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OVERVIEW OF THE AUDIT

Background

In 2003, the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) appointed an Audit Panel to undertake a quality audit of Charles Sturt University (CSU).

This report of the audit provides an overview, and then details the Audit Panel’s findings, recommendations and commendations.  A brief introduction to CSU is given in Appendix A; the objects of AUQA are shown in Appendix B; membership of the Audit Panel is provided in Appendix C; and a list of abbreviations and acronyms used is at Appendix D.

The Audit Process

AUQA bases its audits on each organisation’s own objectives, together with the MCEETYA National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes (http://www.dest.gov.au/highered/mceetya_cop.htm).  The major aim of the audit is to consider and review the procedures an organisation has in place to monitor and achieve its objectives.  Full details of the AUQA audit process are available in the AUQA Audit Manual (http://www.auqa.edu.au). 

On 7 April 2004 CSU presented its Performance Portfolio to AUQA, along with a number of supporting documents.  The University also very helpfully provided for Panel access to its intranet.  The Audit Panel met on 4 May to consider and discuss these materials.

The Audit Panel Chairperson and Audit Director undertook a Preparatory Visit to CSU’s Bathurst campus on 11 May.  This allowed the Panel to obtain clarification of issues, to discuss its requests for the provision of further documentary evidence, and to make arrangements for the Panel’s site visits.  The Panel also clarified a number of matters in relation to the University’s international activities.
Enrolment of students through third party arrangements forms a significant part of CSU’s overall profile and the Audit Panel determined that some members of the Panel should conduct visits to selected off-shore and on-shore locations on its behalf.  The Panel Chair and Audit Director undertook a visit to a sample of CSU’s partners in the People’s Republic of China and in Malaysia during 31 May – 3 June (two partners were visited in each of these countries and each offers a number of CSU courses).  Staff from the School of International Business accompanied the Audit Panel to provide introductions and otherwise facilitate the visits.  A further delegation of the Panel undertook a one day visit on 17 June to one of CSU’s on-shore partners.  Two senior CSU staff were available during this visit to provide clarification concerning any questions raised.  These two delegations of the Panel met approximately 170 people during the course of the third party visits.  A written report of these activities was prepared and circulated to the full Audit Panel for its consideration prior to the main site visit to ensure that the results could be considered as part of the Panel’s overall deliberations.

The main Audit Visit by the full Panel took place 19 – 22 July at the Wagga Wagga campus, with staff and students based at other locations either travelling to meet the Panel or joining meetings by telephone- or video-conference.  In all, the Audit Panel spoke with approximately 240 people during this visit, including the Chancellor and some external members of the University Council, the Vice-Chancellor and senior management, academic staff, general and technical staff, representatives of staff unions, undergraduate and postgraduate students, student representatives and members of the external community. Sessions were also available for any member of the CSU community to meet the Audit Panel and two people took advantage of this opportunity.
AUQA appreciated the professional support provided to the Panel by the University, both before and during the main Audit Visit.  The University was highly responsive in ensuring that appropriate arrangements were in place for the Panel’s various visit programs.  Given its distributed locations, CSU relies on tele-conferencing and video-conferencing to reduce the need for staff to travel.  The Panel made use of these facilities several times during the course of this audit and they successfully and reliably supported communication with people across multiple locations.  Staff who spoke to the Audit Panel demonstrated an openness and willingness to engage in conversation and discussion.
This Report relates to the situation current at the time of the Audit Visit, which ended on 22 July 2004 and does not take account of any changes that may have occurred subsequently.  It records the conclusions reached by the Audit Panel based on the documentation provided by CSU as well as information gained through interviews, discussion and observation.  While every attempt has been made to reach a comprehensive understanding of CSU’s activities encompassed by the audit, the Report does not identify every aspect of quality assurance and its effectiveness or shortcomings.
The Report contains a summary of findings together with lists of commendations and recommendations.  The recommendations indicate matters in need of attention, possibly with suggestions for action.  Where such matters have already been identified by CSU, they are termed ‘affirmations’.  It is acknowledged that recommendations in AUQA Audit Reports may have resource implications, and that this can pose difficulties for institutions.  Accordingly, AUQA does not prioritise recommendations or affirmations and recognises that it is CSU’s responsibility to respond in a manner consistent with its local context.
The Audit Panel has structured this Report in a similar manner to the University’s Performance Portfolio.
CONCLUSIONS

This section summarises the main findings and lists commendations, affirmations and recommendations.  Note that these are not prioritised by the Audit Panel but are listed below in the order in which they appear in the Report.  It should also be noted that other favourable comments and suggestions are mentioned throughout the text of the Report.

Introduction to Findings

The CSU Act requires that the University have “particular regard to the needs and aspirations of the residents of western and south western New South Wales” and mandates that the University operate its main campuses at Albury, Bathurst, Dubbo and Wagga Wagga.  AUQA commends CSU for the manner in which it has been able to establish the concept of ‘One University’ strongly amongst its staff while operating across physically distributed locations and campuses.  The University has developed a number of ways of communicating to staff.  ‘Top down’ communication across CSU’s distributed locations is generally working well and some highly effective communication mechanisms have been instituted such as the cross-University fora, which are particularly commended.  On the other hand the role of bodies, such as Academic Senate in facilitating collegial discussion and debate and in leading academic policy development is less clear and it is recommended that this be addressed.  It was apparent to the Panel during the audit that there is strong support for the manner in which the Vice-Chancellor and other senior executives are visible, accessible and responsive to staff and this approach receives commendation.

There is scope for high profile University-wide issues to be better co-ordinated; for instance through the backing of an identified champion.  This is despite the fact that the Senior Executive Group provides line management coverage of the entirety of the University’s operations and hence ultimate formal accountability.  It is recommended that CSU management assign responsibility for formulating and implementing co-ordinated strategies to address important cross-portfolio issues, including guiding the various elements of the University in the roles they are expected to play in the solution.

AUQA commends the CSU Council for its responsible approach to corporate governance, especially as demonstrated by its adoption of the Charter of Corporate Governance.  AUQA also affirms CSU’s recognition that a more formal approach to the identification, assessment and management of corporate and operational risk across the institution is required, as reflected by the recent adoption of a Policy on Risk Management.

CSU’s approach to quality is based upon continuous improvement and a planning and review cycle has been developed.  Good progress has been made in formalising planning processes and in developing alignment between plans at every level.  Two recommendations are made suggesting further development of the approach, especially with regard to monitoring and review and to help ensure that continuous improvement is delivered.
In terms of Learning and Teaching activities, a particular feature of CSU’s academic profile is offering courses with an applied focus that are aimed at meeting the needs of its local region while providing support to the professions both within the State and nationally.  Examples of this include wine science, viticulture, library science and policing.  In general terms, all students reported very positively on their learning and teaching experiences at the University.  In particular, students were appreciative of many dedicated, accessible and personally supportive teaching staff.  While not detracting from this overwhelmingly positive view, students also reported inconsistency in their experience. Given the University’s ‘One University’ philosophy and its objectives to provide “exemplary academic service to students” and “a student centered educational environment”, CSU needs to increase its ability to deliver a more consistent CSU learning experience to all students, however and wherever they may be studying.  A number of recommendations made in the Report relate to this issue, and some of them focus particularly on provision to CSU students studying through partnership arrangements.  The Division of Student Services is commended for the proactive approach it has taken to responding to student attrition and its ongoing efforts to ensure the services it provides are student centered. 

It is recommended that Academic Senate reconsider the various mechanisms it has in place for assuring the quality of teaching and learning within CSU to support continuous improvement of the University’s academic activities.  This includes developing, as a priority, more effective mechanisms for monitoring the implementation of policy within faculties for assuring academic quality and standards.

Other areas of learning and teaching management receiving comment include the Learning and Teaching Plan, course review systems, oversight and management of the flexible learning approaches and the role of the Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching.  AUQA affirms CSU’s findings that it needs to systematise both the ways in which external input to courses is obtained and its system of student evaluation of subjects, courses and teaching.

The emphasis on research at CSU has been relatively recent and leadership from the Pro Vice-Chancellor in progressing the research agenda is strong and visible. AUQA commends CSU for the manner in which it has targeted research funding to areas in which it will produce the maximum effect and at the same time generally encouraged broadening of a research culture.  The ‘community of scholars’ concept, in particular, is supporting the research interests of early career and emerging researchers in a most positive way.  AUQA also commends CSU for the improving trend in most of its research output measures, albeit from a low base.  AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that additional research indicators need to be identified that more appropriately reflect and measure progress towards its objective of engaging in research of significance to its regions.  It also affirms CSU’s ongoing efforts to strengthen its library collection in areas deemed to be strategically significant to its research profile.

CSU has experienced a 5% decline in the number of higher degree by research (HDR) student enrolments in the period 1999-2003. The University has instituted a number of successful practical strategies for increasing the number of HDR students and for encouraging the participation of staff in HDR study.  Attrition of HDR students is still proving challenging for the University and the Panel encourages CSU in its ongoing efforts to address this.

The University has a strong commitment to regional engagement and Council has recently approved a series of principles to guide CSU’s achievement of the regional engagement objectives contained in the Strategic Plan.  It is clear that the Council and staff have a genuine desire to continue to work in close collaboration with the University’s communities, for mutual benefit, and this is commended. The Panel was provided with many examples of the ways in which CSU staff relate to and engage with the community.  AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that further work is required to map the contribution of staff to the regional engagement mission and that indicators need to be identified that more appropriately reflect and measure the influence the University has on its regions.

In the area of internationalisation, a draft strategic framework has been developed and the Panel makes some comments on ways in which this may be strengthened.  CSU has a significant proportion of its students studying through third party organisations, both in Australia and internationally.  AUQA affirms CSU’s recognition that increased monitoring and evaluation of the performance of its off- and on-shore partners is required and, given the strategic significance of this activity to the University, suggests some urgency in this task and that a more explicit risk-based approach be adopted.  Related recommendations are also made in this area.

