fully progressed, but have been included as 
a national policy initiative under the National School 
Reform Agreement which reflects governments shared 
commitments to increasing national consistency, rigour 

and transparency, as well as the ongoing challenges of 
a complex regulatory environment. However, the revised 
Standards and Procedures (2015) have been amended 
slightly to reflect greater recognition of AITSL’s role as an 
important body with national oversight and responsibility 
for quality assurance of the national accreditation 
system. The amendments were released in September 
2018, and the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education 
Programs: Standards and Procedures (2018) introduced 
minimal changes to the accreditation process itself. 
Therefore, given these changes were made in the latter 
half of this Review’s development, for simplicity, the 
2015 standards will be referred to throughout. 

HESP Advice to the Federal Government on 
Professional Accreditation

The Higher Education Standards Panel6 (HESP) 
recently adopted recommendations put forward in a 
report commissioned by the Department of Education 
and Training, Professional Accreditation: Mapping the 
Territory by consultancy PhillipsKPA, and delivered them 
to the Federal Government in December 2017. The 
recommendations, if adopted, represent a significant 
change to the way ITE accreditation operates alongside 
sector-wide regulation by the national regulator, TEQSA. 
Specifically, the Panel recommended that: 

• the Government consider a legislated code 
of practice that limits the remit of professional 
accreditation to profession-specific matters, rather 
than issues covered by TEQSA through the Higher 
Education Standards Framework (2015) (Threshold 
Standards)

• TEQSA adopt a role to assist professional 
accrediting bodies to build their capacity to work 
effectively and efficiently through encouraging a 
focus on outcomes-based quality assurance and 
best practice regulation

• a stakeholder forum be introduced to discuss the 
future of professional work and ways to streamline 

5 Education Council (June 2018). Education Council Communiqué.
6  A discussion on the role of the Higher Education Standards Panel and these reforms is provided in Chapter 2, p. 10.
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accreditation. 

The Review’s recommendations focus on the 
development of greater coordination and sharing 
between teacher regulatory authorities and TEQSA in 
the accreditation of ITE programs. 

Universities Australia and Professions Australia: 
Joint Statement of Principles for Professional 
Accreditation

The Statement seeks to address a number of issues 
around accreditation through proposal of a best practice 
approach to professional accreditation. The Statement 
is high-level and defines roles and responsibilities for 
professions and universities as they work together to 
ensure quality in professional education. The principles 
will streamline and improve consistency in professional 
accreditation processes. The Statement was signed 
by the President of Professions Australia, Michael 
Catchpole, and the Chair of Universities Australia, 
Professor Barney Glover, at the Universities Australia 
Higher Education Conference in Canberra in March 
2018 and it is hoped the principles will be adopted by all 
professional accrediting bodies in Australia (Universities 
Australia and Professions Australia, 2016).

Scope 

The original intention of this Review was to explore the 
sources of the regulatory burden associated with the 
accreditation of ITE programs, and to identify ways to 
alleviate burden on providers. This is in no way a new 
line of investigation; in 2012, Professor Margaret Lloyd’s 
report Troubled Times in Australian Teacher Education: 
2012-2013 mapped and analysed the complex and 
competing internal and external agencies influencing 
teacher education. While Professor Lloyd’s report 
precedes the development of the 2015 Standards 
and Procedures, which are the subject of this Review, 
the issues of teacher education needing to adhere 
to competing requirements and the application of 
regulation as a policy lever to improve teacher quality, 
endure. 

Following feedback from ITE providers about regulatory 
burden, which was confirmed by the PhillipsKPA Report 

in 2017 as a national and inter-disciplinary problem, 
the QCT committed resources to explore the existing 
accreditation system. The Terms of Reference were to:

1.   Describe the professional accreditation 
stakeholders and practices in ITE in Australia.

2.   Assess the implications of accreditation on ITE 
providers.

3.   Characterise and assess the relationship between 
the different accreditation standards used by 
accrediting bodies.

4.   Describe best practice and emerging trends that 
could lend insights to ITE accreditation.

5.   Develop recommendations to alleviate regulatory 
burdens through consideration of policy history, 
the policy context, best practice, and the 
characteristics of a high quality ITE program.

The Review’s Terms have been designedly broad to 
allow exploration of the regulatory burden and to deeply 
consider and provide recommendations on the complex 
causal factors.7 Accreditation is a highly important 
and therefore often contested space. Accordingly, the 
challenges are broad: 

1.  There is a regulatory burden associated with the 
accreditation of ITE programs in Australia. 

2.   There is a lack of transparency, understanding 
and communication between regulators about 
their respective standards and processes, which 
has led to confusion about regulatory remit and 
responsibility. 

3.   The Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education 
Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures 
(2015) are not operating in the most efficient 
way possible and contain instances of internal 
duplication. 

4.   The Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education 
Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures 
(2015) and the Higher Education Standards 
Framework (Threshold Standards) (2015) overlap 
with respect to the element of higher education 
being assessed in many instances, but not 
with respect to the regulatory intention, scope, 
or specificity. This has encouraged confusion 
and perceptions of duplication and regulatory 

7  Some of the complexities relate to the variety of interested stakeholders, standards, and processes involved in the accreditation and regulation of 
initial teacher education including the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA) and the Higher Education Standards Framework 
(Threshold Standards) (2015), teacher regulatory authorities and the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education in Australia: Standards and 
Procedures (2015), and the Australian Children’s Education and Care Quality Standards Agency (ACCQA) and relevant standards.
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overreach. 

5.   In some cases, there is complete duplication 
between the Accreditation of Initial Teacher 
Education Programs in Australia: Standards and 
Procedures (2015) and the Higher Education 
Standards Framework (Threshold Standards) 
(2015). 

6.   There is scope for improved responsiveness and 
relevance of the Accreditation of Initial Teacher 
Education Programs in Australia: Standards and 
Procedures (2015). 

7. There is a level of reform burden amongst the ITE 
provider community. 

The Review is structured to align with the Terms of 
Reference and to devote appropriate attention to these 
complexities: 

Chapter 2: Origins of the regulation of higher education 
and initial teacher education in Australia

Through considering the existing accreditation functions 
as situated within wider contextual developments, this 
chapter overviews the increased regulation of the higher 
education sector more broadly and traces the origins of 
the drive for greater rigour and accountability in teacher 
education in Australia. 

Chapter 3: Accreditation and regulation of initial teacher 
education in Australia 

The third chapter overviews the relevant regulatory 
standards frameworks and details the roles and 
responsibilities of AITSL, teacher regulatory authorities, 
ACECQA and providers in the quality assurance 
processes. This overview establishes the background 
to the analysis of issues highlighted in later chapters, 
as many of the challenges in the existing accreditation 
system stem from the regulatory standards and 
regulatory processes used by the parties involved in the 
accreditation of teacher education. 

Chapter 4: Regulatory burdens in initial teacher 
education accreditation 

The QCT surveyed providers in Queensland about 
accreditation requirements and the associated 
regulatory burden. Chapter 4 summarises those results 
in alignment with similar findings elsewhere. It also 
draws from research around quality assurance in higher 
education to identify the lesser-known consequences of 
regulation and regulatory burdens such as performance 
management, process corruption, innovation constraints 
and resource constraints. 

Chapter 5: Evaluation of the Accreditation of Initial 
Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards 
and Procedures (2015) 

This chapter contains an assessment of the fitness-for-
purpose of the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education 
Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures 
(2015). This was necessitated by the existence of internal 
duplication, the associated regulatory burden, and 
a sectoral trend towards the adoption of responsive, 
proportionate, and best practice regulatory approaches. 
Chapter 5 identifies elements of the Standards 
and Procedures that are inefficient, duplicative and 
misaligned with the key objective of accreditation 
– production of high quality and classroom ready 
teachers. 

Chapter 6: Standards and oversight – The Higher 
Education Standards Framework (2015), the 
Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in 
Australia: Standards and Procedures (2015) and the 
ACECQA program approval guidelines. 

This chapter draws from mapping of the standards 
and surveys of providers to identify areas of overlap 
and duplication in the existing accreditation system. 
It highlights the way in which TEQSA’s regulatory 
approach can hinder attempts to reduce duplication and 
identifies weaknesses in the existing system. 

Chapter 7: Improving regulatory processes and 
governance  

This chapter explores options to improve regulatory 
processes and governance. Given the complexity 
and diversity of issues explored, a number of 
recommendations that focus on different ‘pain points’ 
within the system will be provided. 

Chapter 8: Limitations, risk and future work  

This chapter highlights some of the limitations involved in 
the Review, provides a risk assessment for each of the 
recommendations and elucidates the potential direction 
of future work in this area.

Process 

The Review consisted of desk research using relevant 
academic and grey literature, a small-scale survey 
of Queensland ITE providers and consultation with 
stakeholders, including case managers from TEQSA 
and ACECQA. Additional consultations included: 

• AITSL’s Teacher Education Expert Standing 
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Committee (TEESC) in April 2018. Committee 
members confirmed the need for a review of this 
scope. 

• The QCT Board supported the QCT’s exploration of 
this issue, noting the issue of regulatory burden is a 
risk to the QCT and Queensland’s ITE providers. 

• The QCT Professional Standards Committee also 
supported the Review’s direction and noted the 
need for careful consideration of approaches to 
costing accreditation.

• Several Queensland Deans and Heads of School 
of Education assisted with the development of the 
provider survey. 

• The Steering Committee for the Review includes 
key stakeholders from across the sector who have 
provided critical insights into the key challenges, 
helped guide the focus within the Terms of 
Reference, and the development of the review.
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Higher Education in Australia and the Growth of 
Oversight 

Recent years have seen growing government driven 
quality management in the higher education sector. 
One of the main reasons for this has been the 
massification and democratisation of higher education, 
which has been complemented by an increase in the 
general climate of accountability across all sectors, 
the positioning of the increasingly diverse student 
body as a consumer group and increased industry 
competition for national and international markets. The 
role higher education plays for economic growth and 
the nation’s international reputation, and the expanding 
role of government funding in sustaining the sector has 
also contributed to this growth in quality assurance 
(Becket and Brookes, 2008). Typically, the focus of 
quality assurance in higher education has been on 
the effectiveness and reliability of the internal quality 
assurance systems and processes, rather than defining 
and prescribing how institutions ought to operate in 
practice. This is the approach adopted in the UK and 
other Western countries, and is the primary focus for 
Australia’s single national regulator, TEQSA. 

Impetus for greater regulation of this type has been 
driven by the recognition of the importance of the 
sector to the Australian economy (Jarvis, 2014). This is 
the very core of TEQSA’s mission, which is “to protect 
and enhance Australia’s reputation for and international 
competitiveness in higher education” (TEQSA, 2014). 
As will be discussed later in this report, this regulatory 
focus or intention is a key point of difference to that 
adopted by professional accreditation bodies, despite 
frequent overlaps in oversight. 

National Regulation and the Tertiary Education 
Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA) 

TEQSA is an independent national agency established 
through the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards 
Agency Act (2011) (Cth), from here on referred to as 
the TEQSA Act. TEQSA’s regulatory approach is 
informed by principles of regulatory necessity, risk 
and proportionality. TEQSA is critically concerned with 
accrediting, registering and evaluating the performance 
of higher education providers, and ensuring higher 
education qualifications satisfy Australian Qualifications 
Framework (AQF) requirements. The AQF is a 
formalised framework for the sector, which defines the 
knowledge, skills and the application of knowledge and 
skills expected at the varying levels of higher education 
from Certificate I (Level 1) to Doctoral Degrees (Level 

10). Level 7 is a Bachelor Degree, while Level 9 is a 
Masters Degree, and these are the AQF levels through 
which ITE programs eligible for accreditation against 
the Accreditation of Initial Techer Education Programs 
in Australia: Standards and Procedures (2015) herein 
referred to as the Standards and Procedures (2015) are 
delivered. 

Professional Accreditation 

As tertiary education increasingly becomes the 
mainstream pathway to most professions, there 
has been a growth across the sector in professional 
accreditation like that provided by teacher regulatory 
authorities using the Standards and Procedures (2015). 
Professional accreditation regimes sit parallel to, but 
are distinctive from, the regulation and oversight of 
TEQSA. 

There are two broad and inter-related reasons for 
professional accreditation; the first is to ensure a 
minimum level of quality assurance, and the second 
is to provide an incentive for quality improvement. 
Professional accreditation serves the public interest by 
ensuring a university qualification provides graduates 
with the knowledge and skills required to practise 
safely and competently. It also supports continual 
quality improvement, as moving through accreditation 
processes can often force a degree of reflection on 
practice and benchmarking against competitors.

There are a number of benefits associated with 
accreditation for students and employers. For 
students, professional accreditation serves to 
enhance the quality and professional relevance of their 
course. Accreditation ensures students develop the 
professional knowledge, skills and attributes valued by 
employers, because engagement with the professional 
body for accreditation purposes drives greater 
attentiveness to learning outcomes to ensure student 
employability. Accreditation also improves mobility and 
opportunities for graduates, particularly if a program 
has received consistent or positive accreditation. 
During the development of accreditation standards, 
employers are often provided with the opportunity 
to give critical input into professional preparation 
and decisions about the standards expected at the 
graduate level in their field. This connection can 
facilitate decision-making about workforce planning 
and the number of places offered to prospective 
students.

Despite the benefits, professional accreditation can 
be an expensive process, even when fees are not 

Chapter 2

The Growth of Oversight in Higher Education and ITE
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involved. Costs can arise from additional staffing 
requirements, administrative expenses, facilitation 
of site visits and at times, external consulting fees. It 
has also been noted that in some cases, academic 
and professional staff must invest a significant 
amount of time and effort to maintain compliance 
with accreditation standards, which can add stress 
and anxiety about program security (Gourley, Qian, 
Sung and Turner, 2008). In some cases, the growth 
in accreditation has been considered a threat to 
academic freedom and autonomy due to a tendency 
for accreditation and quality assurance processes 
more generally to prioritise a level of standardisation 
and consistency in outcomes.8 

Regulation in ITE Before and After TEMAG

The Standards and Procedures (2015) were preceded 
in some states by earlier accreditation requirements 
for teacher education programs. In New South Wales, 
the (then) NSW Institute of Teachers was formed under 
the Institute of Teachers Act (2004) and accredited 
programs using the Policy and Procedures for Approval 
of Initial Teacher Education Programs. Queensland 
has the longest history of accrediting ITE programs. 
Originally established as the Board of Teacher 
Education in 1971, the QCT used Queensland specific 
accreditation standards in program accreditation until 
the introduction of national requirements in 2011. 

In 2010, the Australian Institute for Teaching and 
School Leadership (AITSL) was established as a public 
company funded by the Australian Government, with 
the sole member of the company being the Federal 
Minister for Education. AITSL replaced Teaching 
Australia, which was a national body established in 
2005 for the teaching profession with funding from the 
Australian Government. At its inception, AITSL was 
charged with the development of national professional 
standards for teachers, which were adopted in 2011 
following extensive national consultation. AITSL 
was also charged with the development of ITE 
program accreditation standards. Following extensive 
consultation with stakeholders, the Accreditation 
of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: 
Standards and Procedures (2011) were endorsed by 
the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood 
and Youth Affairs, now Education Council. The purpose 
of a national system of accreditation using these 
standards was to improve teacher quality and enhance 

the accountability of providers for their delivery of 
quality teacher education programs through rigorous 
accreditation processes and standards. The standards 
were informed by six key principles articulating the 
vision that accreditation ought to be a mechanism 
for quality assurance and improvement: continuous 
improvement; outcomes focus; flexibility, diversity and 
innovation; partnerships; building on existing expertise; 
and assurance and quality improvement. The general 
coverage of the Standards and Procedures (2011) was 
not vastly different to that of the revised Standards 
and Procedures (2015) presently used: they broadly 
included consideration of the following areas: 

• Program outcomes 

• Program development 

• Program entrants 

• School partnerships

• Program delivery and resourcing

• Program information and evaluation

However, the level of specificity and rigour involved in 
fulfilling these requirements differed greatly from the 
existing requirements. 

The impact of the Teacher Education Ministerial 
Advisory Group (2014) (TEMAG)

The Standards and Procedures (2011) were to be 
revised following a review of the quality of  ITE in 
Australia. In response to concerns about teacher 
performance, variability in ITE quality across Australia, 
and debates about best-practice teacher education, 
the Minister for Education appointed the Teacher 
Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) in 2014 
to make recommendations to improve initial teacher 
education and the accreditation of programs: 

“Initial teacher education in Australia has been 
the subject of a large number of reviews, but the 
outcomes have had limited impact on the policy 
and practice of developing new teachers. The goal 
of TEMAG is to provide strong, implementable 
options to initiate genuine national reform.” 
(TEMAG, 2014)

The TEMAG Report identified a number of issues in 
initial teacher education, which would subsequently 
inform the development of the revised Standards and 
Procedures (2015), including: 

8 The challenges associated with accreditation are discussed more fully in Chapter 4 with respect to the existing system of ITE accreditation.
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• Applications for accreditation do not require 
rigorous assessment of evidence to support 
program design and the outcomes expected of 
graduates. 

• Stakeholders called for greater rigour, 
transparency and consistency in the accreditation 
process. 

• Internationally there is increasingly rigorous 
program accreditation requiring provision of 
research, evidence of program impact and 
continuous improvement, to provide quality 
assurance. 

• Lack of transparency in the application of 
Australian Tertiary Admission Rank cut-off for 
program entry. 

• Need for the application of more sophisticated 
tools to select candidates who will make the best 
teachers and high performing education systems 
use screening that considers academic capability, 
literacy and numeracy skills, and personal 
characteristics. 

• Identified concerns that programs include content 
not informed by evidence and research. 

• Teacher education programs do not consistently 
equip beginning teachers with evidence-based 
strategies and skills needed to respond to diverse 
learning needs. 

• Providers do not prepare preservice teachers with 
knowledge and skills to effectively use assessment 
data to inform and improve teaching practice. 

• Teachers were not prepared adequately to meet 
student learning needs, particularly with respect to 
literacy and numeracy. 

• Growing need for primary teachers to have a 
subject specialisation 

• In relation to professional experience it was found 
that schools, school systems and providers are 
challenged to ensure sufficient placements of 
appropriate timing and length for all preservice 
teachers. 

• There was a lack of integration of theory and 
practice in initial teacher education programs. 

• Professional experience opportunities were not 
necessarily aligned with best practice with respect 
to timing, assessment, supervising teacher training 
or practical application. 

• Preservice teachers were not consistently 
assessed against the Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers at the Graduate level on 

completion of their program. 

• Employers were generally dissatisfied with the 
classroom readiness of graduates. 

• There was limited integration of assessment 
between on-campus and in-school learning.

• There was an identified need to improve 
assessment to better reflect classroom practice. 

• With respect to workforce planning, there was a 
lack of available workforce data, which resulted in 
oversupply and undersupply in different areas. 

Reform history 

The issues highlighted by the TEMAG report echoed 
concerns raised by a number of earlier Federal and 
State reviews and inquiries into teacher education 
and related issues. To comprehend some of the 
challenges later highlighted in this report with respect 
to ‘reform fatigue’, it is important to consider the 
TEMAG recommendations and their role in shaping 
the Standards and Procedures (2015) in the context 
of their policy and review predecessors. Prompted by 
reports of high levels of teacher attrition, perceptions 
amongst principals and teachers of inadequate 
preparation by ITE programs, and declines in student 
performance data, these pre-TEMAG reviews 
have contributed to incremental and noteworthy 
developments in initial teacher education and place the 
TEMAG recommendations in a broader context. The 
following section seeks to overview several of these 
works as an illustration of this history and in doing so, 
highlights the significance of the action on the TEMAG 
recommendations as a national and sustained step 
forward in the reform of initial teacher education.

In 2000, Gregor Ramsay was commissioned by 
the New South Wales (NSW) Minister for Education 
and Training, John Aquilina MP,  to explore new 
strategies to attract high quality students to teaching, 
the effectiveness of initial teacher preparation, the 
effectiveness of the NSW practicum model, teacher 
standards, resourcing priorities, relevance and 
utility of teacher education programs and structures 
necessary to guarantee quality in teacher education 
and in teaching. The Report, Quality matters: 
Revitalising teaching: Critical times, critical choices 
also acknowledged a number of uncertainties arising 
for the teaching profession at the dawn of the 21st 
century and so aimed to address issues of teacher 
quality, the growing influence of technology in schools, 
the need to improve behaviour management in schools 
and classrooms and to enhance practicum and 
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professional experience opportunities for preservice 
teachers (Ramsay, 2000). These areas of concern 
were also highlighted in the influential Top of the 
Class Report in 2007 produced by the House of 
Representatives’ Standing Committee on Education 
and Vocational Training. It examined selection criteria 
for students entering initial teacher education, the 
extent to which programs attracted high quality 
students and students from diverse backgrounds and 
the preparation of primary and secondary teaching 
graduates to effectively teach literacy and numeracy, 
manage classrooms, use information technology, deal 
with behaviour management, students who have a 
disability or special learning needs, and to achieve 
teacher registration. It also explored the role of schools 
and supervising teachers in preservice teacher 
preparation, issues of workforce planning and funding. 
Amongst other reforms, the Top of the Class Report 
recommendations contributed to establishing AITSL’s 
role in the accreditation of initial teacher education 
programs (House of Representatives Standing 
Committee on Education and Vocational Training, 
2007). 

In Queensland, two key reports also reflected 
these areas of reform interest and influenced 
accreditation practices. A Shared Challenge: 
Improving Literacy, Numeracy and Science Learning 
in Queensland Primary Schools by Geoff Masters 
in 2009 was prompted by Queensland’s results in 
the 2008 National Assessment Program – Literacy 
and Numeracy (NAPLAN) and the 2007 Trends in 
International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS). 
Recommendations included consideration of initial 
teacher education and it was advised that all primary 
ITE candidates be required to demonstrate their 
ability in this respect through “test performances, as 
a condition of registration, that they meet threshold 
levels of knowledge about the teaching of literacy, 
numeracy and science and have sound levels of 
content knowledge in these areas” (Masters, 2007). 
This recommendation led to the development of a 
state pre-registration test of literacy, numeracy and 
science proficiency. However, issues associated 
with cost, delivery, supervision and content hindered 
progress and the test was postponed. The Literacy 
and Numeracy Test for Initial Teacher Education, or 
LANTITE, which was driven by the TEMAG Report and 
implemented by the 2015 iteration of the Standards 
and Procedures (2015), was a revival of this initiative at 
the national level. 

In 2010, the Review of Teacher Education and School 

Induction was commissioned by the Department of 
Education and Training. The report, by Professor Brian 
Caldwell and Mr David Sutton, considered the content 
of initial teacher education programs. It explored 
professional experience, the length and duration of 
professional experience, program entry requirements, 
partnerships between schools and initial teacher 
education providers, induction and the readiness 
of graduates. Many of these recommendations 
around initial teacher education, particularly around 
professional experience, program length and structure, 
and program entry were later reflected in the TEMAG 
recommendations. 

Similar themes were later highlighted in a NSW 
review into teaching standards. The report, Great 
Teaching, Inspired Learning was released in 2012, 
and sought to improve teaching standards through 
consolidating what is known about high quality 
teaching and ensuring beginning teachers were suited 
to the profession. It inspired a Blueprint for Action, 
which identified 47 actions to improve standards in 
NSW. In Victoria, the Department of Education and 
Early Childhood Development published a discussion 
paper in response to falling performance of Victorian 
school students. The report, New Directions for 
School Leadership and the Teaching Profession noted 
that “universities must better prepare teachers for 
the classroom” and that “Victoria’s teacher training, 
referred to as preservice education, falls short of the 
demands of today’s schools”. These concerns were 
also identified in a Grattan Institute Report, What 
teachers really want: Better teacher management 
which noted principals felt more than one-third of 
teachers had insufficient pedagogical preparation, 
which inhibited quality student instruction. The report 
called for improved evaluation and development of 
teachers (Jensen, 2007).

Reforms delivered through the Standards and 
Procedures (2015)

Evidently, there has been significant policy attention on 
initial teacher education and related issues in Australia, 
and the reports discussed only represent a sample. 
The common themes of concern were subsequently 
also reflected in the TEMAG Report, which has been 
the most influential in the changes it initiated in initial 
teacher education in Australia. Many of the changes 
were delivered through the ITE program accreditation 
Standards and Procedures (2015), which are the 
subject of this Review.
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Founded on core principles of rigour, impact, evidence 
and transparency, the revised Accreditation of Initial 
Teacher Education Programs in Australia – Standards 
and Procedures (2015) were designed to manage 
these issues to achieve nationally consistent high 
quality initial teacher education. Therefore, the 2015 
revised standards were much more specific and 
prescriptive in their requirements, and introduced 
a number of changes to operations in Schools and 
Faculties of Education around Australia. Some of the 
more significant included: 

• introduction of the Teaching Performance 
Assessment (TPA)

• introduction of the LANTITE

• a requirement to base accreditation decisions on 
demonstration of program impact, drawn from 
evidence of preservice teacher performance and 
evidence of graduate outcomes

• more rigorous requirements around the facilitation 
of professional experience across the program.

Although a national policy reform, accreditation 
remained the responsibility of teacher regulatory 
authorities. This means complete ‘national consistency’ 
has remained a policy outcome only fully achievable 
through collaboration, inducement and agreement 
across state boundaries. Some jurisdictions have 
maintained state-specific accreditation requirements 
for ITE programs.
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The Standards and Procedures (2015)

As outlined in the previous chapter, the revised 
Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs 
in Australia – Standards and Procedures (2015), 
incorporated the TEMAG recommendations and is 
currently utilised by teacher regulatory authorities in 
each state and territory. The revised Standards and 
Procedures (2015) were designed to reflect eight 
principles, which were broadly drawn from the TEMAG 
recommendations:

1. Impact – the accreditation process relies on 
evidence about the program’s impact. Evidence 
of impact is drawn from both preservice teacher 
performance and graduate outcomes. 

2.   Evidence-based – evidence must underpin all 
elements of initial teacher education, from the 
design and delivery of programs to the teaching 
practices taught within programs. Evidence is 
the basis on which panels make accreditation 
recommendations. 

3.   Rigour – a relentless focus on rigour across all 
elements of the accreditation process is vital 
in assuring robust and nationally consistent 
decisions, as well as the quality of programs and 
their graduates. 

4.   Continuous improvement – accreditation 
contributes to the improvement of the quality 
of initial teacher education and consequently of 
teaching and learning in Australia. The ongoing 
cycle of review and re-accreditation will provide 
assurance of graduate teacher quality and build 
public confidence in the profession. 

5.   Flexibility, diversity and innovation – accreditation 
encourages the capacity of providers to be 
innovative in the delivery of programs to meet the 
diverse needs of students and the profession, as 
long as the program can demonstrate a positive 
impact. 

6.   Partnerships – national accreditation is 
built around partnerships involving shared 
responsibilities and obligations among initial 
teacher education providers, education settings, 
teachers, employers, and Authorities and a shared 
commitment to improve initial teacher education 
and work in partnership to positively affect student 
learning and graduate outcomes. 

7.   Transparency – the accreditation process requires 
transparency across all elements of initial teacher 
education, from entrant selection to program 
outcomes. This results in publicly available data 

that is valid and comparable, as well as clarity 
for preservice teachers about what to expect 
from initial teacher education and, in turn, what is 
expected of them throughout their course. 

8.   Research – accreditation generates and relies 
upon a strong research base that informs program 
design and delivery and informs the continual 
improvement of teacher education programs by 
providers (AITSL, 2015).

Jurisdictional teacher regulatory authorities have led 
the implementation of the standards in their local 
contexts, but training, development of guidelines and 
process and decision-making evaluations have been 
conducted by AITSL. A key element of accreditation 
has been annual reporting, whereby providers report 
to their respective teacher regulatory authorities on a 
range of agreed indicators and changes to programs. 

The accreditation process itself occurs in two 
stages. Stage 1 applies to new programs entering 
accreditation for the first time, the primary focus being 
the development of a plan for demonstrating the 
‘impact’ of a program on its graduates. ITE providers 
must supply evidence that they have fulfilled the 
Program Standards, that they have taught, practised 
and assessed the preservice teachers in a way 
designed to ensure the students are able to meet the 
APST at the Graduate Level by the time they complete 
their ITE program,, and that they have developed 
their plan for demonstrating impact – which is a 
description of how they plan to collect and annually 
report evidence of preservice teacher performance 
and graduate outcome measures. In Stage 2, the 
focus shifts to interpretation of the evidence collected 
through the aforementioned annual reporting process. 
Providers must submit an analysis and interpretation 
of their evidence, a description of program changes 
and planned improvements based on the evidence 
provided, and evidence that they have continued to 
adhere to the Program Standards. At time of writing, 
all providers in Australia have submitted Stage 1 
accreditation submissions and are moving towards 
Stage 2. In Queensland, all providers will have 
completed Stage 2 accreditation by the end of 2019, 
with most having completed Stage 2 in 2018. 

The Standards and Procedures (2015) represented 
an approach to accreditation that was indicative of 
the political context and commentary from which 
they were born. The ongoing concerns highlighted 
in commentary and the TEMAG Report around 
Professional Experience, integration of the Australian 

Chapter 3

Standards and Processes in ITE Regulation
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Professional Standards for Teachers at the Graduate 
Level, and the assurance of preservice teachers’ 
literacy and numeracy levels were all targeted through 
the Standards and Procedures (2015). They were 
also designed to be comprehensive: so much so, 
that many areas considered fall within the remit of the 
Higher Education Standards Framework (Threshold 
Standards), used by TEQSA. The issues arising out of 
this overlap are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 6. 

The Higher Education Standards Framework 
(Threshold Standards) (2015)

In Australia, higher education consists of awards 
across the Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) 
levels 5-10, which includes diplomas, advanced 
diplomas, associate degrees, bachelor degrees 
(including honours), graduate certificates, graduate 
diplomas, masters degrees, doctoral degrees and 
higher doctoral degrees. As such, the sector regulated 
by TEQSA is exceptionally diverse and includes public 
Australian u¬¬niversities, private universities, state 
owned not-for-profit Technical and Further Education 
Colleges (TAFEs), not-for-profit faith-based colleges, 
for-profit private colleges, not-for-profit professional 
associations, university-affiliated/owned/joint-ventured 
colleges, and a number of smaller for-profit niche 
specialisation colleges (TEQSA, 2015). 

Higher Education providers must adhere to the 
relevant standards in the Higher Education Standards 
Framework (Threshold Standards) 2015 (HES 
Framework). The Threshold Standards provide the 
minimum requirements for the delivery of higher 
education in or from Australia by higher education 
providers registered under the TEQSA Act 2011. Within 
the standards there are seven domains, which were 
structured to parallel a student’s experience from 
entry to graduation and cover all aspects of higher 
education: student participation and attainment; 
learning environment; teaching; research and research 
training; institutional quality assurance; governance 
and accountability and representation and information 
management. 

The purpose of the Threshold Standards is to provide 
a high barrier to entry into the sector, to ensure the 
quality and reputation of Australia’s higher education 
providers, and to protect students. The Threshold 
Standards also aim to articulate the expectations for 
provision of higher education in Australia, by providing 
a guide to the quality of educational experiences 
that students should expect and a reference for 
international comparisons for the provision of higher 
education. The Threshold Standards were the result 
of several years of review.9  The revised framework, 
which took effect in January 2017, sought to align 
with the operational characteristics of a typical higher 
education provider with TEQSA’s regulatory processes. 
So, the latest iteration of the Threshold Standards have 
ideally corresponded with the provider’s own internal 
monitoring, reporting and governance activities. The 
purpose of this was to ensure TEQSA could utilise 
the information and evidence ordinarily produced 
during the normal course of business. The provisions 
of section 13 of the TEQSA Act guide the agency’s 
approach to accreditation and sector regulation by 
specifying the principles for regulation as:

• the principle of regulator necessity

• the principle of reflecting risk

• the principle of proportionate regulation.

Risk assessments

In accordance with the need to reflect risk, TEQSA 
undertakes annual risk assessments of providers to 
inform the prioritisation of regulatory activities. The risk 
assessment process involves the risk assessment itself 
and dialogue with the provider to discuss any identified 
risks, after which the assessment is used to inform 
the scope of scheduled oversight processes such as 
registration renewals. The evaluation is founded on 
assessment of key risk areas:

• regulatory history and standing

• students (load, experience and outcomes)

• academic staff profiles

• financial viability and sustainability.

9 In October 2013 TEQSA released its sector discussion paper ‘Future directions for TEQSA’s regulatory processes’ which aimed to reduce the 
regulatory burden for higher education providers, shorten the regulatory decision-making time frames, strengthen risk-based regulation while 
acknowledging the diversity of providers and strengthen TEQSA’s consultation and engagement with stakeholders.  This was largely prompted by 
a report commissioned by the Minister for Higher Education, which was released in August 2013. The Review of Higher Education Regulation by 
Professors Valerie Braithwaite and Kwong Lee Dow found that there was a need to strengthen the legislative framework in which TEQSA operates 
to give greater guidance around the organisations principles of regulatory necessity, risk and proportionality across the sector and, consequently, 
TEQSA’s approach to regulation. The report found that there was a significant cost and resource burdens associated with the approach TEQSA 
had been taking.
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From analysis of these areas, TEQSA can draw 
conclusions about the level of overall risk to students 
and/or overall risk to financial position. This risk 
assessment informs future interactions with the 
provider. As such, when providers make an application 
to TEQSA for course accreditation under Part 4 of 
the Act and/or renewal of registration, the scope and 
detail of evidence required to make an assessment is 
decided on a case-by-case basis, as informed by the 
risk assessment. TEQSA uses a differentiated model of 
assessment (core+), under which institutions must all 
submit minimum evidence around the core standards 
set out in the HES Framework for accreditation (core). 
However, depending on the risk assessment, some 
providers may be required to provide greater breadth 
or depth of evidence (core +) if they are deemed 
at risk.10  For a new course accreditation, the core 
assessment considers the following broad areas:

• evidence around student participation and 
attainment;

• learning environment;

• teaching;

• research and research training;

• institutional quality assurance;

• governance, accountability and representation; 
and

• information and information management.

In the case of course renewals, the required core 
evidence is less extensive but requires information 
about student participation and attainment, teaching, 
research and research training (if applicable) and 
institutional quality assurance. This is because the 
focus of an assessment renewal is around internal and 
external reviews and reporting. If TEQSA establishes 
that credible reviews and periodic internal reporting 
are providing assurance that the course satisfies the 
standards, TEQSA may not seek further evidence. 
TEQSA uses internal governance and quality 
assurance outputs rather than TEQSA commissioned 
reviews as evidence (TEQSA, 2017a).

