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Response by the University of Southern Queensland

to the

Review of Australian Higher Education
[Bradley Review]  Discussion Paper, June 2008

Responses are provided under each of the questions raised in the discussion paper that is accessible from: http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/higher_education/policy_issues_reviews/reviews/ highered_review/default.htm#Review_of_Australian_Higher_Education_Discussion_Paper_June_2008

In appreciation of the sheer volume of information that the Review Panel will be confronted with as a result of the submissions process, the responses below have been kept intentionally brief and to the point.  USQ would be pleased to expand on or provide more detail on any of the points raised upon request.

Chapter 1 Higher education in modern Australia

1. How adequate is the statement of functions and characteristics of higher education in modern Australia?

· The statement covers the key functions of knowledge generation and dissemination as well as reference to civil and sustainable regions and communities.  It may be useful to distinguish more clearly between functions and characteristics and to introduce aspirational goals such as international excellence and quality assured business sustainability
· The discussion on page 2 of the paper refers to two core functions for universities that equate essentially with learning & teaching and research.  While the paper goes on to state that these functions will be used to pursue support for a civil and sustainable society and building national and regional economies, the discussion appears to be intentionally trying to avoid acknowledging community engagement as a legitimate third plank of university activity.  The question of whether university-community engagement extends beyond a consideration of engaged learning & teaching and engaged research has not been seriously discussed in higher education and this current Review could usefully be used to initiate this discussion.  This issue is discussed further under question 25 below, but the essence of the argument is as follows:
· The trend that has developed in Australia of framing university-community engagement in terms of engaged learning & teaching and engaged research alone fails to acknowledge the contribution of other university activities currently undertaken that impact on the community – including community/industry partnerships supporting economic and social development, exhibitions and performance, etc.  
· Broadening the definition of community engagement to include such activities which are often conducted at the periphery would promote a more strategic approach by universities to the conduct of these activities, improve quality management and potentially raise the profile and impact of these activities.
Section 3.1 Meeting labour market and industry needs

2. Are there impediments to the higher education sector being able to innovate in the development of courses and programs? What are these impediments and how could they be removed?

Universities are largely driven by student demand and therefore have limited capacity to respond to national skills needs. The strategies available to universities to attempt to boost enrolments in unpopular programs, such as providing financial incentives in the form of scholarships, are generally proving ineffective They have had little impact in teacher education, mathematics and IT.  USQ’s position is that the role of the state government is to facilitate the speedy development of the national standards and processes that are required to meet the skills shortage at national and local levels for the following reasons:

· National standards for post-secondary education would simplify processes thereby facilitating national and international curriculum innovation, such as work-based learning degrees and corporate degrees.

· Simplified national standards would enhanced collaboration between VET and HE sectors and provide for student mobility during their studies.

· National standards on recognition of prior learning (RPL) with particular reference to work-based learning and experience would add to the credibility of work-based learning degrees.

· A national approach that integrates the development of skills across the primary, secondary, VET and higher education sectors would provide an appropriate pipeline to higher education studies in areas of skill need. The importance of developing a learning journey from primary through to post-secondary may be seen in the current shortage of maths and science graduates. This is not a problem that can be solved in the higher education sector alone.

· Flexible, technology enhanced and open source learning opportunities are strategies that may prove useful for the point-of-need learning required for the education and re-education of the Australian workforce. USQ was recognised by AUQA Cycle 1 as providing leadership in the development of flexible learning opportunities.  Funding models need to recognise and encourage alternative and innovative approaches to learning & teaching.
· The British model of corporate degrees www.corporateuniversity.org.uk, which can mean teaching university studies in the workplace, is a useful strategy to build capacity for high level skills.
3. What are the appropriate mechanisms at the national and local level for ensuring higher education meets national and local needs for high level skills? What is the role of state and territory governments in this area?

There is a need for a coordinated and integrated approach to National Skills Development.  Universities are largely driven by student demand and have only limited capacity to respond to national skills needs in circumstances where there is a shortfall of students enrolling in the academic programs that feed the skills areas concerned.  The strategies available to universities to attempt to boost enrolments in unpopular programs, such as providing financial incentives in the form of scholarships, are generally proving ineffective; for example, they have had little impact in teacher education, mathematics and IT.  Based on these experiences it is argued that an all-out effort is required to change prospective student attitudes to unpopular programs.  Hence, strategies are required to ensure that government, universities, other education providers and business/industry work together to encourage student enrolments in areas required to address national skills development in a coordinated way; ideally within an integrated policy framework.  Particular aspects of the relationships between these various parties also require particular attention; for example, supporting effective university-industry partnerships, securing seamless cross-sectoral educational pathways, etc.

A further general comment relating to Section 3.1

· Maintaining ‘at-risk’ disciplines.  While it is accepted that the meeting of labour market and industry needs should be seen as an important driver of universities’ priorities, other important drivers should also be recognised.  Australia’s social, cultural and economic development is dependant on the higher education sector maintaining a broad suite of disciplines.  Universities are finding it increasingly difficult to maintain programs in areas experiencing low student demand (such as the humanities, IT, Agricultural Science and Agricultural Engineering) or which tend to have teaching costs that are difficult to recoup (such as in the performing, visual and creative arts).  There is a need to ensure that Australian higher education continues to value and maintain these ‘at-risk’ disciplines and in this regard government has a major role to play in supporting (including financially) and encouraging universities to maintain involvement in these areas.

4. How adequate are the mechanisms for aligning supply and demand of graduates? How do pricing and labour market signals impact on student choices? 

· The experience with areas such as mathematics, science, teacher education and IT suggests that the effect of labour market signals on student choices are insufficient to ensure that labour market demands are met.  Factors such as the time required for study (which can be as long as eight years for a part-time undergraduate degree) and the lack of success of financial incentives to attract enrolments in unpopular courses also suggests the need for national short and long-term strategies to encourage enrolments in areas of national need. 
· While fees appear to have limited impact on student enrolments overall, USQ recommends the disaggregation of data to explore the effects of fees on specific categories of students, in particular mature-age students whether they are working or at-home parents.

· It is also recommended that the influence of pricing on university’s academic program profile may be worthy of study as an unintended consequence of pricing changes intended to influence student choice in the short term may actually be changes to what universities offer which has the potential to influence how well an institution can respond to future national skills needs.
5. Are there particular examples of good practice where you can demonstrate either rapid response to skill shortages or successful initiatives to improve generic skills?

USQ recommends that the Review Panel consider the following examples of good practice:

· University of Sydney research-based approach to generic graduate attributes: http://www.itl.usyd.edu.au/graduateattributes/barriepaper3.pdf
· There are half a dozen British CETLs focussed on work-based learning and industry links  http://www.hefce.ac.uk/learning/tinits/cetl/final/  

· ALTC has offered a number of grants associated with generic skills. Key outcomes in the crucial area of science have been summarised in the report What’s Happening in Science http://www.altc.edu.au/carrick/webdav/ site/carricksite/users/siteadmin/public/carrick_report_science_dec07.pdf

6. How effectively are Australian higher education institutions responding to demographic change, especially in providing lifelong learning to meet the challenge of the ageing population and the need for upgrading of skills and re-training? 

· Australia is well placed to provide for the skilling and re-skilling of earner learners throughout life by employing flexible and blended learning
.  However, disincentives do exist for universities working in this area.  For example, institution’s like USQ with high proportions of their student body studying as earner-learners can find themselves compromised by the standard measures used by government to assess institutional performance.  For example, adults studying part-time while employed exhibit higher attrition rates and take longer to graduate than traditional school leaver entrants.  Despite attempts to contextualise performance indicators to take account of these differences, universities specialising in flexible and blended learning invariably find themselves compromised in the eyes of the public and government when compared with more traditional institutions – this is exemplified by Federal programs to reward good teaching where USQ has performed well in the Carrick processes but has been held back in the Learning & Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF) because of the nature of the quantitative performance measures used.  USQ has made numerous submissions to government on the problems associated with the use of traditional performance indicators in schemes such as the LTPF.  One such submission is included as an attachment to this submission.  The government could go a long way towards encouraging earner learner education by acknowledging the issues raised in this submission and taking steps to ensure that universities which enter into non-traditional areas of higher education do not suffer the indignity of having the quality of their educational approaches called into question simply because the students concerned behave differently to traditional students.
· There are costs incurred in flexible and blended learning that are not recognised or allowed for by CGS funding formulas.  Funding models must change to facilitate adaptations to demographic change and flexible learning – adopting an intelligent blend of allocative and demand-driven funding components that supports institutions adopting differing learning & teaching models to suit different market requirements.  There has long been a need for the true costs of flexible and blended learning, in relation to program development, delivery, assessment and student support, to be properly identified and a call is made for a study of this to be undertaken by government to inform sector funding reforms.
· Lifelong learning requires a broad perspective to be taken to graduate skills development – including a consideration of ‘job ready’ but moving beyond to consider the skills and attributes required by graduates that will position them for upskilling and retraining throughout their lives to meet the needs of a dynamic knowledge economy.
· Finally, the broad generalisation that increases in HECS charges do not affect participation rates for most students does not necessarily apply to groups such as adult earner-learners who cannot defer their HECS debt. It is important that policy associated with costs to students be informed by research that disaggregates students groups to reveal possible disincentives to earner-learner students keen to re-skill throughout their lives.  Further, care needs to be taken when interpreting data on enrolment trends during periods of strong economic growth/low unemployment/low interest rates, which has characterised the period 1996-2005.  Debt aversion may well be more prevalent in periods of restricted economic growth.  Accordingly, USQ recommends that the Review Panel address the funding and policy context and the evaluation processes that militate against widening participation strategies.
7. What is the relevance and applicability of the findings and approaches proposed in the United Kingdom paper, Higher Education at Work, for increasing skills levels in the workforce to Australia?

The paper is very relevant particularly in regard to ensuring that clear national standards and expectations are in place for the development of work-based degree structures at undergraduate and postgraduate levels.  However, USQ considers that there is an onus on industry to collaborate more with universities so that the staff-development requirements of corporations can be harnessed through university-based fee-paying short courses, which are then brokered into work-based degrees. This means that corporations must release staff to study.

Section 3.2 Opportunities to participate in higher education 

Please note that with regard to a consideration of Indigenous education, the Director of USQ’s CAIK (Centre for Australian Indigenous Knowledges) will be participating in a national Indigenous Higher Education Advisory Council workshop in Canberra on 14 - 15 August to develop a response to section 3.2 of the Review’s discussion paper - particularly to questions 8 and 9, as well as other matters referred to IHEAC from an Expert Reference Group to the Bradley Review).  
USQ prefers to make its contribution to the debate in these areas through its participation in this Forum and the submissions to the Review that will result from it.  Hence, matters relating specifically to Indigenous education are not covered in the responses below.
8. Should there be a national approach to improving Indigenous and low SES participation and success in higher education?

Clearly, the apparent lack of progress in improving Low SES participation and the limited success in Indigenous education since the release of A Fair Chance For All in 1990 suggests the need for a national approach to improving participation with success for each of these groups.  

As well, the point highlighted in the discussion paper “that most educational disadvantage is experienced long before the point at which participation in higher education could even be considered” (p. 29) suggests not only the need for an integrated national approach but for strategies that cross educational sectors and involve long-term perspectives and planning.  These initiatives should identify specific barriers to participation (for example, literacies, access, mentoring, support), and appropriate inter-sectoral strategies to address those problems

The government has a major role to play in this area as a major change agent for the education sectors through policy development, monitoring and review and providing resources and incentives, in partnership with the university, VET and schools sector as well as the wide range of stakeholder groups involved.  

9. If you support a national approach to improving Indigenous and low SES participation and success how do you see it being structured, resourced, monitored and evaluated?

While it is accepted: “that most educational disadvantage is experienced long before the point at which participation in higher education could even be considered” (Review of Higher Education Discussion Paper, p. 29), this should not be used as an excuse for the higher education sector to reduce its efforts to broaden educational participation through a consideration of all means available to it, including broad and ongoing community engagement to develop awareness of the needs of specific groups, and feed that information back through education providers.

The following comments are put forward, grouped under specific themes.

a. Widening the policy base for broadening educational participation.  

The traditional university culture was exclusionary and elitist.  While major inroads have been made over the past three decades in changing this culture, elements of elitist and non-inclusive attitudes persist in the sector.  As a result, equity is still commonly perceived in many quarters as lowering standards, creating additional burdens on staff and representing a general threat to quality and excellence.  As a result, equity remains easily marginalised in universities; supported as a general principle but representing someone else’s responsibility.  The university culture still has a long way to go in accepting the implications of mass higher education and adjusting its attitudes and approaches accordingly.  In the meantime, equity languishes with the bulk of the responsibility for maintaining a diverse higher education student body often falling to smaller under-resourced institutions.