Many of the University’s human resources policies have been revised in the last few years and there has been increasing formalisation of induction procedures for continuing and fixed term staff, staff development programs, performance management systems and the collection of and response to staff feedback.  The performance management system generally enjoys strong staff support but needs to be embedded across the University as quickly as possible.  AUQA affirms CSU’s identification of the need for more effective systems of managing academic workload.  The recently developed Leadership and Management Development Framework, which should strengthen the ability of the University to recruit to leadership positions in the future, is commended.

Commendations

The following are areas where AUQA commends the practices of CSU.
1. 9AUQA commends CSU for the manner in which it has been able to establish the concept of ‘One University’ strongly amongst its staff while operating across physically distributed locations and campuses.

2. AUQA commends the Vice-Chancellor, Deputy Vice-Chancellors and Pro Vice-Chancellor for their visibility, accessibility and responsiveness towards staff which many staff highly value.
11
3. AUQA commends CSU for the establishment of various fora that allow for effective discussion and information sharing across the University and help foster an understanding amongst staff of operating as ‘One University’.
11
4. AUQA commends the CSU Council for its responsible approach to corporate governance, especially as demonstrated by its adoption of The Charter of Corporate Governance.
12
5. AUQA commends the Division of Student Services for the proactive approach it has taken to identifying students at risk and connecting these students to CSU’s various student support systems.
28
6. AUQA commends CSU for the manner in which it has targeted research funding to areas in which it will produce the maximum effect and at the same time generally encouraged broadening of a research culture.  The ‘community of scholars’ concept, in particular, is supporting the research interests of early career and emerging researchers in a most positive way.
31
7. AUQA commends CSU for the improving trend in most of its research output measures, albeit from a low base.
33
8. AUQA commends CSU for the manner in which it has whole-heartedly embraced its commitment to regional communities and for a clear desire to improve and extend relationships with communities, for mutual benefit.
37
9. AUQA commends CSU’s Division of Student Services for its ongoing efforts to ensure the services it provides are student centered.
47
10. AUQA commends the customer service orientation of CSU’s library staff across all campuses.
47
11. AUQA commends CSU for the development of its Leadership and Management Development Framework, which should strengthen the ability of the University to recruit to leadership positions in the future.
51


Affirmations

The following are areas where AUQA affirms the improvement needs identified by CSU.
1. 13AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that a more formal approach to the identification, assessment and management of corporate and operational risk is required, as demonstrated by its adoption in March 2004 of the Policy on Risk Management.

2. AUQA affirms CSU’s intention to require systematic external input for both course approval and course review and that this input be documented.
21
3. AUQA affirms CSU’s recognition of the need to formalise and systematise the manner in which student evaluation information of subjects, courses and teaching is collected and, more importantly, acted upon, so as to achieve the University’s objective of continuous improvement.
23
4. AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that considerable attention is required to lessen rates of student attrition, particularly for undergraduate students from first to second year.
27
5. AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that additional research indicators need to be identified that more appropriately reflect and measure progress towards its objective of engaging in research of significance to its regions.
32
6. AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that further work is required to map the contribution of staff to its regional engagement mission.
37
7. AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that indicators need to be identified that more appropriately reflect and measure the influence the University has on its regions.
38
8. AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that increased monitoring and evaluation of the performance of its off- and on-shore partners is required.
42
9. AUQA affirms CSU’s ongoing efforts to strengthen its library collection in targeted areas deemed to be strategically significant to its research profile.
47
10. AUQA affirms CSU’s identification of the need for more effective systems of managing academic workload.
52


Recommendations

The following are areas where AUQA recommends improvements to the practices of CSU.
1. 12AUQA recommends that in responding to cross-portfolio issues the University has identified as fundamentally important to the institution, CSU management assign responsibility for formulating and implementing a co-ordinated strategy to address each issue including guiding the various elements of the University in the roles they are expected to play in the solution.

2. AUQA recommends that CSU further develop its planning and review cycle to include an explicit link to the organisationally recognised driver of quality; namely, improvement.
13
3. AUQA recommends that CSU formalise its expectations around use of the term ‘review’ including how it is distinguished from ‘monitoring’ and develop guidelines on initiation, frequency, process, use of external input and follow-up of reviews for both academic and service areas of the University.  Clarification is also required of the definition and intent of ‘benchmarking’.
15
4. AUQA recommends that CSU clarify for all staff the intended role to be played by Academic Senate in fostering collegial discussion and debate and in leading academic policy development and monitoring.  Senate’s formal relationship to Council with respect to governing and assuring the quality of the University’s academic activities also needs to be clarified.
18
5. AUQA recommends that Academic Senate reconsider the various mechanisms it has in place for assuring the quality of teaching and learning within CSU to ensure that they are able to effectively and efficiently support continuous improvement of the University’s academic activities.
19
6. AUQA recommends that the Learning and Teaching Committee give priority to implementing the University’s Learning and Teaching Plan and ensuring that faculty operational plans align more closely to this Plan.
20
7. AUQA recommends that CSU further develop its ability to achieve its goal of exemplary academic service to all students and to monitor this across mode, location and academic area.
21
8. AUQA recommends that CSU maintain a central schedule of five-yearly course and other reviews that takes account of external requirements such as professional accreditation and that can be used to ensure that all required reviews are completed.
22
9. AUQA recommends that CSU establish a more rigorous process for ensuring that subject outlines comply with University policy both in the nature of their content and their currency.
22
10. AUQA recommends that CSU Academic Senate develop, as a priority, more effective mechanisms for ensuring the consistent implementation within faculties of University policy for assuring academic quality and standards across all delivery modes and locations.
23
11. AUQA recommends that in progressing towards its goal of developing a ‘leading edge learning environment’, CSU clarify how effective leadership of its online learning and teaching initiatives will be secured.  This will need to take place in conjunction with the recommended reconsideration of the future role and function of the Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching.
25
12. AUQA recommends that CSU ensure Heads of School attend more closely to the end of session Online Forum Manager summary reports to ensure that staff assigned responsibility for this role are undertaking it satisfactorily, thereby ensuring greater consistency in the student experience across subjects.
26
13. AUQA recommends that CSU, utilising external expertise as necessary, reconsider the future role and function of the Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching with regard to leadership of pedagogical development, especially in the online environment, in order to meet the University’s goal of developing a leading edge learning environment.
26
14. AUQA recommends that in finalising its Strategic Framework for Internationalisation, CSU clarify the strategy’s role in identifying priorities with regard to locations and modes of operation abroad, the likely effect on the University’s international student recruitment in Australia and consider how the University might more effectively harness the considerable market intelligence available from its own staff and from its various partners.
41
15. AUQA recommends that CSU clarify the locus of responsibilities for international activities so that all within the University understand where responsibility lies.
41
16. AUQA recommends that CSU recognise and support more appropriately the work being undertaken by the various groups within the Faculty of Commerce and the Faculty of Science and Agriculture to develop and strengthen the entirety of the University’s activities with third party providers.
41
17. AUQA recommends that CSU adopt a risk-oriented approach in the scheduling of its evaluation of current third party providers and that it develop more effective tools for the evaluation of prospective third-party teaching partners and agents and devise appropriate formal approval protocols.
43
18. AUQA recommends that CSU find more effective mechanisms to ensure that staff employed by third party providers to teach the University’s courses have a clear understanding of the philosophy of CSU’s approach to learning and teaching, and particularly, its standards of student assessment.
44
19. AUQA recommends that in light of its plans to increase the number and cultural diversity of its on-campus international students, CSU develop a fully planned, integrated and resourced approach to service delivery to these students.
45
20. AUQA recommends that CSU reconsider the role and content of ‘The Student and University Charter Expectations and Responsibilities’ to ensure that the undertakings it makes are realistic and achievable for its diverse student groups.
47
21. AUQA recommends that CSU give consideration to including a 360 degree feedback process for Deans, Directors and senior executive, as part of the leadership development and performance management activities of these staff.
51


1 ORGANISATIONAL OVERVIEW AND QUALITY ASSURANCE

CSU was created in 1989 by the amalgamation of the Mitchell College of Advanced Education in Bathurst and the Riverina-Murray Institute of Higher Education in Wagga Wagga and Albury-Wodonga.  The University was created as a federated, network university with semi-independent member campuses and a central administration.  In 1998, the Act was amended to reflect more appropriately the structure of the University that had developed over the course of CSU’s first ten years of operation.  In this new structure, each of the five academic faculties is represented on each campus and the administrative divisions have University-wide rather than campus-specific responsibilities.  The current Vice-Chancellor was appointed in July 2001.  The University describes itself as being an institution ‘in transition’ as it implements a more formalised approach to planning and performance review.

1.1  ‘One University’
The University’s current mission is to be “a bold and innovative leader in providing an accessible, adaptable and challenging learning environment to develop graduates and research that meet the needs of its regional, national and international communities”.  The CSU Act requires that the University have “particular regard to the needs and aspirations of the residents of western and south western New South Wales” and mandates that the University operate its main campuses at Albury, Bathurst, Dubbo and Wagga Wagga.  The University has also established a physical presence in Broken Hill, Canberra, Goulburn and Sydney.
In this context of multiple and distributed campuses, the University is committed:

 “to uphold the principle of ‘One University’ across the full range of its operations, by:
· fostering an understanding of, and commitment to, the mission and values of the University amongst staff;
· promoting effective communication between the sections of the University; and

encouraging cross-faculty collaboration and the effective linking of academic and support services” (Strategic Plan 2002-2007, p19).
It is apparent that the University has been successful to a significant extent in fostering the notion of ‘One University’.  The Panel’s discussions with staff across and from many levels within the University demonstrated that the concept is part of the lived experience of working at CSU.  This is the case even for staff based at locations like Goulburn or Canberra which are not only more physically distant from the main campuses, but also distinctive in terms of their academic specialisations.  Development of the level of collective understanding of the University’s mission and purpose that is readily apparent at CSU is a substantial achievement.
Faculty and administrative structures are able to support the notion of ‘One University’ effectively.  Faculties maintain a presence on each of the main campuses, with Dean and Sub-Dean roles responsible for ensuring connections across the faculty.  Administrative and academic support services also operate across campuses.  The special interest group fora (see section 1.2.1) are particularly effective in fostering relationships and discussion across the University.
AUQA commends CSU for the manner in which it has been able to establish the concept of ‘One University’ strongly amongst its staff while operating across physically distributed locations and campuses.