Higher education provider registration status

The level of interaction a provider has with TEQSA is 
determined by the provider’s registration status and 
level of self-accrediting authority. Some providers, such 

as public universities, have the authority to accredit 
all their courses internally and only interact with 
TEQSA during an institution re-registration process. 
Others have self-accrediting authority for one or more 
programs. Providers are able to apply for this authority 
provided they satisfy the criteria set out in Section 2 
in part B2 of the Threshold Standards. Applications 
for unlimited self-accrediting-authority must satisfy 
additional criteria outlined in B2.3 of the Threshold 
Standards. 

Providers with self-accrediting authority are 
accountable for interpreting the requirements of 
relevant Standards (Provider Course Accreditation 
Standards and Qualification Standards) in the HES 
Framework and ensuring that these standards 
are appropriately applied and met throughout 
the development, approval, delivery, review and 
discontinuation of a course of study. The 37 Australian 
Public Universities are self-accrediting, as are the 
six private Australian universities. While some non-
university higher education providers also hold full 
self-accrediting authority, they mostly hold partial 
self-accrediting authority or do not hold self-accrediting 
authority at all. For those providers without self-
accrediting-authority, or partial self-accrediting-
authority that does not include the course in question, 
course accreditations last up to seven years, however 
this accreditation period is determined by TEQSA. If a 
provider is considered ‘at risk’, accreditation renewals 
may need to be performed more frequently. TEQSA 
publishes the reports of decisions around registration 
and course accreditation on the National Register. 
This is to ensure transparency of TEQSA processes, 
regulatory decisions and the reasons for those 
decisions.

Australian Children’s Education and Care Quality 
Authority and the Program Approval Guidelines 

ACECQA is an independent national authority 
responsible for assisting state and territory 
governments to implement and administer the National 
Quality Framework (NQF) for early childhood education 
and care. The NQF was the result of agreements by 
Australian governments to achieve better educational 
and developmental outcomes for children. Section 225 
of the Education and Care Services National Law gives 
ACECQA the function to determine the qualifications 

10 TEQSA assesses a provider’s risk based on its history of higher education provision, compliance history, performance against specific 
indicators in TEQSA’s Risk Assessment Framework and any material changes (such as delivery in a new campus). There are several organisational 
characteristics that can build TEQSA’s confidence in the provider’s capacity to meet the standards and deal with risks to quality. TEQSA arrives at 
a decision to reject or approve the application with imposed conditions or approve the application.
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required to be held by educators under the NQF, 
including the assessment of equivalent qualifications, 
and Section 169(7) states that ACECQA may, on 
application, determine qualifications, including foreign 
qualifications, to be equivalent to the qualifications 
required by the Education and Care Services National 
Regulations. Regulations 137 and 138 set out the 
various requirements providers must fulfil in submitting 
an application for a qualification to be assessed for 
inclusion on the list of approved qualifications, which 
must be published and maintained by ACECQA. 

ACECQA approves early childhood teaching 
qualifications, diploma level educator qualifications and 
Certificate III level educator qualifications. ACECQA 
approval is granted for a period of five years, and 
approved programs are published on ACECQA’s 
website. Educators must hold an ACECQA approved 
qualification for the purposes of the National Law 
and Regulations, particularly the educator to child 
ratio and educator qualification requirements, and 
the early childhood teacher requirements for early 
childhood education and care services. Higher 
education providers seeking approval of their courses 
from ACECQA must provide a statement and relevant 
evidence addressing the ACECQA Program Approval 
Guidelines. Providers must be able to demonstrate the 
following: 

1.   Program Entry – Qualification level AQF 7 or 
above and appropriate entry requirements, 
articulation and credit rules. 

2.   Age Focus – It is a requirement that programs 
demonstrate inclusion of curriculum and 
professional experience appropriate for education/
care of children aged up to five years, with 
a preference for coverage of children up to 
eight years of age. In cases where a program 
covers children up to12 years of age, there is 
a requirement that there is an early childhood 
specialisation which is evidenced through a 
significant number of units and period of time 
devoted to early childhood. 

3.   Curriculum Specification – ACECQA requires 
providers to indicate where in their program they 
have integrated curriculum pertinent to early 
childhood and early childhood settings. Providers 
submit all course profiles and a mapping document, 
indicating where each specification has been 
addressed. Unlike the Program Standards and 
Procedures used by teacher regulatory authorities, 
ACECQA does not specify the extent to which a 
provider must engage with each specification, or 
where in the program this occurs. Decisions are 

based on the professional judgement of expert 
assessors, who consider the program, its context, 
and how and where each specification has been 
addressed. 

4.   Professional Experience – ACECQA’s 
requirements regarding professional experience 
relate to the number of days spent by preservice 
teachers in different early childhood settings. 
Undergraduate programs are required to have 
at least 80 days of supervised professional 
experience, with a minimum of 10 days with 
children aged under three years old and a 
significant number of days in early childhood 
settings with children aged from three years up 
to the age where they start formal schooling. 
Postgraduate degrees are required to have at least 
60 days of supervised professional experience, 
and also require a minimum of 10 days with 
children aged from birth up to three years old and 
a significant number of days in early childhood 
settings with children aged from three years up to 
the age they start formal schooling. 

ACECQA adopts a relatively light-touch approach 
to accreditation of teacher education courses. The 
program approval requirements, approved by the 
ACECQA Board, are deliberately designed to be 
broad, allowing a flexible and proportionate approach 
to its regulatory function. In many instances, providers 
that also require accreditation with teacher regulatory 
authorities (i.e. ITE courses aimed at teaching of children 
aged up to eight years or up to 12 years) are able to 
provide ACECQA with the same or similar submissions 
that have been provided to the local teacher regulatory 
authority, if the accreditation cycles allow. ACECQA 
typically does not place specific requirements on how 
its guidelines are met; this lack of prescriptiveness 
demonstrates a level of cognisance about the other 
accreditation requirements providers must adhere to. 

Australian Teacher Regulatory Authorities and 
Jurisdictional Requirements 

A number of teacher regulatory authorities also have 
state-specific requirements for accreditation. These 
requirements are either continuations of accreditation 
policies that pre-dated the introduction of the Standards 
and Procedures (2015), or they are requirements 
designed to ensure providers satisfy particular state 
policy objectives and specific requirements for areas 
of initial teacher education. As the summary below 
highlights, the breadth of additional requirements varies 
significantly among the jurisdictions.
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State Additional Requirements

Victoria – Victorian 
Institute of Teaching 
(VIT)

The VIT requires that providers adhere to the Specialist Area Guidelines. The Guidelines outline 
the minimum level of discipline study applicable for preparation as a specialist teacher. The 
Guidelines align with Program Standard 3.3. https://www.vit.vic.edu.au/registering-as-a-teacher/
teaching-programs/standards-for-accreditation-of-programs

New South Wales 
– NSW Education 
Standards Authority 
(NESA)

NESA points providers to application of the AITSL Guidelines for the Accreditation of Initial 
Teacher Education Programs in Australia (2016), AITSL Guidelines for Teacher Performance 
Assessment, AITSL Guidelines for Demonstrating Impact, AITSL Guidelines for Primary 
Specialisation, and NESA Supporting documentation for Program Standard 4.4 Primary 
Specialisation. 

NESA also requires that programs include evidence that graduates meet all aspects of the NSW 
Subject Content Knowledge Requirements relating to pre-requisites and discipline content 
knowledge. NESA’s Subject Content Knowledge Policy outlines these requirements. 

NESA also provides guidelines for subject content knowledge requirements for primary teaching 
specialisations. The Requirements for Primary Teaching Specialisations, Apply for a Mathematics 
or Science and Technology Specialisation, and Apply for a Languages Specialisation documents 
outline how providers meet the content requirements. 

NESA accreditation also requires that submissions provide evidence that graduates meet all 
aspects of the NESA Elaborations in Priority Areas related to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
education, Classroom Management, Information and Communication Technologies, Literacy and 
Numeracy, Students with Special Educational Needs, and Teaching Students with English as an 
Additional Language or Dialect (EAL/D).

Finally, NSW providers are also required to comply with NSW Professional Experience 
Requirements included in the Professional Experience Policy and use documentation from 
the Professional Experience Framework. All of the above documentation is provided at: http://
educationstandards.nsw.edu.au/wps/portal/nesa/teacher-accreditation/how-accreditation-
works/higher-ed-providers-ite/program-accreditation-requirements

Western Australia – 
Teacher Registration 
Board of Western 
Australia

The Teacher Registration Board of Western Australia uses its own approach to the Accreditation 
of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures (2015). The Western 
Australian Standards for the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs Program 
Standards does not include the information about panel process and accreditation procedures. 
The Guidelines and other documentation provided by AITSL are not used in Western Australia. 
http://www.trb.wa.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Western-Australian-Standards-for-the-
Accreditation-of-Initial-Teacher-Education-Programs.pdf

Queensland – 
Queensland College 
of Teachers

Queensland initial teacher education providers are required to demonstrate their satisfaction of 
Queensland-specific requirements through completion of Template D Additional Requirements 
for program accreditation in Queensland. These requirements  relate to entry pre-requisites, 
Internships, Professional experience placements, final professional experience recommendations, 
supervisions and assessment by registered teachers, and satisfaction of areas currently seen as 
priorities in Queensland (ensuring graduates develop an understanding of strategic cross-sectoral 
policy initiatives).

Tasmania – Teachers 
Registration Board of 
Tasmania

No additional requirements

Northern Territory – 
Teacher Registration 
Board of the Northern 
Territory

No additional requirements

South Australia – 
Teachers Registration 
Board of South 
Australia

No additional requirements

Australian Capital 
Territory Teacher 
Quality Institute

No additional requirements

Table 1: Additional accreditation requirements in different jurisdictions around Australia

https://www.vit.vic.edu.au/registering-as-a-teacher/teaching-programs/standards-for-accreditation-of
https://www.vit.vic.edu.au/registering-as-a-teacher/teaching-programs/standards-for-accreditation-of
http://educationstandards.nsw.edu.au/wps/portal/nesa/teacher-accreditation/how-accreditation-works/h
http://educationstandards.nsw.edu.au/wps/portal/nesa/teacher-accreditation/how-accreditation-works/h
http://educationstandards.nsw.edu.au/wps/portal/nesa/teacher-accreditation/how-accreditation-works/h
http://www.trb.wa.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Western-Australian-Standards-for-the-Accreditation-
http://www.trb.wa.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Western-Australian-Standards-for-the-Accreditation-
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Internal Quality Assurance and Other Reporting 
Requirements

In addition to the submission of evidence and data 
for adherence to the regulatory requirements of 
AITSL, TEQSA, QCT, and ACECQA, providers are 
also required to report annually to the Australian 
Department of Education and Training through the 
Higher Education Information Management System 
(HEIMS) on enrolments, scholarships, OS-Help, SA 
Help, staff and completions of courses and units. All 
universities and many other higher education providers 
that are registered by TEQSA also participate in Quality 
Indicators for Learning and Teaching (QILT), which 
is a suite of point-in-time, cross sectional surveys, 
comprising Student Experience Survey, Graduate 
Outcomes Survey and Employer Satisfaction Survey, 
conducted by the Social Research Centre, which is a 
subsidiary of Australian National University.  

Providers are also required to engage in their own 
internal reviews as part of their governance and internal 
quality assurance processes. In a university, internal 
quality assurance and review processes tend to 
include comprehensive analysis of a school or faculty’s 
operations on a seven-year cycle. These reviews 
tend to correlate with the requirements of the HES 
Framework.11

While the level of engagement with these regulatory 
requirements is variable among institutions and 
faculties or schools of education, satisfying 
accreditation requirements from teacher regulatory 
authorities, ACECQA, TEQSA, as well as internal 
quality assurance processes is inefficient and is 
considered in some quarters to be unsustainable. 
Chapter four explores this issue in further detail in 
exploring the regulatory burdens associated with these 
requirements for initial teacher education providers. 

11 Information gathered for the purposes of internal quality assurance could include: 
• Contextual information about the school and its recent history
• Descriptions of governance and management 
• Strategic objectives
• Teaching and learning (course offerings, entry characteristics, graduate outcomes, curriculum review processes, curriculum design initiatives, 

workload guidelines, competition, external professional accreditation requirements, future directions, data around student experience, 
graduate and learning outcomes, teaching grants and awards)

• Research and research training information (overview of major research areas, qualitative elements of research, the impact research is having 
regionally or by industry, collaborations, facilities and any future directions)

• Internationalisation strategies (support mechanisms for international students, strategic alliances, data around the internationalisation of 
higher education, evidence of staff and student body perceptions around internationalisation, initiatives around internationalisation of course 
delivery)

• Professional and industry links (relationships and industry projects, industry placements, staff involvement in professional education, staff 
engagement with professional bodies, involvement in outside collaboration, number of external members serving on school committees)

• Equity and diversity (reporting on the representation of key equity and diversity groups in the staff and student profiles)
• Organisational and administrative structures (support structures in place, staff profiles, staff development and career development, workload 

allocations)
• Resources (school space and equipment, IT infrastructure, asset management plans)
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The QCT surveyed providers in Queensland about 
accreditation requirements and the associated 
excessive regulatory burden; ‘excessive’ is used 
here because some form of burden is inevitable with 
any regulatory regime. This chapter considers these 
findings to illustrate the extent and nature of the 
regulatory burden on ITE providers in Australia. It firstly 
considers the regulatory burden associated with the 
Standards and Procedures (2015) and then considers 
the impact of other regulatory requirements. Findings 
are contextualised against research about the impact 
of quality assurance and accreditation processes in 
higher education contexts. 

Regulatory burden associated with the Standards 
and Procedures (2015)

Regulatory burden refers to the administrative 
costs associated with regulation: specifically the 
money, time and complexity involved in preparing 
for and completing the requirements for successful 
accreditation, and subsequently making any necessary 
changes advised by the accrediting authority. In the 
case of ITE in Australia, the requirements have been 
described by a number of commentators as being 
particularly burdensome. The process has been 
criticised as being overly complex and requiring 
excessive amounts of time, effort and administrative 
resources. Moreover, some have described the 
accreditation requirements as being inflexible and 
limiting and as restricting scope for creativity and 
innovation in program design.12 Furthermore, the 
requirements have been identified as being logistically 
too difficult to meet for some/all providers. At a 
presentation to the Australian Council of Deans of 
Education, Evaluating Initial Teacher Education: Why, 
what, when, who and how? ITE providers addressing 
Program Standard 6 and our annual requirements in 
2016, it was clear that elements of Standard 6 – such 
as the need for ITE providers to capture evidence of 
graduate impact on student learning – represented 
a request for data and evidence outside of the ITE 
providers’ reach at the time of the introduction of 
the new accreditation requirements. This was also 
highlighted by stakeholders in the 2017 TEMAG 
Evaluation: Stakeholder perspectives on progress, in 
which providers pointed to the need for expectations 

and aspirations around the development of a national 
evidence base to be reviewed (PTR Consulting, 2017).

Numerous Accreditation Requirements Amounting to 
Regulatory Burden

The previously mentioned PhillipsKPA Report (2017) 
highlighted the challenge associated with numerous 
accreditation requirements: 

“…the aggregate effect of coping with idiosyncratic 
and excessive or unreasonable demands for 
information and compliance from some accrediting 
agencies is significant, expensive and problematic. 
Specific problems that were commonly cited by 
providers include the regulatory and financial 
burden, the wide variation in the format and type 
of information required, inappropriate intervention 
in institutional autonomy, lack of transparency and 
due process and poorly prepared accreditation 
panels.”  (PhillipsKPA, 2017 p. 7)

The report noted that in the case of ITE accreditation, 
there was a significant degree of duplication and 
overlap among different requirements, which was the 
source of significant frustration for ITE providers. For 
example, aspects of Program Standards 2: Program 
development, design and delivery, 3: Program entry, 
and 5: Professional experience, concern very similar 
domains to those covered by the Threshold Standards 
used by TEQSA, and providers’ own internal quality 
assurance processes. 

While complaints about a regulatory burden in 
this sense are justified, through this Review it has 
become apparent that there is a need to highlight 
the nuanced distinction between regulatory, process 
and reform burdens. Firstly the completion of 
accreditation submissions to meet the requirements 
of the Standards and Procedures (2015) represented 
a significant change and expense for providers and 
a regulatory or administrative burden. Secondly, the 
introduction of teaching performance assessments, 
literacy and numeracy testing for all entrants, non-
academic testing, more rigorous professional 
experience requirements, and increased collection 
of evidence and data around preservice teacher 
performance and graduate impact on student learning 

Chapter 4

Regulatory Burdens in Initial Teacher Education Accreditation

12 While the Terms of Reference for this Report have largely centered on the regulatory or administrative burdens in initial teacher education 
accreditation, the research has shed light on a number of concerns about the nature of the Standards themselves in shaping ITE programs. Given 
the relatively new nature of the Standards and the need for policy review and evaluation, intermittent opportunities will be taken in this piece to 
highlight some of these concerns, and recommendations will seek to address aspects of these issues through indirectly ‘easing’ the restrictiveness 
of requirements. 



22

represents a significant burden on financial, human 
and physical resources and required a significant 
shift in processes. Lastly, in the context of a history of 
review and reform, which was discussed in Chapter 
1, these changes have been met with a degree of 
sensitivity by many in the ITE community.13 This Review 
has been cognisant of the need to address these 
complexities rather than simply casting generalised 
aspersions about ‘regulatory burden’. 

QCT Regulatory Burden Survey 

The QCT surveyed all 10 ITE providers in Queensland 
about accreditation requirements and processes. In 
Queensland, there is only one ITE provider without self-
accrediting status with TEQSA and the remainder are 
universities. At the time, all providers had completed 
Stage 1, and most had completed Stage 2 of 
accreditation of their ITE programs. 

Methodology 

The QCT surveyed 10 ITE providers in Queensland 
to quantify the numerous submission requirements, 
identify instances of repeated information requests, 
and explore some of the different impacts of 
accreditation. The survey instrument was developed 
with the assistance of four Queensland Deans and 
Heads of School. The survey asked providers to 
consider a list of 103 different evidence requirements 
and indicate if the evidence was produced in the 
ordinary conduct of business and/or was required for 
internal quality assurance processes, accreditation 
with the QCT under the Standards and Procedures 
(2015), or approval under ACECQA’s program 
approval guidelines. This list was drawn from example 
submissions to the QCT and consultation with TEQSA 
and ACECQA.14  The providers were given a list of 
103 different pieces of evidence and were asked to 
respond to the following questions: 

• Would this be developed in the ordinary conduct 
of business?

• Is this required for internal quality assurance 
processes? 

• Is this required for accreditation under the 

Standards and Procedures? 

• Is this required for accreditation under ACECQA’s 
program approval guidelines? 

• Has this been required in any interactions with 
TEQSA?

The purpose of this line of questioning was to provide 
an indication of: 

1.   the extent to which accreditation requirements 
resulted in the production of evidence that would 
not normally be produced in the ordinary conduct 
of business

2.   the extent to which providers were required to 
submit the same piece of evidence more than 
once, which could provide an indication of the 
overlap and duplication, but also scope for 
improved efficiency through greater sharing and 
consensus on requirements. 

Given the cohort of providers in Queensland, TEQSA 
requirements have not been included here as all but 
one provider has self-accrediting authority. 

Evidence for accreditation purposes 

Of the 103 separate pieces of evidence listed in the 
survey, on average the ITE providers indicated that: 

• 61.5 per cent of the listed evidence was produced 
in the ordinary conduct of business 

• 58.3 per cent  was required for internal quality 
assurance requirements 

• 71.4 per cent  was required for program 
accreditation by the QCT using the Standards and 
Procedures 

• 17.9 per cent  was required for accreditation under 
ACECQA program approval guidelines.

The implication of these results is that accreditation 
under the Standards and Procedures (2015) requires 
an additional 13.13 per cent more evidence than is 
required for internal quality assurance and 9.8 per 
cent  more than is produced in the ordinary conduct of 
business. 

13 In their paper, Calling for “urgent national action to improve the quality of initial teacher education”: the reification of evidence and accountability 
in reform agendas, Rowe & Skourdoumbis (2017) discuss the TEMAG reforms more broadly as being based on “a logic of deficiency within initial 
teacher education” and acknowledge that reform to initial teacher education has been a persistent theme, backgrounded by an underlying and 
persistent criticism of teacher quality. In concluding, they note that reforms seem to construct and deliver increased accountability in the context 
of budget cuts, sector shortages and a push for privatisation of universities, and this direct intervention in the content and delivery of initial teacher 
education denigrates teacher educators and contributes to further deprofessionalisation. While this is one line of opinion in the teacher educator 
community, the existence of these types of observations speaks to the severity of the effects as perceived in some quarters.
14 Given the list of possible evidence was drawn from limited sources, it is not nationally representative.
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Duplication of evidence requirements 

To assess the extent to which providers were required 
to submit the same evidence to different quality 
assurance requirements, the instances of duplicated 
evidence submission among internal quality assurance 
requirements, ACEQA program approval guidelines 
requirements and the requirements under the 
Standards and Procedures (2015) were identified. The 
data indicated that there were: 

• 400 instances of evidence only being required 
once 

• 434 instances of evidence being required twice 

• 107 instances of evidence being required three 
times

The survey also sought providers’ opinions on 
accreditation processes with respect to time, impact 
on improvement, and options for streamlining 
numerous accreditation requirements. The results of 
the survey are discussed below.

The Multi-faceted Impacts of Accreditation and 
Regulatory Burden 

Accreditation has multiple purposes and functions, 
but ultimately establishes a minimum level of 
quality and provides an incentive for continual 
quality improvement. It can prompt reflection on 
curriculum and teaching practices through supporting 
and structuring continuous improvement cycles 
(PhillipsKPA, 2017).  Several providers surveyed 
discussed this benefit; in particular, some providers 
explained that while changes were challenging 
to implement, the introduction of coherence and 
sequencing requirements forced deep consideration 
of the program’s ‘flow’, and meant that academic staff 
became more cognisant of their colleagues’ work 
in other units. Moreover, the collection of evidence 
and data about program impact informed pragmatic 
changes and most providers agreed their programs 
were more coherent and rigorous as a result.

Accreditation also provides assurance that the 
program is current, that it is taught by an appropriately 
qualified and experienced staff body, and that sufficient 
resources are in place to support student progression 
and success. One provider explained that the need for 
successful accreditation supported requests for new 
facilities and infrastructure, while another highlighted 
the importance of second-party assurance of graduate 
quality. A number of providers noted that in meeting 
requirements, they engaged in deeper collaboration 

with school sectors and the local community. This 
resulted in the employment of teachers as sessional 
staff and communication with schools and school 
sectors about the quality of graduate teachers. The 
extent to which these benefits were observed varied 
among providers and the nature of their teacher 
education programs prior to 2015. Given the unique 
role accreditation has played in teacher education 
as a conduit for reform, the two issues were typically 
discussed in concert and this distorted articulation 
of the exclusive benefits of accreditation as distinct 
from the reforms delivered through accreditation 
requirements. 

Multiple accreditation requirements

Despite the benefits, there are drawbacks associated 
with accreditation which compromise or potentially 
degrade its value. In particular, the need for providers 
to meet accreditation requirements from numerous 
regulatory authorities is problematic. This issue is 
amplified for smaller institutions with fewer staff 
members and resources, however, all providers 
surveyed as part of this work raised this concern. 
All expressed frustration about the level of overlap 
between the Standards and Procedures (2015) and 
the Threshold Standards or internal quality assurance 
requirements. 

Resourcing and time

Accreditation has been considered by some to be 
one of the most expensive and least value-added 
processes for higher education providers. This 
is particularly the case when requirements are 
complex, extensive and overly focused on regulatory 
compliance. Some sources have reported providers 
have been required to spend up to $100 000 on a 
course accreditation and that a faculty’s contribution 
to accreditation panels for other universities’ courses 
could reach up to $20 000 per annum (PhillipsKPA, 
2017). These figures were confirmed by two providers 
surveyed and all expressed concerns about the costs 
of employing more sessional and professional staff, 
printing, travel and stakeholder engagement costs for 
accreditation purposes. 

The extensive documentation, collection of data and 
evidence, and management of program changes 
to satisfy requirements has been described as 
cumbersome and problematic because this time can 
no longer be spent on direct value-added activities 
such as teaching and research. The providers 
surveyed generally allocated one to two staff members 
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to accreditation functions for between six and twelve 
months to meet the accreditation requirements of 
the Standards and Procedures (2015). In addition, 
the remainder of the faculty staff were kept abreast 
of accreditation developments and were required 
to make relevant amendments and changes to their 
teaching materials and assessment items. Given the 
high-stakes nature of accreditation, allocation of the 
majority of these individuals’ time was considered 
necessary, as failure to gain accreditation could result 
in program closure and as a result, loss of employment 
and income. Another concern specifically related to 
the Standards and Procedures (2015) was with respect 
to time. For the staff involved, teaching, supervisory 
and research activities were restricted and as a result, 
they experienced negative consequences in terms of 
stunted career progression. One Head of School noted 
they would prefer to see their academic staff invested 
in writing research grant applications, and the time 
required for accreditation represented a significant 
portion of staff time for which there was no allocated 
budget. 

Compliance, academic freedom and flexibility 

The additional responsibility of accreditation has 
been shown to add stress and a sense of insecurity, 
while the negative emotions arising out of the lack 
of recognition and compensation for accreditation 
work can amount to a degree of resistance towards 
accreditation processes (Gourley et al., 2008). 
To varying degrees, all aired concerns around 
autonomy and academic freedom. In particular, the 
time allocations, mandated curriculum and subject 
requirements and the introduction of teaching 
performance assessments reduced flexibility within 
programs. One provider expressed disappointment 
they could no longer offer a specialised Indigenous 
professional experience unit, or engage with social 
justice issues, due to specified content requirements. 
Another explained they could not explore the option 
of an integrated program because it would not meet 
requirements.15 All providers offering early childhood 
programs highlighted the frustration involved with 
managing the competing curriculum, professional 
experience time allocations, and age focus 
requirements for programs requiring accreditation from 

both ACECQA and teacher regulatory authorities. 

One study from the United Kingdom, which explored 
how academics sought to make sense of the ‘quality 
revolution’ in higher education over a decade found 
that  when accreditation was considered tokenistic 
and focussed on managerialism and accountability, it 
led to impression-management and ‘game-playing’ by 
academic staff (Newton, 2002; Harvey, 2004). This is 
unsurprising, as historically academics have had the 
freedom to decide what and how their students learn, 
so accreditation compromises the fiduciary relationship 
between teacher and student (Eaton, 2010; Hoecht, 
2002). It has also been regarded as a homogenising 
force due to its prioritisation of standardised outcomes 
over academic freedom, creativity and flexibility. Also, 
a focus on the measurement of educational outputs 
has been considered subversive of the purpose of 
higher education (Malandra, 2008). Threads of these 
themes were expressed through the survey responses 
and forebode a potential scenario that could arise 
as a result of sustained, burdensome accreditation 
requirements. These tensions highlight the need for 
accreditation systems to be adaptive and responsive 
to the context and subject or regulatee, and for the 
perspectives and values of quality communicated 
through accreditation requirements to be shared by the 
institution.

This Review has been cognisant of these issues with 
respect to the accreditation of initial teacher education 
in Australia in several ways. Firstly, it is important to 
understand the significant influence quality assurance 
processes such as accreditation can have on higher 
education faculties with respect to their inclination and 
capacity for innovation and experimentation in program 
design and delivery. Also, it is clear that the regulatory 
approach, the standards used, and the way in which 
these are perceived by institutions can play a key role 
in determining the extent to which accreditation as a 
quality assurance process actually stimulates quality 
improvement. In the case of initial teacher education, 
as has been implied in earlier chapters, there has been 
significant policy attention and critique in recent years. 
This also invariably contributes to a sense of burden 
in response to externally driven quality assurance 
processes.

15 The study did not delve further into responses to ascertain the extent to which these findings were accurate. There is a strong possibility that 
in some instances these findings are perceptions of the constraints rather than a true indication of the limitations placed on providers through 
accreditation. In any case, it is indicative of the need for further research into the implications accreditation has on schools and faculties of 
education to ascertain the impact on program design and delivery. Moreover, it is indicative of the need for further clarity about requirements and 
possibly greater education about how they can be met.
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There have been a number of recent relevant 
developments that have elicited the need for evaluation 
of the Standards and Procedures (2015). Firstly and 
most significantly, in September 2018, Education 
Ministers endorsed revisions to the Standards 
and Procedures (2015). These amendments were 
made in recognition of the ongoing need to ensure 
all ITE graduates succeed in the classroom and 
have a positive impact on student outcomes. The 
Communique released by Education Council noted, 
“AITSL will work with jurisdictions, schooling sectors 
and teacher regulatory authorities to design and 
operationalise the changes to the Standards and to 
update support and training materials to reflect new 
processes” (Education Council Communique, 2018).16 

However, while these changes have somewhat 
strengthened AITSL’s role as the national overseer 
with a critical moderating and quality assurance role, 
there is no change to accreditation requirements for 
ITE providers, or to the way in which teacher regulatory 
authorities perform their accreditation functions. 
Furthermore, the recent Review of the Victorian 
Institute of Teaching (2017) advised the institute to 
adopt a more proactive, interventionist and risk-based 
approach to regulation across different functions 
(Armitage, 2017). It is likely that this has prompted 
a degree of reflection amongst teacher regulatory 
authorities about accreditation and wider regulatory 
processes and systems. Finally, the Higher Education 
Standards Panel’s recent (2017) advice to the Federal 
Government about professional accreditation included 
the recommendation that TEQSA take on a greater 
role in working with professional bodies to adopt more 
‘outcomes focused’ accreditation requirements and 
processes. 

In light of these developments, and an identified 
appetite for change in Queensland’s ITE community to 
alleviate regulatory burden, there is evidently a need to 
reconsider how accreditation is performed with respect 
to the application of the Standards and Procedures 
(2015), and how this function operates alongside the 
regulatory requirements for ACECQA, TEQSA and any 
internal quality assurance and regulatory regimes. 

Several options for change, including the use of 
greater coordination between regulatory authorities 
or the introduction of a risk-based approach to the 
Standards and Procedures (2015), are discussed in 

Chapter 7. It presents recommendations relevant to 
the accreditation or regulatory system guiding the 
activities of ITE providers across Australia (and thus 
considers the interaction between Teacher Regulatory 
Authorities, TEQSA, ACECQA and higher education 
providers). However, any amendments to accreditation 
and regulatory processes more broadly ought to 
be complemented by a review of the standards 
too. Accordingly, this Chapter has been developed 
in a similar spirit to that expressed in AITSL’s own 
policy on reviewing national accreditation processes, 
which highlighted the need for periodic review of the 
Standards and Procedures (2015). Importantly, in the 
spirit of representativeness and in recognition of the 
evolutionary nature of the Standards and Procedures 
(2015) and their implementation, the critical analysis 
presented here will draw from and build on previous 
AITSL or jurisdiction led initiatives to assess the 
implementation of the Standards and Procedures 
(2015). 

Previous Cross-jurisdictional Quality Assurance and 
Moderation Initiatives

In 2017, NSW Education Standards Authority, ACT 
Teacher Quality Institute and the Queensland College 
of Teachers engaged in cross-jurisdictional quality 
assurance and moderation activities to test the 
consistency of accreditation judgements across the 
three jurisdictions. The activities included a desktop 
program audit, observation of accreditation processes 
to consider commonalities and differences in decision-
making and interpretation of the Standards and 
Procedures (2015), and a ghost panel to highlight 
inter-jurisdictional consistency. The purpose of these 
activities being to: 

• assess the impact of jurisdictional policy and 
approaches on accreditation determinations;

• identify aspects of the Standards and Procedures 
(2015) and their respective Guidelines that require 
further clarification;

• initiate a national conversation; and

• create learning opportunities to support 
continuous improvement in the accreditation of 
programs. 

The resultant report Quality Assurance of National 
Accreditation Decisions – A case study of the policies 
and processes implemented across three jurisdictions 

Chapter 5

Evaluation of the Standards and Procedures (2015)

16 While cognisant of the amendments to the Standards and Procedures (2015) towards the end of this Review, changes are minimal and are not 
featured in considerations. This Review sits as separate to the work of AITSL in this regard.
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confirmed themes that emerged in an earlier report 
prepared by PTR Consulting for AITSL in late 2017, 
which evaluated progress of the implementation of 
the Standards and Procedures (2015) across the 
different jurisdictions. TEMAG Evaluation: Stakeholder 
perspectives on progress (2017) highlighted 
stakeholder concerns about balancing national 
consistency in program quality with the recognised 
need to value institutional and jurisdictional differences. 

In a more recent initiative (2018), the QCT has 
collaborated with other Australian Teacher Regulatory 
Authorities to collate a review of the Standards and 
Procedures (2015). The work’s deliverables included:

• an overview of the current accreditation and 
reporting practices and requirements in Australia 
for ITE providers; 

• identification of key opportunities to strengthen 
consistency within current processes and build on 
the comprehensive knowledge and experience of 
executive officers;17 and

• an evidence-base from which national decisions 
regarding standard-setting and benchmarking 
may be determined. 

Each teacher regulatory authority was provided 
a template document designed by the QCT. 
This document prompted consideration of each 
program standard to highlight (from the jurisdictional 
perspective): 

• complexities and challenges associated with the 
standard and accompanying guideline/s;

• jurisdictional expectations for ITE providers in 
meeting the standard;

• identified issues and questions related to the 
intention of the standard;

• the expected evidence required of ITE providers to 
meet the standard; and

• whether or not the standard is typically associated 
with quality teachers and programs (graduate 
quality) or if it is a standard that generates 
compliance type responses. 

Evaluation of the Standards and Procedures (2015)

This Review has sought to build on these intiatives 
to conduct an extended review of the Standards and 
Procedures (2015).18 Five broad areas of concern have 
been identified as appropriate guides for this Review. 
These classifications build on those used by the QCT 
previously in the ATRA cross-jurisdictional review of the 
Standards and Procedures (2015) in 2018, and serve 
as distinct lenses through which each requirement can 
be critically reviewed:

1.   Quality teachers– to what extent are the standards 
‘fit for purpose’ and directly contribute to the 
development of high quality teachers? 

2.  Complexity and ambiguity – are there aspects of 
the standards that are overly complex and open to 
idiosyncratic interpretation?19  

3.  Jurisdictional differences – how have different 
states and territories differed in their expectations 
and assessment of the different standards? 

4.   Assessment issues – what are the difficulties 
associated with assessment of this particular 
aspect of ITE under the standards? 