To overcome the barriers that persist, there is a need to change the basis upon which broadening higher education participation has been framed.  Broadening higher education participation should not be seen solely as an equity concern; it is also of critical importance to the meeting of future State and national skills needs.  From this perspective, broadening higher education participation can be linked to the building of social capital required for Australia’s economic development; groups that are under-represented in higher education are seen as a great pool of Australian talent that cannot be allowed to remain underexploited; and diversity becomes linked with excellence and innovation.  

Major demographic studies point to the fact that the number of school leavers in Australia, the traditional pool for undergraduate entrants, will fall over the next two decades.  Over the same period, the need for graduates to meet the demands of Australia as a growing knowledge economy will increase.  The implication is that, increasingly, more Australians who may once have not considered higher education as an option will need to move into degree programs, and emerge as graduates. Universities must also respond to the implications of Australia’s aging population and changes to workforce practices that will bring increasing numbers of ‘first in family’ university students and other non-traditional groups to university from a range of educational and social backgrounds.  The Australian higher education sector must be positioned to deal with this widening of educational participation through having appropriate recruitment, enabling, learning & teaching and support strategies in place. 

Hence, the link between education, national skills development and social inclusion that is clearly recognised by the Rudd government is the key to Australia’s continued prosperity into the future and forms the basis for guiding future higher education policy.  From this perspective, broadening education participation can no longer be conceived in terms of its social justice implications alone.  Universities will increasingly be involved in the skilling and re-skilling of earner learners, retirees and other groups that may not fit into identified disadvantaged groups but will bring with them similar issues with regard to the need for enabling study, flexible educational approaches, student support and considerations of special needs.  

Conclusion: As a core requirement for building Australia’s social capital, as well as a major strategy for social inclusion, the broadening of educational participation must be pursued as a central plank for higher education policy.  All universities need to play a role in broadening education participation.  If it is perceived as a responsibility for particular types of universities – for example outer metropolitan or regional universities alone – then serious inroads into addressing the under-representation of groups such as Low SES and Indigenous Australians will not be made.

b. Ensuring that policy development is appropriately informed.  

There is a need for improved research and enhanced effort to develop better strategies for both broadening educational participation and dealing with the challenges to universities that this creates.  A major hurdle to securing a knowledge base for effectively informing decision-making in this area has been the emphasis given to large sector-wide statistical studies, typically based on the postcode method for Low SES, that leads to conclusions that are inevitably inconclusive.  Research into Low SES participation to date has been spectacularly unsuccessful in clarifying what is actually happening on the ground and providing a sound basis for decision- and policy-making.  Policy based on highly generalised conclusions from studies based on sector-wide statistical using existing datasets can seriously miss the mark.  For example, the Review’s discussion paper notes that: 

Various studies have shown that the introduction of the Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS), and subsequent changes in the level of charges, have not deterred students from participating in higher education (p. 29)

However, it is well known in outer metropolitan and regional universities that HECS changes have had a very significant impact on the enrolment behaviour of groups such as adult learners studying while employed (so-called earner learners) who are not able to defer HECS debt.  While apparently not considered significant in the higher education context overall, this group includes a high proportion of people from Low SES backgrounds entering higher education study for the first time after missing educational opportunities when young – it is no accident that the universities with the highest Low SES participation rates are frequently those universities with a high proportion of external students studying by distance.  

The changing global economic climate also needs to be taken into account.  The serious decline in global economic forecasts that have appeared over the last 12 months, which is expected to last for a considerable period, may result in groups who had previously not been debt averse now becoming so.

There is a need to change the way we study Low SES issues to enable the building of a workable knowledge base.  The need is for more sophisticated research that utilises individual identifiers for Low SES and employs established sociological research techniques to tease out what is actually happening with Low SES enrolment behaviours and attitudes to higher education.  An excellent discussion of Low SES identifiers in the higher education context is included in Western, McMillan & Durrington (1998)
 and more work needs to be done on using alternative or proxy measures such as considering “educational disadvantage” or “first generation students” / “first in family to attend higher education”.
Reintroducing strategies in place in the 1990s such as the Commonwealth Evaluations and Investigations Program (EIP) for funding specific research and the Commonwealth sponsorship of biennial equity practitioner conferences to provide opportunities for networking and exchanging best practice would be welcomed and worthwhile.  Research could also be commissioned from specific bodies such as the new National Centre for Student Equity at the University of South Australia or by expanding the brief of the NCVER to include a study of higher education.

Conclusion:  Our knowledge of the reasons underlying poor Low SES and Indigenous participation is actually extremely limited – largely because too little good research has been undertaken in this area and that which has been done has tended to rely on the spurious data collected using the post-code-based indicator for Low SES.  Research is needed to inform the establishment of an effective equity framework for the sector by more clearly identifying why improving low SES participation has proved so difficult.  A necessary prerequisite is to base research on an individual identifier for Low SES (to replace the current postcode-based identifier which is clearly inadequate), and to conduct research across educational sectors and that also captures people who do not attend higher education.  This research could be funded through competitive grants (taking as a model the Commonwealth’s Evaluations & Investigations Program (EIP) of the 1990s), by commissioning specific bodies such as the new National Centre for Student Equity at the University of South Australia or by expanding the brief of the NCVER to include higher education.
c. Maintaining a reporting framework for equity in higher education.  There is a need to maintain a reporting framework for equity in higher education to ensure a coordinated sector-wide effort in this area.  “Quarantined” equity support program funding has proven useful in ensuring a minimum level of equity-related activity in universities but has been insufficient to promote the level of change necessary for Low SES participation rates to increase significantly.  The notion of introducing a Social Inclusion Fund is worth exploring. 
d. Understanding and addressing the implications that broadening educational participation has for a university’s core business.  The quality of graduates coming from an increasingly broader base of Australian society must be maintained.  While Low SES students perform as well as other students once they become established, this success comes at a cost to the institutions involved in terms of having strategies in place that address the impact of disadvantage.  The implications of this for the quality of learning and teaching are clear.  Broadening higher education participation must be underpinned by excellence in learning & teaching – hence, support for effective value-added higher education, teaching to diversity and pedagogical innovation must be acknowledged and given a premium in emerging higher education policy.  

The circumstances of universities catering to highly diverse and special populations of students must be taken into account when institutional performance is being assessed.  For example, universities with high proportions of off-campus students, such as USQ, have long been penalised in reporting, accountability and competitive funding exercises for the relatively high attrition rates associated with this group of students; despite efforts made to contextualise performance measures to allow for these factors.

It has long been recognised that catering to the needs of a diverse student population – the outcome of society’s movement away from elite to mass higher education – has resource implications for institutions in terms of the student support costs implied.  It is also well recognised that the burden of mass higher education is being carried to a disproportionate degree by the newer universities that by and large are least well positioned to pay for the increased support needed.  There is therefore a need to continue providing additional resourcing for universities maintaining a high proportion of their student body as Low SES – as is currently allowed for, albeit inadequately, through the allocation of Equity Support Program grants.  Research to identify the actual support costs associated with successfully maintaining a highly diverse student body would also be welcome to inform special funding decisions.  The continual quarantining of these funds for use in broadening educational participation and supporting targeted student groups should also be maintained to ensure that they are appropriately used by the universities post-allocation.

Conclusion: Recognition needs to be given to the increased teaching and support costs that are associated with teaching to highly diverse student bodies.  Universities with high proportions of Low SES or Indigenous students should be funded appropriately to meet these additional costs.  Allowance should also be made in the use of performance indicators used to assess the institutional performance of institutions with high proportions of non-traditional student groups in recognition of the differences shown by these groups in terms of their enrolment and other student behaviours so as not to discourage or penalise institutions for providing the open and flexible education that is required by these groups.
e. Ensuring effective linkages and collaboration between the higher education sector and other educational sectors.  An obvious implication of the observation: “that most educational disadvantage is experienced long before the point at which participation in higher education could even be considered” (Review of Higher Education Discussion Paper, p. 29) is the need to address educational equity as a coordinated effort involving all educational sectors.  Schools and community outreach activities of universities need to be extended to change attitudes to university as a study option for disadvantaged groups and to demystify the university culture.
A noted above, the Commonwealth has a major role to play in creating an appropriate policy framework in which these collaboration and linkages between educational sectors can take place to effectively broaden educational participation in Australia in support of social inclusion and national skills agendas.

10. What institutional initiatives have proved successful in increasing low SES or Indigenous participation and success? (Please provide information about outcomes as well as activities.)

Experience indicates that no single strategy is sufficient to secure improved participation with success for Low SES and Indigenous students – a wide range of approaches need to be used that tackle the issues on a broad front. 

a. ODL.  By far the most effective strategy for providing equity of access in higher education has been associated with open and distance learning (ODL), incorporating online and flexible educational delivery, particularly when associated with strategies for securing high levels of student support.  

ODL has enabled people who missed educational opportunities when young to enter higher education for the first time as adults.  It also provides for the flexibility needed to enable the individual needs of students to be met.  However, these strategies do come at a cost at all levels – from pedagogical development through to academic learning support – and these costs need to be addressed in institutional funding models.

ODL is also of critical importance with regard to providing a basis for lifelong learning, work-based learning, and the upgrading professional skills.  There is also a need to liaise closely with the students’ local communities (e.g. through regional councils, librarians and local service organisations), to ensure that appropriate support and access to learning resources are available to complement services provided by higher education institutions and other education providers.

b. Access pathways and enabling education represents a key consideration for broadening educational participation – both as a part of pre-enrolment preparation strategies for underprepared or tentative prospective students and as post-enrolment (often modularised and targeted) enabling education occurring concurrently with undergraduate study.  

A major study was conducted in 2000-1 entitled: The Cost-Effectiveness of Enabling and Related Programs in Australian Tertiary Education under support of the Commonwealth’s EIP program.  The unpublished report of this study is held by DEEWR.

c. Broad-ranging student retention strategies.  It has already been noted that the successful broadening of educational participation is dependent on excellence in university teaching.  An extensive literature has been developed on retention strategies in higher education (as exemplified by the work of educationalists such as Vincent Tinto) which can usefully inform equity strategies in higher education.  While the theoretical basis for these strategies is now well known to Australian educators – involving ensuring ‘the fit’ of students to programs and institutions, the establishment of strong relationships with students, early action to demystify the university experience and improve career awareness, early intervention and just-in-time support strategies, etc – the implementation of these strategies still has a long way to go in practice.  It is incumbent on universities to maintain both vertical and horizontal alignment between the communities they serve, and the strategies to support those communities of learners. That is, by keeping up to date on community trends and influences which govern participation and success in higher education (horizontal alignment), and adjusting policies and procedures associated with learning and teaching activities, plus associated administration and support services (vertical or structural alignment).

d. Schools and Community Outreach.  While all universities have extensive schools outreach programs in place, there is considerable potential for universities to increase their efforts to make the general community more aware of universities.  Improving community knowledge and understanding of universities needs to be encouraged as part of universities’ community outreach and engagement activities, as a basis for encouraging participation by groups that are currently under-represented in the sector – promoting higher education aspirations and the value of a degree.

All educational sectors have a role to play in community outreach, particularly in regional areas where Low SES participation tends to be lower than in urban areas; providing improved careers advice that opens up all options to students.  

e. Scaffolding Qualifications.  Enabling students to obtain undergraduate qualifications in readily achievable stages – Certificate articulating into a Diploma or Associate Degree articulating into a degree – serves as an effective strategy for first generation (first-in-family) tertiary students and other potentially ‘tentative’ student groups.  Clearly, strong articulation arrangements with the VET sector are important here but there is also significant scope for universities to increase their offerings of sub-degree level programs with a view to making degree programs more accessible and achievable to low SES and Indigenous students.  

The Commonwealth has sent mixed signals on universities’ offering sub-degree level programs – tending to discourage them through institutional funding policy but encouraging them through offering equity scholarships targeting sub-degree students.  Clearly, a coordinated and consistent policy framework is needed in this area. 

e. Staff Development for Teaching to Diversity.  Improving the general standard of university teaching is an important aspect for ensuring equitable participation by Low SES and Indigenous students.  Staff development can be employed to position academic staff to improve their capacity to teach to diversity - creating accessible study pathways, innovative pedagogies, flexible modes of program delivery, shared and inclusive learning experiences, and supportive learning contexts for all students – resulting in higher education that is more accessible and flexible to address the needs of a diverse student constituency.

f. Community- and Work-based Programs.  Although not generally thought of as equity programs, the following programs have to the potential to make a significant impact on Low SES participation in higher education:

· The National Association of Graduate Careers Advisory Services’ (NAGCAS) Carrick Project entitled: “Career development learning and work-integrated learning”: http://www.usq.edu.au/nagcascarrickproject/ - which is using applied research to produce guidelines, benchmarks, products and services that will support universities and their career services in articulating and maximising the career development learning which occurs through the wide variety of WiL activities currently undertaken in Australian universities.  (Refer to the Discussion paper available at: http://www.usq.edu.au/nagcascarrickproject/symposium/ prereading.htm). 