In addition to its Australian campuses, CSU has established agreements with a number of domestic and international partners for the provision of CSU courses.  As detailed later in this Report, the University is working to establish strong quality assurance arrangements for these partnerships to ensure that the standards of CSU courses offered at these locations are equivalent to those taught through its campuses.  As part of this, there is a recognition that staff employed by third party organisations and engaged in teaching CSU courses, require a well developed understanding of the CSU mission and philosophy.  The Audit Panel found evidence of a strong commitment by the University’s staff to achieving these outcomes but also found that more needs to be done to achieve this goal (see section 5.2).
1.2 Communication

The University has developed a number of ways of communicating to staff including a fortnightly newsletter; daily postings to the ‘What’s New and News’ website and a regular e-Bulletin from the Vice-Chancellor.  University-level committee minutes and agendas are also published online. In the main, these items are well appreciated by staff although some feel that there is too much ‘general purpose’ communication that is not sufficiently tailored to their needs.  Nevertheless, the Panel considers the efforts that CSU makes to involve staff and communicate major objectives have been successful in developing knowledge and a high degree of consensus on broad objectives throughout the organisation.
‘Top down’ communication across CSU’s distributed locations is generally working well and some highly effective communication mechanisms have been instituted (such as the cross-University fora, see section 1.2.1).  On the other hand the role of bodies, such as Academic Senate, in facilitating discussion and decision-making with the direct input of staff is less clear.  This subject is addressed in greater detail in section 2.1.2.
The Organisational Development Unit within the Division of Human Resources facilitates a number of internal conferences for staff sharing a similar role, such as ‘Admin Focus’ (held biennially for administrative staff) and ‘TechTrade’ (held biennially for technical, information technology, and buildings and grounds staff).  These, along with the fora mentioned below, assist in communication generally and in strengthening staff’s sense of working toward a common purpose.
In 2003, the University commissioned a ‘workplace climate survey’ to gather feedback from staff.  The overall findings of the survey and the actions being taken in response are the subject of discussion later in this Report (see section 7.6).  One of the areas rated least favourably by staff was communication and the University is now considering ways in which it may improve in this area. The Panel encourages the University in this work, while noting that ensuring effective communication is a challenging and pressing issue for most large organisations.

Despite the findings in the survey, it was apparent to the Panel during its interviews that there is strong support for the manner in which the Vice-Chancellor and other senior executives are visible, accessible and responsive to staff.  They are generally regarded as being approachable and willing to listen.  The sense of accessibility of these staff is perhaps reinforced by the Vice-Chancellor, Deputy Vice-Chancellors and Pro Vice-Chancellor not all being located on the same campus and yet maintaining a high profile across all locations.
It is also important to observe that the visibility and accessibility of senior staff occurs within a context of a generally high degree of mutual respect and civility amongst staff.  Staff acknowledge that, even where differences of opinion arise, their colleagues are well intentioned and act with a sense of supporting the common community.
AUQA commends the Vice-Chancellor, Deputy Vice-Chancellors and Pro Vice-Chancellor for their visibility, accessibility and responsiveness towards staff which many staff highly value.
1.2.1 Cross-University Communication Fora

As noted above, the University aims to “promote effective communication between the sections of the University, and encourage cross-faculty collaboration and the effective linking of academic and support services”.  One of the most effective mechanisms for achieving this is the establishment of fora which allow staff with similar responsibilities to meet and discuss issues in common.  These include the Committee of Heads of School, Professorial Forum, Course Co-ordinators Forum and the Practicum Forum (for staff involved in student work placement).  The terms of reference for these bodies are defined by the groups themselves.
Sitting outside the formal committee structure of the University, fora encourage issue-driven discussion of topics relevant to the particular groups and members of these groups particularly value the freedom to set their own agendas.  The free-ranging discussions that take place in the forum environment not only reinforce a sense of collegiality but also ensure that cross-faculty and University-wide relationships are established and developed.
A challenge for the fora is ensuring that the ideas generated in these groups are harnessed appropriately into the decision-making and policy setting mechanisms of the University.  This is achieved in a variety of ways, such as some fora being formally represented on the Vice-Chancellor’s Forum or fora members representing their collective view on a topic to the relevant University committee through a discussion paper or submission.  While these methods are generally effective, the potential remains that some useful and important discussions of a forum group may not be taken forward effectively.  The Panel encourages the senior executive to keep a watching brief on this matter.  If greater formalisation of reporting is considered desirable, it will need to be managed in a sensitive fashion to ensure that the original objectives of the fora are maintained.
AUQA commends CSU for the establishment of various fora that allow for effective discussion and information sharing across the University and help foster an understanding amongst staff of operating as ‘One University’.
1.3 Management and Co-ordination

The University’s Performance Portfolio identifies a number of issues that are ascribed fundamental importance to the University’s progress in the short to medium term.  These include reducing student attrition; progressing the acceptance and use of the online environment to support learning and teaching; progressing the internationalisation strategy and achieving a balanced staffing profile.  Each particular issue will be discussed in greater detail in later sections of this Report.
There is scope for high profile University-wide issues such as these to be better co-ordinated; for instance through the backing of an identified champion: someone who will show leadership in ensuring that the matter is being addressed by each relevant committee or organisational unit within the University and in a co-ordinated fashion.  The Panel acknowledges that the Senior Executive Group provides line management coverage of the entirety of the University’s operations and hence ultimate formal accountability.  However, line management accountability and active sponsorship and co-ordination of a focused response to a particular issue are not necessarily synonymous, especially when the issue is complex and spans formal lines of accountability.
By way of illustration, student attrition is considered by the University as “unacceptably high for some courses and modes of study” (Performance Portfolio, p14).  This is notwithstanding that the most recent published attrition rates adjusted for student characteristics (for the year 1999) show attrition at CSU to be consistent with other Australian universities at that time (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2000).  Some potentially useful work in response to this has begun in a number of areas of the University, but there is little sense that these initiatives have come about as part of a well-considered and co-ordinated University-wide response.  A better co-ordinated response would allow all areas within the University to take ownership of attrition as a priority (for further discussion of this issue, see section 2.9.1).
AUQA recommends that in responding to cross-portfolio issues the University has identified as fundamentally important to the institution, CSU management assign responsibility for formulating and implementing a co-ordinated strategy to address each issue including guiding the various elements of the University in the roles they are expected to play in the solution.
1.4 University Governance
Council was established on 1 July 1999 by amendment to the Act, replacing the Board of Governors. The Audit Panel met the Chancellor and some external members of Council.  It is evident that a good working relationship based on clear and open communication exists between Council and senior management.

In September 2003, Council members participated in a facilitated workshop to review corporate governance within the University.  A tangible outcome of this workshop was The Charter of Corporate Governance, approved by Council in May 2004.  The Charter sets out principles of good corporate governance at CSU and details the Council’s governance role and the roles of Council officeholders.  Although the Charter is relatively new, it has already resulted in improved information being available to recently appointed and relatively new Council members.
Council has signalled its intention to undertake a formal evaluation of its performance.  This accords with the University’s general objective of adopting a more rigorous approach to the evaluation of performance at all levels and is supported by the Panel.
AUQA commends the CSU Council for its responsible approach to corporate governance, especially as demonstrated by its adoption of The Charter of Corporate Governance.
1.5 Risk Management

Council approved a Policy on Risk Management in March 2004, which recognises the need for the University to develop a comprehensive risk management framework.  The University was in the early stages of implementing the policy at the time of the Audit Panel’s visit.   Some divisions or areas within the University have a good grasp of the principles of effective risk management and how to develop a sound risk management framework for their work area.  Others still need considerable assistance to understand and apply this approach.  As the University moves forward in this task, there would be benefit in identifying those service divisions attending to the issue well and ensuring that this good practice can be shared across divisions and academic faculties.  
The University has recognised that more effective risk identification and risk management is required of its transnational teaching activities, particularly those involving third party organisations.  The Panel supports this view and discusses this in greater detail in section 5.2.
AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that a more formal approach to the identification, assessment and management of corporate and operational risk is required, as demonstrated by its adoption in March 2004 of the Policy on Risk Management.
1.6 Quality Management

CSU’s approach to quality is based upon continuous improvement.  The University’s Strategic Plan notes that “the future direction of the University must be continuous enhancement and renewal of its academic activities and administrative and support services” (p3).  The Performance Portfolio reinforces this by noting that “the University is seeking to achieve its mission through a process of continuous enhancement and renewal of its academic activities and administrative and support services” and for the University to achieve its objectives will require “a focus on outcomes, concentration of resources and continuous organisational renewal” (p10).

The University has also developed a planning and review cycle which is represented diagrammatically in the ‘User’s Guide to the Strategic Plan’.  However, an explicit link between planning, review and improvement is not presented.  Also, review may mean many things, from ongoing internal monitoring for formative purposes through to periodic, external, formal review for mainly summative purposes.  CSU uses the term in both ways.  Consideration could therefore be given to broadening the concept of the current planning and review cycle to include the elements of short term monitoring, longer term review and most importantly, an explicit link to improvement, enhancement and renewal.

AUQA recommends that CSU further develop its planning and review cycle to include an explicit link to the organisationally recognised driver of quality; namely, improvement.