5.   Efficiency and effectiveness – does the standard 
create an excessive administrative/regulatory 
burden? 

The identification of these challenges speaks to the 
evolutionary nature of the overall implementation of 

17 The role of the executive officer is outlined in the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures 
(2015, p. 28-29). Once a teacher regulatory authority has received receives an accreditation submission from an ITE provider, an initial 
determination is made about the eligibility of the program for accreditation. The teacher regulatory authority then convenes a panel to assess the 
application for accreditation and this panel is supported by an executive officer from the teacher regulatory authority who has undertaken national 
panel training provided by AITSL. The executive officer supports the panel and develops a draft accreditation report on the panel’s behalf, outlining 
the performance against each Program Standard and identifying areas where the panel requires further information. The executive officer also 
prepares the final accreditation report on behalf of the panel and once approved, will submit it to the teacher regulatory authority. 
18 The full analysis is collated and presented in Appendix 2. The analysis provided also includes consideration of the overlap and duplication 
between the Standards and Procedures (2015) and the quality assurance requirements required through the Threshold Standards and the 
ACECQA program approval guidelines. This will be discussed in greater detail in the following chapter.
19 The issue of complexity and ambiguity was most clearly highlighted in the PhillipsKPA Report, Professional Accreditation: Mapping the Territory 
(2017). In relation to accreditation more generally, the authors observed that “Accreditation processes are, however, generally labour intensive and 
expensive. Despite comprehensive documentation aimed at dispelling ambiguity, a frequent criticism is that there is too much scope for individual 
and idiosyncratic interpretation. Lack of clarity around standards may cause administrative delay and unnecessary resource expenditure.” (p. 
93). With respect to ITE accreditation under the Standards and Procedures, this has been a common concern raised and discussed by providers 
unofficially through the survey used in the research for this review and unofficially by providers through interactions with accreditation managers 
and during panel assessments.
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the Standards and Procedures (2015) and Guidelines 
(2016). As is the case with any new policy or reform, 
following implementation, best practice calls for 
review and evaluation to inform ongoing policy 
improvement. Three years on from their introduction,20 
these considerations provide timely and retrospective 
assessment of the efficiency and appropriateness 
of the accreditation requirements, highlighting areas 
for improvement and adaptation, and confirming the 
need for greater cross-jurisdictional moderation and 
benchmarking. The following section provides an 
in-depth overview of each lens of analysis. Appendix I 
includes a full analysis of each program standard in the 
Standards and Procedures (2015); it forms the basis 
from which the discussion that follows is drawn. 

Quality teachers – to what extent are the 
standards ‘fit for purpose’ and directly contribute 
to the development of high quality teachers? 

The first area of concern and lens for analysis is 
the extent to which different requirements are ‘fit 
for purpose’ in that they directly contribute to the 
development of high quality teachers. This Review 
proffers support for rationalising opportunities in cases 
where the requirements are found not to contribute 
directly to the development of high quality graduate 
teachers and provides a ‘point-in-time’ assessment 
of where they do. For instance, a number of ITE 
providers raised concerns with the QCT about the 
need to supply evidence and information that was 
‘nice to know’ but not necessarily critical or ‘need to 
know’ – in that it would likely help illustrate the way in 
which the ITE program was meeting the requirements 
of the Standards and Procedures (2015) and that the 
evidence was a true indication of effective approaches 
to the development of high quality ITE graduates. Also, 
some providers raised frustrations over the need to 
report on and provide evidence of practices they had 
been performing prior to the introduction of the more 
rigorous requirements. 

Scrutiny in this way prompts consideration of the 
required information and evidence to determine if it is 
critical or ‘need to know’ to supporting a judgement 
about the program’s development of quality teachers, 
or if it is simply ‘nice to know’ and does not offer 
accrediting bodies or panels meaningful information 

about the program’s performance. In cases where a 
standard may generate only ‘nice to know’ information 
and not contribute to the development of quality 
teachers, this consideration potentially lends weight to 
rationalisation of the requirement. See Appendix I for 
consideration of each standard. 

Complexity and ambiguity – are there aspects of 
the standards that are overly complex and open 
to idiosyncratic interpretation?  

It has become evident that there are a number 
of complexities or ambiguities and challenges 
associated with the Standards and Procedures (2015) 
and Guidelines (2016). The development of highly 
detailed and specific standards and accompanying 
sets of extensive documentation and guidelines 
leads to confusion and varied interpretation, which is 
problematic when a nationally consistent standard of 
ITE delivery is an intended policy outcome. Navigating 
this can amount to delays, administrative burden and is 
a cost on human and financial resources.

This difficulty was illustrated most clearly through 
the aforementioned cross-jurisdictional assessment 
conducted in 2018 whereby each teacher regulatory 
authority in Australia was asked to outline, from 
their perspective, if there were any complexities or 
challenges associated with each of the standards 
and their respective guidelines. Responses varied, 
however on balance there were a number of themes 
evident related to the particular complexities of the 
Standards and Procedures (2015), See Appendix I for 
consideration of each standard.   

In considering complexity and ambiguity, caution 
must be taken in instances where the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) have been intentionally crafted to 
provide flexibility, and to support contextual diversity 
for providers. Rather than achieving clarity through 
requiring increased restrictiveness, these instances 
call for a different approach such as improved panel 
assessment capacity of quality across a diversity of 
submissions; greater moderation and benchmarking 

20 A more recent iteration was introduced in late 2018, however the changes to the Standards and Procedures are minimal.
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between providers and jurisdictions; and greater 
emphasis on program outcomes rather than inputs.21 
For example, with respect to Program Standard 3, 
some teacher regulatory authorities highlighted the 
degree of variability in the fulfilment of non-academic 
entry requirements as a complexity or challenge in the 
standard and accordingly, called for the introduction of 
parameters in how this requirement is met. However, 
given the contextual diversity between different ITE 
providers and student bodies, the range of non-
academic selection mechanisms available, and the 
lack of evidence and data from ITE programs about 
the effectiveness of these mechanisms through 
an appropriately representative sample of Stage 
2 accreditations, it is critical that this flexibility in 
mechanism implementation is retained. For further 
details, See Appendix I for further details. 

Jurisdictional differences – how have different 
states and territories differed in their expectations 
and assessment of the different standards? 

As part of this analysis, it is also important to 
note that a number of the standards are open to 
multiple interpretations. This is a barrier to national 
consistency in the implementation and assessment 
of the standards, and a risk factor where providers 
operate across jurisdictions. It is also a particular 
issue for online programs; whereby inter-state 
preservice teachers may be required to complete 
their professional experience in a different jurisdiction 
to the provider’s base jurisdiction where the program 
is accredited. The introduction of online programs 
presents a number of difficulties for both providers and 
teacher regulatory authorities, particularly with respect 
to the requirements of Program Standard 5. 

The authors of the TEMAG Report (2014) found the 
earlier iteration (2011) of the Standards and Procedures 

did not require rigorous assessment of evidence to 
support program design and the outcomes expected 
of graduates, and that nationally, there was a high 
degree of variability in teacher quality. Consequentially, 
one of the key recommendations concerned greater 
assurance that all teacher education programs are 
rigorously assessed, and this drove the development 
of the existing Standards and Procedures (2015). 
However, there remains a degree of variability between 
jurisdictions in interpretation and assessment of 
the Standards and Procedures, which potentially 
compromises the standing and validity of the nationally 
consistent approach. Accordingly, there is a need to 
strike a balance between national consistencies in 
program quality, the way in which providers choose 
to achieve this and how they are accredited by 
their respective teacher regulatory authority.22  This 
was highlighted in TEMAG Evaluation: Stakeholder 
perspectives on progress, which identified concerns 
amongst stakeholders about balancing national 
consistency in accreditation processes and program 
quality, while simultaneously valuing institutional and 
jurisdictional differences (PTR Consulting, 2017). 
Therefore, decisions about where consistency is critical 
and where variability is acceptable need to be made. 
For instance, it may be acceptable that jurisdictions or 
individual providers achieve the standards in alternative 
ways without compromising quality. Both teacher 
regulatory authorities and ITE providers in a number 
of contexts have appreciated the subsidiarity inherent 
in the current governance arrangements, with both 
parties acknowledging that close working relationships, 
enabled by this proximity, have been beneficial to 
accreditation processes. 

The following section outlines the most significant 
areas of jurisdictional differences that potentially 
compromise the consistency of program quality. 
Rather than exemplifying the benefits of jurisdictional 

21 The adoption of outcomes based accreditation standards and criteria is growing across professional accreditation functions in Australia. As 
was highlighted in the PhillipsKPA Report (2017), while theoretically it is a highly relevant approach, its full implementation is difficult. “While most 
professions have subscribed to the concept of outcomes-based education there is an increasing realisation that increased depth of understanding 
of the concept and its implications is needed as well as more sophisticated techniques and technologies for mapping programs to accreditation 
requirements.” (p. 80) Moreover, outcomes-based approaches require sophisticated data sets about student performance and progression that 
are not always collected and aggregated across institutions in a useable way. While the creators of the Standards and Procedures have integrated 
an outcomes-based perspective through the emphasis on the collection of data and evidence about pre-service teacher performance and 
graduate outcomes, collection and aggregation of relevant data and evidence is a work in progress across ITE providers, and presently, focus on 
program inputs is generally easier to demonstrate and assess. Nevertheless, this focus on outcomes needs to be retained and refined. One of the 
recommendations made in Chapter 7 of this Review is to integrate a risk-based approach to the application and assessment of the Standards and 
Procedures. Risk assessments would be informed by, inter alia, this evidence and data.

22 Balance ought also reflect the variations of quality in ITE programs, through rewarding excellence and devoting attention to problematic areas, 
rather than using a homogenous approach. This will be discussed further in the recommendations.
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tailoring, these are instances where there is a need for 
national clarification and consensus of requirements 
in order to consolidate the national approach to high 
quality initial teacher education. See Appendix I.

Program Standard 1.1 

Program Standard 1.1 requires that providers map 
where they have taught, practised and assessed the 
Australian Professional Standard for Teachers at the 
Graduate level across their program. The interpretation 
of Program Standard 1.1 evidently gave rise to alternate 
assessments between jurisdictions. In one jurisdiction, 
it was acceptable for a standard to be taught, practised 
and assessed in one unit or course. Other jurisdictions 
required that a standard to be taught, practised and 
assessed sequentially across the life of the program, 
with the assessment of the standard occurring towards 
the end of the program. It was also a requirement that 
a standard could not be practised and assessed within 
the same assessment task, because it was necessary 
for feedback to be provided prior to assessment. In 
some instances, assessment varied due to jurisdiction 
specific policy, for instance, the Australian Curriculum: 
Digital Technology is implemented differently between 
jurisdictions, resulting in different achievement of 
Graduate Standard 2 of the Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers.  

Professional experience 

Further differences arose with respect to professional 
experience in ITE programs. Program Standard 
5.2b requires professional experience to consist of 
supervised and assessed teaching practice undertaken 
over a substantial and sustained period that is mostly 
in Australia and mostly in a recognised school setting. 
The quality assurance process highlighted varying 
interpretations of “supervisor”. In QLD and the ACT, the 
term was held to include supervisors in schools/sites 
holding teacher registration or the qualifications that 
would make them eligible for teacher registration. Other 
jurisdictions interpret the supervision requirement 
differently. The term “professional experience” was 
also interpreted differently by jurisdictions; in NSW, ITE 
providers have a diverse range of interpretations and 
contexts for professional experience, and providers 
must justify the nature, approach and structure of 
their professional experience offerings. Similarly, there 
were varied interpretations of the term “internship”. In 
NSW the internships are considered an extension of 

the final professional experience and are supervised 
at the program level rather than through the direct 
supervision by the classroom teacher. Comparatively 
in Queensland and the ACT, internships occur after 
preservice teachers have completed their mandated 
professional experience and necessary academic 
studies and cannot form part of the required amount 
of supervised professional experience under the 
Standards and Procedures.23 

Use of Guidelines for the Accreditation of Initial 
Teacher Education Programs in Australia (2016) 

One key challenge in implementation has been the 
varied application and interpretation of the Guidelines 
(2016) published by AITSL in 2016. This supporting 
material remains unmandated by Education Council, 
therefore, application in accreditation processes 
has been varied between jurisdictions, and this has 
contributed to a level of inconsistency in accreditation 
assessments. AITSL’s national assessor training aims 
to reduce this type inconsistency, however because 
AITSL has not had the legislated capacity to mandate 
interpretation of the Standards and Procedures (2015) 
and Guidelines (2016), application between jurisdictions 
is varied. 

Assessment issues – what are the difficulties 
associated with assessment of this particular 
aspect of ITE under the standards? 

The cross-jurisdictional review conducted in 2018 
highlighted a number of issues and challenges 
associated with the assessment of different aspects of 
accreditation submissions. These issues related mostly 
to:

• The capacity of Panels to adequately assess 
particular elements of submissions, and the remit 
for advice Panels can provide to ITE providers

• Jurisdiction specific policy and legislative 
requirements (particularly related to curriculum 
and content requirements)

• The lack of an evidence and data base collated 
from previous programs to inform full satisfaction 
of some standards

One of the most interesting issues that arose from 
the analysis related to the holistic conceptualisation 
of Stage 1 and Stage 2 accreditation. In particular, 
there was a degree of variation between jurisdictions 

23 This discussion is based on earlier works and therefore may not reflect recent reforms or approaches in jurisdictions.
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in the weight given to the articulated relationships 
between Program Standard 2.1, Template 4 and 
the remainder of the Program Standards and how 
this relationship changes between Stage 1 and 
Stage 2 accreditation. In some contexts, there is an 
acknowledgement that there is a symbiotic relationship 
between these elements and they are the central 
feature of the accreditation submission, in others, they 
are considered discrete entities and all requirements 
are of equal importance. The difference is important 
for assessment and national consistency, as the weight 
given to program outcomes and their relation to the 
remainder of the program likely determines the extent 
to which the interrelationships between effective and 
ineffective program elements are considered and 
the ease with which weakly conceived programs are 
accredited.

Efficiency and effectiveness – to what extent do 
the standards engender meaningful responses 
and are they associated with an excessive 
administrative burden? 

The Review also considered how efficiently (that is the 
extent to which the Standards are easily met without 
wasted effort or expense), and effectively (that is the 
extent to which the Standards achieve the desired 
or intended result) the Standards and Procedures 
(2015) are met by ITE providers. This is assessed 
through consideration of the areas of duplication or 
overlap between different Program Standards, the 
existence of standards that are generally met though 
‘box ticking’ or compliance type responses, standards 
that are unnecessarily complicated, and standards 
that are related to the education school or faculty 
or the institution as a whole (and therefore render 
little relevant information about the program under 
scrutiny for accreditation). This is also included in the 
considerations provided in Appendix I.
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Chapter 6

Standards and oversight - The Higher Education 
Standards Framework (2015), the Accreditation of Initial 
Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards 
and Procedures (2015) and the ACECQA Guidelines for 
Approval and Renewal

As was highlighted in a recent review of accreditation 
systems within the National Registration and 
Accreditation Scheme for Health Professionals, an 
efficient and effective accreditation system ideally 
streamlines simultaneous regulatory processes 
and capitalises on economies of scale through 
information sharing and collaboration (Woods, 2017). 
In ITE accreditation however, there is evidently a 
degree of inefficiency associated with the numerous 
accreditation and reporting requirements, duplicated 
evidence requirements and inconsistent terminology 
and reporting cycles between the interested regulatory 
authorities. While there has been long-standing 
acknowledgement of the issue, there has been limited 
collective action to streamline regulatory processes. 
Nor has there been an individual body with the 
resources or authority to commit to driving system 
change through identification and consideration of 
overlap and duplication in the various standards and 
provision of guidance for change. 

Duplication and overlap in public policy are common 
symptoms of the Australia’s Federal system. Brown 
(1994 (in) Hollander, 2010) defines overlap as the 
situation whereby there is more than one government 
body operating in the same policy domain. Generally 
speaking, it is a situation where similar goods and 
services are provided to similar clients. Duplication is 
a type of overlap where more than one organisation 
or level of government provides the same goods 
and services to the same clients. Duplication and 
sometimes overlap, are associated with a level of 
redundancy, which occurs when the existence of 
several bodies provides no benefit, or even reduces 
any potential benefit (Hollander, 2010). This has been 
found to be the case in ITE accreditation, however 
precise identification of the instances where this is 
the case is difficult because of the level of diversity in 
the regulatory landscape surrounding initial teacher 
education.

Nevertheless, overlap, duplication and even 
redundancy can be beneficial. Landau (1969) 
highlighted the potential benefit for flexible policy 
responses in anomalous situations when more than 
one body is involved, and that it can provide a certain 
level of insurance and a fail-safe measure (Landau, 
1969). In a similar vein, Elazar (1985) highlighted the 
democratic benefits; more interest groups can shape 
and contribute to the policy process, so any attempts 
to reduce overlap or duplication can limit participation 
and influence of groups in policy development (Elazar, 
1985). 

Where appropriate, this Review has been cognisant 
of these benefits and issues in taking an exacting 
approach to naming overlap and duplication to 
support and sustain the benefits derived from 
the alternative regulatory angles used by different 
regulatory authorities. The Review undertook 
standard mapping at macro and micro levels to inform 
accurate identification of overlap and duplication 
between regulatory frameworks.24 Through adopting 
a pragmatic approach to streamlining requirements 
that considers: the regulatory intent or purposes of 
different authorities; the approaches and processes 
used in regulatory functions; and the implications 
for assessment of different areas or domains of ITE, 
the Review identifies instances between regulatory 
frameworks where overlap or duplication may be 
acceptable, where there may be scope for alternative 
regulatory approaches and flexibility between 
regulators, and where duplication is redundant. In light 
of the Higher Education Standards Panel’s advice 
to the government regarding delineation between 
the oversight of the Threshold Standards and that 
of Professional Accreditation bodies, this analysis is 
particularly important in highlighting some of these 
complexities. This Chapter will also identify gaps in 
oversight that pose a risk to program quality. 

24 The term “framework” here refers to the combination of  The Higher Education Standards Framework (2015) or Threshold Standards, The 
Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures (2015), and the ACECQA Program Approval Guidelines.
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High-level duplication and overlap 

As will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 7, 
regulatory authorities have different intentions 
and purposes for accreditation. For instance, 
TEQSA’s primary concern is to ensure high barriers 
to market entry, to protect students, and the 
sector. Comparatively, ACECQA seeks to ensure 

programs appropriately incorporate early childhood 
considerations. Despite these differences, there is a 
significant degree of overlap in regulatory oversight 
because authorities still consider and assess common 
aspects of higher education but for alternative 
purposes. These areas are outlined in Table 2 below.

Accreditation of Initial Teacher 
Education Programs in Australia – 
Standards and Procedures (2015)

Higher Education Standards 
Framework (Threshold Standards) 
(2015)

ACECQA Program Approval 
Guidelines (2015)

• Program outcomes • Learning outcomes and 
assessment

• Qualification level

• Program development, design 
and delivery

• Orientation and progression
• Course design 
• Staffing 
• Learning resources and 

educational support 

• Program entry • Admission 
• Credit and recognition of prior 

learning

• Program structure and content • Orientation and progression
• Course design

• Age focus 
• Curriculum specification 

• Professional experience • Delivery with other parties • Professional experience

• Program evaluation, reporting 
and improvement

• Course approval and 
accreditation 

• Monitoring, review and 
improvement

Table 2 Summary of high level overlaps between regulatory requirements

This macro level overlap creates a degree of 
inefficiency for ITE providers, because they must 
submit the same information or evidence to different 
authorities but must adapt the scope, presentation 
or terminology to satisfy each regulatory authority’s 
requirements. Moreover the appearance of the same 
domain or area of ITE being assessed by more than 
one authority contributes to a degree of frustration.

Micro mapping duplication between the 
Standards and Procedures (2015) against the 
Threshold Standards (2015) and ACECQA 
program approval guidelines 

The Review also undertook a more granular level of 
mapping to identify overlap at the level of the specific 
standard descriptor, see Appendix I for an analysis 
of each program standard from the Standards and 

Procedures (2015) and its relationship to the Threshold 
Standards and ACECQA Program Approval Guidelines. 
In many cases, it has been found that although there is 
rarely duplication between accreditation requirements, 
there are a number of instances of overlap. A 
discussion that seeks to highlight the importance of 
this difference is provided in the following section. 
It considers instances of oversight overlap with the 
Threshold Standards and ACECQA Program Approval 
Guidelines and provides an assessment of the extent 
to which these instances constitute duplication. It 
considers if duplication is redundant and burdensome 
or potentially beneficial due to the need for rigorous 
oversight and insurance, or for the benefit of multiple 
oversight layers.

Consideration has been given to TEQSA’s regulatory 
approach, which prohibits mapping of accreditation 
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Program Standard Threshold Standard/ACECQA 
Guidelines

Duplication or Overlap

Program 
outcomes

1.1 Learning outcomes and assessment 
1.4.2, 1.4.4.

Teaching 3.1.3 

ACECQA Curriculum Specification 

There is overlap between requirements 
but there is a distinction between 
Learning Outcomes (Threshold 
Standards), APST (Standards 
and Procedures) and Curriculum 
specifications (ACECQA).  The approach 
to assessment is similar.

1.2 Learning outcomes and assessment 
1.4.3, 1.4.4

Qualifications and certification 1.5.1 

Academic governance 6.3.1 

Partial and highly superficial overlap 
concerning elements requiring 
professional judgement and verification. 
However TPA is unique to initial teacher 
education.

1.3 NA NA

1.4 NA NA

Table 3 below provides an overview of the identified overlap and duplication. A more detailed analysis is provided in 
Appendix I.

requirements that are representative of all ITE 
providers. Furthermore, there is limited transparency 
in the scope and rigour used through the internal 
processes of self-accrediting providers and the 
core+ model for non-self-accrediting providers leads 
to variances in the scope and rigour of TEQSA’s 
accreditation assessments. For instance, in a course 
accreditation assessment or re-accreditation, TEQSA’s 
core assessment will investigate Standard 3.3.1, which 
concerns learning resources and how they relate to 

the learning outcomes of the students. However, a 
core assessment may not explore the remainder of 
Standard 3.3, which concerns electronic resource 
access, the costs or barriers associated with learning 
resources and whether or not learning support 
services are consistent with the requirements of the 
course of study, the mode of study and the learning 
needs of student cohort.
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Program Standard Threshold Standard/ACECQA 
Guidelines

Duplication or Overlap

Program 
evelopment, 
design and 
delivery

2.1a Learning outcomes and 
assessment 1.4.2 

Teaching - Course design 3.1.2 

There is a degree of overlap with 1.4.2 concerns 
learning outcomes, however 2.1a concerns the 
course/program itself and how that supports the 
development of APST. Alignment also between the 
APST and “knowledge and skills” from 1.4.2. 

Alignment also with 3.1.2 in a similar vein. 2.1a is 
essentially an ITE specific articulation of 1.4.2 and 
3.1.2 in a number of ways. 

3.1.2 concerns program content rather than design – 
this is a key point of difference. 

2.1b Teaching – Course design 
3.1.3

Overlap, however not duplication evident because 
TEQSA focuses on constructive alignment, 
assessment placement, the AQF and learning 
outcomes.  

2.2a Learning Environment - 
Diversity and Equity 2.2.1 & 
2.2.2

Learning Outcomes and 
Assessment 1.4.2. 

Feasibility/business plans 
(internal) and TEQSA? 

There is little to no duplication evident. 

Vague alignment with “community expectations” and 
2.2.1 and 2.2.2.  

Alignment between “contemporary and emerging 
developments in education, curriculum requirements” 
and 1.4.2. 

The requirement to illustrate consideration of 
“employer and national system needs, workforce 
demands for teaching specialisations” is potentially 
covered through the business plans/feasibility plans 
required through internal QA processes. 

2.2b Learning Outcomes and 
Assessment 1.4.2.

TEQSA requires this type of information from a non-
self-accrediting organisation in the form of a business 
plan. Given this is not the case for all providers, 
there is limited consistency. There is also only partial 
duplication in the scope of the relevant standards.

2.3a Learning outcomes and 
assessment 1.4.2 and 1.4.3. 

Teaching 3.1.2 

There is some overlap with 1.4.2 and 1.4.3, yet 
focus lies in learning outcomes, while 2.3A concerns 
resourcing, teaching and assessment strategies rather 
than solely outcomes and assessment. 

Some alignment with 3.1.3 with respect to recent 
scholarship and advances in practice, however the 
overall intention is highly industry specific to ITE and 
again, concerns teaching, assessment and resourcing 
strategies. 

2.3b Student participation and 
Attainment 1.3.6,

Partial duplication (PEX element of 2.3 not overseen 
through Threshold Standard)

2.3c Teaching 3.1.4, staffing, 3.2.1, 
3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.2.5

Partial duplication: the intent of the Standards aligns, 
however Program Standard 2.3C requires recency of 
school based experience, which is added specificity.
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Program Standard Threshold Standard/ACECQA 
Guidelines

Duplication or Overlap

Program 
entry

3.1 Student participation and 
Attainment: Admission 1.1.1 

Information for prospective 
and current students 7.2.1 

HESP Admissions 
Transparency Reform 

There is duplication with the evidence and intent of the 
standards and procedures with the HESP Admissions 
Transparency Requirements and the Threshold 
Standards. However this is not assessed by TEQSA 
across all HEIs. 

3.2 Student Participation and 
Attainment: Admission 1.1.1 

ACECQA appropriate entry 
requirements, articulation and 
credit rules.

There is partial duplication with the Threshold 
Standard with respect to fair application of selection 
criteria.

No duplication with the HESP Admission Transparency 
Requirements 

3.3 HESP Admissions 
Transparency 

There is overlap and in some instances, 
duplication, with the HESP Admission Transparency 
Requirements. At times, providers submit their Course 
Admissions Set to fulfil this requirement.

However, TEQSA does not undertake assessments 
of all courses against the admission transparency 
requirements, only a sample, which may or may not 
include ITE courses

3.4 Orientation and progression 
1.3.4 and 1.3.6, Diversity and 
Equity 2.2.1, 2.2.3,

Learning resources and 
educational support 3.3.4 

There is duplication evident, however given TEQSA 
does not consider this element for providers with self-
accrediting authority, it is important that oversight is 
retained to facilitate grounds for assessment. 

3.5 Student Orientation and 
Progression: Admission 1.1.1 

Learning resource and 
educational support 3.3.4.

No duplication evident – the LANTITE is an ITE 
specific requirement.  

3.6 Student Orientation and 
Progression: Admission 1.1.1

There is only partial duplication of the evidence/intent 
of the standards. Given the ITE specific nature of this 
standard, TEQSA could defer to TRAs around the 
English proficiency requirements for ITE courses if 
needed.

3.7 NA NA
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Program Standard Threshold Standard/ACECQA 
Guidelines

Duplication or Overlap

Program 
structure 
and content

4.1 Consideration of Program 
design must accord with 
the Australian Qualifications 
Framework and related 
HESF Standards: Learning 
Outcomes and Assessment 
1.4.1, Qualifications and 
Certification 1.5.3, Course 
Design 3.1.2.  

Neither overlap or duplication, however given TRAs 
may encounter proposed programs that have 
questionable alignment to the Australian Qualifications 
Framework that TEQSA may not encounter (because 
the application comes from an ITE provider with self-
accrediting authority), there is some alignment. 

4.2 ACECQA Age Focus and 
Curriculum Specification

ACECQA requirements for curriculum coverage of the 
relevant age focus and curriculum specification areas 
compete with those mandated in Program Standards 
through Schedule 1. Providers struggle to meet both 
AITSL and ACECQA requirements in the first instance. 

4.3 ACCQA Age Focus and 
Curriculum Specification

ACECQA requirements for curriculum coverage of the 
relevant age focus and curriculum specification areas 
compete with those mandated in Program Standard. 
For combined Primary/Early Childhood Education 
programs, achieving required curriculum studies 
and program emphasis for AITSL and ACECQA is a 
difficult to meet in first instance. 

4.4 NA NA

Professional 
experience

5.1 Delivery with other parties 
5.4.1 

There is duplication of the evidence and intent, 
however the Program Standards deals with PEX in 
greater detail than the relevant Threshold Standards, 
and this is a priority area for education. TEQSA defer 
to TRAs for assurances the Standard has been met. 

5.2 ACECQA Age Focus & 
Professional Experience 

There is alignment between TRA and ACECQA 
requirements. Difficulty arises with respect to settings 
and time in different settings. 

5.3 (see 5.1) (see 5.1)

5.4 Delivery with other parties 
5.4.1

Partial duplication evident. Priority area for education 
and high level of specificity evident

5.5 NA NA

Program 
evaluation, 
reporting and 
improvement

6.1 Monitoring, Review and 
Improvement 5.3

Partial duplication of evidence/intent, with Threshold 
Standard and Program Standards

6.2 Monitoring, Review and 
Improvement 5.3

Partial duplication evident, but clear ITE focus and 6.2 
is a pivotal element of accreditation.

6.3 NA NA

6.4 NA NA

Table 3: A summary of findings of overlap and duplication between the Standards and Procedures (2015), ACECQA 
Program Approval Guidelines and the Threshold Standards (2015).
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Additional challenges 

As highlighted at the outset of this Chapter, there 
could be more understanding and communication 
between regulators about their respective standards 
and processes. This has in some ways contributed 
to a degree of overlap and duplication but has also 
potentially allowed for gaps in oversight, which 
poses a risk to assurance of quality in important 
elements of initial teacher education. Consultation 
with accreditation case managers at TEQSA, the 
Queensland College of Teachers and with staff at a 
number of ITE providers has illuminated a number of 
these gaps, which arise out of the degree of oversight 
held by a particular regulatory framework and at times, 
an assumption of regulation by another regulatory 
authority. In particular, student assessment and 
program entry requirements have been identified as 
key issues by this review. 

Assessment 

The TEMAG Report raised concerns around the 
quality of assessment practices in initial teacher 
education and as highlighted in Chapter 5, assessment 
quality is a key feature of high quality initial teacher 
education programs. In recognising this, assessment 
is considered across several Program Standards in the 
Standard and Procedures (2015):

• Program Standard 1.1 Requires that providers 
indicate where they have assessed each Graduate 
Teacher Standard through critical tasks. 

• Program Standard 1.2 Requires that providers 
have a teaching performance assessment in at 
the end of their program as a requirement for 
graduation. 

• Program Standard 2.3 Requires that the 
assessment strategies used in the program 
are consistent with the program’s rationale and 
expected outcomes. 

In assessing an application for course accreditation, 
Panels are concerned with identifying whether or not 
the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 
have been assessed through critical tasks outlined in 
Template 3 under Program Standard 1.1. Providers 
are not required to submit full assessment tasks and 
rubrics to fulfil Program Standard 1.1, although many 
do. Under the remit of Program Standard 1.1, Panels 

are not permitted to assess the quality of the tasks 
or marking rubrics and can only make a judgement 
about assessment of the Australian Professional 
Standard for Teachers (APST) at the Graduate level. 
Program Standard 1.2 only concerns the inclusion 
of a Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA) at the 
end of a program, so does not consider the quality 
of assessment tasks across the remainder of the 
program. Under Program Standard 2.3 panellists 
are only able to consider the extent to which the 
approach to assessment described is aligned with the 
program’s rationale outlined under Program Standard 
2.1, and the expected program outcomes. Providers 
generally only outline assessment approaches broadly 
to identify ways in which assessments are aligned 
with contemporary school environments. Some make 
mention of specific opportunities for community and 
school engagement through assessments, reference 
to program mapping and connection with professional 
experience, or the general theoretical approach to 
assessment used in the faculty or school. 

Between Program Standard 1.1, 1.2 and 2.3, there is 
no capacity for Panel consideration or assessment 
of the quality of a provider’s assessments or marking 
criteria to assess student achievement. This presents 
a risk to program quality, and a risk that students may 
not have met the required learning outcomes of the 
course, including the Australian Professional Standards 
for Teachers at the Graduate Level, prior to graduation. 
While the TPA25 is intended to assess the Australian 
Professional Standards for Teachers, it is not possible 
for all 37 standards to be adequately assessed through 
a TPA. This is one of the reasons why Program 
Standard 1.1 requires all 37 APST to be assessed 
through critical tasks, which must be included in 
courses or units completed by the whole cohort. The 
issue is, while the APST may be assessed in theory, 
there is no capacity for Panels to consider the quality 
of those critical tasks, or any other assessments, to 
determine the extent to which the standards or any 
learning outcomes are assessed adequately. 

Appropriately, the Threshold Standards also touch on 
assessment: 

1.3.4 Methods of assessment or monitoring 
that determine progress within or between 
units of study or in research training validly 
assess progress and, in the case of formative 

25 The Teaching Performance Assessment is introduced as a requirement for all initial teacher education programs under Program Standard 1.2.
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assessment, provide students with timely 
feedback that assists in their achievement of 
learning outcomes. 

1.4.3 Methods of assessment are consistent 
with the learning outcomes being assessed, are 
capable of confirming that all specified learning 
outcomes are achieved and that grades awarded 
reflect the level of student attainment. Essentially, 
assessment methods need to be appropriate, fit 
for purpose, and effective. 

5.3.2 Accredited courses are required to undergo 
periodic review, which includes the design and 
content of each course of study, the expected 
learning outcomes, the methods of assessment 
of those outcomes, the extent of students’ 
achievement of learning outcomes, and also takes 
account of emerging developments in the field of 
education, modes of delivery, the changing needs 
of students and identified risks to the quality of the 
course of study. 

5.3.4 Review and improvement activities include 
regular external referencing of the success of 
student cohorts against comparable courses 
of study, including: b) the assessment methods 
and grading of students’ achievement of learning 
outcomes for selected units of study within 
courses of study. 

TEQSA, through the Threshold Standards, is 
concerned with ensuring alignment between learning 
outcomes and assessment, that learning outcomes 
are adequately assessed, and that assessment is 
balanced across outcomes. TEQSA is also concerned 
with identifying instances of insufficient diligence in 
selecting methods of assessment that could result 
in unreliable assessment, to the extent that students 
potentially graduate from the course without achieving 
the required learning outcomes. TEQSA requires 
demonstration that the learning outcomes are 
assessed at the individual unit level and that grades 
a reflective of the level of student attainment. To 
determine this, TEQSA requires the provider to give 
evidence such as moderation exercises, peer reviews, 
and benchmarking studies to demonstrate diligence 
in this regard. The scope of assessment adopted by 
TEQSA is generally determined by the risk profile of the 
provider, so the extent to which the standards above 
are assessed for all providers is unclear. 

Evidently, assessment is a concern, however neither 
teacher regulatory authorities or TEQSA have the remit 
to consider individual assessment items, marking 

rubrics or criteria to ensure the quality of the tasks 
and the way they are assessed. While internal quality 
assurance requirements and external benchmarking 
activities are intended to assure this is not required, 
there is limited ability for either regulator to make 
a judgement on the quality of assessment in an 
initial teacher education course. While the argument 
that this would be regulatory overreach could be 
levelled, given the importance of assessment as a 
training tool for preservice teachers and the quality 
of marking in ensuring preservice teachers have a 
sound understanding of their level of achievement 
and areas of improvement, the ability to consider 
assessment through accreditation processes needs to 
be considered as a priority. 