· There is significant potential for universities to apply community-based approaches as a basis for promoting improved higher education participation through schools and community outreach.  For example, the University of South Australia’s UNAP program: http://www.guni-rmies.net/observatory/bp.php?id=50. 

g. Indigenous Recruitment into Nursing.  USQ has enjoyed some success in the recruitment of Indigenous students into Nursing.  Many of these students are Indigenous Health Workers, either in Queensland Health or with Indigenous Community-controlled Medical Centres.  A number of steps are taken to recruit such students.

1. Attendance at community events at an informal level. USQ Indigenous staff make a point of talking to people to find out what they do, whether they have qualifications such as Certificate levels from TAFE or other RTOs. Conversations can last from 10 minutes to over an hour, hence, the need to attend events in an informal way. Staff leave their contact details with candidates and also take theirs to follow up immediately about when they would like to visit USQ. 

2. Once students visit USQ, the Indigenous Liaison Officer introduces them to various staff within the Nursing faculty and other parts of the University such as the Library, student services to make them familiar with the surroundings. She also visits CAIK (Centre for Australian Indigenous Knowledges) to introduce them to their staff and services/support offered from them. The support offered at CAIK is more specific; tutorial assistance and personal guidance, and falls into the duties covered in the role of the incumbent CAIK Student Support Officer. 

3. Mentoring by senior nursing students is also encouraged.

The key to the successful recruitment of Indigenous nurses is consistency of advice and follow up on services offered. Students need to be told the level of support on offer from USQ and to understand the difficulty of the task required to successfully complete an undergraduate degree. They are assured and reassured of the support they will receive from USQ staff throughout their study. While students are working full time, they have received the full support of their management teams to be released from their work to attend classes and labs. The support students receive is the most critical component to encouraging them to enrol, participate and graduate. The first cohort of students under this scheme should graduate Semester 2, 2008. 

Numbers have increased from 18 to approximately 50 within 18 months – including 16 new students in semester 1 2008. 

h. University enabling courses as QCE eligible.  A recent alternative pathway to higher education for secondary school students, which has been well supported by local secondary schools and the ERTF, enabled Year 11 and 12 students to undertake USQ enabling courses and receive credit for these towards the Queensland Certificate of Education (QCE).  However, recent changes by the Queensland Studies Authority (QSA), who have reviewed the definitions applied to courses which are eligible for QCE points, has removed this credit from non-award programs and consequently removed the incentive for secondary students to consider this alternative path to further education.
i.  Proposal for a Scheme to parallel the Indigenous Youth Mobility Program for Indigenous students studying by distance.  There is currently a national Indigenous Youth Mobility Program (http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/indigenous_education/ programmes_funding/programme_categories/iymp/default.htm) that offers assistance to students who have to relocate. However, there is limited assistance available for indigenous students who study at a distance (including mature age students). A similar scheme to IYMP should be implemented for students who do not leave home but who give up paid employment, to study. (USQ has had discussions with the former DEST on the topic of access to scholarship assistance by indigenous distance students.)

11. What evidence is available from institutions about the impact on individuals or groups of either failure to gain income support or the inadequacy of income support?

Research supported by the AV-CC has highlighted the growing financial burdens on university students and the impact that these are having in terms of factors including student study patterns.  This not only has social implications for Australia and raises concerns with regard to the welfare of students and their families but it also has potential implications with regard to Australia meeting its graduate skills needs into the future.  Future higher education policy needs to acknowledge and respond to the challenges created by these issues to ensure that the burdens on students and the negative consequences on students, universities and the nation as a whole are minimised as much as possible.  

A better understanding of the diverse and changing study and lifestyle patterns of Australian students would assist in improved planning for the assistance and support of students during their period of study.  Studies of the impact of rising costs to students and income support also need to take account of the likely changes of the downturn in economic indicators that has occurred in Australia (and the world) over the last few years.  It needs to be appreciated that the conclusions of studies conducted during the period of strong economic growth/low unemployment/low interest rates that characterised the period 1996-2005 may no longer prove valid.
USQ has a high proportion of disadvantaged and non-traditional student groups represented in its student body.  Issues such as rising student costs, the inadequacies of income support, growing levels of debt aversion and increased pressures from concomitant employment have resulted in a gradual decline in the average number of courses studied per semester by students.  This decline has been so significant as to result in USQ’s student load experiencing a significant decline despite increases in student enrolment.  Having to recruit an increasing number of students to meet load targets puts particular pressure on USQ, particularly with regard to areas where costs are dependant more on student numbers rather than load – such as many student support services.  The situation USQ finds itself in is that it is recruiting increased numbers of disadvantaged and non-traditional students but receiving less by way of CGS grants to support these students.  Clearly, more intelligent models for institutional funding are needed to account for changes in student enrolment patterns.
Much of the information available is anecdotal as it has been collected through the interaction of front-line student services staff with students.  Observations made by these staff include the following:

· The strong demand for Commonwealth Learning Scholarships and equity scholarships is generally perceived by student services staff as reflecting the inadequacies in student income support.  The general perception of staff in this area is that drop-outs directly related to the financial strain of studying are increasing.

· A common situation faced by school-leaver entrants is that they are disadvantaged by having their needs assessment based on family income – with their parents earning too much money for them to receive Centrelink benefits, but not enough to support them through university.  This is associated with a significant increase in full-time students needing to take part-time employment to meet their living expenses which can, in turn, put significant pressure on their study.  It is not uncommon for student to leave tutorial and lectures early to go to work, to reduce their study load to part time study or even withdraw from university altogether.  It is also likely that a significant proportion of students underperform in their studies or fail courses as a result of the pressures of needing to undertake part-time employment.

· Special areas of need exist.  For example, Drama students with a heavy time commitment due to rehearsals and performance find it difficult to undertake part-time work and so can be severely financially disadvantaged during their study.

· The cost of textbooks is increasingly getting beyond the reach of students.  It is likely that this provides a significant disincentive for enrolment in some areas.  For example, for the State and national priority area of Nursing it is known that many students are discouraged from enrolling when they learn that the 1st year 1st semester course materials cost over $1000.

· Significant financial disadvantage is observed with students from rural areas as a result of the rural downturn and extended drought.  A commonly-heard scenaria concerns rural students needing to defer their studies to help family on properties that are affected by drought and experiencing lowered farm income.  

· Many mature-age students are studying under severe financial stress, unable to defer their HECS fees if studying as earner-learners, managing concomitant responsibilities for raising a family, paying a mortgage, etc in a deteriorating economic climate and unable to access scholarships as they typically are obliged to study part-time.  It is not uncommon for mature-age students, who commonly need to study part-time for eight years to obtain a fist degree, have had to take a break from study or even drop out due to financial pressures.

· Students who are single parents highlight many of the problems faced by mature-age students.  They are often ineligible for scholarships due to the need to study part-time.  High childcare and living costs can result in sever financial stress.  Financial support through other means is meagre – for example, the Pensioner Education Supplement amounts to only $37 a fortnight which is clearly inadequate to cover study expenses.  Little incentive is provided to single parents who undertake study as a pathway to free themselves from a dependence on welfare. 

To summarise, the impact of inadequate financial support is that our students are not applying in the first place, they drop back to part time, they fail courses or they completely withdraw from study altogether.  This is a real concern and we are talking about significant numbers of students.  The more these students fail the more they are likely to use university services and continue to receive government welfare assistance long term.

The opportunity is taken here to discuss more generally the interrelationship between the financial burdens faced by students and the impact on equity in higher education:

· While the broad generalisation that increases in HECS charges do not affect participation rates for most students is frequently stated; it is well known that this is not the case for particular groups, such as adult earner-learners who cannot defer their HECS debt.  As noted earlier, a consideration of earner learners is becoming increasingly important when considering the upgrading of graduate skills in the context of lifelong learning, the over-representation of Low SES students entering higher education for the first time as adults after missing educational opportunities when young and the increased tendency of students to take on part-time employment to meet rising student costs.  As HECS costs have increased, the tendency has been for earner learners to decrease the number of courses/subjects/units they enrol in per semester, in part to avoid the risk of subject failure compounding HECS costs.  This, in turn, makes the time for study for qualifications longer, raising the risk that some occurrence will occur that will cause withdrawal.

· When considering the impact of HECS on enrolment patterns, care needs to be taken when interpreting data on enrolment trends taken during the period of strong economic growth/low unemployment/low interest rates that characterised the period 1996-2005.  The changed economic conditions of the past few years might be expected to change the behaviour of students with regard to issues such as debt aversion.  It is also likely to increase the numbers of potential students in need of financial support to participate in higher education.

Section 3.3 The student experience of higher education

12. How can the quality of the student experience within Australia’s higher education institutions be monitored nationally? Is there evidence that declining student: staff ratios have impacted on the quality of the student experience?

· For a number of years, the ACER has been conducting the AUSSE survey across Australia. This provides evidence on students’ learning journeys. USQ is currently working with ACER to customise the survey to the needs of distance education students and to pilot use of the survey with off-shore partners. USQ is willing to share the outcomes of these pilots with the Panel of the Review into Higher Education.
· Declining student:staff ratios reflect a relative decline in sector resourcing.  The practical outcome of declining student:staff ratios is that it places increased workloads on staff and reduces the time commitment that staff have to providing quality learning & teaching.  Increased staff workload also create HR issues, particularly in relation to work:life balance, recruitment and retention of staff and the risk of lowered staff productivity due to ‘burn-out’.

· Current sector funding models encourage universities to recruit more students as a basis for improving revenue streams.  The larger class sizes that result can reduce the quality of the student experience.  

13. How can the quality of learning outcomes in Australian higher education be measured more effectively?

In accordance with earlier recommendations for national benchmark standards USQ recommends that the Review Panel:

· consult with the ALTC Teaching Indicators project (http://www.altc.edu.au/carrick/ go/home/pid/370); 

· refer to the QAA (UK) subject benchmarking statements (http://www.qaa.ac.uk/ academicinfrastructure/benchmark/default.asp); and

· address the need for quality improvement arising from measurement of teaching outcomes. 

14. How do institutions measure the quality of their learning outcomes and how do they know they are nationally and internationally competitive?

· USQ measures the quality of its learning outcomes through surveys of student opinion and through analyses of progression and retention rates and grade distributions. USQ is currently piloting a comprehensive post-evaluation strategy which pre-populates a review template with evidence to facilitate quality improvement of courses and programs.

· The LTPF has provided opportunities to benchmark performance and professional accreditation processes, in particular in nursing, teaching and engineering.  It has also provided opportunities to compare performance at a national level. Discipline-based benchmarking is the most effective for learning outcomes and most universities facilitate cross university benchmarking, but this is patchy.

Section 3.4 Connecting with other education and training sectors

15. To what extent should vocational education and training and higher education continue to have distinctive missions and how should these missions be defined?

The distinction between the VET and higher education sectors has become increasingly blurred – with VET providers moving into the provision of degree programs, higher education increasingly adopting work-integrated learning models and the two-way flow of students between the two sectors continuing to grow.  A natural extension of these developments is to consider strategies for reducing barriers and increasing linkages between the two sectors.  Some intriguing possibilities are raised by considering moving beyond existing models involving articulation arrangements, collaboration and resource sharing, and even dual sector institutions to introduce the possibility of a truly integrated or blended post-secondary institution that incorporated existing elements of university and VET, offered programs from Certificate I to Doctoral level and provided a seamless integration of education and training pedagogies, applied research and practical engagement.  These models could also include a consideration of incorporating elements of existing research and other government agency infrastructure.  The potential benefits of such a blended postsecondary provider would include the following:
· More cost-effective and efficient provision of post-secondary education to regional and outer suburban areas; particularly when combined with open and distance learning.  In particular, integrated models have the potential to form the basis for rationalising the tertiary education footprint in areas such as regional Queensland – optimising the use of existing educational and research infrastructure across a large and sparsely populated geographical area.
· Improved responsiveness and broadening capacity to meet skills needs.

· Greater opportunities for access and the provision of effective learning pathways to non-traditional student groups – identified disadvantaged groups, earner-learners, retirees – to the full range of post-secondary education options – creating a ‘pipeline university’.
· The opportunity to create an institutional culture that can build on both the applied and engaged focus of VET and the rigorous scholarship underlying higher education.