1.6.1 Strategic and Operational Planning
The University’s Strategic Plan 2002-2007 was endorsed by Council in May 2003.  The Plan is structured around four ‘pillars’; namely learning and teaching, research, regional engagement, and resource management and generation.  In each area, the Plan outlines high level goals and strategies and lists the ‘key indicators of context and performance’ through which the University will track achievements.
Accompanying the introduction of the Strategic Plan has been a greater emphasis on documenting the alignment of plans at all levels throughout the University, as outlined in the ‘User’s Guide to the Strategic Plan’:

“Each organisational unit (faculty, division, school, centre or unit) has the opportunity to identify those parts of the Strategic Plan to which it can contribute.  The extent to which each organisational unit can contribute to a particular pillar and the nature by which it does so will vary, depending on the unit’s function … the operational plans, while developed with some level of independence, are expected to integrate into a consistent aspiration, and hence achievement, against the objectives of the four pillars”.

From its examination of faculty plans and a sample of division operational plans, the Panel supports this characterisation.  There is broad alignment between faculty, division and centre plans and the University Strategic Plan.  Faculty plans also contain a mix of quantitative and qualitative indicators and targets.  This aligned and integrated series of plans is a considerable achievement for the University.
Annually, the Vice-Chancellor identifies a small set of strategic priorities for University-wide attention during the subsequent financial year.  These are identified after considering the planning priorities of faculties and divisions and in consultation with the Senior Executive Group.  The Panel found that these are generally less well known by staff compared with their understanding of area-specific priorities.  As noted earlier (see section 1.3 and Recommendation 1), formulation, implementation and co-ordination of strategies at this highest level requires increased attention.
In terms of assessing performance against plans, the University notes that “accountability for achieving planned outcomes is achieved through annual performance evaluation, applied at all levels; for example, organisational units, projects and individuals” (Performance Portfolio, p52).  The introduction of a formal performance management system for staff (see section 7.4) is consistent with this approach.  As experience with planning techniques and performance evaluation develops, CSU will be able more systematically to ensure that strategic objectives are acted upon and use its planning cycle with greater sophistication.
Good progress has been made to date in formalising planning processes and seeking alignment between plans at every level.  It is conceivable that a comprehensive and aligned set of plans could have been developed with little or no input from the people responsible for achieving the objectives of the plan.  However, staff met by the Panel reported active participation in the planning process and demonstrated good knowledge of, and support for, the plans to which they contributed.
1.6.2 Review and External Reference
To date, more attention has been directed towards the ‘planning’ element of the planning and review cycle than to ‘review’.  The University has expressed a desire to formalise review and to seek external input and advice more frequently.  The Panel endorses this view.  Both academic and service areas need greater guidance and assistance in considering and harnessing the potential benefits of both self-reflection and external comment.  Furthermore, actively seeking external reference is arguably more important for a regional institution that relies significantly on recruiting from its local area and ‘home growing’ in a number of areas, including leadership.
The University does not have a formal schedule of reviews of academic or support areas.  This is not to imply that review activity has been absent, but it has been to date largely ad hoc and often voluntary.  CSU does not operate a system of regular faculty or school reviews.  Reviews of support areas within the University have been initiated from time to time by the Senior Executive Group or by the Executive Director of a division.  Some reviews are of a division as a whole, others are of discrete service functions such as marketing or security.  Those conducted to date are a mix of self-review and/or review by external consultants.  With respect to teaching, courses are required to be reviewed every five years (see section 2.3).  A review of research has also recently been completed (see section 3.2.1).
Greater attention is required to defining the nature of different forms of review activity (including the place of self-review) and the manner in which reviews are scheduled, initiated, conducted and followed-up.  In developing guidelines for reviews, deciding when external input will be appropriate and how it may best be obtained, will also need to be considered.
In some of the University’s documentation, mention is made of the need to ‘benchmark’ and this was also a common topic in the Panel’s discussions with staff.  There are various understandings of this term at CSU, including a general need to look externally; setting of performance targets; structured comparison of particular activities; and developmental activity undertaken to understand how others operate.  CSU has identified the University of Limerick, the University of East London and the University of Twente as international comparator institutions.  To date, connections with these institutions have led to some fruitful exchanges of ideas rather than structured institutional comparisons.  It was not clear to the Audit Panel what particular synergies exist between CSU and these Universities to make them optimal institutional benchmark partners.
The University proposes to identify two or three Australian universities and one international university to benchmark research-related issues.  Before embarking on this, further clarity is needed about what is meant by ‘benchmarking’ and the intended outcome(s) of the process.  This will then assist in the identification of appropriate partner institutions.
AUQA recommends that CSU formalise its expectations around use of the term ‘review’ including how it is distinguished from ‘monitoring’ and develop guidelines on initiation, frequency, process, use of external input and follow-up of reviews for both academic and service areas of the University.  Clarification is also required of the definition and intent of ‘benchmarking’.
1.6.3 Division of Planning and Audit Unit
The Division of Planning and Audit is increasingly being recognised and valued across the University as the source of data for evidence-based decision making. Effective monitoring of progress towards objectives relies on the selection of appropriate indicators.  The University acknowledges the need for indicators that better reflect and measure the influence the University has on its regions and the Panel endorses this view (see section 4.2).  The capacity of the University’s information management systems to provide data in a useful and timely way has increased.
1.6.4 Planning and Budget

CSU’s renewed emphasis on planning has been accompanied by increased attention to overtly linking resourcing to plans and increasing staff understanding of the budget setting process.  Good progress has been made on both counts.  Even where views differ on the priorities for funding, most staff consider that the criteria for budget allocations at University level are clearer than ever before. Faculties are funded according to teaching load but faculties apply their own budget principles in allocating funding to constituent schools.  Funding at sub-faculty level is made more explicit in some faculties than others and some attention at increasing transparency at this level is required.
A performance-based funding element has been introduced under which 7.5% of a school’s Commonwealth derived funding is dependent on meeting learning and teaching development criteria and a further 7.5% is dependent on an agreed proportion of a school’s academic staff being research productive.  The implications of this for learning and teaching and for research are discussed in more detail in sections 2.8 and 3.2.2, respectively.
The introduction of an element of performance-based funding can be highly contested and divisive.  At CSU, while not all staff are happy with every element of the scheme, there is acknowledgement of consultation and flexibility during its development and introduction.  It is still too early to judge whether the introduction of performance-based funding is proving effective and monitoring and assessing this will be important for the University.  However, the general level of acceptance, particularly amongst Heads of School, Deans and other senior staff, augers well for the future.
2 LEARNING AND TEACHING
The Strategic Plan identifies the following goal with respect to learning and teaching: “Charles Sturt University graduates will be highly employable and recognised for their capacity for, and commitment to, service to the economic, social and cultural life of their communities, ethical conduct and continued personal and professional development” (p7).
The Plan notes that to achieve this goal, the University will:

· “enhance the alignment of its courses with the professional and developmental needs of students;
· provide exemplary academic service to students; and
ensure appropriate and focused administrative and support services for students” (p7).
It identifies a number of strategies through which each of the above will be progressed.  Some of these will be discussed in detail below.
2.1 Management of Learning and Teaching

University committees responsible for learning and teaching include the University Course Planning Committee, Academic Senate, Academic Programs Committee and the Learning and Teaching Committee.  The Quality Audit Committee, a sub-committee of Academic Senate, is responsible for conducting audits of academic policy and its implementation.
The Dean has overall responsibility for the sound conduct of teaching and learning in his/her faculty.  Each faculty has a Sub-Dean (Learning and Teaching) who regard their role as being a developmental one, encouraging faculty staff to respond to relevant University policy.  The Sub-Deans (Learning and Teaching) also serve on the University’s Learning and Teaching Committee.  In the Panel’s view they serve important co-ordinating and linking functions and are constructive facilitators of innovation and the sharing of good practice.
Under the supervision of Heads of School, Course and Subject Co-ordinators have responsibility for the academic management of courses and subjects, respectively.  The responsibilities of Course and Subject Co-ordinators are detailed in the Academic Manual, but despite this the Panel noted a variety of understandings of their role amongst the staff it met. In light of the inconsistencies of student experience (see section 2.2), attention to ensuring a more consistent understanding of these roles would be beneficial as these staff have an important part to play in ensuring that the CSU approach to teaching and learning pervades all courses and subjects.  Formal performance management is still at a relatively early stage of implementation for academic staff (see section 7.4).  As it is rolled out across the University, it should play an important role in supporting further development of the skills of those staff responsible for managing learning and teaching activities.
2.1.1 University Course Planning Committee
The University Course Planning Committee (UCPC) is responsible for planning the course profile of the University.  Chaired by the Vice-Chancellor, the Committee includes the Deputy Vice-Chancellors, Pro Vice-Chancellor, Deans and Presiding Officer of Academic Senate.  UCPC is considered by the University to be the principal point of integration of academic and resource planning with respect to learning and teaching and it appears to have successfully accomplished this integrative function.  For instance, service divisions not directly represented on the group, such as Library Services and Information Technology, are appropriately involved in the deliberations of the UCPC.
The Committee’s role as a regulator of proposed new courses is an important one, given recognition within the University of the need to reduce the total number of subjects on offer.  The Learning and Teaching Plan notes the need for “a significant reduction in the number of subjects offered by the University through structural and other changes” and sets as a target a 15% reduction in the number of subjects by 2005.  This is indeed a significant issue for the University, with 23% of the subjects offered in 2003 having enrolments of less than 11 students.