Program entry

Program entry requirements for initial teacher 
education candidates have in recent times have 
frequently been the subject of intense political and 
media scrutiny. In 2017 for instance, the Federal 
Government released data revealing school leavers 
were accepted into teaching degrees with low 
Australian Tertiary Admission Ranks (ATARS), the 
lowest accepted score being 17. The then Federal 
Education Minister, Simon Birmingham subsequently 
requested state Education Ministers provide an 
update on the progress made on the program entry 
requirements introduced in 2015. The data released 
represented 2% of teaching students entering an 
initial teacher education program and did not consider 
student performance in the non-academic entry 
requirements, or if the students had been provided 
special exemptions for minority groups. Moreover, it did 
not provide information about the entry requirements 
for students entering initial teacher education programs 
delivered through other types of higher education 
institutions, or those who entered initial teacher 
education programs without an ATAR score. In 
response, universities argued that what graduates are 
able to do after graduation rather than before program 
entry, was what mattered, and that entry requirements 
are appropriately more complex than a point in time 
score provided through a standardised year 12 exam. 

It is not within the scope of this Review to inject 
commentary into this debate. However, the issue sheds 
light on another deficiency in the existing system, which 
is the inability of teacher regulatory authorities and 
TEQSA to mandate or question entry standards. This 
has contributed to the variability of entry standards for 
ITE programs and provided scope for external critique. 
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The Standards and Procedures do not mandate 
specific entry standards, as the Commonwealth does 
not have the power to set minimum entry scores – this 
is decided at the state or institutional level. Instead, 
Program Standard 3.2 outlines:

 Program Standard 3.2: Providers apply selection 
criteria for all entrants, which incorporate both 
academic and non-academic components that 
are consistent with engagement with a rigorous 
higher education program, the requirements of the 
particular program and subsequent success in the 
professional teaching practice. 

For students who may be at academic risk, Program 
Standard 3.4 outlines requirements for support: 

Program Standard 3.4: The program is designed 
to address the learning needs of all preservice 
teachers admitted, including through provision of 
additional support to any cohort or individual who 
may be at risk of not being able to participate fully 
in the program or achieve its expected outcomes. 

Under the Threshold Standards, TEQSA similarly has 
oversight of program entry requirement:

1.1.1 Admissions policies, requirements and 
procedures are documented, are applied fairly 
and consistently, and are designed to ensure that 
admitted students have the academic preparation 
and proficiency in English needed to participate in 
their intended study, and no known limitations that 
would be expected to impede their progression 
and completion. 

While both standards have oversight of program entry 
requirements, they do not mandate specific standards 
for entry. As a result, ITE providers set their own entry 
requirements in accordance with the apparently flexible 
guidance provided by Program Standard 3.2 and 
Threshold Standard 1.1. 

The recent scrutiny and media commentary about 
low ATAR entry scores has highlighted the gap in 
regulatory oversight of program entry requirements; 
neither authority has the remit to question the entry 
standards used by a provider if they can be warranted 
by the provider; the authority to mandate requirements 
lies with the state government and higher education 
providers. The wider implications of controversy and 
concerns about entry requirements on the profession, 
preservice teachers and prospective entrants, are 
damaging. In overseas contexts renowned for the 
quality of their initial teacher education programs, 
high academic entry requirements are established 

and rigorously maintained. However, whether this 
approach, which limits the autonomy of higher 
education providers, is appropriate for the Australian 
social, educational and political context, remains to be 
answered, particularly in light of workforce shortages. 
Therefore, the way in which program entry is 
overseen by the existing accreditation system requires 
representative and well-considered revision.
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Chapter 7

Recommendations to Improve Regulatory Processes and 
Governance In Initial Teacher Education Accreditation

The Review so far has presented an evaluation 
of the Standards and Procedures (2015) and 
identified instances of overlap and duplication 
with other regulatory requirements. Furthermore, 
it has considered some of the difficulties faced by 
ITE providers in negotiating multiple and, at times, 
competing or inconsistent accreditation requirements, 
and has raised issues associated with the navigation 
of a regulatory environment that includes both risk-
based and uniform approaches to the application of 
standards. 

The difficulties and complexities raised lend 
themselves to the adoption of a solution whereby 
the oversight of teacher regulatory authorities (or 
any professional body for that matter) is limited to 
those areas of higher education that do not fall within 
the remit of the Threshold Standards (2015), given 
TEQSA is the sole national regulatory authority for 
the whole higher education sector. However, this 
type of solution would fail to acknowledge inherent 
complexities—the Threshold Standards are not 
exhaustive in their oversight, nor does the regulatory 
intention or purpose of interested regulatory authorities 
(including internal quality assurance) mutually align 
in all cases.  Therefore, removing oversight in cases 
of overlap, without appropriate consideration or 
quality assurance provisions, may compromise the 
rigour and effectiveness of one party’s accreditation 
function. Further, given the evolutionary nature of the 
implementation of the Standards and Procedures 
(2015) and the scope for review and improvement, any 
abrupt delineation of oversight with other regulatory 
requirements may run a number of risks:  

• discipline-specific requirements may be 
overlooked;

• TEQSA’s resourcing does not provide the scope 
to conduct assessments to the same level of 
specificity as the ITE Program Standards do;

• TEQSA experts are untrained and add a higher 
degree of subjectivity to assessments than trained 
assessors do;26 

• the detail and specificity that is deemed necessary 
for the development of classroom ready teachers 
would be lost;

• limitations on professional input into accreditation 
processes may arise;

• there is a risk that adoption of broad standards 
could promote achievement of only the minimal 
standard and reduce impetus for continual 
improvement;

• reduced scope for best-practice sharing in all 
areas of initial teacher education;

• regress TEMAG reforms;

• jeopardise confidence amongst key stakeholders, 
such as employers

• reduced assessment rigour, particularly in areas of 
importance for ITE such as program coherence, 
design, and professional experience; and 

• close relations between TRAs and ITE providers 
weakened and institutional knowledge about 
accreditation lost.

The risks listed above highlight the need to proceed 
with caution and pragmatism in the development of a 
solution to the problems highlighted in this Review.27  

26 TEQSA is presently conducting a review of the TEQSA Register of Experts which will consider all aspects of engagement with external experts. 
TEQSA has considered adjusting the number of experts on the register to reflect regulatory assessment activity and has decided to create a  new 
pool of expertise. TEQSA. (2018). Information for TEQSA Experts – Review of the Register of Experts. Retrieved from the TEQSA website: https://
www.teqsa.gov.au/information-teqsa-experts
27 In Chapter one, the following issues were identified in the existing accreditation system: 
• There is a regulatory burden associated with the accreditation of ITE programs in Australia.
• There is a lack of transparency, understanding and communication between regulators about their respective standards and processes and 

this has led to confusion about regulatory remit and responsibility. 
• The Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures (2015) are not operating in the most efficient 

way possible and contain instances of internal duplication. 
• The Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures (2015) and the Higher Education Standards 

Framework (Threshold Standards) (2015) overlap with respect to the element of higher education being assessed in many instances, but not 
with respect to the regulatory intention, scope, or specificity. This has encouraged confusion and perceptions of duplication and regulatory 
overreach. 

• In some cases, there is complete duplication between the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and 
Procedures (2015) and the Higher Education Standards Framework (Threshold Standards) (2015). 

• There is scope for improved responsiveness and relevance of the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards 
and Procedures (2015). 

• There is a level of reform burden amongst the ITE provider community.



41

Accordingly, the Review proposes four broad 
approaches to streamlining the existing regulatory 
environment with the view to alleviating regulatory 
burden on ITE providers without compromising rigour 
and quality of regulatory oversight by any one party. 
Each approach is a line of change, and concerns the 
management of one broad area of difficulty in the 
existing arrangements. Ideally, stakeholder resources 
and attention ought to be eventually directed towards 
pursuing all three lines of change. However, the lines 
of change are not mutually exclusive and proffer 
recommendations for reform that can also be extended 
and implemented individually (however, national 
consistency is firmly advised in this).

Reform Area 1: Improving the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) and their application 

Given the importance of the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) for improving initial teacher 
education programs in Australia and ensuring a 
level of rigorous quality assurance to stakeholders, 
any changes that seek to improve these standards 
and their application must be informed by rigorous 
consultation. This Review has built on earlier analyses 
of the Standards and Procedures (2015) to identify 
areas of concern, and Chapter 5 highlighted and 
discussed these works. This first line of change relates 
strictly to improving the Standards and Procedures 
(2015) with the view to reducing ambiguity, duplication 
and unnecessary burden, and ensuring requirements 
are effectively ‘fit for purpose’. It is advisable that this 
line of change takes system precedence, as other 
recommendations cannot be fully pursued without 
first ensuring the standards used by ITE providers and 
teacher regulatory authorities are fit for purpose. 

Representative Review Committee: Review of ITE 
accreditation requirements

The Review advises that a Representative Review 
Committee consisting of representatives from a 
diversity of initial teacher education providers, the 
Australasian Teacher Regulatory Authorities, the 
Department of Education, AITSL and school sectors 
is established with the sole function of conducting a 
careful and pragmatic review of the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) with the view to developing advice 
to Education Council on options for streamlining 
or merging standards, reducing complexity and 
ambiguity, and removing excessive requirements. 
The analysis provided in Appendix 1 should provide 
the scope for the committee’s consideration. For 
further details, see Appendix 1, however the overall 
approach should seek to identify opportunities to 
remove or streamline elements of the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) and their respective Guidelines 
to reduce some of the regulatory burden and 
administrative complexity associated with developing 
an accreditation submission. Further, through the 
Executive Officer Network of Australasian Teacher 
Regulatory Authorities, it has been identified that there 
are a number of ambiguities within the Standards 
and Guidelines, which give rise to idiosyncratic 
interpretation of requirements subject to jurisdictional 
legislative contexts. This compromises national 
consistency in program quality, and so it is advisable 
these variations are identified and worked through by 
the Committee. 

The Committee would be supported by a dedicated 
website or page on the AITSL website, through 
which stakeholders could provide submissions for 
consideration by the Committee. This website would 
also be used to inform stakeholders of considerations 
for each requirement and final decisions. This 
transparency will ensure ITE providers, staff at teacher 
regulatory authorities, schools, AITSL, ACEQA and 
TEQSA are aware of progress and the reasoning 
behind decision-making.28 This Review has highlighted 

28 It must be noted that this recommendation is not intended as a replacement to the recent reforms to the Standards and Procedures (2015). 
Instead, ideally these recommendations complement the recent agreements. Education Council agreed in June 2018 to require: 
a)    All jurisdictions to contribute to and participate in a standard setting process, led by AITSL, to establish sound national agreement on what it 

means to meet the accreditation standards. 
b)    All jurisdictions to collaborate with AITSL in ongoing national quality assurance activities to strengthen consistency and rigour of the national 

accreditation system and identify priorities for enhancing judgements. 
c)    AITSL’s expert advisory group to provide advice to all teacher regulatory authorities on whether all teacher performance assessments used 

by ITE providers align with the requirements of Program Standard 1.2. 
d)    AITSL to lead benchmarking in cooperation with all jurisdictional authorities of the passing standard in different teaching performance 

assessments to confirm these assessments are assessing pre-service teachers’ competence against the Graduate Teacher Standards 
consistently. 

e)   All jurisdictions to provide the data and information collected on the impact of ITE programs (as per Program Standard 6.3 and 6.4) to AITSL 
for national analysis. 

f)     All jurisdictions to publish a summary for each accreditation decision. 
g)    AITSL to report to Education Council on the outcomes of recommendations a) to f), including the national level of consistency and areas here 

further work is needed to ensure consistency. 
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a number of potential amendments to the Standards 
and Procedures (2015) as a starting point for the 
committee’s considerations (see Appendix 1).

Reform Area 2: Adoption of a Risk-Based Framework 

The second line of change concerns the introduction 
of a risk-based approach to the application of the 
Standards and Procedures (2015). Risk-based 
approaches to regulation have been found to 
be particularly effective as a means to reducing 
unnecessary regulatory burden. This type of approach 
supports the appropriate direction of resources and 
regulatory focus towards regulatees or aspects of a 
program that are potentially non-compliant with the 
Standards. Importantly, it also rewards regulatees for 
good performance, through reduced accreditation 
obligations. 

Over the past decade, risk-based approaches have 
been adopted to varying degrees to support regulation, 
which speaks to the approach’s increased relevance 
in contexts with limited resources and rapidly shifting 
business environments. For instance: in 2014 the 
Commonwealth Government published the Draft 
Regulation Performance Framework which notes 
that risk-based processes are critical to ensuring 
appropriate and sustainable targeting of resources; in 
New South Wales an Independent Review of the NSW 
Regulatory Policy Framework highlighted the need for 
better regulation development focused on the desired 
outcomes; and in Victoria, the Victorian Competition 
and Efficiency Commission has developed guidance 
documentation to implementing risk-based approaches 
more broadly. This approach could be used in the ITE 
accreditation context in order to provide a much more 
contextually responsive approach to initial teacher 
education providers. 

As outlined in TEQSA’s Risk Assessment Framework, 
through adoption of risk-based regulation, TEQSA aims 
to: 

• reduce burden on the sector by using risk 
assessments to inform a differentiated approach 
to evidence and reporting requirements in 
assessment processes;

• strengthen the protection of students’ interests 
and the sector’s reputation by monitoring 
key aspects of providers’ operations during 
registration periods;

• support TEQSA case managers and providers to 
engage in early discussion about emergent issues 
prior to any assessment process; and

• support quality improvement activities through 
the sharing of information with providers about 
potential risks and good practices in the sector 
(NSW Dep. Premier and Cabinet, 2014).

An independent report released in 2013 by Professors 
Kwong Lee Dow and Valerie Braithwaite supported 
TEQSA’s adoption of a light-touch and proportionate 
approach to regulation in higher education. The 
authors noted the importance of recognising, 
maintaining and supporting the role of academic 
culture as its own force for quality assurance and risk-
based approaches support this (Lee Dow, Braithwaite, 
2013). 

At the time of writing, all ITE providers undergo the 
same accreditation process during Stage 1 and 2 
accreditations, regardless of their self-accrediting or 
non-self-accrediting status with TEQSA, accreditation 
history, prior accreditation performance, or existence 
of positive or concerning indicators identified in 
available evidence and data about the program or 
graduates. While Recommendation 9 of the TEMAG 
Report advised “higher education providers that 
can demonstrate evidence of successful graduate 
outcomes at reaccreditation can be monitored through 
a ‘light touch’ process”, there is no consensus as 
to what form this will take, so this Review can only 
comment on the existing system which adopts a 
uniform approach to the accreditation of all providers. 

While national consistency in program quality 
is considered an imperative, this approach to 
accreditation potentially compromises the pragmatism 
and efficiency of accreditation processes, and as 
this Review has found, can give rise to a degree of 
resentment towards the process. While one of the main 
concerns outlined in the TEMAG report – which as has 
been explained was a significant force for change in 
the ITE accreditation landscape – it is logical that the 
corollary to this ought to be a regulatory approach that 
is responsive to variable quality. Theoretically, if the 
same level of regulation applies regardless of provider 
or program quality and track-record, there is limited 
impetus to demonstrate excellence in order to gain 
trust with the regulator. 

Implementing a risk-based approach 

The implementation of a risk-based approach to the 
application of the Standards and Procedures (2015) 
would be a complex process, largely due to the varied 
sizes, contexts and resources of different teacher 
regulatory authorities responsible for accrediting 
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and monitoring initial teacher education programs. 
Nevertheless, given the potential benefits, it is advised 
that such an approach be adopted gradually by 
teacher regulatory authorities. Given AITSL’s role in 
overseeing and supporting the national system of 
accreditation, it is recommended that this role extend 
to supporting the adoption of risk-based approaches 
to accreditation. The following discussion outlines a 
broad, overarching framework for the implementation 
of a risk-based approach to ITE accreditation. 
Consolidation of a such a framework would require 
extensive consultation and collaboration with ITE 
providers, TEQSA, ACEQCA, AITSL and teacher 
regulatory authorities. As is the case with all ‘lines of 
change’ suggested in this Review, it is strongly advised 
that action be supported by extensive consultation 
and collaboration to ensure representativeness and 
pragmatism.

Identification of regulatory outcomes 

Regulatory outcomes to be achieved through the 
implementation of a risk-based approach need to be 
identified. These outcomes should inform all regulatory 
activities and be appropriately tailored from a national 
base to each jurisdiction. Also, they should align with 
the following: 

• the priorities set out in the TEMAG report, Action 
Now: Classroom Ready Teachers (2014), which 
effectively set the direction for the development 
of the 2015 iteration of the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) and outlined a strategic 
pathway for initial teacher education; 

• priorities for initial teacher education outlined by 
federal and state governments;

• Evidence and data about ITE programs gathered 
at national and state levels and collated by AITSL 
(program data and evidence about graduate 
teacher outcomes and preservice teacher 
performance); 

• social, political and economic contexts relevant to 
initial teacher education; 

• teacher regulatory authorities’ core purpose 
to ITE providers and regulation beneficiaries 
(i.e. employing sectors and principals, parents, 
students, preservice teachers and graduate 
teachers, community); and

• teacher regulatory authorities strategic planning 
and existing accreditation practices. 

Although the accreditation of initial teacher education 
is a national process, it is implemented at the 

jurisdictional level. Similarly the benefits of subsidiarity 
ought to be realised in the application of risk-based 
approaches to accreditation. This is necessary given 
the variability between the numbers and types of 
ITE providers in different jurisdictions, state and 
territory government priorities, alternative legislative 
frameworks, authority size and financial and human 
resources. However, the qualifier here is that there 
must be national coordination of this tailoring to ensure 
standards remain consistent with the overall objective 
of ITE accreditation—high quality graduate teachers. 

Identification of risks 

Risk is the likelihood and consequence of a hazard 
causing an outcome to deviate from what is expected. 
In ITE for instance, potential risks could include 
anything that potentially harms the development 
of high quality graduate teachers: reduced funding 
for schools and faculties of education, declines 
in enrolment, ill-considered introduction of ‘fast-
tracked’ degrees, or refusal on behalf of schools to 
take preservice teachers. Risks that are historical or 
current are easily observable and monitored because 
their indicators are well-known. Existing risks to 
ITE that are easily observed and tracked include 
lowered entry requirements, poor integration of the 
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers at the 
Graduate level across a program, or poorly managed 
professional experience. Comparatively, emerging risks 
are more complex and difficult to identify and monitor. 
These emerging risks to initial teacher education 
include reduced program funding, wider unforeseen 
sector changes, or an isolated incident or event in one 
university or region.

In order to effectively identify and assess risks, 
AITSL, TEQSA, ACECQA and teacher regulatory 
authorities must share relevant information and data. 
However, through greater collaboration and sharing 
of information with TEQSA and ACECQA, this could 
be extended to establish a wider evidence base to 
support the identification and monitoring of risks at the 
national,  jurisdictional and provider levels. To support 
the identification of emerging risks, this collaboration 
should also facilitate joint environmental scans, 
information sharing and brainstorming about potential 
risks. 

Risk assessment 

Using the evidence and data collected, teacher 
regulatory authorities must develop formal risk 
assessments of ITE providers to estimate the likelihood 
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of risks occurring and the potential consequences that 
may emerge as a result. Risk assessments must be 
evidence based and provide a subjective measure of 
risk for the provider or program. Depending on context 
and resources, regulatory authorities can group and 
prioritise different programs or ITE providers based 
on common risk characteristics, which are identified 
through the collection of evidence and data about risk. 
For example, the data may indicate that combined 
early childhood and primary ITE programs that will 
allow graduate teachers to teach children aged up to 
12 years may be found to be associated with a level of 
risk due to the broad age coverage, a lack of sufficient 
appropriate professional experience opportunities, 
and debates around the ongoing relevance of such 
programs in a context where specialisations are given 
weight by policymakers and employers. Importantly, 
the significance of different information about a 
provider or program that may inform a risk assessment 
needs to be weighted according to its relative 
importance. 

In conducting risk assessments, it is important that ITE 
providers and other stakeholders have confidence in 
the processes. This must be gained through consistent 
and transparent processes and decision-making, so 
guidelines to inform risk assessment quality need to 
be developed collaboratively by AITSL and teacher 
regulatory authorities with guidance from TEQSA. 
Furthermore, it is critical that in developing and using 
risk assessments, regulatory authorities consider 
the ITE provider’s capacity to effectively manage the 
risk and are responsive to positive and meaningful 
changes and reforms to better manage the risk. Risk 
assessments should inform resource allocation. While 
areas of high risk and concern (non-compliance) 
are likely to be prioritised, it is important that lower 
priority and low risk ITE providers are also considered. 
Resource allocation in this sense needs to be factored 
into strategic planning for the teacher regulatory 
authority. 

Tailoring the Standards and Procedures (2015) 
and allocating regulatory attention and resources 

Presently, teacher regulatory authorities are able to 
request additional information from an ITE provider 
if, through annual reporting requirements, an area of 
risk is identified. In these instances, the Standards 
and Procedures (2015) require the teacher regulatory 
authority to notify AITSL and advise AITSL of any 
action taken or to be taken to manage the risk and/or 
changes to accreditation status. The Standards and 

Procedures (2015) also note that after a provider has 
achieved accreditation at Stage 2, they are required 
to report annually and to provide a subsequent 
application addressing the elements required at Stage 
2. Subsequent applications are determined by the 
authority, which determines the time period for the 
subsequent accreditation, with the maximum time 
period being five years (page 5). 

While these are tentative inclinations towards a risk-
based approach, this Review suggests tailoring of the 
standards to reflect the ‘core +’ approach featured 
in the Threshold Standards (2015) used by TEQSA. 
The core requirements would reflect aspects of an 
ITE program that are known to be critical or ‘need to 
know’. These aspects include the TEMAG priorities 
relevant to the course/program (curriculum inclusions, 
coherence, integration of the APST, program entry 
requirements and LANTITE) and key reform areas 
(curriculum inclusions, professional experience, TPA 
and integration of the APST) rather than faculty/school 
systems or mechanisms (professional experience 
quality assurance and communications). Table 4 below 
provides an example of how this approach could be 
applied to Program Standards 6.1 and 6.2.
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Providers have processes in place for ongoing 
collection, analysis and evaluation of data to 
inform program improvements and periodic formal 
evaluation of the program, including participation 
in national and jurisdictional data collections to 
support local and national teacher workforce supply 
reporting, program and provider benchmarking, and 
to build a cumulative database of evidence related to 
the quality of the teacher education in Australia.

These requirements are 
satisfied through meeting 
Program Standard 6.2.

Core + 

Only to be assessed for new 
providers or if through annual 
reporting, prior accreditation 
or other indicators, a teacher 
regulatory authority sees fit to 
assess.

At the beginning of each accreditation period, 
providers develop and then implement a plan for 
demonstrating program outcomes in relation to 
preservice teacher performance and graduate 
outcomes, including program impact. The plan will 
identify how providers will select, use and analyse 
evidence that is relevant to assessing the delivery 
of the program, including the mandatory evidence 
required by Program Standard 6.3.

This standard is critical 
to supporting the quality 
improvement cycle. 

However the 
requirements specified in 
Template 4 are excessive 
and some concern 
information about 
provider processes

Differentiate the requirements 
of Template 4: 

Introduction to context – core 
+

Impact Statements – Core 

Table 1 – Core +

Table 2 – Core (simplify)

Operational Plan – Core +

Table 4: Example of how a risk-based framework could be imposed to the Standards and Procedures (2015) using 
Program Standards 6.1 and 6.2.

Table 5 below provides a proposed approach to the use of core and core + differentiation of the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) through a risk-based approach to accreditation. Table 5 also summarises areas of overlap or 
duplication between the Standard and Procedures (2015) and the Threshold Standards and ACECQA program 
approval guidelines.

Program Standard Threshold Standard/
ACECQA Guidelines

Duplication Core/

Core +

Program 
outcomes

1.1 Learning outcomes and 
assessment 1.4.2, 1.4.4.

Teaching 3.1.3 

ACECQA Curriculum 
Specification 

There is overlap between requirements 
but there is a distinction between Learning 
Outcomes (Threshold Standards), APST 
(Standards and Procedures) and Curriculum 
specifications (ACECQA).  The approach to 
assessment is similar.

Core

1.2 Learning outcomes and 
assessment 1.4.3, 1.4.4

Qualifications and 
certification 1.5.1 

Academic governance 
6.3.1 

Partial and highly superficial overlap concerning 
elements requiring professional judgement and 
verification. However TPA is unique to initial 
teacher education.

Core

1.3 NA NA Remove

1.4 NA NA Remove



46

Program Standard Threshold Standard/
ACECQA Guidelines

Duplication Core/

Core +

Program 
development, 
design and 
delivery

2.1a Learning outcomes and 
assessment 1.4.2 

Teaching - Course design 
3.1.2 

There is a degree of overlap with 1.4.2 as 
concerns learning outcomes, however 2.1a 
concerns the course/program itself and how 
that supports the development of APST. 
Alignment also between the APST and 
“knowledge and skills” from 1.4.2. 

Alignment also with 3.1.2 in a similar vein. 2.1a 
is essentially an ITE specific articulation of 1.4.2 
and 3.1.2 in a number of ways. 

3.1.2 concerns program content rather than 
design – this is a key point of difference. 

Core +

2.1b Teaching – Course design 
3.1.3

Overlap, but not duplication, evident because 
TEQSA focuses on constructive alignment, 
assessment placement, the AQF and learning 
outcomes.  

Core

2.2a Learning Environment - 
Diversity and Equity 2.2.1 
& 2.2.2

Learning Outcomes and 
Assessment 1.4.2. 

Feasibility/business plans 
(internal) and TEQSA? 

There is little to no duplication evident. 

Vague alignment with “community 
expectations” and 2.2.1 and 2.2.2.  

Alignment between “contemporary and 
emerging developments in education, 
curriculum requirements” and 1.4.2. 

The requirement to illustrate consideration 
of “employer and national system 
needs, workforce demands for teaching 
specialisations” is potentially covered through 
the business plans/feasibility plans required 
through internal QA processes. 

Core +

2.2b Learning Outcomes and 
Assessment 1.4.2.

TEQSA requires this type of information from a 
non-self-accrediting organisation in the form of 
a business plan. Given this is not the case for all 
providers, there is limited consistency. There is 
also only partial duplication in the scope of the 
relevant standards.

Core +

2.3a Learning outcomes and 
assessment 1.4.2 and 
1.4.3. 

Teaching 3.1.2 

There is some overlap with 1.4.2 and 1.4.3, 
yet focus lies in learning outcomes, while 2.3A 
concerns resourcing, teaching and assessment 
strategies rather than solely outcomes and 
assessment. 

Some alignment with 3.1.3 with respect to 
recent scholarship and advances in practice, 
however the overall intention is highly industry 
specific to ITE and again, concerns teaching, 
assessment and resourcing strategies

Core +

2.3b Student participation and 
Attainment 1.3.6

Partial duplication (Professional Experience 
(PEX)) element of 2.3 not overseen through 
Threshold Standard)

Core +

2.3c Teaching 3.1.4, staffing, 
3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.2.5

Partial duplication: the intent of the Standards 
aligns, however Program Standard 2.3C 
requires recency of school based experience, 
which is added specificity.

Core +
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Program Standard Threshold Standard/
ACECQA Guidelines

Duplication Core/

Core +

Program entry 3.1 Student participation and 
Attainment: Admission 
1.1.1 

Information for prospective 
and current students 7.2.1 

HESP Admissions 
Transparency Reform 

There is duplication with the evidence and 
intent of the Standards and Procedures with the 
HESP Admissions Transparency Requirements 
and the Threshold Standards. However this is 
not assessed by TEQSA across all HEIs. 

Core +

3.2 Student Participation and 
Attainment: Admission 
1.1.1 

ACECQA appropriate 
entry requirements, 
articulation and credit 
rules

There is partial duplication with the Threshold 
Standard with respect to fair application of 
selection criteria.

No duplication with the HESP Admission 
Transparency Requirements  

Core

3.3 HESP Admissions 
Transparency 

There is overlap and in some instances, 
duplication, with the HESP Admission 
Transparency Requirements. At times, providers 
submit their Course Admissions Set to fulfil this 
requirement.

However, TEQSA does not undertake 
assessments of all courses against the 
admission transparency requirements, only 
a sample, which may or may not include ITE 
courses

Core +

3.4 Orientation and 
progression 1.3.4 and 
1.3.6, Diversity and Equity 
2.2.1, 2.2.3, 

Learning resources and 
educational support 3.3.4

There is duplication evident; however, given 
TEQSA does not consider this element for 
providers with self-accrediting authority, it is 
important that oversight is retained to facilitate 
grounds for assessment. 

Core +

3.5 Student Orientation and 
Progression: Admission 
1.1.1 

Learning resources and 
educational support 3.3.4. 

No duplication evident – the LANTITE is an ITE 
specific requirement.

Core +

3.6 Student Orientation and 
Progression: Admission 
1.1.1

There is only partial duplication of the evidence/
intent of the standards. Given the ITE specific 
nature of this standard, TEQSA could defer 
to TRAs around the English proficiency 
requirements for ITE courses if needed. 

Core +

3.7 NA NA Core
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Program Standard Threshold Standard/
ACECQA Guidelines

Duplication Core/

Core +

Program 
structure and 
content

4.1 Consideration of 
Program design 
must accord with the 
Australian Qualifications 
Framework and related 
HESF Standards: 
Learning Outcomes 
and Assessment 1.4.1, 
Qualifications and 
Certification 1.5.3, Course 
Design 3.1.2. 

Neither overlap or duplication; however, given 
TRAs may encounter proposed programs that 
have questionable alignment to the Australian 
Qualifications Framework that TEQSA may not 
encounter (because the application comes from 
an ITE provider with self-accrediting authority), 
there is some alignment. 

Core 

4.2  ACECQA Age Focus and 
Curriculum Specification

ACECQA requirements for curriculum coverage 
of the relevant age focus and curriculum 
specification areas compete with those 
mandated in Program Standards through 
Schedule 1. Providers struggle to meet both 
AITSL and ACECQA requirements in the first 
instance. 

Core

4.3 ACCQA Age Focus and 
Curriculum Specification

ACECQA requirements for curriculum coverage 
of the relevant age focus and curriculum 
specification areas compete with those 
mandated in Program Standard. For combined 
Primary/Early Childhood Education programs, 
achieving required curriculum studies and 
program emphasis for AITSL and ACECQA is  
difficult to meet in first instance. 

Core 

4.4 NA NA Core

Professional 
experience

5.1 Delivery with other parties 
5.4.1

There is duplication of the evidence and 
intent, however the Program Standards deals 
with PEX in greater detail than the relevant 
Threshold Standards, and this is a priority 
area for education. TEQSA defer to TRAs for 
assurances the Standard has been met

Core

5.2 ACECQA Age Focus & 
Professional Experience

There is alignment between TRA and ACECQA 
requirements. Difficulty arises with respect to 
settings and time in different settings.

Core

5.3 (see 5.1) (see 5.1) Core +

5.4 Delivery with other parties 
5.4.1

Partial duplication evident. Priority area for 
education and high level of specificity evident

Core +

5.5 NA NA Core +
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Program Standard Threshold Standard/
ACECQA Guidelines

Duplication Core/

Core +

Program 
evaluation, 
reporting and 
improvement

6.1 Monitoring, Review and 
Improvement 5.3 

Partial duplication of evidence/intent, with 
Threshold Standard and Program Standards. 

Remove

6.2 Monitoring, Review and 
Improvement 5.3 

Partial duplication evident, but clear ITE focus 
and 6.2 is a pivotal element of accreditation.  

Core

6.3 NA NA Core 

6.4 NA NA Core

Table 5: Areas of overlap and duplication between the Standards and Procedures (2015), the Threshold Standards 
and ACECQA’s Program approval guidelines, and identification of proposed core/core+ requirements under a risk-
based approach to accreditation.

Monitoring, reporting and continual improvement 

Under the Standards and Procedures (2015), collection 
and evaluation of evidence and data to support 
ongoing program evaluation is a critical component of 
accreditation and the development of growing national 
understanding of the characteristics of high-quality 
initial teacher education. Similarly, it is important that 
regulatory authorities undertake ongoing monitoring 
and reporting of their approach to support continual 
improvement of accreditation practice. Through 
collecting and monitoring of evidence and data against 
the desired regulatory outcomes, regulatory authorities 
can develop a greater understanding of the efficiency 
and effectiveness of practice and identify and share 
with stakeholders the successes and limitations. 
This process must subsequently inform assessment 
of the regulatory authorities’ planning, will support 
the process of re-prioritising areas of risk, and will 
strengthen understanding of the risk environment 
(NSW Dep. of Premier and Cabinet, 2014).

Reform Area 3: Coordinated Regulation 

TEQSA’s existing coordination approach

Presently, TEQSA seeks to develop connections with 
professional accrediting bodies across the sector in 
accordance with the following guiding principles: 

• the development of a complementary approach to 
course accreditation processes and requirements;

• the use of professional bodies as a source of 
expert advice;

• the sharing of information with professional bodies 
to inform our regulatory activity and to protect the 
interests of students and the higher education 
sector;

• encouraging alignment of professional outcomes 

with learning outcome requirements of the 
Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF); and

• fostering communication between us and 
professional bodies regarding each other’s 
respective roles (TEQSA, 2017).

TEQSA explains its primary aim in working with 
professional accrediting bodies is to explore the 
possibility of complementary and streamlined 
accreditation processes. It has signed Memoranda of 
Understanding (MOU) with a number of organisations 
to support information sharing to facilitate joint and 
streamlined regulatory activities. 

TEQSA also shares information with a range of bodies 
with statutory responsibility for regulating a profession 
or accrediting related professional programs, such 
as the Queensland College of Teachers and other 
Australian teacher regulatory authorities. This is 
supported by Sections 189 and 194 of the Tertiary 
Education Quality and Standards Agency Act (2011) 
(Cth) (TEQSA Act) and the Tertiary Education Quality 
and Standards Agency (Information) Guidelines (2017) 
(Cth). The latter establishes to which Commonwealth, 
State or Territory authorities TEQSA may disclose 
the information set out in Sections 189 and 194 of 
the TEQSA Act (2011). This information relates only 
to an offence or possible offence of the TEQSA Act 
or Education Services for Overseas Students Act 
(2000), or information related to a contravention 
or possible contravention of the TEQSA Act, the 
Education Services for Overseas Students Act (2000), 
the Higher Education Support Act (2003), or legislative 
instruments made under any of those Acts. To support 
assistance of Commonwealth, State or Territory 
authorities, such as teacher regulatory authorities, s. 
194 of the TEQSA Act facilitates information sharing 
in a more general sense; it specifies that TEQSA may 
disclose higher education information to authorities 
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listed in the aforementioned Information Guidelines 
(2017) if TEQSA is satisfied that disclosure is necessary 
to enable or assist the authority to perform or exercise 
any of its functions or powers. 