However, the challenges to moving towards greater integration between the VET and higher education sectors are not insignificant – involving Federal/State interaction, differences in funding, staffing, quality management and underlying culture, etc - and involve some risk.  Exploring closer ties between the two sectors is raised in the Discussion Paper particularly in the context of the provision of education to the regions and it is essential to ensure that the effective continuation of tertiary education provision to regions is not compromised as an outcome of the Review process.  The importance of regional universities and campuses in sustaining often fragile rural economies is also a consideration.  

While exciting possibilities are suggested, it is perhaps unreasonable to expect that the current Review can address the complex issues raised adequately in the timeframe proposed.  It is proposed rather that the Commonwealth hold a forum in each State and Territory involving the State Office of Higher Education, State TAFE and regional educational providers to begin to work through the issues raised by the provision of tertiary education to the regions and to develop solutions that are most appropriate for the local context.
16. Does the movement between the sectors of students with credit need to be improved? If so, in what ways?

No comment.
17. To what extent should relative provision between the sectors be planned or demand driven. What are the effects of current differences on funding, governance and regulation in limiting planning or influencing choice between the sectors?

There is a need for funding models that include an intelligent mix of allocative and demand-driven components.  The total resources available need to be scalable to allow for growth in the system.  
18. Can institutions provide examples of good practices which have led to movement between the sectors with high levels of credit and good learning outcomes?

No comment.
Section 3.5 Higher education’s role in the national innovation system

19. By what mechanisms should research activities in Australian universities be supported?

This is a key question, not just for the levels of funding that might be argued, but for the broader design of funding models that might be introduced as a result of the Review. These should be consistent in philosophy, intent, equity and application, and we might examine the current research funding models in consideration of the whole funding regime.

It is important to acknowledge that research funding has been separated from teaching for some time, but it is less clear that the separation delivered research support as intended. Current levels of ‘block funds’ do not cover academic staff time committed to research and in high-tech fields they certainly do not deliver the level of infrastructure needed by international benchmarks.

There is general support for a performance based funding model, as distribution based on outcomes and performance is a well accepted principle. But the distribution of a ‘fixed cake’ is counter to the incentives argument: all universities could double their output – quality and quantity – and receive the same funding. That must change. These are not ambit claims or selfish responses: they are based in reason and benefit.

There have been sufficient analyses of the long-term dividend – social and economic - provided by R & D in the higher education sector (productivity commission, CRC schemes, ARC linkage schemes etc) to justify an increase in total research funding levels. Many groups have presented macroscopic arguments based on comparisons with R&D investment by OECD countries, for example, which show that Australia is slipping and that the benefits derived from university research will fall behind our international competitors if the position is not changed.

That is, if the size of the total funding ‘cake’ is linked to international benchmarks and outcomes, then an internal performance based distribution will deliver diversity, scale, focus and outcomes.

There are a number of finer grained issues to consider. The first is consideration of a baseline of research funding, related to strategic areas for support, perhaps through a commitment in the institution’s Compact. The point is that, whatever size of ‘cake’ is distributed, it is conceivable that a university could earn less through block funds than the costs in creating the outcomes rewarded.

There is a surprising lack of comment on the potential for research funding from industry agencies, and commonwealth funding sources other than ARC and CRCs in the document. PFRAs and State agencies avail themselves of these funds but there is less awareness at university circles, partly because the assessment of quality is so dominated by the prestige of National Competitive Grants Schemes that much less attention is paid to dedicated sources. That may be the ‘fault’ of universities, but we must be vigilant of the powerful drivers inherent in NCGP assessment and funding processes, that dominate Government perspectives of quality and value emanating form institutions. 

Indeed, the proposed research quality assessment exercise (ERA) promotes as a measure of quality ‘peer reviewed research income’. Those drivers have an adverse effect on diversification of funding source since they present a fixed, indeed narrow, view of quality.

20. On what principles and for what purposes should research activity be concentrated in particular universities or types of universities?

The question itself presumes an answer, namely that research should be concentrated in certain universities or types of universities. The only motivation or justification for this is the sense that the sector could optimize the resources committed to research from Government agencies. There is certainly the view amongst all universities that the pursuit of world-class research requires a greater relative level of resourcing than currently available. There may be several avenues to address the latter problem.

One solution is to consolidate research by field around the sector. In fact, the purpose in concentration is only to maximize the quality and impact of research for a given level of Government support. But this is best achieved in accordance with the Universities’ research strategic directions, not a presumption about types of universities. The latter would certainly be open to a prejudicial interpretation by some. There are spikes of excellence and evident performance throughout the sector and these, when coupled with the University’s strategic commitment, should be recognized and supported. It is in this sense that USQ supports the concept of concentration in “particular universities” not a preconceived assessment of a research active status. 

That is, USQ strongly believes that no university can or should attempt to be world leaders in all activities, and that specialisation within a strategic framework is appropriate for all, even if the scale of operation varies. Indeed, the first principle should be evidence of strategy and commitment by institutions to particular areas of research endeavour.

Of course, there are some fields where the notion of concentrated facilities or infrastructure does not apply. There scale and focus can be achieved through networks and collaboration. Indeed, USQ strongly believes in the value of partnerships to achieve critical mass, research momentum and world-class outputs. That critical mass might be achieved by partnership with different institutions, industries and/or international collaborators. Collaboration may even be achieved within one institution and critical mass might be achieved without external partnership. These institutions should not be penalized for not partnering but the connecting principle is evidence of a given critical mass and focus. The second principle should thus be a measure of scale, focus and critical mass relative to evident outputs, including those achieved through partnership.

An important issue with regard to critical mass is that this should not be measured relative to size of institution – else we will simply cement the status quo – but measured relative to outputs within those strategic concentrations.

Finally, we refer back to our position under questions in relation to university models and funding models. Given that there may be opportunities for specialist universities, with appropriate funding models, then some clearly would choose research activity and specialisation by discipline. These could then be captured by the above principles without a predetermination of entitlement.

21. Do you believe there is a place in Australia’s higher education system for universities that are predominantly ‘teaching only’ universities? If so, why?

USQ strongly disagrees with the concept of teaching-only universities.  MCEETYA’s National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes insist that all universities maintain significant research programs.  For the case of regional universities such research is crucial to their role in supporting regional communities.  While the degree of research concentration will vary between universities, it is vitally important that the principle linking university status with research is not eroded.

The question itself is motivated by the presumption (as in Q20) that the only way to achieve world-class research with a fixed resource is to prevent some universities from the conduct of research.  This is a completely flawed argument driven by self-interests within the sector. However, there is a clear argument that maintaining current access to research funding by all universities increases competition and drives outcomes, where the converse could allow ‘lazy’ behaviour to creep in to the sector. Moreover, given our response to Question 20, we feel a ‘teaching-only’ concept is no longer a relevant argument with regard to the achievement of national research outcomes.

In this, as in many aspects of university activity, we seem as a sector obsessed by comparison with US models. But this is not appropriate. We have a vastly different population and demographic distribution, and an entirely different school system. The notion of teaching-only Liberal Arts Colleges does not mesh with the Australian education system or population densities. Rather than consigning institutions to a perceived hierarchy, there are opportunities (as we argue under Q15) to create institutions which support the spectrum from diploma level to PhD, with a blend of learning and research opportunities as relevant. We risk missing an opportunity to redesign the system and if we only think in fixed strata.

We believe that excellent university teaching is enabled as much by expertise and scholarship – at the discipline level – as by teaching and learning pedagogy. Scholarship is enhanced so greatly by research activity that it is hard to see university-level teaching being successful without it. Students need to see that their field is not standing still, that their teachers are in touch with the advances in the literature and research activity within their discipline, and that their own learning and scholarship is up-to-date and aligned to methods of enquiry of the discipline. Active researchers also tend to be enthusiastic about their subject, and this enthusiasm is absolutely crucial to inspiring students. We do not believe that every teacher needs to be a researcher, but we do think that every academic unit (e.g. Faculty) needs to have a commitment to research and scholarship activity. That is, we believe that teaching and research intensity can be achieved within a single organisation, by consolidation at the level of unit and individual academic roles.

All university academics should conduct basic scholarship with regard to their teaching areas, with research intensity concentrated into strategic areas of the organisation. But all institutions should be enabled to conduct research as proposed under Q20, albeit possibly at different scales.

As with any proposal, it is wise to consider the unintended consequences of implementation. It is our view that there would serious damage to teaching quality in the creation of teaching-only universities. And this would clearly be completely counter to the aims in their creation. Research is a sign of cognitive activity and there is no doubt that good teachers are normally research active even in cases in which there is no epistemological nexus between teaching and research. For example, a simple review of Carrick (ALTC) Teaching Award winners will show the number of recipients who are also acknowledged high calibre researchers (this is the teaching/research nexus in practice). There is no doubt that those academics would find it irresistible to move to the more research active institutions where their professional interests and aspirations in research would be fulfilled. That is, ‘good staff’ would migrate to universities that are supported in research, whatever their personal commitment to students and teaching. That would impoverish the teaching-only institutions and undermine a national agenda in teaching quality.
Research is crucial to regional universities in particular because it is an important factor in assisting them to attract and retain quality staff. If there were ever a suggestion that regional universities might be made teaching-only universities that would exacerbate ‘the brain drain’ from regional to metropolitan Australia. This would compromise quality in management, teaching and community service in those institutions, and have a notable impact on regional development in a broad context. 

Section 3.6 Australia’s higher education sector in the international arena

22. Are there any unintended consequences of the current approach to internationalisation of higher education in Australia?

· Australian universities are currently overly reliant on funding through international education, and as a result are heavily exposed.

· The regulations disallowing cross-subsidisation of international programs with Commonwealth funding has obliged these programs to operate on a full cost-recovery basis and this has resulted in a tendency for behaviours that can potentially compromise the quality of these programs – obliging a mindset that emphasises market and income stream over the broad range of benefits that internationalisation brings to Australian higher education.
· As a general rule, international enrolments in high cost programs are impeded by the disparity between the fee that can be charged in response to market factors and the cost of delivery.  The question may be asked as to whether Australia should abandon the notion of full cost recovery for its international education offerings in favour of fee structures that bring more international students to Australia, in recognition of the benefits that these students bring.  For example:
· As a general rule each on-campus international student at USQ’s Toowoomba campus injects $12,000 annually into the local economy – an amount equivalent to their international student fee.  
· International student enrolments could support the offering of ‘at-risk’ programs currently experiencing low domestic student demand – such as Agricultural Science.
· Internationalisation needs to be viewed more widely than as an income stream and the broad range of benefits it brings needs to be more clearly recognised.  
· The discussion paper may be seen as placing too much emphasis on the traditional view of internationalisation and international activities within universities – with the focus on outward mobility illustrating this tendency.  More emphasis and recognition needs to be given to the capacity for the global delivery of Australian education via their distance delivery mechanisms that several Australian universities already do exceptionally well.  A consideration of internationalisation and international activity should not be considered solely in terms of moving students and staff to and from Australia.
· The National Code of Practice for Registration Authorities and Providers of Education and Training to Overseas Students 2007 imposes some highly prescriptive standards. One example is Standard 10 - Monitoring course progress. This standard does not recognise that different universities have different policies and procedures.  Universities either have to change their policies and procedures to comply or establish a separate set of policies and procedures for international onshore students.  A concrete example: USQ's policy on good standing requires the maintenance of a minimum GPA, and failure to do so triggers intervention. Standard 10 requires: “At a minimum, the intervention strategy must be activated where the student has failed or is deemed not yet competent in 50% or more of the units attempted in any study period”. It will be very difficult for USQ to implement a 50% rule without a significant programming time being allowed.  A second concrete example concerns USQ's appeal procedures which allow a period of 14 days from receipt of communication from the University for a student to respond. Standard 10 requires a period of 20 working days.

· USQ has the view that the changes introduced in 2007 via the updated National Code have contributed unintended consequences in the sector.  USQ recommends a review of the most recently updated National Code (2007) which has changed the definition of full time load for international students.  This has increased the minimum required fulltime load requirement of all international students up to 4 courses per semester (100%).  Asking all students to study 4 courses per semester is not a practice that universities require of domestic students.   Further the changes in definition has required a re-registration of programs on the CRICOS register and made previously popular programs such as the MPA considerably less marketable.