UCPC undertook a review in 2002-2003 of the entire undergraduate course profile, with the aim of ensuring that it is sustainable in terms of resources and academic quality and aligned to the Strategic Plan.  The profile was assessed against four criteria: academic performance; quality and quantity of demand; sustainability and growth potential; and alignment with the University’s mission.  While it is too soon for the Panel to comment in detail on the effect of this exercise, it supports recognition of the UCPC as the means for effecting a co-ordinated management response to what is a large issue for the University and encourages ongoing attention to the outcomes of the undergraduate course profile review.  The Panel also notes that UCPC plans to undertake a similar review of the postgraduate course profile in 2004.
2.1.2 Academic Senate and Teaching Related Sub-Committees
Academic Senate is defined as the “principal academic body of the University” (Academic Senate Terms of Reference, 2001).  It is charged with providing advice to Council and the Vice-Chancellor on all academic matters relating to teaching, scholarship and research within or external to the University.  In terms of quality assurance, Academic Senate is responsible for assuring the quality of teaching and learning within the University by developing and implementing appropriate policies, including course accreditation and periodic reviews.
The Panel was provided with different views on the nature of Academic Senate’s formal relationship to Council.  The University Act, Senate Terms of Reference and Performance Portfolio all suggest that Academic Senate is a committee of Council, although the Charter of Corporate Governance is somewhat ambiguous on this point.  The Panel notes that the University community is currently discussing this matter and endorses the recognition that greater clarity is required.
A second, perhaps more important question requiring clarification is the extent to which CSU wishes Academic Senate to operate as lead body in the formulation of academic plans and policies and in monitoring their implementation.  As it currently operates, Academic Senate functions as the final arbiter on academic regulations and related decisions brought forward by its sub-committees.  In this technical role it appears to be performing satisfactorily, although it is heavily reliant on the effective performance of its sub-committees.  On the other hand, it is not taking an active role in fostering discussion of, and leading the University’s response to high level matters of current and emerging academic policy.  It appeared to the Panel that the mechanistic nature of much of Academic Senate’s activity had led senior academic staff to disengage from active involvement.  Discussion and debate of strategic issues occurs within some of the sub-committees of the Academic Senate, particularly the Learning and Teaching Committee and as noted earlier (see section 1.2.1), cross-University fora such as the Professorial Forum are also providing opportunities for collegial discussion.  Senior management needs to facilitate a discussion within the University of the desired role of Academic Senate and clarify this for all staff.
AUQA recommends that CSU clarify for all staff the intended role to be played by Academic Senate in fostering collegial discussion and debate and in leading academic policy development and monitoring.  Senate’s formal relationship to Council with respect to governing and assuring the quality of the University’s academic activities also needs to be clarified.
Academic Programs Committee (APC) receives delegated authority from Academic Senate for oversight of accreditation of new undergraduate and postgraduate coursework courses, of periodic review of courses at these levels (see section 2.3) and of proposals for their phase-out.  The APC is a small group of five members and has a substantial agenda at each meeting but nevertheless appears to be operating effectively.  It also plays a role in monitoring, at a general level, the conformity of courses with University academic policy.  One of the APC’s terms of reference is to “conduct periodic audits of faculties to ensure that the faculties are systematically and effectively implementing quality assurance mechanisms with respect to the development of new courses, specialisations, majors and minors and to report to the Academic Senate and Vice-Chancellor the findings of such audits”.  In recent times, at least, such audits have not been undertaken.  This is unsurprising given APC’s otherwise heavy workload.  The Panel was informed that this audit responsibility has been largely subsumed by the APC’s oversight of course reviews although its terms of reference do not reflect this.
The Quality Audit Committee (QAC), established by Academic Senate in 1998, is responsible for identifying particular topics related to academic policy or practice that will be subject to audit in any given year and for determining the appropriate method by which the audit will be conducted.  Audits have been completed on the following topics: Senate Policy on Course Advisory Committees (1999); Senate Policy on Student Subject Surveys (2000); Senate Policy on Minimum Standards for Communicating with Students (2000); and, Subject Outlines (2003).  The first three of these projects were undertaken by the same team of staff; the fourth by a nominee of the Presiding Officer of Senate.  In each case the subsequent report makes a number of recommendations for consideration.  Once the results of a particular audit have been presented to Academic Senate, there is no formal follow-up mechanism, although the Presiding Officer of Senate ensures that faculties or divisions in the University affected by the recommendations are alerted and then the respective Dean or Executive Director is expected to act.
Given the University’s goal of instituting continuous improvement, a reconsideration of the role and function of the QAC by Academic Senate is warranted, including how this Committee intersects with the ‘audit’ functions of its other learning and teaching committees.  At present, the systems in place do not appear to provide Academic Senate with a sufficiently comprehensive understanding of quality assurance across all academic activities.  If the QAC is to be retained, greater thought is needed on the rationale for selection of topics, appropriate methods of investigation, the extent to which an audit could or should involve external input and mechanisms by which the Committee or Senate will monitor the implementation of recommendations and the identification of improvements.
AUQA recommends that Academic Senate reconsider the various mechanisms it has in place for assuring the quality of teaching and learning within CSU to ensure that they are able to effectively and efficiently support continuous improvement of the University’s academic activities.
2.1.3 Learning and Teaching Plan

The Learning and Teaching Plan was developed in March 2003 and is organised around six key areas: support for students’ learning, valuing teaching, quality assurance, resourcing, flexible delivery and ensuring currency.  Across these areas, 18 priorities are identified, with associated actions and indicators.  Monitoring implementation of the Plan is a formal responsibility of the Learning and Teaching Committee.
The Panel requested a copy of the latest monitoring report for the Plan and from this it is evident that progress is being made with respect to a significant proportion of the intended actions, although others are yet to be addressed.  Having said this, the Panel considers that the Plan is not being used to shape significantly the priorities or actions of faculties, or indeed of the Learning and Teaching Committee itself in any direct manner.  This may in part be because the current Plan predated the formation of the Committee.
AUQA recommends that the Learning and Teaching Committee give priority to implementing the University’s Learning and Teaching Plan and ensuring that faculty operational plans align more closely to this Plan.
2.1.4 Course Profile

A particular feature of CSU’s academic profile is offering courses with an applied focus that are aimed at meeting the needs of its local region while providing support to the professions both within the State and nationally.  Examples of this include wine science, viticulture, library science and policing.  Approximately 50% of enrolments in policing, library science and wine science courses nationally are at CSU. 

The University has also developed courses in areas of workforce need and skill shortage in non-metropolitan regions.  In recent years this has particularly been demonstrated by courses in allied health fields such as Pharmacy, Physiotherapy, Speech Pathology and Podiatry.  With the approval of State and Federal Governments, Veterinary Science is to be introduced in 2005 with the aim of increasing the number of professionals available nationally to work with rural industries.  As noted in Chapter 4, CSU’s course profile is an important way in which the University is serving community need.

2.2 The Student Experience

During its visit, the Panel met students enrolled in a variety of courses and modes of study, together with a representative cross-section of students from different backgrounds, including Indigenous, international students and so on.  In general terms, students reported very positively on their learning and teaching experiences at the University.  In particular, students are appreciative of many dedicated, accessible and personally supportive teaching staff.  While not detracting from this positive sentiment, students also reported a considerable degree of inconsistency in their experience.  Variability around staff use of the subject outline to provide information about the subject (see section 2.3.1); the educational approach taken in distance education study guides (see section 2.6); the frequency and nature of staff moderation of online discussion fora (see section 2.6.1); and the nature of feedback to students on assessed work are some examples of this.
Given the University’s ‘One University’ philosophy and its objectives to provide “exemplary academic service to students” and “a student centered educational environment”, CSU should increase its ability to deliver a more consistent CSU learning experience to students, however and wherever they may be studying.  Addressing this issue will require a multi-dimensional response.  Many of the inconsistencies experienced by students appear to arise because academic policies are applied to varying degrees or interpreted differently in different faculties.  The University has already recognised that communication of new or modified academic policy to staff needs to be improved and the Panel supports this.  In other situations, guidelines (for example, on the expected behaviour of staff moderating online discussion fora) may need to be developed.  There is also a need for increased use of the performance management and staff development systems to support staff in fulfilling their responsibilities to students.  The Panel has already noted that the roles of Course and Subject Co-ordinators require clarification (see section 2.1).
AUQA recommends that CSU further develop its ability to achieve its goal of exemplary academic service to all students and to monitor this across mode, location and academic area.
2.3 Accreditation, External Accreditation and Review

The accreditation function of APC has been noted above.  Once courses have been approved, Academic Senate requires that each is reviewed every five years.  The Performance Portfolio notes that “while courses are regularly reviewed, there is a need for closer monitoring by APC of the course review schedules of faculties” (p13).
The Academic Manual contains a pro forma for course review documentation which is now mandatory for all courses.  Review documentation is submitted first to the relevant faculty board, and its course committee, and then forwarded to APC for undergraduate, postgraduate coursework or professional doctorates, or to the Board of Graduate Studies and then Academic Senate for higher degree by research courses.  APC or Senate may choose to re-accredit the course for the full five years or for a shorter period if remedial action is required.
Evaluation information required as part of the course review process relates to:

· need – as measured by Graduate Destination Survey (GDS) data and advice from course advisory groups;
· demand – as measured by University Admissions Centre data; intake, retention, progress and completion information;
· resources – information on the adequacy of current resourcing and details of any proposed changes;
· quality of teaching – as measured by Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) data (good teaching and appropriate assessment scales) and aggregated data for student subject evaluation; and
· graduate attributes – as measured by CEQ generic skills scale.
The University requires that external input is sought in both course approval and course review.  The Performance Portfolio notes that while “compliance with this requirement is strong … compliance with the requirement that there be a formal written report of the external advisory process is less complete” (p13).  This was also the Panel’s experience: some reassurances were given as to external input being obtained but documentary evidence was lacking.  Given this, the Panel had difficulty in assessing the extent to which the requirement is being met.  The Performance Portfolio also notes that compliance with the requirement that course reviews show evidence of the involvement of external advisers is variable and APC has alerted faculties that such evidence will be sought in future.
In addition, the Panel suggests that greater differentiation be made between external input being sought for advisory, developmental purposes and that being sought for the purposes of evaluation.  This is particularly important given that APC, as the final arbiter of the accreditation process, does not seek external, expert confirmation of the standard of course proposals placed before it.
AUQA affirms CSU’s intention to require systematic external input for both course approval and course review and that this input be documented.