In ensuring TEQSA’s compliance and monitoring 
approaches are streamlined and coordinated, TEQSA’s 
2017-2021 Corporate Plan and Regulator Performance 
Framework identify the need for TEQSA to collaborate 
more with professional bodies to share information and 
data in order to reduce regulatory burden (TEQSA, 
2018). This has so far been supported through the use 
of MOUs, which have facilitated sharing of data and 
information, streamlining of processes, reduction of 
accreditation loads and joint assessments (TEQSA, 
2018). However, there is a foreseen need to work with 
professional accrediting bodies on a deeper level in 
the regulation of the sector. Moreover, as outlined 
in Chapter 3 of Deloitte’s Review of the impact of 
the TEQSA Act on the higher education sector, the 
fact that the Threshold Standards (2015) establish 
“the ‘minimum’ acceptable level of performance for 
providing higher education in Australia”, means TEQSA 
has limited ability to actively promote improvements 
to quality or incentivise achievement above and 
beyond the Threshold Standards (2015). Although the 
standards do facilitate support for continual quality 
improvement, ultimately, TEQSA has:

 “limited capacity to set an aspirational vision for 
quality improvement…this finding should not 
be interpreted as a criticism of the TEQSA Act 
(or TEQSA) having regard to the purpose for 
enacting the Act…nonetheless, it does point to a 
potential role within the broader quality assurance 
regime to provide for grater ‘assurance of quality 
improvement’, towards an aspirational vision of 
quality for the sector” (Deloitte, 2017).

This fact provides further support for greater 
collaboration between TEQSA and professional 
accrediting authorities, which typically have greater 
remit and capacity to drive aspirational quality 
improvement in their accreditation activities. 

Coordination 

In light of the difficulties discussed in this Review in 
relation to the existing system of accreditation and the 
current developments in TEQSA’s approach to working 
with professional accreditation bodies for mutual 
benefit, a third area for reform concerns the adoption 
of greater coordination and collaboration between 
different regulatory authorities where there is mutual 

interest in key areas of initial teacher education, such 
as those identified in Table 6 below: 

Accreditation of Initial 
Teacher Education 
Programs in Australia: 
Standards and 
Procedures (2015

Threshold Standards/
ACECQ Approval 
Guidelines /Internal 
quality assurance 
requirements

Program development, 
design and delivery 2.3C

Teaching: 3.1.4

Staffing: 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 
3.2.3, 3.2.5

Program entry 3.1 Student participation and 
Attainment: Admission 
1.1.1 

Information for 
prospective and current 
students 7.2.1 

HESP Admissions 
Transparency Reform

Program entry 3.3 HESP Admissions 
Transparency reform

Program entry 3.4 Orientation and 
progression 1.3.4 and 
1.3.6

Diversity and Equity 2.2.1, 
2.2.3

Learning resources and 
educational support 
3.3.4

Program structure 4.2 ACECQA Age Focus and 
Curriculum Specification

Program structure 4.3 ACCQA Age Focus and 
Curriculum Specification

Professional experience 
5.1

Delivery with other 
parties 5.4.1

Professional experience 
5.3

Delivery with other 
parties 5.4.1

Professional experience 
5.4

Delivery with other 
parties 5.4.1

Program evaluation, 
reporting and 
improvement 6.1

Monitoring, Review and 
Improvement 5.3

Program evaluation 
reporting and 
improvement 6.2

Monitoring, Review and 
Improvement 5.3

Table 6: Areas of potential mutual interest between 
the Threshold Standards and the Standards and 
Procedures. 
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In these instances, this Review advises the adoption of 
the third ‘line of change’, which is greater coordination 
of regulatory activities. TEQSA’s engagement 
practices and information sharing have distinguished 
an important avenue for reducing regulatory burden; 
however, a number of challenges have inhibited greater 
application in ITE accreditation, which must be worked 
through as part of these recommendations.29

The following recommendations to support greater 
coordination have been developed with the view to 
achieving a system of regulatory coordination that 
maintains rigorous oversight and accountability, 
while ensuring excessive regulatory burdens are 
removed from accreditation processes. The proposed 
approaches are not necessarily mutually exclusive; they 
are in some instances highly complementary. Further, 
these approaches should be considered a suggested 
starting point for the development of a repertoire 
of strategies for coordinating operations between 
regulatory authorities in a manner which capitalises 
on respective strengths for mutual benefit. An expert 
committee should be convened with the purpose 
of developing an official strategy and framework 
for coordinating accreditation of ITE programs and 
overseeing a trial of such an approach. 

Information sharing platform 

One way to support greater coordination is through 
the development of a national information-sharing 
platform. This would allow higher education providers 
to upload relevant information and evidence about 
programs and operations to a single portal, which 
can be accessed by different regulatory authorities for 
accreditation and benchmarking purposes. A number 
of legislative and policy changes would be required 
to facilitate the introduction of the platform to support 
regulatory authorities in their judgements, but also to 
protect providers from assessment overreach. Access 
to evidence and data would need to be restricted to 

an agreed timing and scope to avoid such overreach. 
Furthermore, agreement between regulatory authorities 
and higher education providers about the scope and 
depth of evidence required in the portal would likely be 
required. Where possible, it is advisable that material 
submitted be aligned with that produced in the ordinary 
conduct of business and internal quality assurance 
requirements in order to reduce the regulatory burden 
created through multiple amendments to the same 
material. Moreover, the material provided would need 
to be able to support sound decision-making by 
regulatory authorities to ensure ongoing quality. For 
this reason, amendments to relevant standards and 
assessment processes may be necessary (in the case 
of ITE, accreditation guidelines were developed to align 
with tailored evidence requirements and would require 
amendment to reflect a more flexible and untailored 
evidence submission). In the case of ITE, accreditation 
processes are shaped by jurisdictions’ legislative 
and policy contexts. Therefore, any amendment 
to accreditation processes and standards would 
potentially require state legislative or policy change, 
while any changes to the Standards and Procedures 
(2015) would require agreement by Education Council

Coordinating responsibility 

There is growing appetite for the introduction of a 
system of national, coordinated information sharing 
between teacher regulatory authorities, TEQSA and 
ACEQCA to streamline oversight and assessment of 
overlapping areas. Such a system would be supported 
by a framework to guide the remit for evidence 
submissions and assessment decision-making without 
duplication and excessive regulatory overlap. 

For the reasons outlined in earlier sections in this 
report—alternative regulatory intent, variable scopes 
of assessment by TEQSA as determined by a higher 
education provider’s risk profile and registration status, 
variations between jurisdictions in their application of 

29 These include the administrative burdens associated with information sharing, the alternative requirements and expectations for the evidence 
and data provided, a lack of prioritisation of data sharing and organisational culture, as key factors that make sharing between regulatory 
authorities more difficult (Centre of Excellence for Information Sharing, Date Unknown) The reasons for this are unclear, but potentially arise out of 
the following: 
• Under-developed trusted relationships 
• Lack of understanding about each other’s respective roles and regulatory approaches
• Lack of understanding of the data and information captured
• Failure to identify information and data with cross-authority worth 
• Organisational resourcing 
• Risk aversion and reluctance to share information due to legal or reputational implications (TRAs have close relationships with their ITE 

providers) 
• Technical difficulty 
• Formatting and definition differences 
• Organisational inertia
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the national Standards and Procedures (2015), and 
different formats, quanta and timing of accreditation 
submissions—successful coordination has so far been 
hindered. While there have been some pockets of such 
work facilitated by MOUs, a nationally consistent and 
rigorous approach is yet to emerge.30 

A number of challenges inhibit greater information-
sharing between regulatory authorities: the associated 
administrative burden, alternative evidence and data 
requirements, a lack of prioritisation of sharing and 
security concerns, all present barriers to change. The 
following recommendations seek to remedy some of 
these issues. Regulatory authorities can collaborate to: 

• Consultatively develop common vocabularies, 
formats and templates, and documentation 
expectations that satisfy the alternative 
requirements of different regulatory authorities.

• Consider streamlining accreditation cycle timing 
to align internal quality assurance cycles with 
accreditation cycles and allocate oversight of 
areas of mutual interest to the ‘relevant’ regulatory 
authority with the expectation that in instances of 
mutual interest—assurance that the intentions of 
each interested regulatory authority are met—is 
provided to the non-overseeing authority as a 
matter of standard practice. To effectively do so, 
it would be necessary to consider each regulatory 
framework in parallel to identify where, in areas 
of overlap and/or duplication, the inconsistencies 
between standards and expected evidence 
requirements exist. The following considerations— 
covering the field and managing divergent 
intentions—offer guidance as to the necessary 
decisions around allocation of oversight between 
regulatory authorities. Further, the authority with 
allocated oversight ought to be required to provide 
assurances to other regulatory authorities that their 

overlapping interest areas are also met without the 
need for these authorities to request the same or 
similar information to achieve the same outcome, 
thereby reducing excessive regulatory burden.

1.  Cover the field 

If a coordinated approach to accrediting programs 
is adopted, it is vital that in areas of mutual interest, 
one regulatory authority is allocated oversight for that 
particular area of ITE.31 In order to determine allocation 
of oversight responsibility, it may be possible to borrow 
from legal principles and provisions used to determine 
inconsistencies between Commonwealth and state 
law. 

The covering the field test involves asking whether 
the federal law “shows an intention to cover the 
subject matter and provide what the law upon it shall 
be.” Dixon J in Ex parte McClean (1930) 43 CLR 472 
explained that when deciding whether Commonwealth 
or state law prevails, there is a need for the intention of 
the Commonwealth law to express “by its enactment, 
completely, exhaustively, or exclusively, what shall be 
the law governing the particular conduct or matter 
to which its attention is directed.” This means the 
Commonwealth law must indicate that it intends to deal 
exhaustively with the subject matter, in which case the 
state law that deals with the same subject matter will 
be considered inoperable unless the Commonwealth 
refers power to the state.

Elements of the covering the field principle may be 
relevant in delineating responsibility for accreditation 
between regulatory authorities and the different 
standards they use to accredit programs. Without 
including consideration of any sort of parallel hierarchy 
between standards, instead, the standard/s that 
provide the most extensive and comprehensive 

30 There have been a number of instances whereby TEQSA and teacher regulatory authorities have successfully consulted for mutual interest 
about a particular ITE program. The Teacher Registration Board of South Australia and the Queensland College of Teachers have both on 
occasion benefitted where legally permitted from clarification about a particular institution, Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) or the Higher 
Education Standards Framework (2015). These interactions have been facilitated by MOUs. For both Teacher Regulatory Authorities and TEQSA, 
the standards presently contain limited and broad reference to the other: The Higher Education Standards Framework (2015) specifies that in 
relation to Course Design, “Where professional accreditation of a course of study is required for graduates to be eligible to practise, the course of 
study is accredited and continues to be accredited by the relevant professional body.” (Course Design 3.1.5) and the Standards and Procedures 
(2015) note : “…providers will need to ensure that programs comply with current threshold Higher Education Standards as established by the 
Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency Act (2011) (Cth) (TEQSA Act 2011) and the Education Services for Overseas Students Act (2000) 
(Cth) (ESOS Act 2000) as amended or superseded from time to time.
31 While this chapter advises in relation to ITE given the subject of this review, the recommendations provided here are of relevance across different 
discipline areas and areas of higher education in Australia. Given the challenges identified in ITE are reflected in other discipline areas and TEQSA 
is engaging with Professional bodies with the view to improving these types of difficulties, it is important that recommendations capitalise on the 
opportunity for provision of recommendations to other discipline areas. See PhillipsKPA, Professional Accreditation: Mapping the Territory (2017).
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coverage of the area under consideration ought to 
prevail, and the authority responsible for assessing 
those standards is accordingly allocated oversight. 
Exhaustively here is of particular relevance too 
in negotiation of the variability between program 
accreditations conducted by TEQSA. For the purposes 
of this Review, exhaustively32 could usefully be 
interpreted to refer to a standard’s intention to operate 
without consideration of other internal or external 
regulatory frameworks or standards: the Threshold 
Standard’s core standards may be an example of 
this in cases where an ITE provider does not have 
self-accrediting authority, because in an accreditation 
these standards are overseen regardless of other 
factors (such as a low risk rating with TEQSA) which 
may vary their assessment. Comparatively, the core 
+ standards or any standards that are not intended 
to be complemented by assessment by professional 
accrediting bodies (such as teacher regulatory 
authorities), cannot be considered exhaustive.  
Moreover, in the case where a provider has full 
self-accrediting authority, the Threshold Standards 
cannot be considered exhaustive, because they are 
substituted by the provider’s own internal quality 
assurance and governance processes. Accordingly, 
there may be opportunity to allocate regulatory 
oversight responsibility to the other interested 
regulators.  

2.  Managing divergent intention 

Critically, it is also important to consider the intention 
or substance of the different standards. This may 
not be explicit, as the intention is often contained in 
the overarching purpose of the respective standards 
framework or regulatory purpose. As has been 
discussed in earlier sections of this Review, the 
different standards have been designed to achieve 
alternative ultimate objectives: 

• As the single national quality assurance and 
regulatory agency for the higher education sector, 
the TEQSA Act (2011) identifies core elements 
for the agency as being to apply a standards 
and risk-based quality framework to protecting 
and promoting the interests of higher education 
students and the reputation of the higher 
education sector.

• The purpose of the Standards and Procedures 
(2015) was to ensure that all graduates meet the 
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 
at the Graduate career stage, with the additional 
functions of providing a collective sense of 
accountability and appreciation of ITE as a shared 
responsibility between ITE providers and school 
systems. 

• The purpose of ACECQA’s Program Approval 
Guidelines is to ensure early childhood ITE 
students are adequately prepared as quality 
educators who are ready to enter early childhood 
settings, through having an appropriate amount 
of time in professional experience settings 
and exposure to the relevant early childhood 
curriculum. 

These differences need to be considered in allocating 
oversight responsibility; a common baseline between 
standards must be established to guide reconciliation 
of divergent regulatory intentions in the same area or 
domain of ITE. In some instances, because there are 
different intentions driving regulation and oversight 
of the same area of ITE, there is the possibility that 
the inconsistency between requirements modifies 
or changes the way the other is met. This causes 
significant administrative burden for providers 
and regulatory authorities, because a successful 
accreditation with one authority can subsequently be 
rendered irrelevant by another regulatory authority if 
the way in which the former’s requirements are met is 
not in accordance with the latter’s requirements. 

For instance, in the case of the prescribed quantum 
of professional experience days for ITE providers, the 
Standards and Procedures (2015) and the ACECQA 
Program Approval Guidelines include conflicting 
intentions about the experiences that students receive 
during their professional experience, and therefore, 
the articulation of the standards in each document 
potentially modifies or changes the way those in the 
other are met:

• ACECQA Program Approval Guidelines require 
that an undergraduate program include within 
80 days of supervised professional experience 
a minimum of 10 days with (children aged 0-3 
years) and a “significant” number of days in EC 

32 In the different accreditation standards in question, there are no provisions in either standards framework that express the intention that 
one or the other intends to deal exhaustively with the subject matter, thereby stating that it overrides any other standards that may also include 
consideration of the area in question. Also, analysis of the overlap between accreditation standards should not be considered precisely analogous 
to the analysis of overlap between state and federal legislation.
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services with students in a formal schooling 
context between the years of three and five. In the 
case of postgraduate programs: 60 days must be 
conducted, and these must include minimum 10 
days with students between the ages of zero and 
three, and a significant number of days in an early 
childhood service with children aged between 
three and five years old. The remaining days can 
be taken with school-aged children.

• The Standards and Procedures (2015) prescribe a 
minimum of 80 days in undergraduate programs 
and in postgraduate programs, no fewer than 60 
days. The professional experience must be as 
diverse as practicable, substantial and sustained, 
and mostly in a recognised school setting.

The provision of professional experience in a program 
is costly, logistically challenging and time consuming. 
Therefore there is a tendency for ITE providers to 
provide only the minimum amount required. In the case 
of early childhood programs, this means attempting to 
effectively meet both sets of accreditation requirements 
as efficiently as possible. However, difficulty and 
therefore unintended modification arises out of the 
fact that jurisdictional variations in the definition of 
‘school’, ‘curriculum’ and ‘supervised’ mean that 
professional experience in some settings may not meet 
the  professional experience day quantum required 
by one or other of the above documents (i.e. days on 
professional experience in day care centres will  not 
be counted in the 80/60 days for the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) but will for the ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines). Moreover, if a provider changes 
how they meet one set of standards, there may be 
a negative secondary change to the way they meet 
the other. For instance, if a provider allocates 90 days 
to professional experience across the life of an early 
childhood ITE program and allocates the excess 
days to school settings, they may be in breach of the 
ACECQA Program Approval Guidelines because they 
may be found to no longer allocate a “significant” 
number of days to early childhood services as 
measured against the revised number of total days 

in the program. Clearly, the divergent intentions of 
the standards mean that while both direct oversight 
in the same area of ITE, their goals and therefore 
expectations differ and, at times, conflict. 

Management of these situations is complex and 
requires careful consideration, in a collaborative 
fashion, by regulatory authorities and policy makers 
to determine where there is alignment in intention 
and where, in the instances of inconsistencies, those 
differences can be effectively managed. The Review 
suggests that across the areas of ITE, a hierarchy be 
established in reference to consideration of “covering 
the field” and the extent to which regulatory authorities 
consider an area of ITE extensively and exhaustively. 
In cases of inconsistency in intent (and therefore the 
expectation of how a standard is met), the paramount 
standard in that case prevails. In ensuring that 
intentions of the standards frameworks are met, it is 
important to firstly revise standards in a collaborative 
fashion to identify and capitalise on opportunities for 
amendment to achieve alignment. This will invariably 
require flexibility by different regulatory authorities 
about their requirements and a recognition that the 
intent of the standard may be still be achievable in a 
different form.  This will hopefully establish a baseline 
that is reflective of all interested authorities’ intentions 
so that the need to identify a prevailing standard may 
be avoided. 

Allocation according to risk 

An alternative view is to allocate responsibility 
according to the level of risk associated with a failure 
to effectively oversee a particular area of ITE. For 
example, given the public attention on the entry 
requirements for ITE programs and the consequences 
this brings for the profession at large, it would be 
advisable that teacher regulatory authorities maintain 
oversight of entry requirements despite there being 
provisions for consideration within the Threshold 
Standards (2015) and ACECQA’s program approval 
guidelines.33

33 The Threshold Standards are purposely broad in their consideration of program entry requirements, given the intention of the framework is to 
provide a minimum standard for the entirety of the sector and that it seeks to allow for flexibility in operations. In fact, the articulation of the related 
Threshold Standards is so broad that it could be argued the intention and substance of the standard is so divergent from that of the relevant 
Standards and Procedures (2015) that consideration in the same vein is a pointless exercise. The relevant standard is general in nature and the 
substance of the standard and its overall (unstated) intention is to mitigate risk to students through flawed admissions policies and practices, 
and so supports TEQSA’s overall purpose. See 1.1.1: “Admissions policies requirements and procedures are documented, are applied fairly and 
consistently, and are designed to ensure that admitted students have the academic preparation and proficiency in English needed to participate 
in their intended study, and no known limitations would be expected to impede their progression and completion.” Similarly, ACECQA’s program 
approval guidelines are broad in their consideration of entry and admission: Providers must be able to demonstrate in relation to program entry that 
the program being accredited is of AQF 7 level or above and that appropriate entry requirements, articulation and credit rules apply.



55

Applying these considerations will support division of 
regulatory oversight between regulatory authorities. 
Agreement and consensus on responsibility would 
need to be enforced in policy or legislation, and 
regulatory authorities must be satisfied any area of 
higher education oversight redistributed to another 
authority is overseen in a manner that the authority 
giving up their direct responsibility sees fit. This 
would need to be agreed through a special advisory 
committee determining these allocations and 
supported through: 

a. Undertaking organisational networking and 
relationship building through the development 
of professional networks, collaborative project 
teams, awareness-raising activities, and cross-
organisational placements or exchanges.

b. Promoting examples of good practice in 
information-sharing among regulatory authorities 
through case studies, media alerts, and reports 
and publications.

c. Development of a stakeholder network to identify 
and discuss improved ways of working together 
and streamlining requirements.

d. Establishing agreed protocols for information-
sharing to ensure timeliness.

Area of Reform 4: Removal of Oversight Gaps 

In light of the recognition that there are a number of 
gaps in oversight over important domains of initial 
teacher education, the Review advises collaborative 
evaluation of program entry requirements and 
assessment oversight with the view to achieving 
greater comprehensiveness. A review of the Standards 
and Procedures (2015) should include scope for 
consideration of the quality of assessment tasks and 
the accompanying marking rubrics on a case-by-
case, risk-based basis. This way, Panels may only 
consider assessment tasks if there is reasonable cause 
for concern. These requirements must be detailed 
in a revised Guidelines document, which could be 
mandated by Education Council. Furthermore, an 
assessment of the efficacy of Program Standard 1.1 
to determine the extent to which it promotes deep 
and rigorous engagement in programs with the 
knowledge and skills required by high quality teachers 
is required. This could occur through an environmental 
scan across jurisdictions to assess how providers 
have fulfilled the standard and the extent to which it 

is effective. Finally, a national assessment of graduate 
teacher quality more broadly through employer surveys 
could provide an indication of areas in graduate 
teacher knowledge and skills that could be improved in 
programs.34 

A unified system approach 

The Review advises that a representative group be 
established to consider these recommendations 
and their feasibility and explore avenues for 
implementation. Such a group must include  TEQSA, 
AITSL, all teacher regulatory authorities, ACECQA, 
the Australian Council of Deans of Education, relevant 
government departments and other interested groups. 
Consideration should be guided by the following terms 
of reference: 

• To what extent are the recommendations provided 
in the Review feasible? 

• Would the recommendations support 
improvements to the accreditation processes and 
quality assurance of initial teacher education?

• What timelines should be followed in progressing 
recommendations?

• What are the legislative and system barriers and 
risks to implementing the recommendations at the 
state and national level?

• Identify avenues for reform in light of the Review 
and findings from the above three terms of 
reference. 

• Who is best placed to lead each stream of work in 
the short and long term?

34 The Queensland College of Teachers is conducting a similar study in Queensland in 2019.
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Queensland Focus 

This study considers the Queensland context only and 
findings relate mostly to the university context. One 
major limitation therefore is the lack of engagement 
in this work with the experience of providers without 
self-accrediting authority with TEQSA. To ensure the 
representativeness of this work, it is advisable that 
parallel studies are conducted in other jurisdictions. 
Given the variance in how the Standards and 
Procedures (2015) are assessed and met across 
Australia and the impact registration status with TEQSA 
can have for a provider’s perception of regulatory 
burden, this future work is critical to ensure the 
relevance of this Review for a national audience. 

Survey 

It is also worthwhile to note that given the number and 
magnitude of reforms delivered through the Standards 
and Procedures (2015) and the timing of this work, 
ITE providers across Australia have and continue to 
experience significant reform burden and this can be 
considered interchangeably with accreditation as an 
administrative burden. 

Therefore, it is advisable that similar work be 
conducted on a larger scale to ensure representation 
from ITE providers in a range of contexts. Given the 
relative newness of the Standards and Procedures 
(2015), in particular implementation of Stage 2 
accreditation, implementation of the requirements is 
variable and therefore analysis of responses according 
to the reform context and progress would potentially 
provide insight into the existence of any relationship 
between perceived burdens and reform progression.

At the time the Review was conducted, provision of 
defined requirements for annual reporting and Stage 2 
accreditation was introduced after providers had been 
preparing for Stage 2 accreditation. Queensland was 
the only jurisdiction conducting Stage 2 accreditation 
and this ambiguity was a further contributor to the 
perceived regulatory burden. 

Furthermore, the survey conducted as part of this 
Review did not differentiate between Stage 1 and 
Stage 2 accreditation. While highly similar in that all 
Standards are met, it is likely that providers may have 
responded with Stage 2 in mind given the survey 
timing. 

Future work 

This Review has shown there is need for future 
research in this area. Critically, an expansion of 
this Review to incorporate the perspectives of all 
jurisdictions is necessary to provide a representative 
study. Any such work needs to be informed by the 
limitations discussed here and distinguish between 
Stage 1 and 2 accreditations, be conducted with the 
staff members closest to the process, and incorporate 
the perspectives of professional staff responsible for 
internal quality assurance. 

Conclusion 

In a study completed by the OECD, Teachers Matter: 
attracting, developing and retaining effective teachers, 
it was found that teacher education is high on the 
political agenda in many countries, including Australia. 
The assertion that teacher quality is one of the most 
critical factors impacting student learning, and growing 
concerns about Australian student performance 
on international measures such as the Programme 
for International Student Assessment (PISA), have 
driven this increased attention. Consequentially, the 
mobilisation of accreditation as a way to ensure the 
development of high quality teachers and subsequently 
improved student outcomes, has been a fundamental 
component of Australia’s policy response. The 
introduction of the revised Standards and Procedures 
in 2015 established rigorous standards for ITE 
programs in Australia and introduced a range of 
important and awaited reforms.

This Review has evaluated the fitness for purpose of 
the Standards and Procedures (2015) by considering: 
the way in which these requirements are aligned 
with the development of high quality teachers and 
best practice initial teacher education, areas of 
ambiguity and inefficiency. This has been done with 
the view to identifying avenues to streamline and 
simplify requirements to ensure accreditation targets 
assessment towards aspects of ITE that are associated 
with outcomes rather than compliance. 

Assessment of duplication and overlap with the 
Threshold Standards and ACECQA requirements has 
also been considered. This has been performed in two 
ways; through consideration of the standards assessed 
and the evidence used to assess requirements. In 
both regards, there is significant overlap but a wealth 
of nuanced differences in the scope and intents of 
assessment, evidence used to make judgements 
and formatting and presentation in submissions to 

Chapter 8

Limitations, Risk and Future Work
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regulatory authorities. 

In light of this, recommendations have attempted 
to target the breadth of issues using a three-way 
approach. Given the importance of high quality initial 
teacher education to the Australian society and 
economy, it is critical that accreditation helps rather 
than hinders high quality programs to ensure their 
sustainability and capacity to service needs of future 
teacher workforces, while also providing a high barrier 
to entry in order protect the reputation of initial teacher 
education providers and Australian teachers.
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Appendix I 

Program Standard 1 Program Outcomes  

St
an

da
rd

 1
.1

 

 

Program design and assessment processes identify where each GTS is taught, practised and assessed 
and require that preservice teachers have demonstrated successful performance against all the APST 
prior to graduation. 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence: 

• Includes a fully completed Graduate Standards Matrix (see Template 3) covering 
all 37 Graduate Teacher Standard descriptors of the Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers 

• Confirms that successful performance against all Graduate Teacher Standards 
is a requirement for graduation. 

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

For each Graduate Teacher Standard descriptor: 

• Are all components of the descriptor covered? This may require individualised 
details for each component. 

• Is there adequate development of the descriptor across the program? Is it 
appropriate for the nature of the descriptor? 

• Is the intent of the descriptor met by the assigned assessment task(s), with an 
emphasis on the critical task? Consider the verb/process in the descriptor (e.g. 
demonstrate knowledge and understanding, demonstrate a range of verbal and 
non-verbal communication strategies, etc.). 

• Is the critical task clear, logical and appropriate for the descriptor? Is there 
alignment between the critical task description, criteria used for making 
judgements and the descriptor? 

• Is the context of the assessment task appropriate? 

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Program Standard 1.3 Providers identify how their preservice teachers 
demonstrate a positive impact on student learning in relation to the assessment 
requirements in Program Standards 1.1 and 1.2 is met through reference to 
Program Standards 1.1 and 1.2 in that assessment items completed through 
professional experience and the TPA provide opportunities to have an impact on 
student learning. 

• Given the importance given to ‘demonstrating impact’ across the program across 
a number of the standards, it is unlikely that Program Standard 1.3 offers more 
than administrative burden. Consideration of the removal of this Standard is 
advised.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• It has been reported that there is a degree of variation between interpretations of 
the precise meaning of the terms “taught”, “practised” and “assessed” and the 
level of flexibility in program design, and the meaning of the “adequate”. There is 
limited consensus on a benchmark for this. See section on Jurisdictional 
expectations and emergent ambiguity.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The elements requiring professional judgement are highly subjective and open to 
varied interpretation by different panellists.  

• The elements requiring verification do  not include evidence of assessment task 
or assessment criteria used for marking, however the elements requiring 
professional judgement are hinged on submission of the critical tasks. To 
achieve consistency and rigorous oversight and to avoid confusion, it may be 
preferable to include submission of assessment items as an element requiring 
verification.  
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Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• The element requiring professional judgement is there adequate development of 
the descriptor across the program? Is it appropriate for the nature of the 
descriptor? is open to interpretation. “Adequate” is interpreted differently in some 
jurisdictions. This has been highlighted through past jurisdictional benchmarking 
activities as a point of variation.  

• There is also a reported variation in the application of the terms “taught”, 
“practised” and “assessed”.  

• There is a reported variation in the extent to which program rules can restrict the 
order of “taught”, “practised” and “assessed”.  

Evidence issues • NA  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• A number of providers have discussed the difficulties associated with completing 
Template 3 and with implementing this requirement and ensuring it is enforced 
subsequent to accreditation.  

• This requirement called for re-design to a number of programs, while completing 
the mapping exercise itself and ensuring course materials and assessment tasks 
met the requirements, was also challenging.  

• Providers have explained that after gaining accreditation with one structure, 
there is limited room for flexibility or program changes with interruptions that may 
be brought about by new staff, or other institutional developments.  

Quality teachers?  • This is an important standard designed to remedy some of the issues related to 
program coherence highlighted in the TEMAG Report (2014), and renews focus 
on the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (APST) within ITE 
programs, with positive implications for schools. It is generally agreed in the 
academic literature that high quality ITE programs are characterised by 
coherence, well defined practice standards and focused assessment. As such, 
ensuring programs accord with a clear set of standards, such as the APST, is a 
necessary and important component of accreditation. This is notwithstanding the 
following important consideration; that while the APST provide comprehensive 
framework of the knowledge and skills required of high quality teachers, it is 
important that programs also develop other capabilities necessary for graduates 
to be successful in the classroom, for example, resilience and seeking and 
taking feedback.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• There is limited overlap with the Threshold Standards, while in some contexts 
the Threshold Standards may include assessment oversight, the focus on the 
APST rather than Student Learning Outcomes. However, it is opportune to note 
that across both sets of standards, there are limited opportunities to consider the 
quality of the assessment items referred to under Program Standard 1.1 (or any 
other assessment items within the Program). Reconsideration of the Standards 
ought to consider this gap in oversight given the importance of assessment in 
Higher Education Programs.  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval 
Guidelines? 

• Rather than overlap or duplication, ACECQA requires a similar mapping 
exercise outlines where in the program the early childhood curriculum 
specifications have featured. Collaborative work between the QCT and ACECQA 
has demonstrated that there is limited alignment between the curriculum 
specifications and the APST. Scope for alignment may, rather, exist in the 
assessment process and coordination of information sharing across regulatory 
authorities.  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Greater clarity about adequate development, enhanced flexibility in program 
changes and scope for assessment.  

• Identification of elements of other standards that overlap the intent and coverage 
of Program Standard 1.1 and consideration of removal.  
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• Alternatively, improved panel training and simplification of the mapping 
requirement (feature APST on the assessment task sheets and make the 
expectation for rigour clear without mandating templated presentation).  

 

St
an

da
rd

 1
.2

 

 

Program design and assessment processes require preservice teachers to have successfully 
completed a final-year teaching performance assessment prior to graduation that is shown to:  

a) Reflect classroom teaching practice including the elements of planning, teaching, assessing 
and reflecting 

b) Be a valid assessment that clearly assesses the content of the Graduate Teacher standards  

c) Have clear, measurable and justifiable achievement criteria that discriminate between meeting 
and not meeting the Graduate Teacher Standards 

d) Be a reliable assessment in which there are appropriate processes in place for ensuring 
consistent scoring between assessors.  

e) Include moderation processes that support consistent decision-making against the 
achievement criteria. 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies a teaching performance assessment that:  

• Is completed in the final year 

• Is a requirement for graduation 

• Includes achievement criteria 

• Includes moderation processes  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Does the assessment adequately assess preservice teachers’ performance 
against the content of the Graduate Teacher Standards (content validity)?  

• Does the assessment adequately address the practices of teaching including 
planning, teaching, reflecting and assessing student learning across a sequence 
of lessons? (construct validity) 

• Is the standard for passing this assessment set at a level that reflects the 
Graduate Teacher Standards?  

• Is the process used for differentiating those that meet the standard and those 
that do not credible?  

• Is there training for institutional staff and/or supervising teachers, and 
moderation and other evaluation processes in place, that will ensure consistent 
judgements against the teaching performance assessment rating scales/rubrics?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• (As discussed in Program Standard 1.1) Program Standard 1.3 Providers 
identify how their preservice teachers demonstrate a positive impact on student 
learning in relation to the assessment requirements in Program Standards 1.1 
and 1.2 is simply met through reference to Program Standards 1.1 and 1.2, in 
that assessment items completed through professional experience and the TPA 
provide opportunities to have an impact on student learning. Given the level of 
importance given to ‘demonstrating impact’ across the program through the 
above standards, it is unlikely that Program Standard 1.3 offers more than 
administrative burden. 

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• Rather than being an issue of complexity related to the Program Standard, there 
has been issues with respect to the development of TPA and the consortia and 
how providers who are not members to the two national consortia develop their 
own TPA s that meet the requirement.  
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• Implementation across the jurisdictions has thus far been variable.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• NA 

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• Implementation between jurisdictions has been variable.  

Evidence issues NA 

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

NA  

Quality teachers?  • This standard is critically associated with the development of high quality 
teachers. It is well known that high quality ITE programs typically include 
authentic assessment practices, which assess preservice teachers’ ability to 
navigate the complexities of the teaching role. 

• Many of the studies exploring the important characteristics of quality ITE 
programs have highlighted authentic assessment practices as the best way to 
assess preservice teachers’ ability to navigate the complex work of teaching. 
The TPA is an example of authentic assessment in that it samples the actual 
knowledge and skills used by effective teachers in an integrated fashion.  

• Often, preservice teachers have found that assessment has prepared and tested 
them in theory, but rarely provided them an indication of their ‘classroom 
readiness’. This was an issue also reflected in the TEMAG Report (2014), 
making the continued assurance of the TPA’s implementation a key reform 
priority.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

NA 
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Providers identify how their preservice teachers demonstrate a positive impact on student learning in 
relation to the assessment requirements in Program Standard 1.1 and 1.2 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence identifies where opportunities exist to demonstrate impact on 
student learning in the:  

• Assessment of the Graduate Teacher Standards (1.1) and/or 

• The final year TPA (1.2)  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Do the identified opportunities enable preservice teachers to demonstrate 
impact on student learning?  
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Is there scope for 
streamlining with other 
standards?  