Similarly the approach of the Code to the academic monitoring of students and the monitoring of the attendance of language students has again increased compliance costs within universities and has not improved the lot of students.  USQ generally views many of the changes to be overly prescriptive, heavy handed and invasive into the running of a self accrediting institution.  The AUQA audit process and general audit function within all Australian universities is well regarded internationally.  It does not need this cost adding red tape.  USQ believes that the government's boarder approach to international education issues and specifically the regulation of them unnecessarily adds cost and reduces incentives and margin available to internationalise the institutions in a general way when these things are often funded out of the international margin generation.
Examples of the unnecessarily prescriptive nature of the National Code of Practice for Registration Authorities and Providers of Education and Training to Overseas Students (2007) can be provided in relation to Standard 10: ‘Monitoring course progress’. This standard does not recognise that different universities have different policies and procedures.  Universities either have to change their policies and procedures to comply or establish a separate set of policies and procedures for international onshore students.  A concrete example: USQ's policy on good standing requires the maintenance of a minimum GPA, and failure to do so triggers intervention. Standard 10 requires: “At a minimum, the intervention strategy must be activated where the student has failed or is deemed not yet competent in 50% or more of the units attempted in any study period”. It will be very difficult for USQ to implement a 50% rule without a significant programming time being allowed.  A second concrete example concerns USQ's appeal procedures which allow a period of 14 days from receipt of communication from the University for a student to respond. Standard 10 requires a period of 20 working days.

Overall, it should be sufficient for a self-accrediting institution to have transparent policies and procedures that are consistently applied. There is no compelling reason to force providers to have near-identical policies and procedures.

· Another example concerns the issue of international student visas, CRICOS and PR.  Under the changed policy, active since last September, a university program's duration effectively cannot be registered on CRICOS for more than the number of semesters it would take to complete assuming international on-campus students complete 4 courses per semester. Previously USQ could register a 12 course Masters as a 104 week program. Now it can only be registered as a 78 week program. This in turn has serious ramifications for obtaining visas and applying for PR on the basis of the points system operated by DIAC.  While the changed policy was clearly a reaction to some organisations abusing the system – enrolling students for approved programs over extended periods involving study of only 1 or 2 courses each semester – the change are unreasonable and onerous and may well end up significantly hurting Australia’s higher education export industry.  Far more reasonable would be a requirement that aligns with the definition of full-time study specified by Austudy for domestic students of 3 or more courses per semester.  The following change in the provision is suggested:
“the registered duration of a program can be no longer than the number of normal semesters (this is defined as S1 and S2) needed to complete the program by successfully completing no fewer than three courses per semester.”

It is argued that this is consistent with the reality of modern-day “full-time” study and the reality of the lives of both our domestic and on-campus 9international students.
23. What is an appropriate role for government in assisting the Australian higher education system to internationalise? On what principles should this role rest and what purposes should it serve?

· The government has a dual role in the international education market.  Firstly, it is a promoter of the industry (the third largest export industry for Australia). 
Secondly, the government has a role in quality assurance. This is the general pattern established for all large export industries.  However, the quality assurance role seems to be focused highly on the input side (e.g. National Protocols, AUQA audits). There should be more focus on outputs as indicators of quality (e.g. comparative attrition, retention, progression rates and the distribution of grades) and this could be monitored by AUQA.
· The Government should support the development of Australia as a destination for international students via research, brand development and high level government to government activity (mutual recognition of programs for instance) but should stay well clear of retail (sales) activity.  OSQ notes with some caution the recently mooted merging of the AEI function within DEWWR.  We would strongly encourage the government to re-double its efforts via AEI and the Australian Embassy network to pursue recognition of Australian degrees by foreign countries.  Of particular interest is the recognition that Australian degrees taught via distance education modes are of the same standard as the traditional face to face variety.
· The principle of building understanding of Australia and its place in the region is of importance (Colombo Plan).
· The model adopted by ANU which brought together potential leaders in the public service from a number of countries to study together for mutual understanding and the development of long-term networks is useful.
· Professional and inter-professional education, rather than discipline-based studies, would provide a useful functional framework for longer term trade and professional contacts.

24. Can you provide any examples of good practice in encouraging local students to undertake study in other countries?

· A great deal of emphasis has been placed in the Discussion Paper on Outbound mobility as an aspect of internationalisation.  While acknowledging the importance of outbound mobility as an issue, there is a need to consider it in its proper context.  For example:

· Outbound mobility will only ever have limited impact on internationalisation.  The achievement of outbound mobility targets even at the OECD benchmark of around 4% is a depressingly low level in an apparently highly mobile world.
· Outbound mobility will represent different priorities for different types of institution.  For example, as a major distance education provider with a student constituency dominated by earner-learners, it is unrealistic to expect our students to participate these outbound activities.  USQ has instead sought to concentrate on the development of University structure and systems to support faculty and non-faculty groups internationalise across all fronts.
· Australia’s expectations of the level of outbound mobility that can be achieved needs to be realistic.  For example, the incentives for Australian students to study abroad are very different from the incentives of many overseas students to study in Australia – which often relate to the desire to obtain a degree in English and accessing opportunities not available in their home country.
· Internationalisation needs to be considered within a broad framework.  A particularly important perspective is the need to enhance the internationalisation of the Australian student experience within Australia, including by achieving a real and pervasive integration of global perspectives into all curricula.  There are numerous examples within Australian universities of good practise of the outbound mobility activity, but there are surprisingly few who can lay claim to the notion of having embedded a real international context and flavour into most if not all teaching, teaching material, staff, case studies, graduate attributes and the like.  
· The Erasmus programme is a European Union (EU) initiative to encourage a European dimension to higher education by promoting student mobility between universities in the various member countries of the EU including some countries that are either close geographically or near to joining. It provides a framework for various sorts of exchange visit, including financing to cover additional expenses incurred by students studying abroad (http://ec.europa.eu/education/ programmes/socrates/erasmus/ erasmus_en.html).
Section 3.7 Higher education’s contribution to Australia’s economic, social and cultural capital

25. How would you define knowledge transfer and community engagement in an Australian context?

· USQ believes that community engagement is a core responsibility of all universities and that engaged universities are essential for Australia’s economic and social future. While universities interact with their communities in a range of ways, university-community engagement specifically implies collaborative relationships leading to productive partnerships that yield mutually beneficial outcomes.  A university’s communities can include many groups such as businesses, industries, professional associations, schools, governments, alumni, indigenous and ethnic communities as well as groups of local citizens.
· Engaged research involves the community as genuine partners and applies universities’ research capacity to address community problems and aspirations. This approach to research may result in knowledge transfer and exchange, the commercialisation of intellectual property, the establishment of spin off companies and joint venture activity between universities and community partners.  Just as importantly, engaged research promises significant social and environmental benefits, many of which are economically quantifiable. Through engaged research activity, universities can contribute to improvements in community and educational outcomes and to economic growth.  Typically, engaged research brings more than one discipline to bear on a problem. Therefore, this often requires engaged research activities to be trans-disciplinary (using the many disciplines in the context of application), opportunity-driven and demand-driven.  

· Engaged learning and teaching address community labour market needs as well as the need for students themselves to become knowledgeable and active citizens of their region, their nation and the world.  Student learning as part of an engaged teaching program will ensure graduate employability and also exposes industry and the professions to leading edge developments. Work integrated learning, internships, international experiences and exposure to curricula that are informed by real world problems and solutions promise many benefits for students and for their communities. Students’ experiences of university are shaped by factors other than their study program. Many universities offer extra- or co-curricular activities that provide opportunities for students to develop personally as well as professionally. These are important and enriching activities that universities seek to sponsor within their resource constraints.   

· USQ recommends the adoption of Australian service learning models similar to those that are widespread in the USA as a basis for improved models of learning and teaching, to increase the level of engagement by universities in the community and to promote good citizenship in graduates.
· The question exists as to whether university-community engagement extends beyond a consideration of engaged research and engaged teaching and learning.  Universities undertake a range of activities outside of research or learning & teaching that advantages the community – ranging from university-community/industry/government agency partnerships to advance social and economic development to activities such as consultancy, public lectures and performance.  The extent to which these activities are classed as university-community engagement is a question that has yet to be resolved in the Australian context.  Including them under the umbrella of university-community engagement would have a number of advantages:
· It would help to ensure that such activities are conducted under an appropriate strategic framework which would encourage appropriate planning, quality assurance and resourcing; 

· It would encourage the outcomes of these activities to be more readily appreciated in terms of the benefits they bring to both the community and the university concerned; and
· It would embrace the activities of a broader range of academic staff and also potentially enable the contribution made to the community by non-academic staff to be more widely appreciated.

· It is noted that the Australian Universities Community Engagement Alliance (AUCEA) has developed five goals to guide the implementation and subsequent embedding of engagement into the culture of universities, these are:
-
To facilitate and encourage informed debate and dialogue in the community on issues of local and global importance. 

-
To ensure university governance, management and administration processes support effective community engagement.

-
To ensure the university is accessible, outward reaching and responsive to its communities.

-
To increase the social, environmental and economic value of research to the university’s communities.

-
To design and deliver high quality teaching and learning that responds to community needs and produces graduates who are ethical, employable and engaged citizens.

26. Do you believe that knowledge transfer and community engagement are legitimate and appropriate roles for contemporary higher education institutions? If so, how do you see this additional role for the higher education sector blending with its traditional roles and are there limits to these additional roles?

The OECD (1999) noted that the role of contemporary universities across the world is changing to reflect the growing re-examination of social, economic and environmental issues beyond the traditional practices of research, learning and teaching:

…for universities the agenda has moved from a desire to simply increase the general education of the population and the output of scientific research; there is now a greater concern to harness education and research to specific economic and social objectives.

Knowledge transfer and engagement are core activities of a university and should not be considered a separate undertaking. Community engagement, in particular, should be a key component in a university’s staff promotion and performance review programs as an integrated component of research, teaching and learning and feature in the annual Institutional Assessment Framework Information Collection.  There is strong evidence to suggest that engaged research, engaged learning & teaching and increased engagement in the community promotes best practice, increases the level of relevance and provides a more practical and applied focus in the universities concerned.
The report from PhillipsKPA (2006)
 noted that:

… effective knowledge transfer strategies rely on the capacity of institutions to shape their knowledge transfer approaches and activities in partnership with their various communities and to respond creatively to the distinctive needs of those communities.  From this perspective, a “healthy” system of knowledge transfer should demonstrate considerable diversity in knowledge transfer approaches and activities” 
This leads to an important consideration of knowledge transfer as a response to community needs as part of an engagement strategy which stresses the two-way negotiated flow of knowledge for mutual benefit versus the one-way flow of knowledge which is often a major consideration in commercial research.  Thus for engaged research, evidence of the process for systematic two-way transfer of knowledge should be a feature of ethics applications and authorship of publications.

Nationally, the wide range of engagement activities coupled with the variety of communities with which universities engage means that community engagement is an effective way of increasing diversity within the university sector.  The complexities of developing the emerging interest in community engagement and reciprocal knowledge transfer require careful processes which are collaborative across the University and are reflected in strategic planning to build excellence and the highest quality.  It should therefore be an area of interest for the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA).

Potentially, knowledge transfer and community engagement benefit communities in a number of ways, including public comment on issues of local, national and international importance, partnerships with industry bodies or community organisations, contributing expertise to regional development, research and consultancies to cultural and artistic performances. Hence, communities gain a wide range of benefits through their productive interactions with universities. These include enhanced human and social capital development, accelerated economic growth, improved professional and intellectual infrastructure in communities, progress towards sustainability and research outcomes that can benefit the social, economic, environmental and cultural dimensions of society. The development of a knowing and active citizenry can deliver greater corporate and community responsibility.  This can drive social cohesion and social change, generate informed debate on issues of significance to communities and it can improve their quality of life. 

Knowledge transfer and exchange can yield direct commercial benefits for private sector organisations including spin-off companies set up through such partnerships.  Collaboration can also produce direct and quantifiable economic benefits through, for example, regional economic growth or improved economic returns from tourism.  Engagement can also produce benefits that have indirect, but nevertheless, measurable economic outcomes.  For example, engagement that addresses social disadvantage could lead to improved societal health, less dependency on remedial education and welfare and increased rates of volunteerism.  Other engagement activities produce outcomes that have less obvious economic returns but nevertheless produce important environmental, social and cultural benefits.  For example communities are able, through engagement, to access universities’ physical resources or their specialist intellectual capacities in areas such as mentoring of high school students by university students or expert development of athletes.

Communities can also benefit directly from engaged teaching and learning. For example, service learning involves undergraduates undertaking public good activities in the community as part of their program of study. Whilst the community clearly benefits as a result of their activity, students involved in this type of engaged learning develop important skills in project management, team work and communication.  

Universities also benefit from effective engagement with their communities. Their students’ learning outcomes will be enhanced through curricula that are relevant to community issues and priorities. The development of increased opportunities for student experiential learning and internships will benefit students and universities by ensuring both are alive to contemporary issues and needs particularly in rural areas where access to expertise is often not available or affordable, particularly for small to medium enterprises or not for profit organisations. Engagement can provide the basis for improved research productivity as partnerships open up new research opportunities and new funding sources, permitting the appointment of new staff or the acquisition of infrastructure.  A university’s reputation can be significantly improved through effective engagement.