Two courses sampled for detailed examination by the Panel showed that there was awareness of the requirement to undertake a review of them.  In one, a comprehensive review had been undertaken and considered by relevant committees and boards within the University.  The other course is currently seeking re-accreditation from the professional body and in recognition of this approval had been given for the deferral of the University course review process.  While sympathising with the desire to minimise the reporting burden on schools and faculties, the Panel cautions against regarding professional accreditation as a replacement for the University’s own course review process since each has somewhat different objectives.  Nonetheless, CSU’s schedule of course reviews should be alert to and take account of such external demands.  This is perhaps not happening as well as it might as far as professional accreditation is concerned since faculties have responsibility for meeting these requirements and information relating to professional accreditation is retained by faculties.  Greater information about professional accreditation will now be available centrally with the introduction of the new information management system CASIMS, which has mandated use of the CSU course review pro forma.  The pro forma requires information to be included on “any professional body that has played a part in the review of the course, either for professional accreditation purposes or other reasons … including details of any recommendations made by the professional body”.
The Panel supports the University in its efforts to systematise more effectively its internal course review and, as part of this, assure itself that professional accreditation requirements are met and to build on the findings of these and other external reviews.
AUQA recommends that CSU maintain a central schedule of five-yearly course and other reviews that takes account of external requirements such as professional accreditation and that can be used to ensure that all required reviews are completed.
2.3.1 Subject Accreditation and Review

Subjects are approved by the relevant faculty board on the advice of school boards.  Subject outlines are considered by the University to be the “agreed learning contract between it and the student for that offering” and Subject Convenors are accountable for ensuring that outlines conform to University policy.  A review by the Quality Audit Committee (QAC) 2003 found that while some items of information in subject outlines were consistently provided, others represented a recurring problem, especially information related to assessment.  This was confirmed by some of the students to whom the Panel spoke.  The QAC’s audit also identified different practices in place across faculties with respect to the handling of outlines for subjects offered in internal, distance and online modes.  This is problematic for all students, including those who study through third party arrangements (see section 5.2).  The audit also found that “for some items of information … text was quite often not clearly put or was misleading or out of date.  This was particularly true for the critical area of information on grading of assessment tasks or final grades” (QAC Audit on Subject Outlines, p1).
Academic Senate has taken some action to begin redressing these issues and Heads of School have also been asked to monitor compliance more closely.  The Panel supports this work, but suggests that greater urgency be directed at ensuring that academic staff are aware of their responsibilities for providing full and accurate information to students through subject outlines.
AUQA recommends that CSU establish a more rigorous process for ensuring that subject outlines comply with University policy both in the nature of their content and their currency.
2.4 Assuring Academic Standards
One of the terms of reference of Academic Senate is to be responsible for “assuring the quality of teaching and learning within the University by developing and implementing appropriate policies, including course accreditation and periodic reviews”.  The Panel investigated this area in some detail.
There is varied understanding amongst academic staff about how academic standards across mode and location can most effectively be assured and this is an issue that needs to be more widely discussed within the University.  School and Faculty Assessment Committees have responsibility for reviewing student grades and checking for conformity to faculty and University policy.  In this role they are operating effectively.  Outward looking comparisons are less systematically undertaken.  Also, the extent to which faculties are undertaking comparison of student outcomes across cohorts of students in different locations varies considerably.  For some third party provision, results on some courses offered across multiple locations are compared but this is not happening systematically.  For many subjects being taught through third parties, considerable reliance is being placed on moderation as the assurance mechanism.  As noted later in this Report, it is evident that the University takes seriously its responsibilities for moderation but reliance on this alone is insufficient (see section 5.2.3).
AUQA recommends that CSU Academic Senate develop, as a priority, more effective mechanisms for ensuring the consistent implementation within faculties of University policy for assuring academic quality and standards across all delivery modes and locations.
The Learning and Teaching Plan notes that Academic Senate will define “standards and criteria of national and international standing of courses”.  Criteria to assess the national and international competitiveness of courses have been produced and adopted on a trial basis.  The criteria cover aspects such as accreditation status, the characteristics of students attracted to the course, student outcomes and teaching staff attributes.  Academic Senate has signalled its intention to evaluate the course profile against these criteria in 2005, following completion of the postgraduate course profile review in 2004.  The Panel supports this work.
2.5 Student Evaluation of Subjects and Teaching

The University is currently reconsidering its system for student evaluation of subjects, courses and teaching.  The University’s self-review and the panel commissioned by CSU to undertake a trial institutional audit both identified a number of difficulties or anomalies surrounding current policy and practice.  Among these are that: response rates from distance education students have been relatively poor; there is poor compliance by staff with the requirement to provide reports and feedback on improvements; student feedback has not been collected by CSU from students studying in third party arrangements; and subjects with less than 15 students are exempt from evaluation. Recommendations addressing each of these issues and other areas for improvement made by the Student Evaluation of Teaching Working Party have recently been adopted by Academic Senate.
AUQA affirms CSU’s recognition of the need to formalise and systematise the manner in which student evaluation information of subjects, courses and teaching is collected and, more importantly, acted upon, so as to achieve the University’s objective of continuous improvement.

The University’s recognition of the need to more actively seek and respond to student feedback is endorsed given its stated commitment to providing a “student centered educational environment”. The Panel notes that input from the University’s student body will be sought as the evaluation instrument and procedures for implementing policy are developed and the Panel supports this intention.

Some further thoughts are offered on particular issues that will need further consideration as the new policy is developed.
As noted above the University has recognised that its evaluation system has not been applied to subjects with enrolment of less than 15 students and it intends to remedy this situation.  Given the relatively large number of subjects in this category (see section 2.1.1), the Panel emphasises the importance of this change.  The University has also recognised that the system has often not applied to CSU subjects offered through third party arrangements (although some partner organisations conduct evaluations for their own purposes).  Given the University’s desire for its Learning and Teaching Plan to “apply to all learning and teaching for which CSU is responsible including learning and teaching undertaken by partner organisations where CSU is responsible for quality assurance” (p1), the Panel endorses moves to rectify this situation.  Academic Senate has accepted that partner organisations may, with the approval of the Director of the Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching, be permitted to use their own survey instrument.  In light of Senate’s acceptance of the need to compare the results of evaluations from students enrolled in the same subject across different locations and modes, care will be needed in exercising control over the extent to which customisation or substitution of the evaluation instrument should be allowed.
In terms of attempting to increase reporting to students on the changes made, Senate has agreed that “enhancements made by Subject Co-ordinators to a subject and/or teaching as an outcome of student feedback [should] be communicated to students in an appropriate online site and in a timely manner”.  Students met by the Panel reported that such information is already provided in some subjects.  To ensure greater consistency in the student experience, guidelines on expected or appropriate communication may need to be developed.
The University has decided to move to a single online instrument for seeking student feedback on teaching and learning in subjects.  Given the general experience of poorer response rates for online as opposed to hard copy instruments, the University will need to monitor this issue carefully.
More generally, in terms of its continuous improvement emphasis, effective ways need to be found of ensuring that action is taken when needed and also that matters of general applicability raised by evaluations are identified and rectified.
The Panel encourages and supports the University in its endeavours to strengthen its systems for student evaluation of subjects, courses and teaching.
2.6 Flexible Learning
The Learning and Teaching Plan identifies that to be responsive to diversity in student cohorts and learning needs the University should “promote the use of multiple methods of delivery including mixed modes in combination as appropriate to meet diverse needs” (p4).
The University has a long history in the provision of distance education.  In 2003, CSU delivered distance education study packages to approximately 19,000 students in Australia and internationally.  Distance education at CSU uses a mix of traditional strategies such as print-based materials and residential schools and increasingly online technologies. For example, by the end of 2005, it is planned that all subjects will have an online subject outline with links to electronically available resources.

There is a high degree of satisfaction amongst distance education students concerning the delivery of materials and subject study guides although there is variability in the pedagogic approach being taken in paper-based study guides.  It is evident that some teachers are effective in ensuring that the study guide provokes students to think critically about the content whereas in other cases the study guides are simply an assembly of relevant readings.  This suggests that academic staff in different schools do not have access to consistent advice about good practice in the educational design of distance materials.  This is a matter for the attention of Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching (see section 2.7).
2.6.1 Flexible Learning in an E-Environment
The University has identified as strategic priorities for both 2004 and 2005 “continuing development of a leading edge learning environment”.  CSU has made a positive start in the establishment and development of an online interface (known as ‘MyCSU’) which, while not unique within the sector, is nonetheless very well appreciated by many students (see further discussion below).

The Online Learning Working Party report presented to Academic Senate in September 2003 is a comprehensive and thoughtful document that raises a number of significant challenges for the University in furthering this agenda.  Senate, in approving the report, requested that the Senior Executive Group consider the budgetary implications of the report’s recommendations and the need for long-term strategic planning for online learning and teaching.  The Panel was unable to identify who is the champion of developments in this area, as current responsibility appears to be diffused.  Without an identified leader to drive development, there may be a tendency for each group or committee to leave action to others and for undesirable variations in online teaching practice and quality to emerge.  As noted below, the Panel found some evidence that this is already happening.
AUQA recommends that in progressing towards its goal of developing a ‘leading edge learning environment’, CSU clarify how effective leadership of its online learning and teaching initiatives will be secured.  This will need to take place in conjunction with the recommended reconsideration of the future role and function of the Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching.
Student reaction to the facilities available to them through MyCSU is overwhelmingly positive.  The subject-based online discussion fora, which allow for discussion between and among students and staff, are found to be a highly positive supplement to other forms of support.  Students studying by distance, in particular, find participation in the forum very useful since it lessens the sense of isolation they might otherwise feel and allows them to communicate with fellow students studying on-campus. Other features of the online environment, such as online submission of assignments, are also valued by many students.  With the real benefits being experienced by internal and distance education students from access to the online forum, the technical difficulties surrounding tailoring access to students studying through third party arrangements need to be rectified as a matter of priority (see section 6.3) so that these students too might benefit.
As use of, and reliance upon, the online learning and teaching environment increase, CSU needs to set more explicit parameters for staff nominated as the Forum Manager.  Student experience of the extent of staff involvement is highly variable ranging from excellent interaction between teacher and students through to virtually no staff involvement.  Such inconsistency is very frustrating for students who have been led to anticipate, or have already experienced, online activity as a strong feature of CSU subjects.  The Panel acknowledges the implications that increased use of online teaching has for staff workloads, but having made the commitment to move in this direction, the University needs to find ways of effectively managing and supporting its online delivery.  End of session summary reports are already provided to Heads of School identifying the extent of involvement by each Forum Manager.  These are a useful tool in assisting supervisors to monitor work patterns in the online environment and should be considered in the context of the school’s overall workload modeling.
AUQA recommends that CSU ensure Heads of School attend more closely to the end of session Online Forum Manager summary reports to ensure that staff assigned responsibility for this role are undertaking it satisfactorily, thereby ensuring greater consistency in the student experience across subjects.
2.7 Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching

The Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching (CELT) is a multi-campus unit charged with providing support for learning and teaching within the University.  Its services cover four principal areas: development of learning materials including e-resources through its Learning Media Laboratories, the evaluation of learning and teaching, academic staff development, and the application of technology in learning and teaching.  The Learning Media Laboratories on the Albury, Bathurst and Wagga Wagga campuses offer support to staff wishing to develop e-learning materials. Educational designers, who are based within academic schools, play a dual role of offering personal consultations with academic staff to assist in developing learning materials as well as providing more general academic staff development.  The Panel notes that a good deal of productive work is being undertaken by CELT staff and that academic staff appreciate and value the input offered by educational designers.
Without wishing to detract from this, the Panel considers that a reconsideration of the role and function of CELT is warranted.  The Panel acknowledges that CELT was last reviewed relatively recently (2002), but the rapid pace of developments in technology-based teaching and the University’s expanded expectations in this regard warrant a considered view as to the most appropriate future role and function for CELT.  Such reconsideration would be particularly timely given the current vacancies in two senior management posts within the Centre (responsible for Evaluation Services and Educational Design and Educational Technology, respectively).
In the Panel’s view, CELT’s activities could be characterised as being largely responsive and supportive.  Given CSU’s desire to develop a ‘leading edge learning environment’, and the evidence of inconsistent implementation of online teaching across the University, there is a need for more visible leadership of these activities.  CELT’s responsibilities in this area, and ability to provide such leadership, need clarification.
AUQA recommends that CSU, utilising external expertise as necessary, reconsider the future role and function of the Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching with regard to leadership of pedagogical development, especially in the online environment, in order to meet the University’s goal of developing a leading edge learning environment.
2.8 Performance-Based Funding for Teaching

CSU has instituted a component of performance-based funding for learning and teaching through which 7.5% of a school’s Commonwealth derived funding is contingent on meeting certain criteria.  As noted above (see section 1.6.4), the system has been generally well received although some staff feel that it would be more constructive if a financial bonus were available to schools meeting the targets rather than a financial penalty for non-attainment of targets.
One of the elements of the performance-based funding for teaching is ‘academic staff participation in teaching evaluation and professional development’.  The target set for 2003 was 50%.  Data suggest that across the University, 43% of eligible staff met the criteria but that results varied across faculties ranging from proportions well under the target (18%) to some slightly above it (57%).  There is clearly a need to continue close monitoring of this approach.  As noted earlier (see section 1.6.4), it is too early for the Panel to judge whether the introduction of performance-based funding will be effective in assisting the achievement of objectives.
2.9 Outcomes
The University has achieved some good outcomes with respect to learning and teaching.  Recent research conducted by the University has shown that a large proportion of its graduates are employed in rural and regional areas (see section 4.2.2), which reflects well on the University’s ability to assist in meeting its regions’ needs for an increase in the number of skilled professionals.  Indicators of Indigenous student access, participation, retention and success at CSU for 2002-2003 are above national rates.
The University includes both the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) and Graduate Destination Survey (GDS) within its group of key learning and teaching indicators.  The University notes in its Performance Portfolio that “UCPC is encouraging the University to make better use of information available from the CEQ.  As this information allows differentiation on the basis of Fields of Education, the UCPC is emphasising time series comparison for particular courses as well as comparison by Field of Education with similar universities.  The University is seeking agreement with other universities to share data for this purpose” (p14).  The Panel endorses this approach.  University and faculty-level GDS data are available from the Division of Planning and Audit and required as part of course review.  Trend data since 2000 shows considerable variability in this outcome measure.
2.9.1 Attrition
As noted above (see section 1.3), the University has identified attrition, particularly that from the first year to the second year of enrolment, as unacceptability high in some courses and for some modes of study and wishes to achieve a reduction in its average attrition rate.  This is notwithstanding that the most recent published attrition rates adjusted for student characteristics (for the year 1999) show attrition at CSU to be consistent with other Australian universities at that time (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2000).  
AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that considerable attention is required to lessen rates of student attrition, particularly for undergraduate students from first to second year.

CELT has been given responsibility for overseeing a project to analyse attrition data.  The first phase of the project will involve analysing student and course characteristics that may correlate with high attrition.  The second phase will involve the collection of additional data, through a Student Experience Questionnaire (SEQ) and an Exit Survey.
The SEQ will be introduced from 2005 and will be administered to second year students.  The SEQ is based on the CEQ and its 34 items seek students’ views on a range of matters such as their experience of courses, teaching, generic skill development, library and support services.  Given the University’s desire to promote student-centeredness in academic and non-academic services, the Panel supports the use of a comprehensive student experience instrument that will be able to provide CSU with insights into the ‘whole university’ experience of its students.  One area that is not prominent in the draft SEQ instrument provided to the Panel is student perception of administrative services and this, perhaps amongst other areas, could be added.  The Exit Survey is a semi-structured telephone interview of students who have left the University during their first year of study.  A pilot was being undertaken at the time of the audit.
The Panel supports evidence-based decision making, but was struck by the general lack of urgency surrounding attention to attrition.  The Senior Executive Group has identified the issue as one of critical importance for the University but response to date has been diffuse.  There is already a considerable body of literature concerning factors that lead to attrition and it is likely that CSU’s planned research may simply underline the findings of this previous work.  It appeared to the Panel that by using the established literature as a base, CSU is in a position to develop and implement practical strategies almost immediately. Furthermore, attention is required to ensure that Heads of School and academic staff regard attrition with as much seriousness as does the Senior Executive Group.  Many staff met by the Panel appeared resigned to accepting that attrition is due to factors beyond their own or the University’s control.
One striking exception to this is the proactive approach being adopted by the Division of Student Services through its project on students at risk.  The Division identifies students in potential difficulty with their studies by tracking students who have entered University through non-traditional pathways and looking for those who have not submitted their first assignment or who have not been logging into the online forum.  A telephone call is then made to the student asking what assistance the University may be able to offer and alerting him/her to the various forms of support mechanisms that are available.  As far as possible, attempts are made to ensure that the student becomes well connected into the support networks of the University.
AUQA commends the Division of Student Services for the proactive approach it has taken to identifying students at risk and connecting these students to CSU’s various student support systems.

This project does not have a high profile in the academic areas of the University and appears to be quite distinct from CELT’s proposed response to student attrition.  The Panel strongly suggests practical strategies of this nature being further explored and enhanced as a matter of priority.
3 RESEARCH AND RESEARCH TRAINING
The Strategic Plan includes the following goal with respect to research: “the University will produce high quality research of significance to its regions and the professions and of national and international distinction” (p11).
With respect to enhancing CSU’s research performance the Research Triennial Plan 2004-2006 lists the following objectives:
· “develop a broad-based research culture across the University;
· enhance research partnerships with industry and the professions with a focus on rural and regional communities;
· increase research performance in terms of external income and Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST) accredited publications;
· encourage a closer nexus between research and teaching in our areas of research strength; and
· increase the commercialisation of research consultancy output”.
With respect to enhancing the research training program, the high level University objectives are:

· “increase the number of Research Training Scheme places and the number of fee-paying Higher Degree Research Students (HDRS);
· increase HDRS completions and decrease HDRS attrition; and
· a transparent and equitable allocation of resources for the supervision, resourcing and support of HDRS” (Research Triennial Plan 2004-2006).
3.1 Research and Research Training Management
The Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research and Graduate Training) is responsible for oversight of research and research training within the University.  The emphasis on research at CSU has been relatively recent and leadership from the Pro Vice-Chancellor in progressing the research agenda is strong and visible.
The Research Management Committee (RMC) is a sub-committee of Academic Senate, with delegation for overseeing research policy development and implementation.  Sub-Deans (Research) from each faculty are represented on the Committee.  Each chairs his/her respective faculty research committee.  Annually the RMC develops the University’s Research Triennial Plan for the forthcoming year.  Overall, however, the RMC appears to play more of a support role, rather than a strong leadership one, in facilitating University progress towards its research goals. 
The Board of Graduate Studies is a sub-committee of Academic Senate, with delegation for overseeing the University’s research training program.  It appears to maintain an appropriate degree of oversight of these operations.
Committees are in place for the oversight of occupational health and safety and ethical issues raised by research involving both humans and animals.  Each of these committees has recently undertaken a self-review to assess its effectiveness in meeting its objectives.  Issues identified for attention included expansion of education and training within the University related to research ethics and greater formalisation of collecting and incorporating feedback from the committees’ stakeholders into their work.  The Panel did not investigate the operation of these committees in depth, but supports their ongoing effort to address the outcomes of the self-reviews.
3.1.1 Centre for Research and Graduate Training

Headed by the Pro Vice-Chancellor, the Centre for Research and Graduate Training aims to enhance CSU’s research profile, performance and culture, to facilitate a positive learning experience for research students leading to successful completions and to oversee consultancies, outside professional work and intellectual property issues.  Sub-Deans (Research) and Sub-Deans (Graduate Training) are supported by funding from the Centre for Research and Graduate Training.  As with the Sub-Deans (Learning and Teaching), they play important linking and co-ordinating roles within their faculties.
The Centre’s advice, support and various training workshops are well known and appreciated by staff and students alike.  The Centre’s activities are working well and in an integrated way to support the University’s goal of enhancing its performance in research.
3.2 Research Strategy
3.2.1 Research Review