• Program Standards 1.1 and 1.2 – effectively fulfil the requirements outlined in 
Program Standard 1.3 through providing the overview of the assessment that 
requires preservice teachers to demonstrate a positive impact on student 
learning. The only additional consideration provided by Program Standard 1.3 
is that it explicitly makes the point that through these items preservice teachers 
need to demonstrate a positive impact on student learning. Therefore, in order 
to streamline these requirements, this consideration could be integrated to 1.1 
and 1.2 more clearly.  

However, this requirement is also clearly highlighted in the rationale 
requirement under Program Standard 2.1, which requires ITE providers to 
consider positive impact on student learning in program design, and Program 
Standards 6.2 and 6.3, which require assessment data to be collected to 
provide an evidence of impact. Holistically therefore, the emphasis on having 
an impact on student learning is clear across the Program Standards. Program 
Standard 1.3 provides little to no additional consideration not already 
satisfactorily provided in Program Standards 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 6.2 and 6.3.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• Positive impact on student learning remains largely undefined and a 
challenging outcome to evidence. This was highlighted within the additional 
considerations provided in the Guidelines (p. 10) and has caused frustration for 
some providers.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The additional considerations provided in the Standard highlight the current 
challenges associated with the Standard: It is acknowledged there are 
measurement challenges in assessing teachers’ impact on student learning, 
but it is expected that improved mechanisms will develop over time, given the 
importance of measuring this impact. This acknowledgement does not provide 
a clear expectation of ‘when’ mechanisms ought to be improved, or the types of 
mechanisms that may be used by ITE providers. Lack of any clear timeline or 
benchmark in this regard runs the risk of reducing the impetus to act to develop 
mechanisms to measure impact.  

• The elements requiring verification require Panel members to defer to the 
submissions provided to Program Standards 1.1 and 1.2, so no new 
information is provided or requested by the Standard.  

• Answering the element requiring professional judgement question Do the 
identified opportunities enable preservice teachers to demonstrate impact on 
student learning is difficult to answer in a meaningful way given the contextual 
and individual variables that can impact this being the case.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• See Program Standards 1.1 and 1.2. 

Evidence issues • See complexities related to the Guidelines 

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• This is an instance whereby one Program Standard is effectively met through 
reference to another Program Standard. This creates a level of inefficiency and 
duplication which adds to the administrative burden.  

Quality teachers?  • The requirements in Program Standard mean this consideration is satisfied 
through Program Standard 1.1 and 1.2. Therefore, it contributes very little to 
the development of quality teachers.  

Overlap or duplication 
with the Threshold 
Standards? 

NA  

Overlap or duplication 
with ACECQA 

NA 
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Program Approval 
Guidelines? 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

See section discussing the avenues to streamline this requirement. Given Program 
Standards 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 6.2 and 6.3 effectively meet this requirement, it is feasible that 
its removal is considered.  
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Providers need to describe and evaluate the intended outcomes of their programs after students have 
graduated by using available data and specifically designed research that provides information on the 
effectiveness of graduates as teachers, the achievement of specific program objectives and to inform 
its continuous improvement. Graduate impact on student learning is included in this evidence where 
available data allow. Graduate outcomes data are to be drawn from multiple sources that may include:  

a) employment data  

b) registration data  

c) survey data including graduate and principal satisfaction surveys  

d) studies designed to assess the impact of graduates on student learning including case studies and 
surveys 

e) any other type of outcomes data that can be tenably linked to information on program improvement, 
graduate outcomes and/or positive impact on student learning.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The provider has submitted a plan for demonstrating impact (Template 4) as 
required by Program Standard .2. See guidelines for Program Standard 6.2.  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are the multiple sources of graduate outcome data in the plan for demonstrating 
impact (Template 4) a credible set of information that has relevance to 
measuring the outcomes of a program including impact on student learning 
where possible?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Program Standard 1.4 duplicates elements of Program Standard 6.2, which 
states: At the beginning of each accreditation period, providers develop and then 
implement a plan for demonstrating program outcomes in relation to preservice 
teacher performance and graduate outcomes, including program impact. The 
plan will identify how providers will select, use and analyse evidence that is 
relevant to assessing the delivery of the program, including the mandatory 
evidence required by Program Standard 6.3…. Program Standard 1.4 is met 
through providing Template 4 under Program Standard 6.2 in accordance with 
the expectations and guidance provided in that Program Standard. The element 
requiring professional judgement that the multiple sources of graduate outcomes 
data in the plan for demonstrating impact (Template ) a credible set of 
information that has relevance to measuring the outcomes of a program 
including impact on student learning where possible aligns closely with the 
element requiring professional judgement in Program Standard 6.2, which is: Is 
the data (evidence) selected for demonstrating preservice teachers’ positive 
impact on student learning and, where possible, the post-program impact of 
graduates and/or graduate cohorts on student learning likely to capture useful 
information on impact? and will the data to be collected answer important 
questions relevant to the rationale of the program and its past performance? 
This type of duplication contributes a level of confusion to the accreditation 
requirements and processes, particularly around the distinction between 
Standards and the level of cross-referencing required.  

• This aforementioned duplication means that Program Standard 1.4 is broadly 
met through cross assessment of Program Standard 6.2 and 6.3, which prompts 
the question, what does Program Standard 1.4 contribute to an accreditation 
submission?  
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Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The complexity associated with the Standard relates to the relationship to 
Program Standard 6.2 and 6.3.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The element requiring professional judgement …relevance to measuring the 
outcomes of a program including impact on student learning where possible? Is 
currently exceptionally difficult for ITE providers to fulfil because it extends the 
reach of their existing oversight boundaries.   

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• NA completion of Template 4 has been a point of concern and contention across 
the ITE community more broadly. This is an area of reform and not the remit of 
this analysis.  

Evidence issues • Identification of relevant and meaningful ways to evidence graduate impact on 
student learning is difficult and ITE providers and teacher regulatory authorities 
are still identifying ways to do this in a streamlined, logical and meaningful way 
that does not contribute to regulatory burden.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• This is an instance whereby one Program Standard is effectively met through 
reference to another Program Standard. This creates a level of inefficiency and 
duplication which adds to the administrative burden. 

Quality teachers?  • The Program Standard supports the development of programs based in 
evidence, however there are other Program Standards that have contributed 
more meaningfully to this.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

• NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Given the intention of the Standard is satisfied through Program Standards 6.2 
and 6.3, there is limited need for this Standard to remain.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program Standard 2 Program development, design and delivery  
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Program development, design and delivery are based on: a documented coherent rationale based on 
authoritative and evidence-based understandings of how the program will develop effective teachers 
who meet the Graduate Teacher Standards, including having a positive impact on student learning. 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence includes: 

• A rationale  

• An evidence base for the rationale  

• A sequence for the delivery of program content 
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Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Has the rationale been informed by an authoritative evidence base, including 
peer reviewed research and frequently cited research?  

• Does the evidence base support the development of teachers who will meet the 
GTS and have a positive impact on student learning?  

• Where available, has evidence of program impact in relation to previous 
graduate cohorts been considered?  

• Are the inter relationships between professional, curriculum and pedagogical 
studies and professional experience coherent? 

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?35  

• Refer to 2.3: Integrate 2.3 a), which refers to how program approach outlined in 
2.1 is achieved through program resourcing, assessment and teaching. In this 
way, the practical enactment of the vision outlined in PS 2.1 is aligned with the 
intention/informing approach. 

Complexities 
associated with the 
Standard? 

• There is a degree of similarity between 2.1 a) and the Introduction to Context 
required in Template 4 under Program Standard 6, however, the relationship is 
unclear. Therefore, clearer definition of the divergent intention of both 
requirements, or an explanation of the intended relationship between the two 
would reduce repetition and remove scope for ambiguity.   

• Greater clarity is needed with respect to the purpose of the rationale required as 
part of Program Standard 2.1 in both Stage 1 and Stage 2 accreditation. 
Logically, there ought to be a distinction because the rationale developed in 
Stage 1 should be confirmed or altered to reflect the findings of Stage 2 
accreditation. Confirmation is also required around rationale benchmarking, the 
necessary research currency, if iterative development is necessary, and if there 
is a rationale expiry. Confirmation of this point is required.  

• There is an appreciation of the importance of the rationale requirement as a 
foundational aspect of the program, and that with time and the accumulation of 
evidence and data about ITE programs, this requirement will be increasingly 
connected to Template 4. There is an appetite for this importance to be more 
clearly reflected in the articulation of the Program Standard. Presently, there is a 
degree of inconsistent cross referencing across the Guideline documentation 
about connections between components of accreditation submissions and the 
rationale. It is advised the place of the rationale as informing all other decisions 
in the program ought to be articulated more clearly in Program Standard 2.1.  

• There is a lack of clarity about what constitutes authoritative and evidence 
based understandings in that this could be drawn from evidence and data 
gathered through past experience by the provider, the relevant academic 
literature, or the evidence and data eventually collated under the requirements 
of Program Standard 6. Further, further clarity is required to confirm if it is 
necessary for this to always include evidence of previous cohorts in the program 
or similar programs and if the absence of this type of data would amount to an 
‘unmet’ outcome on the standard. In instances where the program is very 
different to those on offer, provision of student data is difficult for ITE providers 
to capture.  

• The term ‘progam impact’ is associated with a level of ambiguity and the extent 
to which the measure of ‘program impact’ must align with previous cohorts and 
the evidence base for the rationale, and how this differs to Program Standard 6 
requirements, is unclear.  

                                                             
35 ‘Streamlining’ in this instance refers to alignment or merging with other Program Standards to improve 
coherence.  
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Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Page 13 of the Guidelines notes that possible evidence could include a 
demonstration of how the sequence has been constructed to ensure coherent 
connections. This is generally agreed as a critical component to both Program 
Standard 2.1 a) and b) and is the connective element between the two. 
Therefore, if elevated to an Element that requires professional judgement, ITE 
providers would be prompted to reflect on and consider coherence and 
sequencing decisions more carefully and connect them to the rationale.    

• The element requiring professional judgement, where available, has evidence of 
program impact in relation to previous graduate cohorts been considered? Is 
difficult for providers to fulfil in instances whereby the program is an 
unprecedented program.  

• In relation to the ambiguity around the role of the rationale as a foundational 
component to the accreditation submission, it is feasible that the links between 
program impact requirements of Program Standard 6 and Template 4 are drawn 
with the rationale underpinning the program. This is not presently clear, leading 
to varied rationale weightings between ITE providers and jurisdictions.  

• There is scope for the Guidelines to address the rapidly changing higher 
education sector. The introduction of online programs presents a challenge to 
how this requirement is met because there is an absence of a sound evidence 
base and academic literature from which conclusions about best practice 
program design can be made. Inclusions of additional requirements for 
online/alternative delivery options may provide a necessary layer of quality 
control.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent 
ambiguity?36 

• Jurisdictions differ in the benchmark required for submission of authoritative and 
evidence based understandings to support the rationale outlining how the 
program will develop effective teachers.  

• Jurisdictions differ in their weighting of this requirement. The role of the rationale 
as the foundational component of accreditation is not agreed. The Program 
Standards treat it equally to other requirements, but some jurisdictions hold the 
Standard as critical and so require it as an Appendix rather than a section of 
Template 2. In order to confirm national consistency, it is advisable that some 
consensus is achieved.  

Evidence and 
assessment issues37 

• Concerns have been raised in some contexts about Panels’ capability to 
adequately assess elements of the Rationale requirement. Panellists from 
school-based backgrounds have reported that they feel challenged in 
adequately assessing whether or not evidence is “authoritative and evidence-
based”. There may be an opportunity for Panel training to better manage this 
concern in the future.  

Quality teachers?38 • TEMAG reforms around program currency and quality are reflected through this 
standard. As is the case in any academic field, alignment with authoritative and 
evidence based understandings of best practice is vital in higher education. The 
extent to which this Standard contributes effectively to the development of high 
quality teachers is somewhat subject to variation and is dependent on the way in 
which the provider engages with the Program Standard.  

                                                             
36 Different jurisdictions have alternative expectations with respect to some standards, this stems from varied 
interpretation due to point 1 and 2 above, and the legislative and policy frameworks in which they operate.  
37 Implementation of the Standards and Procedures has differed across Australia and there are a number of 
teething issues with respect to the evidence required and gathered. Also, confusion about what constitutes 
relevant evidence for particular standards remains.  
38 Evidence that is critical for judgements and that which is nice but not necessary for panels to formulate sound 
assessments of programs.  
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• Increased international focus and attention on ITE and what makes quality 
programs has given rise to a weighty and important body of work exploring the 
key features of high performing programs.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness39 

• NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards?40  

Learning outcomes and assessment 1.4.2  

• There is a degree of overlap with Threshold Standard 1.4.2, which concerns 
learning outcomes, however 2.1a concerns the course/program itself and how 
that supports the development of APST.  

Teaching - course design 3.1.2 

• Alignment also with 3.1.2 in a similar vein. 2.1a is essentially an ITE specific 
articulation of 1.4.2 and 3.1.2 in a number of ways.  

• 3.1.2 concerns program content rather than design – this is a key point of 
difference. 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

None  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Candidate for demotion under a risk-based framework for providers that have 
self-accrediting authority with TEQSA and a strong history of delivering current 
and evidence based programs. This status would need to be earned through 
prior performance.  

• Given there is some overlap with the Threshold Standards, there may be scope 
for information sharing between TRAs and TEQSA where information is 
required. However, the overlap is only partial, so any sharing would be purely to 
provide greater background information across both accreditations.  
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Program development, design and delivery are based on a coherent and sequenced delivery of 
program content including professional experience that facilitates achievement of the GTS 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence includes: 

• A rationale  

• An evidence base for the rationale  

• A sequence for the delivery of program content 

Elements 
requiring 

• Has the rationale been informed by an authoritative evidence base, including 
peer reviewed research and frequently cited research?  

                                                             
39 The Review also considered how efficiently (that is the extent to which the Standards are easily met without 
wasted effort or expense), and effectively (that is the extent to which the Standards achieve the desired or 
intended result) the Standards and Procedures are met. 
40 The Standards used by TEQSA to accredit programs and register HEPs in Australia.  
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professional 
judgement  

• Does the evidence base support the development of teachers who will meet the 
GTS and have a positive impact on student learning?  

• Where available, has evidence of program impact in relation to previous 
graduate cohorts been considered?  

• Are the inter relationships between professional, curriculum and pedagogical 
studies and professional experience coherent? 

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• There is a level of subjectivity that emerges through Panel assessments of this 
requirement. Given there is limited guidance as to the aspects of sequence that 
can or cannot be questioned, this is inevitable. Clarity around the parameters of 
assessment are necessary to clarify the question to what degree a panel can 
challenge an aspect/s of a program or make recommendations for prerequisites.  

• Complexities associated with the extent to which program structures are ‘fixed’ 
presents scheduling challenges for faculties, particularly for students who take 
time off, move to part-time time study, etc. The negotiation of the need for 
flexibility to accommodate these challenges while ensuring the appropriate and 
accredited order of ‘taught, practised and assessed’ is challenging, and as has 
been mentioned, clarification of the Panel’s assessment remit in this regard will 
provide a level of needed certainty for ITE providers.  

• There needs to be more explicit articulation of the connection between 2.1 b) 
with the rationale component of 2.1 a) and any relevant evidence and data 
collected on previous programs. There has been a tendency to consider 
elements of programs in isolation, despite standard placement that would imply 
otherwise. Isolated treatment of standards tends to contribute to a compliance or 
box-ticking approach to accreditation that neglects to consider the program 
holistically.   

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• P.13 Possible evidence requirements  program sequence in the form of a 
program map, or structure table, and description of how the program has been 
constructed to ensure coherent connections between different units and 
professional experience. Should be elevated to status of an element requiring 
professional judgement given this is critical to adequate assessment by Panels 
of 2.1 b).  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• There are limited material variations reported between jurisdictions, however it is 
quite likely that there are variations with respect to assessment rigour.   

Evidence issues • NA 

 

‘Need to know’ or 
‘nice to know’? 

• TEMAG and other works noted the importance of program coherence, 
particularly with respect to professional experience alignment with key content 
areas (e.g. understanding of content is necessary prior to assessment 
development subject). This is an identified area of importance and oversight is 
critical to reform implementation and consolidation.   

Quality teachers • TEMAG pointed to a lack of coherence as a key problem in ITE programs. It is 
important to note that if this standard is going to be measured effectively, 
Panellists need to be proficient in assessing it and understanding what is 
important for program coherence. 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 

Teaching – Course design 3.1.3 
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Threshold 
Standards? 

• This is overlap, although the evidence used for assessment is similar. TEQSA’s 
priority is the constructive alignment, assessment placement, AQF development 
and learning outcomes development across the program. 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

Curriculum focus and age focus requirements 

• ACECQA requires particular amount of age focus during PEX and within content 
across the program. ACECQA also requires specific content areas to be 
covered across the program. Meeting those requirements in conjunction with the 
Standards and Procedures content coverage requirements presents difficulty for 
providers.  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Clarity and consensus about requirements is required between TRAs/AITSL and 
ACECQA.  

• Given accreditation and oversight from three angles occurs, but with different 
intentions, the use of an evidence sharing platform would support three-way 
assessment without duplicated submission.  

• If incorporating a risk-based approach to accreditation, this domain requires 
oversight consistently due to its alignment with TEMAG and the consensus 
about the importance of coherence in the development of knowledge and skills 
in early career teachers. Therefore, it would ideally be elevated to core status.  

Impacts on reforms 
introduced by the 
Standard on ITE 
providers 

• A number of providers have raised concerns around the restrictive nature of this 
requirement. The limitation placed on teaching delivery, assessment items and 
content have presented a number of challenges for schools and faculties. This 
has contributed a level of stress and increased regulatory burden with respect to 
reporting changes to teacher regulatory authorities. 
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Program design, development and delivery take account of contemporary and emerging developments in 
education, curriculum requirements, community expectations and local, employer and national system 
needs, including workforce demands for teaching specialisations.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies inputs into the program development, design and delivery 
including:  

• Curricula covered in program  

• Stakeholder consultation and feedback  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

Have the following been considered?  

• Relevant contemporary and emerging developments in education  

• System needs  

• Workforce demand, including teaching specialisations  

• Community expectations  

• Stakeholder needs  

Did consultation with stakeholders include diverse representation relevant to the context 
and rationale of the program?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Program Standard 2.1 a) concerns the program rationale. Given Program 
Standard 2.2 is primarily concerned with external influences on the program, such 
as contemporary and emerging developments in education, curriculum 
requirements, community expectations and local, employer and national system 
needs, including workforce demands…the perspectives of stakeholders…there is 
a logical synergy with the rationale requirement of 2.1 a), as the coverage of 2.2 is 
further justification for the rationality behind the program’s design and delivery.  
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In order to more fully communicate these interconnections, it may be logical and 
feasible to integrate the coverage of Program Standard 2.2 into the rationale 
requirement of Program Standard 2.1 a). Presently, the full implications of 
stakeholder engagement are often not captured in accreditation submissions 
(2.2), so alignment in this way could prompt more rigorous consideration of this 
influence on program design and delivery.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• As has been highlighted, there is a degree of alignment between the requirements 
of Program Standard 2.1 a) and Program Standard 2.2 b).  While there is 
identified scope for streamlining these requirements (see above), if this is not to 
be the case, the difference between the two ought to be more clearly defined to 
avoid repetition and confusion.  

• Use of take account of in the Program Standard and the requirement that the 
professional judgement questions for a number of checklist items must be taken 
into account has caused concern in some jurisdictions because there is a 
perceived need for more stringent requirements for the considerations under the 
scope of Program Standard 2.2. This prompts examination of the feasibility of 
requiring explicit consideration of all components listed in the standard; direct 
evidence of such consideration through submission of meeting minutes, research, 
submissions to program design etc.; and direct statements around how each 
consideration has influenced the program. This would ensure Program Standard 
2.2 promotes a higher standard of engagement.  

• It is also unclear if all considerations listed in Program Standard 2.2 should 
deserve equal treatment. It is important to clarify the intention of the Standard to 
ensure ITE providers are able to solicit the correct type and rigour of information 
from stakeholders in order to guide and encourage aspirational program 
development that is responsive to external influences.  

• It is unclear what the bounds of assessment are in relation to did the consultation 
with stakeholders include diverse representation relevant to the context and 
rationale of the program? 

• Expectations about the integration of the Australian Curriculum (scope, depth, 
inclusions) need to be clearer to ensure inclusion of cross-curricular priorities and 
general capabilities.  

• Different types of evidence are required for Stage 1 and Stage 2 accreditation; the 
Guideline needs to more explicitly reflect the different role of this requirement at 
different point in the accreditation process.  

• Universities are influenced by academic developments and so it is expected that 
programs will, by default, engage with contemporary and emerging developments 
in education. If that is not the case for a particular provider, academic governance 
needs to intervene; this is TEQSA jurisdiction under the remit of the Threshold 
Standards.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Elements requiring professional judgement need to set parameters to guide 
assessment decisions around workforce demands for teaching specialisations if 
this is going to contribute towards satisfying different workforce needs in an 
authentic and meaningful way.  

The following considerations concern the Guideline section Possible evidence that could 
contribute to demonstrating the Standard. These instances of cross-referencing to other 
sections of the Program Standards have added a level of confusion, particularly with 
respect to the rationale requirements under Program Standard 2.1 and Program Standard 
6/Template 4, and the extent to which they must serve a foundational and incorporating 
role in the accreditation submission.  

• The reference to the Program Rationale in Possible evidence that could contribute 
to demonstrating the Standard (dot point 1) is confusing; given succinct analysis 
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of contemporary research, reports, and policies relevant to program development 
is a direct reference to the coverage within Program Standard 2.1. The conceptual 
coverage of Program Standard 2.1 and 2.2 differs, and so this reference to the 
rationale weakens the distinction and the necessary focus of each standard. 
However, this reference does add weight to the argument above regarding 
streamlining; there is a degree of alignment between the purposes of Program 
Standards 2.1 and 2.2, as such, it is worthwhile considering them in a more 
streamlined fashion.  

• The reference to Description of setting and program context, including 
local/regional and community is also confusing, given this is the type of 
information typically included in the Rationale requirement in Template 4.  

• The reference to teaching specialisations in programs and reasons for their 
inclusion is duplication of Program Standard 4.4, the rationale requirement under 
Program Standard 2.1, and the rationale requirement in Template 4 (Program 
Standard 6.2). 

• The possible evidence requirements and considerations for elements requiring 
professional judgement need to explicitly reference external stakeholders and 
partner schools and preservice teachers if stakeholder engagement is to be 
meaningful and impact professional experience, which is one of the most critical 
program components. This ought to be explicitly integrated into the fourth dot 
point, which is Explanation of range and purpose of stakeholder consultation, how 
it was conducted, and how stakeholder perspectives have been prioritised. 

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• Some jurisdictions require additional subject content knowledge requirements, 
adding a layer of consideration to the assessment of the providers’ satisfaction of 
curriculum requirements.  

• Most jurisdictions require agendas, meeting minutes, and an explanation as to 
how information is subsequently fed back into program design as evidence to 
support this standard.  

• Some jurisdictions also have their own jurisdiction specific requirements for 
evidencing stakeholder engagement.   

• Jurisdictional differences such as these can add a layer of complexity for those 
ITE providers that operate across different jurisdictions.  

Evidence issues and 
assessment issues 

• The extent to which Panels adequately assess different considerations captured in 
Program Standard 2.2 is subject to variation, and focus may shift according to 
jurisdictional differences. This difference may relate to the identified variability in 
quality of submissions. Given the Standard and Guidelines do not clearly set 
parameters for the type and quality of evidence required to meet the Program 
Standard, the range of acceptable submissions is quite broad, and teacher 
regulatory authorities are required to establish their own parameters and 
expectations for submissions – which tends to compromise national consistency 
and presents difficulty for providers operating across jurisdictions.  

• There are varied expectations in the breadth, depth and structure of consultation. 
Parameters around quality may be needed in some contexts, for instance, in 
some jurisdictions TRAs are interested in understanding the processes in place to 
capture this information and the ongoing processes in place to maintain currency.  

Quality teachers? • It is well recognised that teacher education is the responsibility of the ITE 
providers and school sectors, but government and community also has a role to 
play in the development and supporting of quality teachers. So, it is logical that 
these groups are provided a voice in shaping ITE. Moreover, teachers are not 
represented by a professional body, as is the case in most professions. Therefore, 
stakeholder engagement for accreditation purposes is the only avenue through 
which the profession can influence program design (rather than via professional 
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accreditation). However, because submissions to satisfy this Program Standard 
tend not to provide rigorous details as to the way in which these consultations 
have actually influenced course design, the relevance and validity of the Program 
Standard in delivering on its intent is called into question. This is problematic, 
particularly given the TEMAG Report highlighted the need for greater engagement 
between school sectors and higher education providers. Therefore, while the 
intention of the Program Standard is sound and in accordance with the 
development of high quality teachers, avenues to solicit more rigorous and 
meaningful information from ITE providers is necessary.  

Efficiency and 
Effectiveness 

• NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

Learning Outcomes and Assessment 1.4.2. 

• Alignment between “contemporary and emerging developments in education, 
curriculum requirements” and 1.4.2, which requires that the specified learning 
outcomes foreach course of study encompass discipline related and generic 
outcomes, including: specific knowledge and skills and their application that 
characterise the fired (s) of education.  

Business plans under internal QA 

• The requirement to illustrate consideration of employer and national system 
needs, workforce demands for teaching specialisations is potentially covered 
through the business plans/feasibility plans required through internal QA 
processes.  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Removal of this element or integration with 2.1 A 

• Demotion to a core + value through the adoption of a risk based framework  

• Evidence used to assess this requirement on an evidence platform that also 
satisfies the Threshold Standards requirements and internal QA processes needs 
to be aligned.  

• Evidence used to assess this requirement on an evidence platform that also 
satisfies the Threshold Standards requirements and internal QA processes needs 
to be aligned. In this case, Course Profiles/Unit Profiles could provide an 
indication of curriculum coverage through their inclusion of resource outlines, 
teaching and learning activities etc.  

• The requirement is not adequately covered in the current articulation of the 
Standard. 

• Increased flexibility in the evidence required to form a judgement about the 
Standard, is required. Acceptance of materials developed in the ordinary course of 
business, such as academic board meeting minutes or course advisory committee 
documentation (which ought to incorporate evidence of consideration of the 
feasibility of the program in light of community and workforce expectations)  

• This requirement could be demoted to core + status. 
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The resourcing for the program and its teaching and assessment strategies is consistent with the 
program’s rationale and expected outcomes and prepares preservice teachers for contemporary 
school environments and early childhood education environments where relevant…  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies factors considered in program resourcing and program teaching 
and assessment strategies including:  
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• Preparing preservice teachers for contemporary school and early childhood 
environments  

• Modes of delivery  

• Staff with recent school-based/early childhood experience  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Do the program resources and teaching and assessment strategies align with 
program rationale and outcomes?  

• Are the teaching and assessment strategies appropriate for the environments in 
which graduates are likely to be teaching?  

• Will program resourcing, and teaching and assessment strategies, delivery 
equivalent opportunities to achieve learning outcomes irrespective of mode or 
delivery?  

• Do preservice teacher cohorts have access to teaching staff with current or 
recent school-based, and where relevant, early childhood experience?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• To ensure requirements are more closely aligned with desired outcomes, 
consider adjustments through removing 2.3 a) and integrating 2.3 a) into 2.1 and 
2.2 to demonstrate how considerations covered in 2.1 and 2.2 subsequently 
inform resourcing, assessment and teaching. 

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The integration of resourcing, teaching and assessment into one program 
standard is confusing and potentially leads to only superficial engagement with 
each distinct element (resourcing, teaching and assessment) by ITE providers. 
This point is relevant to 2.1 a), 2.1 b) and 2.1c).   

• The resourcing of the program and its teaching and assessment strategies and 
contemporary school environments are all phrases that are open to a variety of 
different interpretations. While the standard may have been intentionally broad 
to support the diversity of ITE providers across Australia, it does not provide a 
clear benchmark upon which to pin national consistency. Under the current 
articulation of the standard, it is entirely possible for an ITE provider to submit 
information related to the general institutional facilities and an outline of the 
professional experience requirements covered under Program Standard 5, to 
meet these requirements. Clarification is required around the expected quality 
and the inclusion of in-built aspirational components to drive best practice and 
discourage superficial or compliance type responses.  

• The articulation of the assessment requirements do not facilitate consideration 
or assessment of assessment tasks by a panel. This is concerning given the 
importance of assessment to the overall program quality. In particular, the 
Panel’s ability and remit in assessing the integration and assessment of the 
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, needs to be confirmed.  

• ‘Strategies’ is challenging – does this refer to the assessment tasks or the 
overarching approach?  

• There is ambiguity about the necessary level of program resourcing, including 
contemporary environments and EC, how online programs need to cater for the 
needs of their students, the balance between casual and ongoing academic staff 
teaching into the program.  

• The term contemporary school environments is vague and undefined. Given the 
significant diversity of schools across Australia, this could be problematic and 
promotes a ‘tick-box’ approach to accreditation.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• In the context of online education, there needs to be greater emphasis on 
assurances of equivalence between delivery modes with respect to assessment 
and the way in which they prepare preservice teachers for contemporary school 
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environments and early childhood education environments where relevant. The 
Guidelines presently do not facilitate rigorous assessment and engagement of 
this.  

• The reference to Program Standard 2.1 rationale requirement is confusing and 
needs to be correlated with a clear and similar reference in Program Standard 
2.1.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• Interpretation is variable between providers and jurisdictions. In some instances, 
providers reference other Program Standards (1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2) and this is 
deemed sufficient. 

• Some jurisdictions which focus on assessment through this standard require a 
range of assessment types in the program, for assessment to be fit for purpose, 
for teacher educators to model good practice in assessment, and for student 
workload to be considered. 

• Many providers submit evidence of institutional resourcing to meet requirements 
(i.e. Blackboard and library resourcing)  

Evidence issues • Generally, providers reference Program Standard 1.1, 1.2 to evidence teaching 
and assessment strategies in order to indicate alignment with contemporary 
school environments and refer to institutional and faculty resourcing. 

• The geographical and logistical considerations that come into play when trying 
to ensure a diversity of school environments need to be addressed. The basis 
for reasonableness according to ITE provider context, is unclear.   

Quality teachers? • The resourcing element of the Standard does not necessarily correspond with 
the development of quality teachers and is covered through TEQSA remit and 
internal QA process. Further, ITE providers typically provide details of broader 
institutional facilities to meet this requirement.  

• It is important that programs are aligned with what is happening within 
contemporary school environments. A lack of alignment with respect to 
curriculum, practice, behaviour management and other contemporary 
developments in education has been a longstanding critique against ITE and 
one key concern of the TEMAG reforms. The issues around capturing the 
meaning of ‘contemporary’ school environments however render this 
challenging.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• This is largely met through reference to the reach of schools used for 
Professional Experience, however the logistical and administrative burden 
associated with ensuring arrangements with an appropriate diversity of schools 
has been raised as an issue in some cases.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

Learning Outcomes and Assessment 1.4.2 and 1.4.3  

• There is some overlap with 1.4.2 and 1.4.3, yet focus lies in learning outcomes, 
while 2.3 a) concerns resourcing, teaching and assessment strategies rather 
than solely outcomes and assessment.  

Teaching 3.1.2  

• Some alignment with 3.1.3 with respect to recent scholarship and advances in 
practice, however the overall intention is highly industry specific to ITE and 
again, concerns teaching, assessment and resourcing strategies. 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA 
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How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• With respect to resourcing, this could be removed, or evidence could be drawn 
from that required as part of internal quality assurance processes at the 
institutional level. 

• With respect to assessment, there is a need to adapt wording to support deep 
evaluation and scrutiny of assessment task quality. Therefore, in addition to 
change in wording, assessment via an evidence platform could be through 
consideration of all course profiles/assessment tasks. Scope of assessment 
would be informed by prior accreditation history and risk assessment, so a ‘deep 
dive’ into assessment would be a core + requirement but TRAs retain scope to 
do so if seen fit.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The resourcing for the program and its teaching and assessment strategies is consistent with the 
program’s rationale and expected outcomes and…considers the learning and professional 
experience needs of preservice teachers across all offered modes of delivery… 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies factors considered in program resourcing and program teaching 
and assessment strategies including:  

• Preparing preservice teachers for contemporary school and early childhood 
environments  

• Modes of delivery  

• Staff with recent school-based/early childhood experience  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Do the program resources and teaching and assessment strategies align with 
program rationale and outcomes?  

• Are the teaching and assessment strategies appropriate for the environments in 
which graduates are likely to be teaching?  

• Will program resourcing, and teaching and assessment strategies, delivery 
equivalent opportunities to achieve learning outcomes irrespective of mode or 
delivery?  

• Do preservice teacher cohorts have access to teaching staff with current or 
recent school-based, and where relevant, early childhood experience?  
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Is there scope for streamlining with other standards?  • The requirement that professional experience needs across all modes of delivery are met through program resourcing can logically be re-allocated with Program Standard 5, which is concerned with professional experience. • Considers the learning…needs  is satisfied through Program Standard 3.4 Complexities associated with the standard? • The language of the standard is vague and does not specify, in what sense, resourcing, teaching and assessment strategies need to consider the learning needs of students across delivery modes. There is no clarified minimum standard provided – this points to the need for rigorous benchmarking activities to support judgements. There is a need for more stringent requirements for online programs generally given there is a growing divergence between the standard’s scope and the growth of online programs and alternative models of programs (such as fast tracked and integrated Masters programs) in Australia.  • The connection to the rationale requirement from Program Standard 2.1 a) needs to be clarified in both Program Standard 2.1 a) and 2.3 to clarify the connections. • In contexts where students are completing professional experience in a different jurisdiction to the program’s accrediting authority, the professional experience component of the standard is not adequately met. Further guidance around the assessment requirements of multi-jurisdiction campuses and online offerings need to be more stringent given there is such a significant diversity of programs around Australia.  Complexities associated with the Guideline? • NA  

Jurisdictional expectations and emergent ambiguities? 

• There are limited material variations related to this standard.  

Evidence issues • Evidencing these requirements is relatively simple and consistent across jurisdictions. Providers give an outline of the various systems, facilities and resources that they have to support program delivery. • Evidence issues may arise with respect to Stage 2 if a provider has shifted to online delivery after Stage 1 accreditation. Depending on the level of implementation, sufficient evidence for Stage 2 around online resourcing may or may not exist.  Efficiency and effectiveness • Currently, there is a degree of box ticking associated with this requirement and reference is simply made to institutional and faculty facilities and resources and online systems. Limited consideration is required as to how these factors are responding to and aligning with some of the critical issues associated with online delivery of ITE programs in inter-state or rural/remote contexts.  Quality teachers? • According to observation and a recent study by AITSL, there has been an explosion of online delivery modes in ITE in Australia. As such, this is a growing trend that needs to be addressed in accreditation. Provision of high quality professional experience, teaching and assessment is critical for ensuring quality graduate teachers and so it is vital that there is assurance around how this is provided to students who study online.  Overlap or duplication with the Threshold Standards? 