27. If you think that knowledge transfer and community engagement are appropriate roles for higher education institutions, how do you believe these functions should be funded?

With regard to a consideration of knowledge transfer, USQ generally supports the PhillipsKPA report (2006) that:

… current funding arrangements and programmes do not support the full range of actual and potential knowledge transfer activities. In particular, funding programmes have focused mainly on knowledge transfer for commercial benefit rather than knowledge transfer for other human, social and environmental benefit.
USQ believes that the notion of knowledge transfer should extend beyond commercialisation outcomes with clearer recognition of the national importance of “public good” research in the arts, humanities and social sciences but also supports the recommendations made by PhillipsKPA to build capacity at the institutional level to develop the culture, strategies, structures, skills, support mechanisms and policies required to establish knowledge transfer as a function commensurate with research and teaching and the strategies for overcoming market failure, supporting start up activities and experimentation in new activities.

The issue of the scope of community engagement activities targeted for funding is important here.  Since the time of the Labour Party White paper in 2006, discussion of funding as part of a university compacts arrangement has centred on a number of streams of funding designed to encourage and support a diverse range of institutional Missions.  If community engagement is to form the basis for one of these funding streams then it must be distinct from the other funding streams – there would be no point providing funding under this stream for engaged research, for example, if this served to simply reward the same institutional characteristics as the research funding stream, for example, as this would not serve to support institution’s developing unique Missions.
USQ endorses the view that funding be applied where there are identifiable gaps in the provision of resources, that such an allocation should be competitively based and provided as a component of an institution’s block grant based on its commitment to and performance in community engagement across the whole spectrum of activities, including where universities collaborate with communities to for human, social and human benefit which does not create a commercial or research outcome but a learning outcome. USQ encourages an allocation to projects, also on a competitive basis. It is critical that this not dominate the funding stream. If all or the majority of engagement funds were to be project-based then support would be too episodic to permit investment into structures that would sustain community engagement in the long-term.
USQ encourages the development of national and international benchmarks for engagement activity, the inclusion of engagement as a part of institutional profile assessments by government and as part of the AUQA assessment regime in addition to benchmarking knowledge transfer processes and outcomes.  The benchmarks being developed by AUCEA may be used by universities to understand and respect the diversity of institutional contexts and approaches to engagement, to encourage reflective inquiry and a self-assessment process that is practical and provides useful data on institutional direction and performance.  A documentation process including data on governance, strategic planning, infrastructure, policies and engaged research, teaching and learning linked to the five goals identified earlier will enable universities to develop and institutionalise their tracking and assessment systems and to engage with their communities in genuine reciprocal partnerships and universities funded on the basis of their commitment to integrating engagement with knowledge transfer processes. 

Section 3.8 Resourcing the system

28. What incentives or unintended consequences are there in the current arrangements for higher education funding?

· The cost of delivery of programs and courses is related to the income derived from the combination of HECS and Commonwealth Grants Scheme funding by universities in their internal funding and allocation model processes.  This leads universities to promote the more profitable clusters and this is often a consideration in the development of programs and courses.  Academic areas such as creative and performing arts and the humanities have been rationalized by universities across Australia because of their poor economic viability based on the current funding arrangements.

· There are few incentives and safeguards for universities seeking to pursue Missions that differ significantly from traditional university models.  Strong links persist between the prestige associated with traditional elitist research-intensive models of a university and the capacity to attract high quality staff and students.  Conformity is promoted through existing funding and reward mechanisms and in the behaviours they promote in universities where success is gauged in terms of growth and the acquisition of funds.  There is a need for funding models that provide an intelligent blend of allocative and demand-driven elements that allow universities to self-select into different models of operation in pursuit of unique Missions.  (Reference is made to the USQ response to question 15 of the Review Discussion Paper where these principles are discussed in some depth.)
29. To what extent are the current funding models adequate to secure the future of Australia’s higher education sector? If there are better models, what are they?

· There is general agreement that the current Commonwealth funding models are illogical and require reform.  In particular, the current “one size fits all” model disadvantages regional universities. Current funding models encourage growth, potentially at the cost of the quality of the student experience, the maintenance of a comprehensive academic program portfolio at the expense of opportunities for specialisation, and monopolising behaviour. The current model does not recognize the different cost structure incurred by regional higher education providers that have a highly diverse student body studying in multi-delivery modes and the majority engaged on a fractional basis.
· Each university needs to be appropriately funded for the jobs that it does.  With this in mind it is suggested that there is a need to revisit and update our knowledge of activity costing as a basis for better informing future funding allocation models.  This review should include a consideration of factors that have tended to be overlooked or under-emphasised in earlier activity costing exercises – such as, the true costs of technology-enhanced learning, the true costs of educating students studying in different study modes and with different study loads (acknowledging the fact that many transaction and resource costs are enrolment-dependant rather than load-dependant), the true costs of teaching to diversity and supporting students from diverse backgrounds, and the true costs of delivering higher education in regional areas.

· To address another glaring omission of the past, there is a need to ensure that institutional funding is appropriately indexed.

· AV-CC research has highlighted the need for a significant investment to be made in upgrading infrastructure in Australian higher education – both in terms of ‘bricks’ and ‘clicks’ - as a basis for ensuring that Australian remains competitive and to support continued innovation and excellence.

· The current funding model is not responsive enough to the demands of the labour market. There needs to be a link between the funding model and projected employment demand. The National Priority initiative funding often seems to be lagging behind the labour market. In Queensland, an example of this is the continued National Priority funding for teachers in a job market where graduates are now having difficulties finding suitable employment.

30. Are the current institutional arrangements for determining relative funding between higher education institutions appropriate? If not, what changes should be considered?

· The current standardized model disadvantages certain types of university. For example, USQ has a high proportion of disadvantaged and non-traditional student groups represented in its student body.  Issues such as rising student costs, the inadequacies of income support, growing levels of debt aversion and increased pressures from concomitant employment have resulted in a gradual decline in the average number of courses studied per semester by students.  This decline has been so significant as to result in USQ’s student load experiencing a significant decline despite increases in student enrolment.  Having to recruit an increasing number of students to meet load targets puts particular pressure on USQ, particularly with regard to areas where costs are dependant more on student numbers rather than load – such as many student support services.  The situation USQ finds itself in is that it is recruiting increased numbers of disadvantaged and non-traditional students but receiving less by way of CGS grants to support these students.  Clearly, more intelligent models for institutional funding are needed to account for changes in student enrolment patterns..

· The Regional Loading scheme should be expanded to enable universities to improve and promote educational facilities in regional areas.

· Regional universities are currently being disadvantaged because students with reduced course loads are taking so long to complete their programmes and consequently they are being funded under old cluster funding arrangements.

· Commonwealth Learning Scholarships should also be increased to assist those disadvantaged students from rural, regional and indigenous backgrounds in relation to the cost of student accommodation.

· The introduction of a simple efficient and flexible funding model that recognizes the difference between universities and their role in the sector is essential.  Any new funding model should be efficient and easy to administer from a university and student perspective and should promote quality in education outcomes.

In relation to the matter of funding and resourcing, the following Input is provided in relation to University Staffing
Staff accounts for a high proportion of USQ’s operating budget and represents the University’s most critical resource.  An analysis of the operating environment of the University identified a number of major trends as impacting on the people and work environment in the immediate future.  In particular, demographic and population changes over the next decade together with changing expectations of the traditional employment relationship are highlighted as key issues for USQ.

As has been noted in the Discussion Paper (p.12), the ageing of the academic workforce is of concern.  In 2007, 55.46% of USQ employees were aged over 45 years, this was an increase from 45.9% in 2001 and above the sector average of 50.43%.  The projected proportion of USQ’s employees in this age group by 2013 increases to 60.9%.  Currently, the average retirement age for staff at USQ is 60 years, therefore over the next five years USQ faces the likely departure of a significant proportion of its workforce - approximately 20% - through retirements alone.  When isolated to academics only, this figure increases to over one-quarter (27.5%) of the total current academic workforce being lost through retirements over the same period.  Various phased retirement initiatives, combined with succession planning is therefore a key strategy for USQ in relation to this mature-aged group of employees. 

Table 1.  2007 USQ Age Profile

	
	2007 Actual
	2013 Projection

	
	< 25
	25 - < 35
	35 - < 45
	45 - < 55
	55 - < 65
	65+
	< 25
	25 - < 35
	35 - < 45
	45 - < 55
	55 - < 65
	65+

	USQ
	4.0%
	17.0%
	27.6%
	34.4%
	19.7%
	1.4%
	3.3%
	14.9%
	26.5%
	34.4%
	24.4%
	2.1%

	Sector
	3.1%
	19.5%
	25.9%
	29.6%
	19.0%
	1.8%
	


A general trend towards increased employee turnover rates is reflected across the sector and all industries as a consequence of the shrinking labour market, critical skills shortages and shifts in employee attitudes in relation to loyalty and engagement.  The University’s current turnover rate of over 11% indicates an average loss of around 125 employees each year due to resignations.  Whilst this rate is on a par with the sector, given the current employment market it is a rate which may prove unsustainable.  Predictions for the future indicate that this trend will continue and it is essential therefore to focus on the priority areas of employee attraction, engagement and retention combined with appropriate reward, recognition and development strategies.  

It is increasingly difficult to hire new talent in the current global economic climate with unemployment at historically low levels and simultaneously high vacancy figures - USQ’s predominant labour force area in the Darling Downs has a predicted labour shortfall of around 2,000 people.  The skills shortages are in a number of trades and professions in which USQ either employs directly some of these workers or offers study in the field thus impacting on the recruitment of both staff and students.

Attracting high quality employees to USQ will become critical if the University wishes to succeed in achieving its goals in the future.  In order to meet this challenge it will be necessary for the University to invest in new and innovative ways of attracting, recruiting and selecting employees in a tight labour market, and establishing an applicant interest target at least on a par with the sector will be a priority.

Today and in the future, employees are expecting more from organisations and are seeking opportunities for growth, mentoring, education and greater work/life balance. An important measure of reward, recognition, development and engagement is the Recruitment Source which can demonstrate the extent to which the University has established an internal career path for existing employees.  USQ has traditionally had a very healthy internal recruitment source rate, and has established an appropriately high target mixed with a sufficient rate of external recruitment to allow the introduction of new talent from external sources in areas of strategic importance (see Table 2)

Table 2.  Recruitment Source (% of vacancies filled internally)

	
	Actual
	Targets

	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008/9
	2013

	USQ
	66.01%
	64.64%
	60.99%
	50.85%
	60%
	70%

	Sector
	49.85%
	51.60%
	36.24%
	41.57%
	


The tight labour market makes it increasingly important for organisations to focus on employee development and to “grow our own”.  In particular, as with other new universities, USQ is still in the process of building its academic profile - the number of USQ academic staff with doctoral qualifications is 51.1% compared with a sector average of 60.3%.
Finally, the ability of universities to recruit excellent academic staff is being eroded by the high salaries that are often available to graduates in the workforce.  Professional Engineers can attract starting salaries in the mining industry that are higher than experienced level B Engineering academics with PhD qualifications.  Similarly experienced nurses can earn far higher salaries than can be offered by universities at recruitment academic levels.  This poses a major challenge for universities recruiting the best and brightest graduates into academic careers.
In conclusion:  A critical issue for all universities, including USQ, is the ageing of the academic workforce - creating difficulties in recruiting and developing staff with the appropriate skills and qualifications.   

The University’s ability to attract and retain staff is also affected by increasing workloads and the intensification of work, and the growing disparity between professional salaries in the workforce and academic salaries.
Section 3.9 Governance and regulation

31. Is it time to reshape tertiary education in Australia and streamline financing and regulatory arrangements? If so, what structural changes would you make and why?

· Regional universities are currently being disadvantaged because students with reduced course loads are taking so long to complete their programs and consequently they are being funded under old cluster funding arrangements. 

· The introduction of a simple efficient and flexible funding model that recognizes the difference between higher educational institutions and their role in the sector is essential.

32. Is the level of regulation in the sector appropriate? If not, why not, and what should be done to reduce the level of regulation?

Several points can be made her:

· The regulatory burden on universities is extremely high.  
· The staffing and resource demands required to meet external reporting requirements puts a very significant resource burden on universities and is disproportionately higher for smaller universities.  
· Over-regulation tends to encourage conformity.

Clearly, any effort to streamline regulatory requirements or to introduce efficiencies that would lower this burden would be welcome.  Reducing the regulatory burden on universities, particularly if conducted in conjunction with positive reforms to the financing models for the sector, would support moves to diversify the system along the lines of those discussed in the response to question 15 above.
33. Does Australia’s Quality Assurance Framework need revision? If so, why? What changes would you make?

USQ expresses its strong support for the existing Quality Assurance framework as introduced and implemented by AUQA.  It has proven effective in both securing public confidence in the quality of Australian higher education and supportive of the development of a diverse higher education sector based on excellence.  The approach taken by AUQA to assess institutions on the basis of their own Mission and objectives also supports the maintenance of a diverse higher education sector in Australia. 
34. Are changes required to the Australian Qualifications Framework?

We would always support a constraint on the autonomy for providers to offer any degree they choose. There must be compliance with the institution’s charter, perhaps again stipulated through the Compact, and reflected in National Protocols. 

However, the question is best answered in detail once implications for changes in the sector are fully understood. For example, if the sector is integrated and different types of institutions emerge – research intensive, comprehensive, specialized, VET providers, integrated sector – then there may not be a simple picture for a qualifications framework. That is, we currently consider Associate Degree to PhD as university territory, and Certificate I to Diploma as the TAFE domain. The qualifications need not change but there may be different institutions offering different (or all) components of the spectrum.

There has been considerable discussion over the Bologna Accord and the models that ensue. We do not believe it is appropriate to enforce a Bologna style qualifications system on the Australian sector at this time. There are still professional influences and discipline differences that need to be understood and valued before a national change of that magnitude could be considered.

However, there are very important and beneficial principles embedded within the Bologna concept, and these may be developed at a given institution - as with the well-publicized Melbourne model - as distinct from a unified national system. 

One such principle is the ability for graduates in one discipline to transition to postgraduate awards in another. This gives flexibility, choice and a real opportunity to meet skills shortages through conversion programs at the professional postgraduate level. The sector is entirely comfortable with the MBA concept, which is in effect a conversion from any specialization into a business administration qualification. There are other examples already in practice, such as the Master of Professional Accounting, which trains non-accounting graduates to CPA requirements.

For quite different motivation from Melbourne University, USQ has developed a Degree Framework that has a number of models embedded within it. We have a framework of generic undergraduate and named professional degrees all four years in duration. We have also articulated the traditional step to postgraduate masters coursework programs that follow in depth from the same undergraduate discipline. But we have also articulated a suite of the conversion masters degrees, or ‘first professional entry’ master programs. These are developed and populated given sufficient market demand. But the concept implies graduates from any program are able to articulate into programs like a Masters in Engineering, Nursing, Creative Arts and Law, for example, in addition to the accepted MBA and MPA programs.

This may signal the need for recognition of such programs under AQF, or at least that the title ‘Masters’ dies not only admit the traditional in-depth postgraduate qualification.

35. Is there more that could be done to improve university governance? How should this be done?

Governance practices and procedures across the sector appear to be in healthy shape. While the National Governance Protocols introduced by the former Federal Government are no longer mandatory, the Rudd Government has encouraged that the spirit of the Governance Protocols continue to be observed by institutions. Anecdotally, there is sufficient evidence to suggest that institutions are doing just that, with continuing constructive discussion taking place between Chancellors and Vice-Chancellors on a range of governance issues.

From a USQ perspective, the Governance Protocols have helped strengthen the links between the University’s governing body and management in terms of strategic planning, risk management and business continuity planning processes. The USQ Council continues to make a significant contribution in this respect, with members having an increased awareness of not only their governance responsibilities, but of the higher education environment more broadly. The USQ governing body would not be alone in this regard.

From this point of view, improvements to the governance framework for the higher education sector have been substantial in recent years. To introduce any other changes, or for governance practices to be any more prescriptive, would, perhaps, raise the risk of a blurring of the lines between governance and management of universities.
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Letter from Vice-Chancellor USQ to Minister Julie Bishop 2006

Discouraging Diversity:  A case study of the impact of the current LTPF Methodology in disadvantaging universities which are striving to be different
Dear Minister Bishop

The University of Southern Queensland (USQ) is an award-winning dual mode university recognised internationally for quality and innovation in distance education, flexible learning and online delivery.  The University is proud of this position, which has been gained as a result of over two decades of striving to carve a distinct identity based on student-focused and innovative learning and teaching to serve a highly diverse student constituency, strong community partnerships and a transnational vision.  

USQ is strongly supportive of the Commonwealth’s agenda to encourage a diverse and dynamic Australian higher education sector and is well positioned to serve as an exemplar for a university successfully pursuing a unique vision as a transnational regional university.  However, elements of the Commonwealth’s own quality framework are inadvertently serving to encourage sameness in the sector in subtle yet compelling ways.

The attached paper describes how the current methodology of the Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF) is inadvertently serving to discourage universities such as USQ from pursuing a unique vision by promoting the notion of a single ‘ideal model’ for the sector based on very traditional lines.  

I am forwarding you this paper in the knowledge that continued discussion is encouraged by the Commonwealth on strategies to promote a greater level of diversity in the sector.  I am also aware that you also share concerns about the current LTPF methodology and are seeking ways in which the current process can be improved.  It is recommended that very significant changes are required to the way that the LTPF is currently implemented to both support its role in recognising excellence in learning and teaching and in encouraging innovation and diversity in Australian higher education.

I would welcome the opportunity to speak with you on these matters further.

Regards

Bill Lovegrove

Vice-Chancellor and President

Discouraging Diversity:  A case study of the impact of the current LTPF Methodology in disadvantaging universities which are striving to be different

1. Background

In 2005 the Australian Government established the Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF) as part of its Our Universities: Backing Australia’s Future reforms.  Under the administration of the Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST), the LTPF has been allocated a total of $250 million dollars for the purpose of rewarding excellence in teaching.  The first tranche of $54 million was allocated in 2005 for the 2006 LTFP round and $82 million has been reserved this year for the 2007 round.  

While some minor changes will be made to the performance indicators used to evaluate teaching performance for the 2007 LTPF, a major difference will be the move from a broad classification of excellence across all learning and teaching to the recognition of excellence in four discipline areas.  As will be shown, rather than improving the situation this change is likely to further disadvantage universities such as USQ.

The performance indicators used this year are the same as those used in 2005.  They include: the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) and Graduate Destination Survey (GDS) which constitute the Australian Graduate Survey (AGS) conducted by Graduate Careers Australia (GCA); and attrition and progression rates collected by DEST.  This paper focuses on the ways in which USQ may be unfairly disadvantaged by the application of the AGS indicators (GDS and CEQ) by DEST in the LTPF process and a very false impression given of the true quality of its learning and teaching.  However, arguments can also be readily developed showing how the way in which the attrition and progression indicators, that will be equally important as the AGS measures in determining 2007 LTPF performance, also serve to unfairly disadvantage and discourage non-traditional universities.

2. The Impact of the Current LTPF Methodology on Discouraging Diversity

For years institutions have used the GDS and CEQ to inform them about the employment and further study destinations and the course/program experiences of their recent graduates.  The GDS and CEQ are useful instruments to inform internal decision-making if applied appropriately – as was the intention of these surveys when they were initially developed.  However, as the GCCA states itself, the GDS and CEQ are not appropriate instruments for making institutional comparisons and completely inappropriate for the purpose of evaluating and rewarding teaching excellence on a sector-wide basis.  This paper uses USQ as a case study to illustrate how the LTPF’s inappropriate use of the GDS and CEQ will unfairly disadvantage USQ in the 2007 round   It will also show how changes to the 2007 LTPF process which purport to provide a basis for improving the fairness of the assessment and promoting diversity will actually fail to achieve these desired effects.  Overall, the LTPF methodology as currently structured actively serve to discourage institutions from straying from an ideal model for a university based on very traditional lines and, as such, works against the Commonwealth’s sector diversity agenda.

2.1 Issues Relating to LTPF’s Objectives

The approach taken to recognise teaching quality by ‘rewarding excellence’ in teaching appears laudable on paper.  However, by using outcomes as the basis for this assessment the issue of the quality of the input becomes a telling factor.  For USQ, which includes in its student constituency a high proportion of students from disadvantaged backgrounds and other non-traditional student groups, the degree of ‘value adding’ would provide a more profound measure of the quality of USQ’s teaching.  As a both a regional institution and a large distance education provider, USQ faces the challenge of successfully educating students with a wider range of academic ability using a more diverse range of pedagogical methods through a variety of study modes than many metropolitan institutions which focus on face-to-face teaching and recruit largely from the school-leaver population.  Arguably, producing graduates who entered an institution with an OP of seventeen requires a higher level of staff teaching ability than graduating those that entered with an OP of five.  Similarly, educating students by distance mode creates different challenges to educating students’ on-campus through face-to-face teaching.  Because of the nature of its student population, USQ is disadvantaged by the LTPF’s current emphasis on rewarding outcomes rather than using the more valid conceptualisation of teaching quality - ‘value adding’.  As a result, the LTPF serves to actively discourage USQ from fully embracing its unique mission and vision to teach to a broad non-traditional student constituency using a range of flexible learning and teaching strategies by failing to acknowledge the merit and validity of this mission.  Clearly this position works against the Commonwealth’s aims of encouraging diversity in the sector and fully developing Australia’s human capital to support Australia’s international economic competitiveness.

2.2  Issues Related to LTPF’s Measures

It is generally acknowledged that the measures chosen as proxies for teaching performance were chosen principally for their convenience and availability rather than their validity.  Data for attrition and progression rates are already collected as part of DEST’s statutory reporting requirements, and GDS and CEQ data are collected through Graduate Careers Australia’s national Australian Graduate Survey.  It is a credit to the open-mindedness and astuteness of the Minister that in referring to the 2007 LTPF process, the Honourable Julie Bishop M.P. states:

“I am disappointed that we are unable to change the indicators in any significant way for 2007.  The performance indicators we are using…are still the only feasible ones available at a national level”.
  

The need for more measures based on their validity rather than their convenience is clearly appreciated by the Minister.  There is no doubt that the current approach is impacting negatively on the ability of the process to appropriately target the significant levels of funding and associated prestige conferred by the current process to the most deserving institutions.  As Goldstein and Speigelhalter (1966)
 remark:

No amount of fancy statistical footwork will overcome basic inadequacies in either the appropriateness or the integrity of the data collected.

The way in which the current use of these measures is serving to disadvantage USQ, and hence discourage the University from pursuing its unique vision, is readily evident. 

CEQ - Good Teaching Scale: There is no doubt that the Good Teaching Scale (GTS) of the CEQ is both valid and reliable for face-to-face teaching.  Since its introduction the factorial validity and reliability of the six items of the GTS have been confirmed from national data for Bachelor Degree Graduates (Johnson, 1997, p. 21).  Nevertheless, items on the GTS are more relevant to face-to-face teaching than distance education where learning is based primarily on study materials supplied in either printed or electronic format.  In this respect USQ is more likely to be disadvantaged as three- quarters of USQ students study through distance mode where the GTS scale items have little applicability.  Of more relevance to distance students would be items that evaluated learning which occurs through printed, Web or other electronically conveyed information.  This would require a broadening of the definition of ‘teaching’ as it is used for the LTPF.  The current narrow scope of the Good Teaching Scale is reflected in the inclusion of elements such as:  “My lecturers were extremely good at explaining things” that has no relevance to distance or on-line students at all.
CEQ - Generic Skills Scale:  While the CEQ Generic Skills Scale Indicator measures a number of broad skills, there are other important job-specific skills (which USQ has made progress towards embedding in its programs) that students are taught as part of their program (particularly professional programs) which are not being measured by the Generic Skills Scale of the CEQ.  This failure to measure other important job-specific skills disadvantages USQ.
Another major problem with the use of the CEQ as a sector measure of teaching performance is that it was never designed to compare universities.  Quite simply, the scale is not calibrated for comparisons between universities – most students only attend a single university and hence have no objective reference point of what constitutes a ‘good university’.
GDS – Full-time Employment: The use of graduate full-time employment figures as a proxy for learning and teaching performance of an institution is inappropriate and consequently disadvantages USQ.  Apart from the fact that only graduates that studied full-time are included in graduate full-time employment figures for the LTPF – making up only a small fraction of the total number of USQ responding graduates - there is also the failure of the process to recognise the different prospects for employment for the majority of USQ’s students who live in regional areas.  The inappropriateness of using full-time employment for such purposes has been noted by Crouchley and Taylor (2004, pp. 497-498)
:
“This information may be a poor indicator of longer-term career prospects since students may take a year out, or they may take a temporary or even a part-time job while searching for a permanent job that matches their qualifications.  … Those students attending a university in a location that is remote from the centre of gravity of graduate jobs may be expected to take longer to find a job.”
This is particularly the case for those graduates who are looking for full-time work but who, for economic, family or other reasons are unable to move to areas where employment prospects are better.  An example is USQ Education graduates who constituted the largest proportion of unemployed USQ graduates in 2004.  However, given the large proportion of schools in the Toowoomba region and its attractiveness amongst teachers as a place to work, many new graduates stay in Toowoomba because of family commitments and the attractiveness of Toowoomba as a teaching region, and so choose to teach part-time while waiting for a full-time teaching position to become available in the area.