Student participation and Attainment 1.3.6 • Students have equivalent opportunities for successful transition into and progression through their course of study, irrespective of their educational background, entry pathway, mode or place of study.  

  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Resourcing elements could be removed or demoted to core + status through the 
adoption of a risk-based framework.  

• Identification and agreement about the evidence that could satisfy these 
requirements alongside internal QA and TEQSA requirements to support 
assessment through an evidence platform that facilitates streamlined 
assessment by different authorities.  
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The resourcing for the program and its teaching and assessment strategies is consistent with the 
program’s rationale and expected outcomes and…includes staff who have ongoing or recent 
school-based experience and early childhood experience where relevant.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies factors considered in program resourcing and program teaching 
and assessment strategies including:  

• Preparing preservice teachers for contemporary school and early childhood 
environments  

• Modes of delivery  

• Staff with recent school-based/early childhood experience  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Do the program resources and teaching and assessment strategies align with 
program rationale and outcomes?  

• Are the teaching and assessment strategies appropriate for the environments in 
which graduates are likely to be teaching?  

• Will program resourcing, and teaching and assessment strategies, delivery 
equivalent opportunities to achieve learning outcomes irrespective of mode or 
delivery?  

• Do preservice teacher cohorts have access to teaching staff with current or 
recent school-based, and where relevant, early childhood experience?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• It is unclear as to what is considered a reasonable proportion of staff to have 
ongoing or recent school based experience.  

• Guidance is required around which staff specifically require this experience, for 
instance, Deans and Heads of Schools presumably do not require this level of 
experience, however it is likely teacher educators who deliver curriculum and 
pedagogy units and PEX supervisors do. Clarity is required around the intention 
of the standard and whether or not is designed to ensure school teachers are 
fully responsible for the delivery of curriculum and pedagogy units, and which 
types of school involvement are considered to be of appropriate quality.  

• Where relevant is open to idiosyncratic interpretation and allows for significant 
variation in the satisfaction of this requirement.  

• Privacy concerns have been raised in some corners around the disclosure of 
information about academic staff and their employment and research histories.  
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Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The relevance of the Standard is called into question by the inclusion of the 
additional consideration: Teaching staff may include staff not employed by the 
institution, for example classroom teachers involved in the delivery of program 
units. Recent school-based experience encompasses either current or recent 
(i.e. within the last 5 years) in-school teaching. It may also include recent school 
based engagements – e.g. research within a school context and assessing 
preservice teachers on professional experience. Evidently, the considerations 
provide further clarification with respect to these issues and show that actual 
teaching experience is not actually required. All academics conducting research 
in schools can effectively meet this requirement, which calls into question its 
relevance and validity.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• Causes a degree of tension between school and higher education based 
panellists, philosophical orientations around this requirement differ and there 
may be need for greater consultation around the purpose and expectations for 
the standard to adapt the standard accordingly (or remove)  

• Placement as an annual reporting requirement for ITE providers differs between 
jurisdictions.  

• There are jurisdictional variations with respect to the level of information 
required about staff members and the required proportion of staff members.  

Evidence issues • ITE providers raise concerns around the privacy issues associated with the 
standard. Staff profiles and research backgrounds are typically provided. 

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• Consideration required as to the intended outcome of the Standard and its 
correlation with how the requirement is presently being met by Australian ITE 
providers.  

Quality teachers? • This requirement is largely ‘nice to know’ in that it concerns areas covered in 
other Program Standards and is largely regulated through internal QA 
requirements and the Threshold Standards.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

Teaching 3.1.4, Staffing, 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.2.5 

• Partial duplication: the intent of the Standards align in that the Threshold focus is 
on ensuring staffing complements the course of study and is sufficient to meet 
the needs of students, that appropriate academic oversight and teaching 
capacity is provided. As is the case in many instances of overlap between the 
Standards and Procedures and Threshold Standards, the Standards and 
Procedures add a level of specificity that is not achieved through the Threshold 
Requirements.  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Providers typically provide staffing lists to meet the requirements. However, 
there are grounds to explore avenues to coordinate regulatory processes with 
TEQSA, given there is similar oversight of staff backgrounds.  

 

Program Standard 3 Program Entry  
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Providers describe and publish the rationale for their approach to program entry, the selection 
mechanisms used, threshold entry scores applied, and any exemptions used.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence identifies:  

• A published rationale for the program’s entry requirements 
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• Published selection mechanisms used 

• Any published threshold entry scores applied 

• Any published exemptions  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Is the rationale for the program’s approach to program entry reasonable and 
aligned with the program rationale?  

• Does/will the published information align with transparency requirement for 
Program Standard 3.3?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• This requirement (3.1) could be merged with 3.3, which similarly requires all 
information to be published. Consideration of this option is advised.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The standard does not clearly articulate a minimum expectation for the 
parameters around entry requirements (threshold scores, exemptions, ATAR, 
pathways from non-school leavers). While the standard is intended to allow for 
some variability in that sense, to achieve greater  consistency in quality, there is 
an appetite for the minimum expectations to be nationally agreed.  

• Decision making about entry requirements is done at the institutional level in 
most cases, so there is a lack of consensus around reasonable expectations for 
this aspect of the standard.  

• The standard is connected to Program Standard 6.2, which requires selection of 
and reporting on ‘cohorts of interest’. However, it is not clearly specified in 
Program Standard 3.1 or the Guideline, that this needs to be information that is 
collected.  

• Interpretation of the requirement differs for undergraduate and postgraduate 
programs. Further, it is not clear what types of parameters are acceptable for the 
exemptions that are to be applied and the acceptance of international students. 
There needs to be guidance on these points to assure national consistency. 
Without consensus, it is difficult to ascertain the standard for ‘reasonable’ in the 
Element requiring professional judgement, is the rationale for the program’s 
approach to program entry reasonable and aligned with the program rationale.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The Guideline does not clearly explain the bonus point system or what evidence 
is necessary for this.  

• The element requiring professional judgement “is the rationale for the program’s 
approach to program entry reasonable and aligned with the program rationale?” 
does not account for the varied autonomy of ITE providers have around 
mandating entry requirements. This is commonly controlled by administrative 
departments of the higher education provider, rather than the school or faculty 
level. The standard therefore requires coordination across different sections of 
the institution. 

• The Possible evidence that could contribute to demonstrating the Standard 
section identifies Evidence of the performance of previous cohorts admitted 
through different mechanisms…which is logistically challenging for ITE providers 
because there is significant variability in the data tracking and management 
systems across higher education providers, and the school/education faculty’s 
level of access to relevant student data about the program’s success.  

• Greater clarity is needed in the Guidelines around the level of information 
necessary in the rationale. In particular, further information is required around 
the minimum requirements outlined in national accreditation and the information 
that needs to be included in the rationale that is not included in Program 
Standard 2.1.  
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Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• Different jurisdictions have approached the standard differently, with approaches 
largely being determined by the ministerial directive implemented by their 
respective teacher regulatory authority. Rationales therefore are often simply a 
compliance-based response indicating they have met jurisdictional-specific 
requirements.   

• Expectations about where the information is published and reported on, vary. 
Most expect this information to be provided on the HEI website and reported on 
annually. However, jurisdictions do vary and due to the duplication and lack of 
clarity across the entirety of Program Standard 3, the advice given to ITE 
providers tends to vary. Moreover, at least one provider refers to the Higher 
Education Standards Panel’s (HESP) Admissions Transparency Implementation 
Plan (July 2017) to meet requirements for Program Standard 3.1 for 
Undergraduate Programs. 

Evidence issues • In assessing Program Standard 3.1 in a Stage 1 accreditation, the rationale 
requirement tends to be less important because: in most cases, jurisdictions and 
groups of ITE providers are gradually moving towards use of consistent tools for 
entry; and higher education providers are responsible for setting the entry 
scores, rather than the school or faculty. As these tools and standards become 
normalised, the weight and focus of this standard will need to shift to a focus on 
the analysis of evidence and data during Stage 1 and Stage 2 accreditation. 
Importantly, accreditation practitioners need to be cognisant of the shifting 
assessment focus for Program Standard 3 that accompanies policy stabilisation.   

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

NA 

Quality teachers?  • Unless greater clarity is set about the minimum entry requirements and this has 
a levelling up effect on entry to ITE programs, the requirement simply requests 
publication of information and the development of a rationale. It is therefore ‘nice 
to know’ and not directly relevant to the development of quality teachers in its 
current form.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

Student participation and Attainment: Admission 1.1.1  

Information for prospective and current students 7.2.1  

HESP Admissions Transparency Reform 

There is full duplication with the evidence and intent of the standards and procedures 
with the HESP Admissions Transparency Requirements and the Threshold Standards 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

Coordinated approach with TEQSA 

Streamlined with remaining sections of Program Standard 3.  
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Providers apply selection criteria for all entrants, which incorporates both academic and non-academic 
components that are consistent with engagement with a rigorous higher education program, the 
requirements of the particular program and subsequent success in professional teaching practice.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence in relation to the selection criteria identifies:  

• Academic and non-academic criteria 

• The requirement for criteria to be applied to all entrants  
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Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are the selection mechanisms used justifiable in relation to the program 
rationale and approach to program entry?  

• Is there an appropriate evidence base provided to justify the selection 
mechanisms used?  

• For each selection mechanism is there a clear and reasonable approach to the: 

1. Criteria applied when selecting against the mechanism 

2. Any threshold entry score applied 

3. Any exemptions used when selecting against the mechanism+ 

• Are the academic and non-academic criteria that are assessed by the chosen 
selection mechanisms relevant to success in the program and subsequent 
success in professional teaching practice 

• Are the criteria consistent with a higher education program, the initial teacher 
education program, and the teaching profession?  

• Are there processes in place to evaluate the chosen selection mechanisms for 
effectiveness and ongoing suitability of the criteria, including through the use of 
student cohort data?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• There is scope to aggregate the various requirements Program Standard 3 as 
components align with Program Standards 3.1 and 3.3. 

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The standard provides limited guidance with respect to the academic entry 
requirements for entrants who do not have prior academic qualifications. To 
maintain entrant quality, this needs to be considered.  

• Program Standard 3.2 does not provide guidance about the level of expected 
rigour/minimum expectations about the non-academic entry requirements 
(similar issue to that identified with program standard 3.1).  

• There is limited Guidance around the exemptions permitted if the standard is to 
be “applied to all entrants” 

• The application of the same selection criteria for all entrants to programs is 
problematic, as there are likely different expectations for different entrants for 
different programs (i.e. Bachelor of Primary teaching contrasted with a Masters 
of Teaching (Secondary)).  

• The requirement that the entry requirements are consistent with…engagement 
with a rigorous higher education program, the requirements of the particular 
program, and subsequent success in professional teaching practice are implicitly 
connected to the Elements requiring professional judgement, however the 
meaning of these benchmarks in practice is not clear. Further, it is unclear if this 
requirement refers to the provision of an impact statement whereby providers 
are required to draw connections, based in student achievement data, between 
the entrance requirements and tools and student success in the program. 
Sustained assessment data collection is not feasible in some contexts, as has 
already been highlighted in the analysis of previous standards, and such data 
would not provide an accurate indication of the comparability of the ITE program 
and other Higher Education Program Standards or professional teaching 
practice.  

• The intent of the descriptor needs to be clarified. If the selection criteria align 
with the ITE program rationale, are panels required to consider whether the 
attrition rates are acceptable, if so, what is the necessary benchmark for 
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attrition, and if a cohort has higher attrition than another how should the 
connection be drawn to student selection over student support?  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Is there an appropriate evidence base provided to justify the selection 
mechanisms used? cannot be met in contexts where there is a new program 
and evidence and data has not been collected. Or are providers expected to 
refer to external evidence sources and draw conclusions about their particular 
contexts until that evidence and data is available?  

• Reference to Program Standard 2.1 (program rationale) is not reflected in the 
documentation in Program Standard 2.1. As has been discussed in the analysis 
provided under Program Standard 2.1, there is an identified need to clarify the 
role of the rationale in the accreditation submission. Instances of one-way cross-
referencing further confuse this.  

• The Guidelines do not provide indication of the evidence required to assess the 
non-academic entry requirements.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• Jurisdictions vary in their interpretation of this requirement. In some contexts, a 
range of non-academic selection mechanisms is used, in others, a uniform 
approach has been agreed to by a group of ITE providers. This variation may 
lead to ‘forum shopping’ and teacher regulatory authorities and AITSL need to 
be alert to this trend emerging.   

Evidence issues NA  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

NA  

Quality teachers? • There is evidence to suggest that the high quality ITE programs around the 
world have rigorous academic and non-academic entry requirements. This is 
grounded in the fact that a) the academic capability of the student cohort will 
often affect the rigour of the program because teaching will respond and b) that 
high quality teachers tend to be more academically capable and able to cope 
with the academic demands of the profession.  

• It is also well recognised that programs must be selective around the personal 
attributes teachers must have given the importance of these in teacher quality, 
hence the non-academic entry requirement. 

• In some contexts ITE providers have agreed to use the same non-academic 
entry tools, and so in these instances assessment panels have accepted 
submissions with the knowledge of the approval tool rather than a connection to 
the program rationale. As the adoption of these tools becomes more 
widespread, it may be advisable that jurisdictions (rather than panels) determine 
the ongoing feasibility of these tools. There may also be grounds for the 
standard to reflect this shift towards evaluation of selection mechanisms in this 
way.  

• In light of increased attention on ITE entry requirements and selection 
mechanisms, there is a need to review the entry requirements used across 
Australian to ensure alignment with state and national policy agendas. 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

NA 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA 



86

  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

NA 
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All information necessary to ensure transparent and justifiable selection processes for entry into initial 
teacher education programs, including student cohort data, is publicly available.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence identifies public transparency and availability of selection process, 
including student cohort data.  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are there processes in place to use student cohort data to validate and adjust 
the mechanisms for entry?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Scope across Program Standard 3 for streamlining. In particular, this 
requirement is largely met already through Program Standard 3.1.  

• Further, the scope of the element requiring professional judgement is most 
appropriate for Program Standard 3.2 and is not related to Program Standard 
3.3, which is mostly concerned with ensuring information to support transparent 
and justifiable selection processes is publicly available.  

• Clarification is required around what is meant by student cohort data and the 
level of detail expected. Reporting of some student cohort data is not possible 
due to the small numbers within the cohort and the potential for the data to be 
identifiably linked to actual students. Moreover, this level of reporting may not be 
possible at the school/faculty level.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• There is a lack of clarity around the meaning of “student cohort data” and how 
much detail is required to fulfil this requirement.  

• There is a degree of overlap with the Admissions Transparency policies, calling 
into question TRA jurisdiction in this area.  

• The intent or substance of Program Standard is effectively met through aspects 
of Program Standards 3.1 and 3.2, and so clarification is required around the 
contributions made by Program Standard 3.3. If no case can be made, its 
removal is advisable. 

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Assessment of processes in place to use student cohort data to validate and 
adjust the mechanisms for entry is not presently assessed rigorously across the 
country due to the present lack of student cohort data. Moreover, this 
requirement appears to overlap with Program Standard 3.2: are there processes 
in place to evaluate the chosen selection mechanisms for effectiveness and 
ongoing suitability of the criteria, including through the use of student cohort 
data? Clarification is required about the intended differences between these two 
aspects of the standard, otherwise there is scope for alignment of requirements.  

•  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

NA  

Evidence issues NA 
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Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• The standard is already effectively met through the remainder of Program 
Standard 3, calling into question the relevance and contribution of this Program 
Standard.  

Quality teachers? • This requirement is largely ‘nice to know’ in that it concerns areas covered in 
other Program Standards and is largely regulated through internal QA 
requirements and the Threshold Standards.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

Admissions Transparency Reform 

There is full duplication with the HESP Admission Transparency Requirements, 
providers submit their Course Admissions Set to fulfil this requirement. 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

Coordinated accreditation in collaboration with TEQSA.  
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The program is designed to address the learning needs of all preservice teachers admitted, including 
through the provision of additional support to any cohort or individual who may be at risk of not being able 
to participate fully in the program or achieve its expected outcomes.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies:  

• Mechanism to identify students in the program who require additional support 

• Details of support programs  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are there relevant mechanisms to identify students in the program who require 
additional support?  

• Are the support programs, including academic skills support, likely to assist 
preservice teachers to achieve the Graduate Teacher Standards?  

• Are the support mechanisms relevant and effective in addressing the needs of 
preservice teachers?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Some degree of alignment with Program Standard 3.5, streamlining of requirements 
may be a possible consideration.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The standard can be met through reference to institutional level support services 
and facilities. While some providers have made efforts to develop tailored provisions 
for ITE students, the minimum expectation is not established through the articulation 
of the standard.  

• The standard may impose unintended strain on contexts with high staff turnover, 
lacking resources and no formal maintenance of succession planning. 

• There is a degree of ambiguity around the extent to which the relevance and 
effectiveness of such supports should and can be tracked. In particular, the 
requirements are the support programs, including academic skills support, likely to 
assist preservice teachers to achieve the Graduate Teacher Standards? and are the 
support mechanisms relevant and effective in addressing the needs of preservice 
teachers currently cannot be fully addressed by Panels. The former because the 
Panel is only provided limited information about support services, and typically 
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these are related to wider institutional supports. The latter because there is limited 
evidence and data collected or available about the effectiveness of supports.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Given providers presently pass this requirement through reference to institution 
wide supports and services, the requirement that these are likely to assist 
preservice teachers to achieve the Graduate Teacher Standards? is problematic, as 
this point implies the supports ought to be tailored.  

• The relevant mechanisms in place to identify students in the program who require 
additional support is also typically based on institutional practices, which is the remit 
of the internal quality assurance processes of the  institution itself, or TEQSA.  

• The needs of preservice teachers is a broad statement that does not indicate more 
specific inclusion of particular groups of individuals. It is unreasonable though for 
the Standards and Procedures to include this in the remit, given this is typically 
overseen by other organisations.   

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• There is limited variation in how this requirement is met, however there are slight 
variations in the expectation on providers to submit evidence and data about the 
performance of these different types of supports/programs. 

Evidence issues • NA providers typically offer brief overviews and explanations of the supports.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• The standard is met largely through reference to the support services and structures 
that are provided at the institutional level, rather than at the level of the education 
faculty or school.  

Quality teachers?  • Institutional matter and largely a compliance response is provided.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

Orientation and progression 1.3.4 and 1.3.6,  

Diversity and Equity 2.2.1, 2.2.3, and  

Learning resources and educational support 3.3.4 

 

There is full duplication (not when referencing LANTITE) evident and as this concerns risk to 
students, it is reasonable that the Threshold Standards and internal QA requirements are 
sufficient.  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

Coordinated accreditation  
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Entrants to ITE programs will possess personal levels of literacy and numeracy broadly equivalent to the 
top 30% of the population. Providers who select students who do not meet this requirement must establish 
satisfactory arrangements to ensure that these students are supported to achieve the required standard 
before graduation. The LANTITE is the means.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• Where in the program structure, or prior to entry, preservice teachers will be 
expected to undertake the national literacy and numeracy test and the rationale for 
the test to be applied at this particular point.  

• Support arrangements for preservice teachers in the program who require 
additional literacy and numeracy support  

• Mechanisms to ensure that only those preservice teachers who pass the LANTITE 
will be eligible to graduate.  
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Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are there appropriate and effective support arrangements for preservice teachers 
who require additional development of their personal literacy and numeracy?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• NA 

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The standard allows for flexibility in the placement of LANTITE. This may support 
forum shopping by candidates and has resulted in jurisdictional variance, in that 
some jurisdictions mandate the timing and placement of the test.  

• There is limited connection between LANTITE and coursework, this has been 
raised as a concern in some jurisdictions.  

• The references to support arrangements are also referred to in Program Standard 
3.4, so there is a degree of overlap in the Standards. 

• In meeting the requirement, there is a degree of difficulty for providers in navigating 
test windows.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The Program Standard refers to the rationale requirement in Program Standard 2.1, 
however this is not reflected in Program Standard 2.1 or supporting documentation.  

• There is no standard or parameters provided around the expected support 
provisions, and the fact that too much support could render the test ineffective is 
not acknowledged. 

• The elements requiring professional judgement references the support 
arrangements described in Program Standard 3.4, this is duplication.   

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• Some variability in the introduction and implementation of the reform and the extent 
to which jurisdictions mandate the test placement time. 

Evidence issues NA  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• Necessary item, however it is a compliance standard that is easily demonstrated. 
The challenge is associated with the test introduction more than the administrative 
burden associated with meeting this requirement in accreditation.  

Quality teachers?  • TEMAG priority and national reform that is likely going to stay. There is an 
opportunity for national discussion regarding the appropriateness of LANTITE 
placement in an ITE program. Institutional variability in where the test is placed 
means some students are able to access significant support prior to the test, 
whereas others cannot.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

NA  
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Program entrants must meet English language proficiency requirements for teacher registration in 
Australia, either on entry to or on graduation from the program. The following elements will be used to 
make an assessment of the evidence provided.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The provider has identified mechanisms for assessment of proficiency in English 
prior to or on graduation.  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• NA 

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• NA 

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• There is jurisdictional variation in the application of a the requirement that the full 
four years of higher education study required for registration in English.  

Evidence issues • Rationale for entry below English language requirement is typically used, 
however tracking data is not collected or provided.  

• Evidence is generally provision of the institutional policies and procedures about 
entry.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• This requirement is broadly met currently through compliance type responses 
and references to the institutional policies and processes. Moreover, the 
standard relates to the institution rather than faculty in most cases.  

• Moreover, there have been a number of complaints from partner schools about 
the standard of spoken English amongst preservice teachers.  

Quality teachers?  • Highly important, necessary for teacher registration. Further, there are a number 
of areas in the national approach to English language proficiency that require 
development under Recommendation 14 of the One Teaching Profession: 
Teacher Registration in Australia, September 2018 report.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

Student Orientation and Progression: Admission 1.1.1 

 

There is only partial duplication of the evidence/intent of the standards. Given the ITE 
specific nature of this standard, TEQSA could defer to TRAs around the English 
proficiency requirements for ITE courses if needed. 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

National consistency and raising of an entry requirement.  
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Entrants to graduate entry programs have discipline-specific bachelor or equivalent qualification 
relevant to the Australian Curriculum or other recognised areas of schooling provision including:  

A. For secondary teaching, at least a major study in one teaching area and, preferably, a second 
teaching area comprising at least a minor study, or 

B. For primary teaching, at least one year of full-time equivalent study relevant to one or more 
learning areas of the primary school curriculum.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence identifies processes are in lace to ensure entrants into graduate 
programs have appropriate prior qualifications  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Do the processes identified give assurance that all entrants to the program have 
the required qualifications?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• Interpretation of ‘relevance’ to the Australian Curriculum is variable, as is the use 
of the word ‘preferably’. This opens the standard up to idiosyncratic 
interpretation and means that if a provider is seeking numbers, they may reduce 
their subject teaching area expectations, which may have secondary 
consequences for schools and school sectors.   

• Administrators select students for particular courses rather than course 
coordinators, so the processes are often not necessarily followed. 

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• NA  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• In some cases, alternative interpretations of ‘or equivalent qualification’ have 
seen the introduction of combined undergraduate/post-graduate ITE pathways, 
such as the combined Bachelor/Master of Teaching Qualification. This 
interpretation is not accepted in all jurisdictions.  

Evidence issues • Panels typically rely on provider statements 

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

NA  

Quality teachers?  • There is an association between teacher quality and the teacher’s own level of 
education. Teachers must be sufficiently informed around their teaching area 
content knowledge, have a sophisticated and deep understanding of the practice 
of teaching, and a have experienced rigorous professional experience. This all 
takes a significant amount of time; therefore, it must be assumed there is some 
association between teacher quality and program length. 

• There is a need for a policy on the acceptability of programs that seek to 
integrate Masters level degrees with Bachelor level degrees. 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with 

• NA  
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ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• NA  

 

Program Standard 4: Program Structure and Content 
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Programs comprise at least two years of full-time equivalent professional studies in education and are 
structured so that a graduate has undertaken a four year or longer full-time equivalent program that 
leads to a higher education qualification in one of the following configurations:  

 

a) A three year undergraduate degree providing the required discipline knowledge, plus a two 
year graduate entry professional qualification  

b) An integrated degree of at least four years comprising discipline studies and professional 
studies  

c) Combined degrees of at least four years comprising discipline studies and professional studies  

d) Other combinations of qualifications proposed by the provider and approved by the Authority in 
consultation with AITSL as equivalent to the above that enable alternative or flexible pathways 
into the teaching profession.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies a program structure and content that:  

• Will result in a qualification that correlates with one of A) to D)  

• Includes required discipline studies  

• Includes at least two years of full-time equivalent professional studies in 
education  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• NA 

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• NA 

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• Schedule 1 refers to Program Standard 4.1; however, Program Standard 4.1 
does not refer to Schedule 1. It is important that, for clarity, consistency in cross-
referencing occurs throughout the standards.  

• 4.1 d) other combinations or qualifications proposed by the provider and 
approved by the Authority in consultation with AITSL as equivalent to the above 
that enable alternative or flexible pathways into the teaching profession does not 
adequately provide any information around the appropriate measurements and 
considerations that AITSL may use to assess the program’s viability. For 
transparency and assurance of nationally consistent rigour in ITE delivery, clarity 
as to the nature of such programs, and AITSL’s ‘barrier to entry’, must be 
provided.   

• In light of the boom in online education and increased online delivery modes in 
ITE, there may be need for reconsideration of the current articulation of the 
standard to reflect these changes whilst ensuring rigour is maintained.  
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• The introduction of fast tracked degree delivery necessitates a set of guiding 
principles for assessment of this requirement.  

• The difference between ‘combined’ and ‘integrated’ programs needs to be 
clarified. Furthermore, do integrated undergraduate/post-graduate qualifications 
meet this requirement?  

• In some instances, there is a level of difficulty in determining what constitutes 
the equivalent of a full-time study load. Some panellists have questioned the 
length and appropriateness of a summer semester in the context of volume of 
study for fast-tracked programs.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• NA 

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• Some jurisdictions work with TEQSA to confirm satisfactory program length and 
time and the alignment with the AQF. This practice has proven highly beneficial 
for both partners and should be promoted as exemplary practice.  

• There is a level of uncertainty about the alternative degree delivery options and 
what is/isn’t acceptable in different jurisdictions. In some contexts, fast-tracked 
and online options are more easily accepted than in others.  

• There is a degree of variability in relation to the way in which Panels and ITE 
providers interpret the relationships between professional studies, discipline 
specific curriculum and pedagogical studies.  

Evidence issues • (p. 28) Possible evidence that could contribute to demonstrating the Standard – 
verification of institution and/or TEQSA approval TEQSA and institutional 
approvals may not necessarily be considerate of profession specific 
expectations for program structure. So as an item of possible evidence, this is a 
problematic suggestion.   

• Panel assessments of the program structures and evidence provided can be 
hindered by a lack of understanding amongst some panellists around assessing 
diverse submissions (there is no consistency in the approaches universities take 
in formatting and the institutional language and terminology differs). 

• Panels are unclear about their role in assessing AQF assessment levels and 
study volume and moderation of diversity of assessment volume is difficult 
across panels.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• The evidence provided is typically consistent across jurisdictions. Program maps 
and structure outlines are provided. Clear colour coding is used to indicate 
articulation of professional studies courses.  

Quality teachers?  • Timing and program length important to ensure professional experience and 
training are sufficient (Indirectly related to the best practice in professional 
experience). For this reason, it is important that the ITE community, particularly 
AITSL and teacher regulatory authorities, is cognisant and responsive to the 
rapidly changing higher education sector. Program Standard 4.1 d) is open to 
varied interpretation in light of jurisdictional legislative and policy contexts, and 
so there is a need to work towards avoiding risks to nationally consistent levels 
of quality and rigour which may emerge as a result of poorly conceived 
programs.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• The Program Standard considers program length and structure which is a 
consideration under the HESF, therefore there may be a degree of overlap in 
oversight with regards to this requirement. The difference between the Panel 
assessment and the assessment conducted by TEQSA needs to be clarified. 
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• Program Standard 4.1 d) encroaches on areas of interest to TEQSA around 
alternative delivery.  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• In light of new approaches to degrees and flexible pathways for programs 
(online, integrated Bachelor and Masters, fast-tracked programs), there is a dire 
need for greater collaboration and coordination of requirements and processes 
between TRAs and TEQSA. This is because each regulator brings a particular 
expertise that the other requires for thorough and sound assessment of 
programs in this sense. There have been instances of such coordination of 
activities in the past, which have had positive outcomes for both parties. This 
type of activity needs to be normalised and extended beyond the haphazard use 
of MOU arrangements.   
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Initial teacher education programs prepare preservice teachers for the school curriculum and learning 
areas of their chosen discipline and/or stage of schooling in accordance with Schedule 1.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The  units for required discipline specific curriculum and pedagogical studies 
(i.e. which related to requirements for primary programs)  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are the discipline specific curriculum and pedagogical studies appropriate for the 
curriculum for which preservice teachers are being prepared to teach?  

• Do the programs units address the requirements for all disciplines and stages of 
schooling for which preservice teachers are being prepared to teach?  

• Does the program cover contemporary content and pedagogical content 
knowledge for the relevant discipline or learning areas?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• NA 

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The element requiring professional judgement are the discipline specific 
curriculum and pedagogical studies appropriate for the curriculum for which 
preservice teachers are being prepared to teach does not establish expectations 
or parameters for assessment of course/unit profiles. ‘Appropriate’ does not 
necessarily correspond with ensuring preservice teachers are going to be 
comfortable practitioners.  

• Schedule 1 requires greater detail and clarification, presently is not user friendly 
for Panel members and ITE providers. 

• Double counting units and discipline specific curriculum and pedagogy units to 
meet Schedule 1 requirements for undergraduate secondary programs, has 
been observed by some Panels. More stringent wording in the Guidelines may 
help to avoid this.  

• Footnote 5 defines curriculum as including the Early Years Learning Framework. 
This suggests the units dedicated to the Early Years Learning Framework can 
be included to meet schedule 1 primary program requirements in a birth – 8 
years program. That is, discipline, discipline-specific curriculum and pedagogical 
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studies that must comprise a least one half of the program can include units on 
the Australian Curriculum and units on the Early Years Learning Framework. 
There has been a level of variability in how this is interpreted, which calls for 
clarity around the meaning or intent of the standard.  

• Footnote 6 requires that Program Standard 4.2 applies equally to those entrants 
admitted under recognition of prior learning or credit transfer arrangements. In 
instances where RPL is given, such as for the Diploma of Early Childhood 
Education and Care, should providers be required to clarify which units receive 
RPL to ensure school-based curriculum and pedagogical knowledge 
requirements under Schedule 1 are met?   

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• In some contexts it has been raised hat there is a level of difficulty associated 
with negotiating overlapping primary and early years curriculum documentation 
across state and national curriculum.  

• Jurisdictions vary in their recognition of the Early Years Learning Framework 
Curriculum, his variation is largely due to the different legislative arrangements 
and definitions.  

• Variability in acceptance of RPL for Early Childhood Diplomas. HEPs should 
clarify which units RPL is accepted for, and this should not come from the 
curriculum quantum outlined in Schedule 1.  

Evidence issues • Assessment of the evidence is difficult for panel members who are not regularly 
involved in ITE and can be reliant on the Executive Officer to clarify Schedule 1.  

• Problems with HEPs double counting discipline units and discipline specific 
curriculum and pedagogy units . This speaks to the ambiguity around these 
requirements and the difficulties associated with meeting them, particularly in 
EC contexts.  

• Evidence is typically provided in the form of a unit or program map.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

NA  

Quality teachers?  • Discipline knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, curriculum content 
knowledge are all critical. It is important that this standard promotes rigorous 
engagement with the curriculum and content.  

• Need to know 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

• ACECQA requirements for curriculum coverage of the relevant age focus and 
curriculum specification areas compete with those mandated in Program 
Standards and Schedule 1. Providers can struggle to meet both the AITSL and 
ACECQA requirements in the first instance.  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

Given the overlap between the Standard and Procedures and the ACECQA program 
approval guidelines, there needs to be greater collaboration between regulatory 
authorities to identify opportunities for networked and coordinated assessment of these 
elements41.  

 

                                                             
41 ACECQA is presently exploring avenues to change their requirements to give greater transparency and 
rigour, so it is timely that with those developments, new and more coordinated approaches to assessment are 
explored 
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Combined programs: Some programs prepare graduates for teaching across multiple educational 
settings, for example early childhood/primary school and primary school/secondary school (‘middle 
school’): 

a) Programs that prepare graduates to teach in both early childhood settings and primary schools 
prepare teachers for teaching the curriculum across both contexts. 

b) Programs that prepare graduates for primary and secondary school teaching must fully 
address the requirements for primary teaching and for secondary teaching in at least one major study 
or two minor studies in secondary teaching areas. However, programs may have a stronger emphasis 
on teaching particular year levels (e.g. Years 5 – 9) 

 

Programs that prepare graduates for teaching other specialised teaching roles in schools and other 
educational settings must address the specific content and pedagogy of the specialisation. 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence outlines a program structure that addresses the requirements for 
preparing teachers across different educational settings (if applicable), for example:  

• Early childhood and primary  
• Primary and secondary  
• Other specialised teaching roles  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

•  Do the program structure and content reasonably ensure that preservice 
teachers will be prepared to teach across multiple educational settings, in line 
with the overall rationale for the program?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• There is a level of ambiguity around the difference between a specialist primary 
school teacher and a primary specialisation. The Program Standard states that it 
is for teachers who teach across multiple settings, however, a specialist primary 
school teacher may also be a generalist and/or work in a single setting, rather 
than in multiple settings. The primary specialisation guideline however 
specifically states that specialist teachers such as health and physical education 
teachers ought to be assessed under Program Standard 4.3. As such, under 
which standard should a primary special education program be assessed and 
how doe ITE providers and panels know and understand the difference between 
a primary specialist and a primary specialisation. This type of ambiguity slows 
the accreditation process down.  

• Under the standard, it is unclear if a foundation – Senior secondary program is 
able to meet the quality standards.  

• In the assessment of Birth – 8/12 programs, there is a ambiguity around where 
the Panel’s jurisdiction begins due to ACECQA’s reach across early childhood 
programs.  

• Combined Early Childhood/Primary Programs are challenged to meet a number 
of requirements and ensuring all of the relevant curriculum requirements are met 
in conjunction with ACECQA requirements, is a challenge.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Clarification around ‘required content’ and ‘additional studies’ is requi 

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• There is a degree of difference between some jurisdictions around the 
requirement that EC programs need to cover the years prior to school as well as 
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the early years of school – birth to 8 years and that they must include a primary 
specialisation and knowledge of the Australian Curriculum.  