Since the current indicator does not allow for this eventuality, an additional question needs to be included in the GDS questionnaire which asks those who are available for full-time employment:  "Given your current circumstances, are you able to move to somewhere else in the state to either take up full-time employment if you were offered it or to seek full-time employment?"
For similar reasons, unemployed mature age graduates are often not in a position to move from regional areas to larger urban centres with greater full-time employment prospects.
An added difficulty faced by unemployed USQ graduates in the local labour market is the increased competition from graduates of metropolitan universities.  The lower cost of living and housing in Toowoomba compared with Brisbane only increases the attractiveness of the former to graduates of the latter, and this trend is expected to increase (Disney 2006)
.  Conversely, the higher cost of living and housing in Brisbane serves to deter USQ graduates from moving to Brisbane.  
Finally, since the LTPF performance indicators have been chosen primarily for the sake of convenience rather than their validity, there are likely to be many variables external to all institutions which influence graduate employment.  Therefore, it is inappropriate to rely exclusively on institutional full-time employment rates derived from the GDS to measure this aspect. 
2.3 Issues Related to LTPF’s Data
Another disadvantage faced by USQ is the need to rely on mail surveys to collect GDS and CEQ data while most traditional institutions are able to collect their data during graduation ceremonies.  With three-quarters of its students studying through distance education, USQ students are less likely to attend graduations due to distance and competing commitments.  Hence, USQ graduates either complete a paper-based form that is returned by mail or submit an online questionnaire.  The impact of ‘graduation ceremony euphoria’ in producing higher CEQ ratings and the tendency for employed graduates to attend graduations at a higher rate than unemployed graduates results in a significant bias in the data in favour of institutions that collect their CEQ and GDS data at graduation ceremonies, further disadvantaging non-traditional institutions.  In general, the plethora of methods used by institutions has resulted in a lack of consistency in data collection which makes it difficult to reliably compare data from different institutions. 
DEST (2004) has implied that quantitative indicators are preferable to the use of peer review as they are less costly, and more transparent and accountable.  Quantitative indicators are certainly less costly, with the cost savings involved serving to reflect the fact that the quantitative data is far less rich in detail than qualitative interview and/or inspection data.  However, it must be appreciated that the issue of transparency and accountability is still just as important with quantitative systems at it is with qualitative and peer review systems.  Indeed accidental error and deliberate manipulation can often occur more easily in a data set than in a qualitative report as critical appraisal of quantitative data is often less well understood than critical appraisal of a written commentary.  Quantitative data collections require effective auditing and control especially where the data collection is partly managed by the institutions being judged.  Criticism of the lack of accountability in the data collection process has been reported by Crouchley and Taylor (2004) in the UK:
 “The data are potentially unreliable since the same procedures for collecting data are not necessarily followed by all universities.  Despite the guidelines that have been laid down, there is no way of knowing whether the employability measure is equally accurate across all universities in the absence of strict data auditing.” 
This is even more likely to be true in Australia where there are even fewer guidelines and accountability requirements of the data collection process.
The lack of consistency in the collection of survey data and the lack of effective auditing and control processes unfairly disadvantage USQ with regards to the LTPF in favour of institutions which employ less rigorous methods.  The fact that USQ’s 2006 adjusted and unadjusted LTPF figures derived from the CEQ and GDS are generally similar is evidence of the reliability of USQ’s data collection methods.  However, this cannot be said of other universities where large variations between the adjusted and unadjusted figures raise doubts about the reliability of the data collection methods used by the institutions concerned.
2.5 Issues Related to LTPF’s Outcomes
For the 2006 LTPF, performance was measured in terms of overall institutional performance.  However, figures presented in Graduate Careers Australia’s report on the annual graduate Course Experience Questionnaire shows greater mean scale differences between fields of education than between institutions.  Recognition of this finding has prompted DEST “to move from a broad classification of excellence across all teaching and learning to the recognition of excellence in, at first four discipline areas”
 for the 2007 LTPF.  These include:
· Science, Computing, Engineering, Architecture and Agriculture;

· Business, Law and Economics;

· Humanities, Arts and Education; and

· Health

Undoubtedly, financial rewards for institutional performance in areas of teaching strength will become a compelling reason for discipline rationalisation.  Once a measure has been identified as having an important effect on income, there is a tendency towards ‘spin’ or ‘gaming’ the definition of that variable.  For example, in a study by Green and Wintfield
 on the US Hospitals system, reported that when patient’s complication and co morbidities began to be used in case load adjustments in the US hospitals new outcomes-based payment system, the reported rates of congestive heart failure rose from 1.7% in 1989 to 7.6% in 1991.

As a regional institution, USQ is likely to be disadvantaged by the introduction of discipline-based teaching performance rewards.  Rather than recognising and rewarding the areas in which institutions teach best
 the proposed move may well encourage the reduction or elimination of some disciplines in the pursuit of increased ratings and their financial rewards in higher rating disciplines.  This would work against USQ’s overall vision.  As a regional university, USQ’s mission is to meet the educational needs of both the region and of students that can not access a university at all or who, for whatever reason, require a flexible study mode.  The proposed 2007 LTPF approach will place further pressure on USQ to restrict its courses and programs at the expense of the needs of the region.  While such a strategy may well lead to increased economies of scale and resource rationalisation in metropolitan universities, it could severely disadvantage regional universities such as USQ by compromising their capacity to serve their region.

These changes could have other negative consequences for the Toowoomba region.  If USQ cannot provide the range of programs required by potential students, they will be forced to relocate to urban areas to attend metropolitan universities.  Given the stronger labour market in metropolitan areas, these graduates are more likely to find work in urban areas and thus contribute to the drain of graduates from rural areas.  Students will leave the ‘bush’ and not return.

While the proposed 2007 LTPF process will impact on USQ, it will also affect the sector generally.  The very act of filtering data to enable institutional comparisons ignores the characteristics which already make institutions diverse and unique.  When linked to financial rewards, the filtering process through the practice of “gaming” creates a framework to which institutions will feel compelled to conform to a single ideal model for a university based on traditional lines.  Hence, instead of fostering diversity this process actively encourages uniformity.  

3. Conclusion

The current methodology of the LTPF, which has been developed largely on the basis of convenience and cost, promotes a single ‘ideal’ model for a university based on traditional lines.  As such it actively discourages institutions from pursuing innovation, flexibility and service to a broad constituency.  Furthermore, the introduction of discipline-based teaching performance rewards will promote reduced discipline diversity in regional universities to the detriment of their mission to serve the needs of non-urban Australia.  

Significant reform to both the approach and practice of the LTPF are required if it is to fulfill its aims to promote both teaching excellence and sector diversity in Australian higher education.
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Discussion on this matter has continued with DEST/DEEWR.  For example, the attached is a letter to the Branch Manager, Teaching Equity and Collaboration Branch, DEST on 30 May 2007.  
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Please find attached USQ's response to your letter of 10 May 2007 Re: Learning and Teaching Performance Fund.
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28 May 2007

Ms Anne Baly
Branch Manager
Teaching, Equity and Collaboration Branch

learningandteaching@dest.gov.au

Dear Ms Baly

Thank you for your letter of 10 May 2007 in which you seek feedback from the University of Southern
Queensland (USQ) on the 2007 round of the Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF). USQ
certainly appreciates the level of consultation and collaboration demonstrated by you and your staff.

In response to your observations of feedback from other universities, I agree that the Leamning and
Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF) has helped to drive change across the sector. USQ has always
held quality learning and teaching in the highest regard, but has now taken the opportunity to sharpen
its focus on the student experience even further.

My most urgent concern re the Learning and Teaching Performance is that the way it is measured
inadvertently works against the Minister’s diversity agenda in the following way. USQ is
strengthening its identity by extending its internationally-recognised excellence for distance education
and e-learning to provide the most flexible learning opportunities for students regardless of where they
live. Seventy-five percent of our students are distance students studying part-time while working often
full-time. On the other hand most of the CEQ and GDS measures are designed for full-time on-
campus rather than for part-time external students as the following shows:

1. USQ produces some of the very best learning materials for distance students and provides
excellent support for them but very few questions in the CEQ scales used in the LTPF address
these important aspects of teaching and learning. The core questions in the CEQ pertain more
to classroom teaching than to distance education and online learning. USQ uses the additional
Learning Resources Scale in an endeavour to overcome this bias, however, these results are
not reflected in the LTPF methodology. As such, I would ask you to consider including the
Learning Resources Scale in the core CEQ for LTPF purposes. This would more appropriately
recognise the diversity of missions in the sector.

2. A second issue concerns the administration of the GDS instrument which eliminates part-time
external students if they are in full-time graduate employment as many of ours are. It would be
far more consistent (and administratively simple), given that the GDS is administered to all





students, for the results for all students [not just Bachelor, full time and domestic] to be used
in calculating the LTPF. At the moment, its limited use hides some of the real benefits our
distance approach offers, not only to our students who are already in part-time employment
but to their organisations and the economy. Movement from full-time study to full-time
employment is important and should be recognised but so too should other pathways of value
adding be similarly recognised. We consider that our contribution in these areas is
substantially under recognised and this in turn serves to diminish our relative performance
because s0 many of our students are actually excluded from the results.

3. A similar situation exists with the inclusion of the percentage of graduates in further full-time
study as an LTPF measure. As most of our students study part-time for life reasons, it is
unlikely that they will then move to full-time study after m graduating.

There are other particular issues associated with teaching in regional universities such as USQ. The
student population is diverse and the university contributes significantly to the social capital of the
region, and the country, by widening access to university study. USQ, for example, has a long-
established program assisting prisoner students to participate in university study. It goes without
saying that many equity groups require extra assistance and that they risk facing many more problems
that may lead to deferment or withdrawal from study. This means that the current measures used by
the LTPF may be weighted against universities that have found a niche in widening access. I
understand that adjustment processes do consider equity matters; however, it may be that a wider
framework for data collection would incorporate contribution to regions and the social capital of the
community.

I would strongly urge DEST to reconsider the measures included in the LTPF in order to more fully
recognise the diversity of missions in the sector as strongly advocated by the Minister. As outlined
above it is administratively simple to make some of the changes suggested because the data is either
collected already or the necessary scales are available within the CEQ. I believe your statisticians
could easily provide solutions which would allow some choice in the scales individual Universities
chose to best reflect their missions.

Even though I argue strongly that there are systematic biases in the current LTPF measures for a
University with our mission, you should not think that USQ is at all complacent about the quality of
our teaching.

USQ’s quality assurance processes in learning and teaching are now informed by a student learning
journey (SLJ) perspective which adopts a holistic approach to understanding students’ learning
experiences. The University now has a flattened structure of leadership in which all senior staff meet
fortnightly to ensure that all centres coordinate their work to support students. This has given rise to
quality assurance strategies based on process stewardship, so that the PVC (Leaming and Teaching)
and the Director, Learning and Teaching Support Unit have stewardship of the whole process of
learning and teaching. In adopting an SLJ perspective, USQ is informed not only by LTPF outcomes
but also by other DEST initiatives such as its 2005 report entitled Accessing Students Voice. This has
been an invaluable document shaping USQ’s approach to the enhancement of learning and teaching.

In particular detail, USQ is currently engaged in developing a new strategic plan, a key feature of
which will be the development of a sustainable cycle of learning and teaching evaluation and quality
improvement based on evidence associated with the Learning and Teaching Performance Fund and
students’ qualitative feedback. The University has also stipulated retention and progression as one of
its three ‘top level’ institutional priority objectives for 2006-2008. A special project has been
established to address any issues which might negatively influence retention and progression. A
working party meets once a week to address emergent issues, and as a result USQ has altered its
regulations to ensure consistency in assessment practices across the University.





In response to other points raised in your letter, USQ agrees that the change in LTPF methodology to
four discipline groups has certainly proved useful. In the final analysis, most learning and teaching
takes place in faculties and the use of discipline clusters assists faculties to benchmark their outcomes
and to target improvements in learning and teaching.

In regard to your question about Administrative Information for Providers, this was very adequate.
The information provided in the final results was sufficient to allow us to complete our own analyses
and benchmarking and to communicate further within the university. The announcement in Parliament
House is less important to USQ as a regional university than visits by DEST staff to facilitate capacity
building among USQ staff.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback. I understand that we will shortly be welcoming a
member of your staff to participate in USQ’s review of its own evaluation processes and the manner in
which it handles the GDS and CEQ. This kind of collaboration will enhance learning outcomes for
USQ students. In the meantime, please do contact me if I can be of further assistance.

Yours sincerely

o Bos e

Professor W J Lovegrove
Vice-Chancellor and President