• Some jurisdictions have additional requirements around the appropriate settings 
for professional experience, particularly in 0-8 and 0-12 programs. These need 
to be a ‘recognised school setting’ and the relevant jurisdictional legislation will 
define this.  

Evidence issues • Generally HEPs provide TRAs with program mapping documents and structures 
and documentation.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

 

Quality teachers?  • Need to know in light of reform priorities around primary specialisations.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

• ACECQA requirements for curriculum coverage of the relevant age focus and 
curriculum specification areas compete with those mandated in the Program 
Standard. HEPs are required to negotiate the requirements. 42 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  
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In addition to study in each of the learning areas of the primary school curriculum sufficient to equip 
teachers to teach across the years if primary schooling, programs provide all primary graduates with a 
specialisation through: 

a) Clearly defined pathways into and/or within a program that lead to specialisations, that are in 
demand, with a focus on subject/curriculum areas 

b) Assessment within the program requiring graduates to demonstrate expert content knowledge 
and pedagogical content knowledge and highly effective classroom teaching in their area of 
specialisation 

c) Publishing the specialisations available, and numbers of graduates per specialisation through 
their annual reports. 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence outlines:  

• The specialisations offered 

• Advanced units offered for each specialisation 

• The pathways available within the program structure, including any related entry 
requirements 

• The basis for the chosen specialisations on offer 

• The specific assessment tasks in relation to the specialisation pathways 

                                                             
42 In 2017 the QCT and ACECQA engaged in a curriculum mapping exercise, whereby the APST and the 
curriculum specifications were mapped to identify alignment. This exercise was a clear indication of the very 
different theoretical and philosophical approaches that are used across school and early childhood education. 
These different approaches must be given equal weight in these programs to reflect the importance of early 
childhood education and primary education.  
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• That the provider will report annually on the required specialisation information  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are specialisations on offer focused on curriculum areas that are in areas of 
employer demand?  

• Do the assessment tasks and the passing standard for each specialisation 
pathway adequately assess expert content knowledge, pedagogical content 
knowledge and highly effective classroom teaching?  

• Do the unit outlines for each specialisation offered contain relevant discipline 
knowledge and discipline specific pedagogical knowledge 

• Do preservice teachers have opportunities to practise in their areas of 
specialisation? 

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• May be avenues to align with the other areas of Program Standard 4  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The standard mandates that a primary specialisation is in one of the areas of the 
primary school curriculum/subject areas. Clarification is required around what 
the parameters are around the quantum of demand for a specialisation areas, 
and what types of niche demand areas are acceptable.  

• Including a primary specialisation in a two-year postgraduate program is fraught 
with logistical difficulties and many providers have implemented a specialisation 
pathway based on the discipline units of the student’s undergraduate program to 
work around this. However, if those undergraduate degree discipline areas are 
not classified as being within a demand area, is a barrier to entry effectively 
created for those students?  

• The requirement that the specialisations have a focus on subject/curriculum 
areas is broad and open to variable interpretation.  

• The meaning of ‘clearly defined pathways’ also needs to be more clearly 
defined.  

• ‘In demand’ also very broad and open to variable interpretation. The definition, 
source and scope of the demand is unclear.  

• Clarity is needed around the phrase expert content and pedagogical content 
knowledge – i.e. is expert content knowledge measured through depth of 
knowledge or breadth of knowledge, or can it be either? Clarity is also required 
around the use of highly effective teaching and whether that means professional 
experience focus, or an assessment task linked to the professional experience. 

• When highly effective teaching is assessed on professional experience, what 
are the benchmark judgements for a supervising teacher? To ensure national 
consistency, further guidance is needed in this area.  

• Do additional modules of study contribute to expert content and pedagogical 
content knowledge and how much time would need to be allocated to such 
modules?  

• ‘Expert’ content knowledge is problematic. The expectation that graduates are 
experts downgrades the experience and expertise held by practising teachers. It 
is important to be mindful that ‘classroom readiness’ more broadly needs to be 
about ‘being prepared to develop’…rather than proficiency upon graduation.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Clarification of the difference between ‘specialisation’ and ‘specialist’.  

• Should the relationship between ‘in demand’ and the considerations under 
Program Standard 2 be more clearly articulated?  
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• ‘basis for the chosen specialisation on offer’ is open to quite broad and variable 
interpretations.  

• Greater guidance is required to help guide judgements across panels about the 
specialisation (content, pedagogy, classroom teaching) e.g. “advanced units 
required” 

• Development of expert knowledge between undergraduate and postgraduate 
programs can vary due to the time allocations within these programs.  

• Sub 

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• There seems to be variability in jurisdictions inclusions for assessment under 
this standard. In some contexts for instance, 0-8 programs are not required to 
meet the requirement because they are predominantly early childhood (however 
this includes the first two years of schooling)  

• Different jurisdictions have interpreted ‘specialisations’ differently and therefore 
accept different primary specialisations (i.e. KLA in some contexts), so collection 
of this data by AITSL is potentially problematic. It is generally agreed though that 
primary specialisations must be above and beyond the other learning/subject 
areas in the general ITE program.  

• In jurisdictions where there are state-based content knowledge requirements, 
assessment of this is an additional level of consideration.  

• There are inconsistencies between jurisdictions in the  

Evidence issues • In meeting the requirement ‘do preservice teachers have opportunities to 
practise in their area of specialisation’ it would seem logical that HEPs are 
required to track this information and provide placement data as evidence of the 
standard.  

• In some contexts (most – unclear?) the provider submits all unit outlines for core 
and electives so that panel member can consider the elements requiring 
professional judgement in an informed way 

• In some cases, assessing this area becomes an accounting exercise and there 
is heavy reliance on the assurance provided by TEQSA in approving the unit 
structure. There is a need to better equip TRAs and AITSL in understanding the 
HESF and EFTSL and how the requirements of the Standards and Procedures 
can work with those requirements. There have been isolated cases of 
coordination with TEQSA to work through these challenges, and these need to 
be promoted as best practice.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• NA 

Quality teachers?  • This standard has led to a decline in much needed areas (special education, 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander speciality) so in this sense, it has been 
problematic.  

• In Graduate Entry programs in order to regain the specialisation and the 
professional experience days, programs have omitted special education units 
and completed the content under broader ‘inclusivity’ units.  

• Strong subject and content knowledge is critical. However the way this policy is 
presently enacted is having unintended consequences that need to be 
addressed before it can truly contribute to the development of quality teachers.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 

NA however there is potential for greater coordination about AQF and EFTSL  
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Threshold 
Standards? 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA However there is potential for greater coordination around managing the content and 
curriculum requirements in Prim/ECE programs.  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

Coordinated regulation  

 

Program Standard 5 Professional Experience  
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 5
.1

 

 

Formal partnerships are agreed in writing, developed and used by providers and schools/sites/systems 
to facilitate delivery of programs, particularly professional experience for preservice teachers. Formal 
partnerships need to exist for every professional experience school/site and clearly specifies 
components of placement and planned experiences, identified roles and responsibilities for both parties 
and responsible contacts for day-to-day administration of the arrangement. 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence identifies partnership arrangements that:  

• Include details of main points of contact between professional experience sites 
and eh provider  

• Cover every professional experience school/site  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are the roles and responsibilities specified for all parties clear and appropriate?  

• Do the partnership arrangements clearly specify components of placements 
and planned experiences?  

• Are the stated intended aims and outcomes of the partnership appropriate for 
the facilitation of the delivery of the program and professional experience?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with other 
standards?  

• There is scope across Program Standard 5 for alignment. For example, there 
is a degree of congruence between 5.1 and 5.3.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The current articulation of the Standard does not offer sufficient consideration 
of online and cross-jurisdictional contexts and how PEx is quality assured in 
these instances.  

• While agreements with systems and sectors are permitted under the Standard, 
it is questionable that such a broad approach provides satisfactory fulfillment of 
the elements requiring professional judgement (roles and responsibilities of all 
parties, component specification, and communication of intended outcomes)  
and the remainder of Program Standard 5 (.2, .3, 5.4, 5.5) (at the 
school/individual level.  

• It has been reported that the requirement places significant administrative 
burden on ITE providers.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• If the provider can form agreements with school sectors rather than individual 
schools, how do the elements requiring professional verification include the 
details of the main points of contact between professional experience site and 
the provider & cover every professional experience school/site support this 
broad approach? 

• In contexts where providers are delivering programs online or across different 
states and territories, the above elements requiring verification necessitate 
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agreements for every site. The standard does not yet provide sufficient 
guidance for online delivery models.  

• It may be necessary to include in the Guidelines the need to consider checks 
and balances to ensure supervisory teachers are performing to expected 
standards.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• There is limited jurisdictional variance in how the requirement is met. 
Generally, most have highlighted the importance of having written agreements 
and acknowledgements with the supporting documentation (handbooks) which 
outline the components, roles and responsibilities and day-to-day contact 
arrangements.  

• The full registration requirement for supervising teachers may vary between 
jurisdictions  

Evidence issues • In some contexts, questions as to the nature of the evidence necessary to 
constitute a ‘formal arrangement’ have been raised.  

 

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

NA 

Quality teachers?   

• This requirement indirectly supports the development of quality teachers in that 
it is broadly an administrative requirement necessitated by the need to 
formalise PEx arrangements. Professional experience is a vital element of 
quality ITE Programs.  

• To achieve this in a consistent fashion for all students, partnerships need to 
support and facilitate high quality PEx. Formal partnerships ensure clear 
boundaries, expectations, communication channels and information about the 
PEx is transparent between the involved parties. In the past, PEx has been 
delivered in an inconsistent fashion and in many instances, quality varied and 
largely depended on the quality of the allocated supervising teacher, the 
resourcing of the school, and the level of communication and engagement 
between responsible individuals at the ITE provider and school.  

Overlap or duplication 
with the Threshold 
Standards? 

Delivery with other parties 5.4.1 

Overlap or duplication 
with ACECQA 
Program Approval 
Guidelines? 

NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

There is scope to align these requirements with the requirements of program standard 
5.3 and to clarify the application of the standard in online and cross-jurisdictional 
contexts.  
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Professional experience components need to be relevant to the classroom environment: A) time 
requirements B) supervised and assessed in school setting and sustained period C) diverse D) 
opportunities for observation in school site early in program (standard has been synthesised) 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies professional experience components that include:  
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• No fewer than 80 days in undergraduate and double degree teacher education 
programs and no fewer than 60 days in graduate entry programs for all preservice 
teachers.  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are there sufficient processes in place to ensure that preservice teachers are 
supervised and assessed during their placements, including the final year TPA?  

• Does the structure of placement include substantial and sustained professional 
experience that gives confidence that preservice teachers have the opportunity to 
achieve the GTS?  

• Is there an appropriate approach to ensuring placements are as diverse as 
practicable?  

• Are there reasonable opportunities for preservice teachers, as early as practicable 
in the program, to observe and participate in the school/site that include learning 
about the range of aspects of a teacher’s work?  
does the program structure provide opportunities for PSTs to observe and 
participate purposefully in a school?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• NA 

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• Supervision of preservice teachers in non-Australian settings and the mechanisms 
that are in place to ensure a quality professional experience – the standard 
requires further clarity around expectations.  

• Clarity required around the definition of “mostly” and the expected quantum of 
days.  

• Clarity required around the definition of “diversity” and the expected level of 
diversity and how contextual difference is accounted for. Achieving “diversity” is 
difficult for smaller ITE providers and this is not adequately accounted for in the 
Standard.  

• Parameters around the acceptability of days taken with an age group outside the 
program permitted (e.g. observation of primary students in a secondary program 
where not accredited/intentional) 

• This requirement is difficult to meet in online contexts and creating formal 
partnerships.  

• Given jurisdictional variations in definitions and requirements, issues arise for 
supervising teachers following guidelines of their respective jurisdiction if a 
program has been accredited in a different jurisdiction.  

• Given the requirement is related to Program Standard 1.2 (TPA), there needs to be 
specifications that this is only acceptable in Australian settings in the additional 
considerations.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• There are a number of terms and phrases used in the guidelines which open the 
standard up to idiosyncratic interpretation, which runs the risk of varied quality in 
PEx delivery across Australia because jurisdictions vary in their assessment of the 
standard. Further, the varied legislative frameworks influencing accreditation 
assessments have also influenced the assessment and interpretation of the 
following terms and phrases:  

• supervised and assessed; 

• diverse; 

• the role of observation in the required 60/80 day quantum; 
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• the integration of ACECQA requirements in early childhood programs; 

• mostly in recognised school settings;  

• substantial and sustained within the context of part-time professional 
experience; 

• requirements of supervising teachers e.g. full registration; 

• requirements of professional experience in non-Australian settings, including 
the expectations of a supervising teacher’s strong working knowledge of the 
Graduate teacher standards, the number of permitted days and the 
appropriateness of the final professional experience or teaching performance 
assessment in an overseas setting; 

• professional experience outside the age group of the program focus; 

• rigour of assessment across professional experience; and 

• the role of internships and professional experience. 

•  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

As mentioned above, there are jurisdictional variations in the interpretation of the key terms 
and phrases within the program standard and guidelines. This has led to varied 
assessment of the program standard. Furthermore, for school contexts receiving students 
from different providers from different jurisdictions, which is often the case in regions where 
most students study online, this has led to a degree of confusion for supervising teachers 
who must navigate the varied requirements.  

• Differences between jurisdictions with respect to definitions of key terms and 
requirements: time in settings, the meaning of “supervised and assessed”, “school 
setting”, “sustained period”, “classroom environment”, “diverse” and “opportunities 
for observation in the school site early in the program.  

• Some jurisdictions have chosen not to define “substantial and sustained” 

• Supervision of preservice teachers in non-Australian settings and the mechanisms 
that are in place to ensure a quality professional experience – is subject to 
jurisdictional interpretation. Some jurisdictions have established parameters 
around this (timing within the program, number of days or % of professional 
experience time, agreements, communication mechanisms and assessment, 
fulfillment of the remainder of Program Standard 5 in the overseas context). 

• Variations in the acceptability of part-time placements across jurisdictions.   

• Recognition of 0-3 placements varies across jurisdictions. This is largely 
determined by the relevant state/territory definitions of a recognised school setting. 
In contexts where preservice teachers are placed in 0-3 settings/childcare and pre-
school, they must be supervised by a registered teacher. 

Evidence issues • Providers typically submit teaching agreements, report forms, templates, evidence 
of the breakdown of days, data around placement diversity, reporting 
documentation. However, it is not clear if there is jurisdictional variations in what is 
expected/submitted by ITE providers.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• NA  

Quality teachers?  • The length, timing, content and context of professional experience is a TEMAG 
priority and has long been understood to be a critical element of ITE programs.  

• The need for this experience to be in an Australian school setting is also vital 
because PSTs must be able to develop their practice in a context where they can 
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meet all of the APST and where they are learning about the appropriate curriculum 
and assessment requirements. 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

NA 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval 
Guidelines? 

Professional Experience Elements of the ACECQA Program Approval Guidelines: 

- 80 days supervised must include a minimum 10 days with (0-3) and a “significant” 
number of days in an Early Childhood Service provider with years (3-5)  

- 60 days must include 10 days with (0-3) and a “significant” number of days in early 
Childhood Services with years (3-5).  

- The challenge lies with “significant” and fitting in the PEx days across contexts for 
students completing Early Childhood or Early Childhood/Primary ITE programs in 
recognised school settings.  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

Greater coordination of expectations and requirements between ACECQA/AITSL and 
TRAs and shared assessment of professional experience to reduce lengthy negotiations 
between different regulatory authorities and ITE providers.  
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For all professional experience opportunities, there are clear mechanisms to communicate between 
providers and the school the expected knowledge, skills and experiences that teachers have already 
developed in a program and the expectations for what needs to be developed in that placement 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence identifies communication strategies that:  

• Specify to the sites how the focus and requirements of placements relate to the 
preservice teacher’s knowledge, skills and experiences they have/have not 
developed through earlier placements.  

• Apply across all the program’s delivery modes  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Is there clear and direct communication with school/early childhood personnel 
including coordinators, school leadership, and/or supervising teachers to enable 
them to understand and to think holistically about the work-based strengths of 
and development opportunities for preservice teachers?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• There is a degree of alignment with Program Standard 5.1 and Program 
Standard 5.2. This is because Program Standard 5.4 mostly concerns the 
Professional Experience Handbook, and many of these requirements lie in 
parallel to the aforementioned two standards. Accordingly, and assessment of 
the feasibility of streamlining these requirements is advisable.   

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• NA  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• NA 

Evidence issues • The requirement relates closely to the Handbook and the requirements of 
Program Standard 5.1, it is therefore logical to align these requirements.  
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• Typically, ITE providers supply the same evidence that was provided in Program 
Standard 5.1 requirements (handbook, agreements)  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• Given the overlap and alignment with Program Standard 5.1 this requirement is 
inefficient.  

Quality teachers?  • The standard is concerned with the need to integrate theory and practice for 
WIL/PEX. It is also about tackling the challenges of a lack of clarity and 
understanding between schools and supervising teachers and ITE providers.  

• A systematic problem has been a failure for schools and supervising teachers to 
fully appreciate the importance of professional experience for ITE and the need 
for PSTs to have carefully designed and rigorous experiences that integrate 
theory and practice and allow preservice teachers to build on what they have 
learnt already to be sufficiently challenged to extend themselves further.  

• Also of importance is the supervising teacher and the extent to which they are 
appreciative of the purpose of professional experience and the needs of the 
preservice teacher under their supervision. Having a quality supervising teacher 
who can appropriately model good practice and provide appropriate feedback 
that is useful and aligned to the APST at the Graduate level and facilitate 
gradual increase in responsibility for the preservice teacher, is vital.  

• For supervising teachers to be able to do this though, they need to have that 
information and clear communication with the provider, so they feel supported in 
this process and confident in their supervision. 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• NA 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

• NA While both consider Professional Experience, the quality assurance 
concerns within the Program Standards surpass the requirements of the 
ACECQA Program Approval Guidelines.  

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Alignment with Program Standard 5.1 

• Given Professional Experience is a concern shared by TEQSA, ACECQA and 
TRAs, there is significant scope for coordination.  
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Providers work with their placement schools to achieve rigorous approach to assessment of preservice 
teachers’ achievements against the GTS. See standards for the list. 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence: 

• identifies the components of the Graduate Teacher Standards that will be directly 
assessed during each professional experience placement, including but not limited 
to those within the professional practice domain 

• confirms a satisfactory formal assessment of preservice teachers against the 
Graduate Teacher Standards is a requirement for graduating from the program.  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Do the documented partnership protocols provide clarity around the respective role 
of initial teacher education providers and sites in the assessment of preservice 
teachers, including shared observations and assessment conversations?  

• Will the assessment tools, protocols, practices, guidelines and assurance 
processes in place enable supervising teachers to differentiate unambiguously 
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between preservice teacher performance that meets the requirements of the 
Standards and that which does not?  

• Are there clear measures to identify preservice teachers who are at risk of not 
satisfactorily completing professional experience and appropriate support for them 
to improve?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Point E Mandating a satisfactory formal assessment of preservice teachers against 
the Graduate Teacher Standards as a requirement for graduating from the program 
could be included in Program Standard 5.1. “Mandating” is an administrative 
requirement and falls more logically in Program Standard 5.1, which covers 
partnership agreements to support Professional Experience.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• Clarity is required around the meaning of “timely”, “rigorous” and “satisfactory 
formal assessment”  

• It is accepted that the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers must be 
assessed at the Graduate level at the final professional experience, how is 
consistency assured during earlier professional experiences when a provider 
modifies the descriptors to demonstrate development against the graduate teacher 
standards? Is consistency required prior to the final professional experience?  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• NA  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• NA 

Evidence issues • Generally the evidence submitted includes Professional Experience Handbooks, 
Preservice teacher reports, the GTS assessed for each placement and the at risk 
student policy and procedure.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• Some overlap with 1.2 can cause some administrative confusion  

Quality teachers?  • Need to know 

• See remainder of Program Standard 5 and Program Standard 1.2. 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

• NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• There is scope for achieving the requirements of Program Standard 5 more 
efficiently across the board.  
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Providers support delivery of professional experience in partner schools/sites, including by identification 
and provision of professional learning opportunities for supervising teachers and communication from, 
and access to, designated ITE provider staff who, preferably, have current or recent experience in 
teaching. 
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Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies:  

• professional learning opportunities available to support supervising teachers in 
their roles 

• designated provider staff and contact arrangements, preferably with current or 
recent experience teaching in or working with schools, who will be available to 
provide support to supervising teachers.  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Are professional learning opportunities adequate to support supervising 
teachers in their roles?  

• Do supervising teachers have sufficient access to provider staff for support?  

• Do the provider staff have the necessary skills and experience to support 
supervising teachers?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Repeated currency requirement for ITE provider staff from Program Standard 
2.3.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• There is a degree of ambiguity evident in designated initial teacher education 
provider staff who, preferably, have current or recent experience in teaching in 
that currency or recency is not defined, leaving this requirement open to 
idiosyncratic interpretation by providers and jurisdictions.  

• Do the AISL modules suffice for this standard? 

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The Standard and Guidelines do not promote consideration of the specific needs 
of supervising teachers.  

• Nor is there an avenue to measure and monitor engagement between the liaison 
staff member and supervisory teachers.  

• Clarity around the term “adequate” in “are professional learning opportunities 
adequate to support supervising teachers in their roles?”  

• Repeated currency requirement from Program Standard 2.3 leads to confusion.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• NA 

Evidence issues • In many instances, ITE providers refer to the AITSL modules, however 
clarification of the appropriateness of this as a way of satisfying the requirement 
is needed. 

• Generally providers submit staff lists and a list of the professional learning 
opportunities made available to supervising teachers.   

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• NA  

Quality teachers?  • Need to know, however the way this requirement is articulated and met renders 
it a ‘nice to know’ requirement.  

• Key TEMAG priority satisfied through Standard 5 generally. Professional 
experience has historically been an area of concern, particularly the lack of 
communication between providers and schools. 

• The importance of the supervising teacher is discussed in the earlier standard. 
Moreover, for them to be able to effectively facilitate the development of a PST, 
provide accurate and timely and appropriate feedback, and appropriately mentor 
them, supervising teachers need to have the appropriate training and support.  
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• As is mentioned in other aspects of the Program Standards, it is vital that 
provider staff who are engaging with the schools and supporting supervising 
teachers have recency of practice. In the past complaints have been targeted at 
providers around their currency and proximity to the school sector, the 
disconnect leading to poor integration with and support for schools hosting 
PSTs. This standard is targeting this issue. 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

NA 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

Across Program Standard 5 there are opportunities for greater alignment.  

 

Program Standard 6 Program Evaluation, Reporting and Improvement 
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Providers have processes in place for the ongoing collection, analysis and evaluation of data to inform 
program improvements and periodic formal evaluation of the program, including participation in national 
and jurisdictional data collections to support local and national teacher workforce supply reporting, 
program and provider benchmarking, and to build a cumulative database of evidence relating to the 
quality of teacher education in Australia.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence identifies:  

• Processes for ongoing collection, analysis and evaluation of data 

• Types of data to be collected (where not picked up in Program Standard 6.2)  

• An outline of how data will be used to evaluate and inform program development  

• Confirmation of participation in national and jurisdictional data collections.  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Is there a clear and appropriate process for the ongoing collection, analysis and 
evaluation of data?  

• Do the processes for analysis and evaluation of data give confidence that they 
will lead to improvements in the program?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Program Standard 6.1 effectively asks that ITE providers have processes in 
place to collect, analyse and evaluate data to inform program improvements. 
Given ITE providers are required to gather evidence and data through Program 
Standard 1.4 and 6.2, the relevance of a standalone standard is questionable 
and there may be scope for streamlining the requirements.   

• Alignment with PS 6.2: (Guidelines) 6.1 Do the processes for analysis and 
evaluation of data give confidence that they will lead to improvements in the 
program? Concerns processes, however it is effectively aligned with the 
guideline for 6.2, which concerns the nature of the data that is collected: are the 
selected data collections reasonable and appropriate given the stated program 
objectives and the program rationale (2.1) and the proposed processes to drive 
program improvement? And will the data to be collected answer important 
questions relevant to the rationale for the program and its past performance? 

• This difference relates to the fact that 6.2 is broadly concerned with the Plan for 
Demonstrating Impact and the necessary data collection outlined to demonstrate 
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outcomes in relation to Preservice teacher performance and graduate outcomes, 
whereas Program Standard 6.1 is primarily concerned with various external data 
collections and processes for collection, analysis and evaluation of data to 
contribute to a cumulative database of evidence relating to the quality of teacher 
education in Australia. Nevertheless, they both require the providers to indicate 
the processes in place for data collected, what is going to be collected, and 
whether or not the collections and the expected evaluation will contribute to 
program improvement and align with the rationale for the program. This 
complexity hinders a streamlined and outcomes focused approach to program 
standard 6.  

• There are a number of challenges associated with meeting the requirements of 
Program Standard 6 and as such, there is scope to explore avenues to modify 
Template 4 and the reporting requirements to establish a more streamlined and 
simplified approach via providing a standard set of known indicators that need to 
be reported on for all ITE providers.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• Participation in national and jurisdictional data collections such as QILT and 
HEIMS presently offers limited consistent and useful information to support the 
development of a cumulative database of evidence relating to the quality of 
teacher education in Australia. Moreover, these datasets are generally TEQSA 
institutional requirements and so demonstrating adherence through the 
Standards and Procedures is potentially duplication/overlap.  

• The Standard, as with other requirements related to the collection of evidence 
and data about graduate teacher quality, does not provide an indication as to the 
most appropriate sources of information to give an accurate and reliable 
indication of graduate outcomes and preservice teacher performance.  

• The aggregation of data for reporting to HEIMs and QILT varies between 
institutions, which subsequently has implications for the useability of the data for 
the purposes outlined in the Standards and Procedures. This is an institutional 
rather than Faculty/School of Education function, so the implementation of a 
nationally consistent approach to this data may be challenging.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Confirmation of participation in national and jurisdictional data collections (see 
notes related to the standard and the suspected overlap)  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• This Program Standard was not included for consideration by the Executive 
Officers Group. Unknown.  

Evidence issues • Institutional variability in the implementation of processes outlined in 6.1 and this 
is often attributable to accreditation phase, jurisdiction and institutional size.  

• See notes above. The useability and relevance of QILT and HEIMs data is not 
confirmed given the purpose for which the data is collected (institutional 
benchmarking) and the aggregation across different institutions.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• NA  

Quality teachers?  • Too early in the implementation of Program Standard 6 to tell.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• QILT and HEIMs data collections are required nationally under the HESF.  

Overlap or 
duplication with 

NA 
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ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• Streamlined with Program Standard 6.2  

• Development of simplified Template Four, Annual Reporting requirements to 
incorporate the requirements of 6.1 and align them with 6.2 as the end purpose 
(to demonstrate program quality and inform ongoing quality improvement, 
remains the same) this data can also all be provided to the cumulative database 
of evidence related to teacher quality in Australia.  
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At the beginning of each accreditation period, providers develop and then implement a plan for 
demonstrating program outcomes in relation to preservice teacher performance and graduate 
outcomes, including program impact. The plan will identify how providers will select, use and analyse 
evidence that is relevant to assessing the delivery of the program, including the mandatory evidence 
required by Program Standard 6.3.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence includes a plan for demonstrating impact (Template 4) that  

• Sets out:  

a. The program outcomes used to demonstrate program impact, including 
preservice teacher performance and graduate achievement as required by 
Program Standards 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4  

b. Any targeted outcomes of interest to the program (for example focus areas 
for improvement, specific objectives linked to the rationale for the program)  

• Outlines the specific evidence to be collected and reported on for all outcomes 
identified above, noting the mandatory evidence for preservice teacher 
performance and graduate outcomes must be included (see additional 
information – mandatory evidence section)  

• Includes an outline of how the evidence to be collected demonstrates program 
impact and impact on student learning and how the evidence will be used to 
continuously improve the program (Tables 2 and 3 in Template 4).  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Is the data (evidence) selected for demonstrating preservice teachers’ positive 
impact on student learning and, where possible, the post program impact of 
graduates and/or graduate cohorts on student learning is likely to capture useful 
information on impact?  

• Are the selected data collections reasonable and appropriate given the stated 
program objectives and program rationale (2.1), and proposed processes to 
drive program improvement?  

• Will the data to be collected answer important questions relevant to the rationale 
of the program and its past performance?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• NA  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• Difficulties associated with 6.2 have been discussed in national forums Given 
the  
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Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

 

Evidence issues • Providers have indicated that collection of the necessary evidence and data, 
particularly about Graduate Impact on school student learning is difficult, and 
extends beyond their normal collection reach.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• For the aforementioned reason, this Standard is associated with a degree of 
inefficiency.  

Quality teachers?  • Given the full implementation and effectiveness requires evidence of Stage 2, it 
is too early to reasonably comment.   

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

• NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• NA full implementation required for comment  
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Evidence of outcomes, including impact, is provided, evaluated and interpreted for the program at the 
end of each accreditation period. The interpretation of evidence encompasses identified strengths, 
program changes and planned improvements. The evidence requirements include at a minimum:  

a) aggregated assessment data from the teaching performance assessment for all pre-service teachers 
(Program Standards 1.2 and 1.3)  

b) aggregated assessment data from any other assessments identified in a plan for impact as 
contributing to evidence in relation to pre-service teacher performance and impact (Program Standards 
1.1 and 1.3)  

c) aggregated assessment and outcomes data linked to individuals and/or cohorts of interest, including 
selection cohorts (Program Standard 3.3) 

d) data and evidence from participation in national and jurisdictional data collections (Program 
Standard 6.1)  

e) evidence of the outcomes of graduates and/or graduate cohorts (Program Standard 1.4). 

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

The evidence includes  

• A narrative about program impact including strengths, program changes and 
planned improvements based on a range of data including at a minimum, a) to 
e) above.  
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Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Is there a clear and appropriate narrative that summarises the provider’s 
evaluation and interpretation of the data collected and reported through the 
accreditation period?  

• Within the narrative, do the data and evidence support the provider’s 
interpretation?  

• Is there an appropriate rationale for program changes (past and future) 
including:  

a) how the provider’s evidence supports the change, or  

b) other factors that have required the change (e.g. change in the focus of the 
program)?  

• Is there an appropriate rationale that outlines elements of the program that have 
not changed (past and future) including how the evidence supports the 
continuation of these elements?  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• Program Standard 6.3 is effectively replaced by the Guidelines for Stage 2 
accreditation, which were published in 2018. A reference to those Guidelines 
may be more appropriate in place of this standard in the Guidelines for Stage 1 
accreditation.  

• There is scope to align Program Standard 6.4 with Program Standard 6.3 given 
6.4 simply outlines the requirement that the appropriate measures to complete 
Program Standard 6.3 are in place.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• Refer to Program Standard 2.1. There is a level of ambiguity around the relation 
ship between the rationale required in Template 4, the commentary provided in 
the narrative referred to in Program Standard 6.3, and the rationale requirement 
in Program Standard 2.1. To be more specific, do the bounds of discussion in 
the rationale developed under Program Standard 2.1 set the parameters for 
considerations for the rationale in Template 4 and the narrative required at 
Stage 2? The level of granularity and the breadth of elements in the program 
that ought to be featured in this ongoing analysis needs to be clarified in such a 
way that ensures nationally consistent coverage of high quality indicators of 
program quality and development.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• There is a conceptual disconnect between the Program Standard and the 
Guidelines supporting it, specifically with regards to the level of importance 
given to the narrative component of the Program Standard.  

• The meaning of “appropriate” ought to be clarified. Do budgetary constraints 
constitute an “appropriate” rationale for changes to a program? Further, the 
breadth and depth of program changes needs to be clarified and confirmed – the 
line of materiality of program change needs to be defined to ensure ITE 
providers are able to take a reasonable approach to their assessment.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• There is presently limited evidence available. Different jurisdictions are at 
different stages of accreditation and Stage 2 is not yet widespread.  

Evidence issues • The collection of some evidence and data is challenging for ITE providers, 
specifically that related to impact on school student learning.  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• The complexity of the Program Standard has added a layer of burden.  

Quality teachers?  • It is too early in the implementation of this  policy to tell. 

Overlap or 
duplication with the 

• NA 
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Threshold 
Standards? 

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

• NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• There is scope for administering elements of Program Standard 6 together. 
Specifically, Program Standard 6.3 is supported by Program Standard 6.4. 6.4 is 
effectively met through satisfaction of 6.3, so its relevance is questionable.  

• There is scope to simplify the requirements of 6.3, stakeholder consultation on 
this point is needed.  
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Providers report annually to the Authority including reporting on:  

a) data as identified in the plan for impact (Program Standard 6.2)  

b) changes to the program 

c) nationally required data to contribute to national and/or jurisdictional collections and for compliance 
and accountability purposes 

additional data/information requested by the Authority.  

Elements 
requiring 
verification  

• The evidence includes a statement of the provider’s willingness to comply with 
annual reporting requirements (Application coversheet – Template 1)  

Elements 
requiring 
professional 
judgement  

• Not applicable  

Is there scope for 
streamlining with 
other standards?  

• There is scope for alignment of Program Standards 6.3 and 6.4, see 6.3 for an 
explanation.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
standard? 

• The main complexities associated with the Program Standard relate to the 
identification of appropriate and relevant sources data collections that will 
generate meaningful indicators of program impact. Responses to the standard 
presently vary with respect to the information collected.  

• There is a need to identify and collect a body of evidence that is based on an 
agreed framework of impact related to performance of the pre-service teacher, 
graduate teacher outcomes and the program, it should be meaningful, reliable 
and valid data collected in a streamlined and sustainable manner, be an 
indication of ‘classroom readiness’, build on information already collected by 
HEPs.  

• What constitutes a material change to the program needs to be clarified, there 
may be ambiguity between jurisdictions around this point.  

Complexities 
associated with the 
Guideline? 

• The Guideline is presently a checklist only which requires indication that the 
provider has agreed to report annually to the teacher regulatory authority on the 
measures outlined in Template 4.  

Jurisdictional 
expectations and 
emergent ambiguity? 

• NA 
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Evidence issues •  

Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• There is a need for more work around the quality of indicators presently reported 
on to ensure they are meaningful and effective measures.  

Quality teachers?  • Use of evidence and data to evaluate and reform a process or program is best 
practice in a range of contexts. At this stage, it is too early in the implementation 
of the reform to adequately comment, but it is likely that if done in a meaningful 
manner, Program Standard 6 does have the potential to contribute to improving 
graduate teacher quality.  

Overlap or 
duplication with the 
Threshold 
Standards? 

• NA  

Overlap or 
duplication with 
ACECQA Program 
Approval Guidelines? 

• NA 

How could the 
Standard be met in a 
more efficient way?  

• NA 
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