At the time of the Audit Panel’s visit, the University had recently concluded a review of research.  The primary question which the review aimed to address was “how will CSU support the development of successful, experienced researchers through appropriate structures while at the same time enhancing the development of a broad-based research culture?”  The internal review was led by the Pro Vice-Chancellor and involved extensive consultation with relevant committees and with staff throughout the University.
An outcome of the review has been five recommendations related to school, faculty and centre support of research.  These cover matters such as the need for workload allocation that takes account of a staff member’s level of involvement in research (see section 7.5); the introduction of performance-based funding to faculties (see section 3.2.2); ongoing involvement in Co-operative Research Centres; enhanced resource support for faculty research committees; and a new policy on designated research centres (see section 3.2.3).
The review reinforced the University policy of research concentration, recommending that CSU should “continue to invest its resources in selected areas of proven or potential strength, in areas of strategic importance to the University’s mission, and in ways that will maximise the potential for CSU to offer high quality research and research training opportunities for its staff, students and communities” (‘Introduction to Research @ CSU’, p3).  This strategy is supported by the majority of staff met by the Panel.
3.2.2 Research Funding

The University has a number of different mechanisms for funding research.  Recognised research centres and groups are funded through a base grant and a performance formula for research income (45%) and publications (55%).  Funding to faculties for research is based on performance in generating research income (75%) and publications (25%).  In addition, 7.5% of the Commonwealth derived funding to faculties is contingent on individual schools attaining a negotiated proportion of research-productive staff.

In combination, these mechanisms allow for effective distribution of a fixed resource to support the University’s objectives as evidenced by the increasing trend in most of CSU’s research indicators (see section 3.4).

3.2.3 Research Concentration

The University has identified three broad areas of research strength: Land, Water and Rural Society; Application of Theory to Critical Societal Issues; and Applied Research for the Professions.  Within these, the University has defined three categories of research structure: Research Group, Designated Research Centre, and Centre of Excellence.  The groups and centres have provided a successful focus for research activity although as CSU notes, there is considerable variation in performance across the groups and centres.

In addition to these internally recognised centres, CSU is involved in five Co-operative Research Centres and leads an Australian Research Council Special Research Centre.

In March 2004, Council approved a new policy to establish designated research centres and communities of scholars.  Under this policy, Designated Research Centres will be accredited by the University for three years, as centres of either national or international standing.  Communities of Scholars will be accredited for one year.  Decisions on re-accreditation will be made by the RMC against agreed criteria. Since the policy defines more clearly than before the criteria for determining national and international distinction in research, it will be of greater assistance in monitoring progress toward research objectives.

3.2.4 The ‘Community of Scholars’ Concept

In 2003, CSU introduced the concept of ‘community of scholars’ as observed by a CSU executive member in an overseas university and adapted for introduction to CSU.  A ‘community of scholars’ is a group of two to five research productive staff and higher degree by research (HDR) students and/or post-doctoral fellows researching in the same or a similar area.  An experienced researcher, typically an Associate Professor or Professor, acts as the research leader.  The University provides funding to each accredited community to assist in the employment of a research assistant.
At the beginning of 2004, each community of scholars was required to submit a report to the RMC and this was used as the basis for the selection of communities to be funded that year.  Nine communities currently receive official recognition.
The communities of scholars are a focal point for a new enthusiasm for research at CSU, particularly among emerging and early career researchers across the University.  The community environment provides an excellent means for support for such staff, for the seeding of new research projects and for HDR students and is proving successful in fostering cross-faculty and inter-disciplinary research.  The concept is making a significant contribution to CSU’s objective of developing a broad-based research culture across the University.
AUQA commends CSU for the manner in which it has targeted research funding to areas in which it will produce the maximum effect and at the same time generally encouraged broadening of a research culture.  The ‘community of scholars’ concept, in particular, is supporting the research interests of early career and emerging researchers in a most positive way.
3.2.5 Support for Early Career Researchers

The history of the CSU’s constituent institutions means that many academic staff are at the early stages of establishing their research.  As part of its goal of developing a broad-based research culture, CSU has identified that it needs to implement programs to support new and developing researchers and some practical strategies have been established.  Examples include direct financial support for staff to undertake a higher degree (see section 3.6) and grant funding for those staff unsuccessful in securing an Australian Research Council grant but whose application receives positive comment from the granting body.  Many early career researchers also find that involvement in a University-recognised ‘community of scholars’ brings advantages in building personally and professionally supportive networks (see section 3.2.4).

3.3 Research of Significance to the Region
A considerable focus of the University’s research strategy is to engage in research that is of significance to its regions, which is reflected also in its regional engagement objectives (see Chapter 4).  The Panel was provided with numerous examples of the ways in which this is occurring.
A challenge for CSU is that some regionally-focused research does not result in outcomes that are reflected in the University’s agreed set of research performance indicators (which include the number of rural and regional grants and the value of University-sponsored regional consultancies).  Outcomes against these indicators are presented in section 3.4.  The University is currently considering ways of supporting and monitoring the professional and scholarly activity of staff that does not presently generate any traditional research outcomes but which nonetheless is considered to be of regional importance.  It wishes to maintain and extend locally relevant and useful research activity while at the same time supporting, wherever possible, its conversion into traditionally quantifiable research outcomes.
AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that additional research indicators need to be identified that more appropriately reflect and measure progress towards its objective of engaging in research of significance to its regions.

3.4 Research Outcomes
The University identifies the following as key indicators of context and performance with respect to research:

· “research income;
· research publications;
· rural and regional grants;
· ranking in Australian Universities for the Institutional Grants Scheme; and
· staff participation in research activity” (Strategic Plan 2002-2007, p12).
On most of these indicators, trend data shows improvement albeit from a low base.  Improvement in some performance measures has been marked, such as total research income ($2.9m in 1999 to $5.8m in 2002) and weighted publications (from 110 in 1999 to 380 in 2002).  Since the acceptance of a definition for ‘research productive staff’ in 2002, this number has been monitored and shows an increasing trend consistent with the University’s target.  Data from 2001 shows that the number of rural and regional grants secured has declined slightly since this time.  In 2002, CSU recorded for the first time the value of University-sponsored regional consultancies, which exceeded $1m.  2003 figures on this measure were unavailable at the time of the audit.

The University acknowledges that, relative to similar regional universities in Australia, CSU’s per capita research income and publication performance requires significant improvement.  It also notes the high variability in performance and output across the faculties.  The proportion of research active staff in 2003 varied from 25% to 49%, depending on faculty.  As noted above, performance-based funding has been introduced in an attempt to improve this.  Strategic funding to support a ‘Women in Research’ program has also recently been introduced.
AUQA commends CSU for the improving trend in most of its research output measures, albeit from a low base.

The University proposes to identify two or three Australian universities and one international university, with which it can benchmark research-related performance.  As noted earlier, the Panel endorses the decision to adopt some external frames of reference and encourages CSU in the identification of appropriate institutions.
3.5 Research Training

The University has experienced a 5% decline in the number of HDR student enrolments in the period 1999-2003.  CSU accounts for this largely because of the introduction of the Research Training Scheme.  HDR student enrolments are concentrated in the Faculty of Arts and the Faculty of Science and Agriculture, accounting for approximately 60% of all HDR students at CSU.
The University is attempting to strengthen its Honours courses and increase the links from undergraduate awards to higher degree study.  One initiative is that the Centre for Research and Graduate Training writes to all successful honours students to encourage them to consider further study.
The University has instituted a number of successful practical strategies for increasing the number of HDR students and for encouraging the participation of staff in HDR study.  These include the University and Faculty Academic Staff Higher Degree Training Scheme which supports staff to undertake study towards a higher degree.  This is an illustration of the strategy of ‘home growing’ talent in the development of its staffing profile (see section 7.2).  The Panel supports the University’s ongoing efforts in this regard.
3.6 Quality Assurance of the Research Student Experience
3.6.1 Enrolment and Induction

Recognising the increased possibility of attrition of distance education HDR students, the University encourages and provides financial support for some applicants to visit the campus to meet their would-be supervisor prior to admission.  The Centre for Research and Graduate Training runs a two day induction program for new HDR students.  Students met by the Panel with experience of this workshop had found it very valuable in informing them of services and support available and in clarifying expectations.  In response to student feedback, the program will now be held biannually.  Funding is available for distance education students to attend this event.
3.6.2 Supervision

The Centre for Research and Graduate Training maintains a Supervision Register of staff with appropriate qualifications and experience to act as supervisors.  Ongoing registration is contingent on completion of at least one recognised professional development activity every two years.  During 2001-2002, all supervisors on the Register achieved re-accreditation.
Staff inexperienced in supervision must attend a half day induction workshop organised by the Centre for Research and Graduate Training.  It is also required that they act as a Co-Supervisor under the guidance of a Principal Supervisor before being assigned principal supervision of HDR students.  In general, this apprenticeship process is found to be a valuable learning experience.  Staff new to CSU with previous successful supervisory experience are exempt from these requirements.
CSU requires that all HDR students be appointed at least two supervisors, one of whom is designated as principal supervisor.  A number of students met by the Panel had a supervisory team of three or more supervisors.  Most reported satisfaction with their supervision experience, although a number commented that the limited number of people available to supervise in particular areas, coupled with other demands on their supervisor’s time (for example, supervisors who are also Heads of School) means that access to supervisors can be difficult.
The University requires annual reports of HDR student progress.  Since 2002, these have been completed separately by students and supervisors.  CSU considers that this has enhanced the usefulness of these reports in accurately recording student progress and identifying any problems or barriers to progress that may exist.  In such instances, the Centre for Research and Graduate Training and relevant Sub-Dean are responsible for addressing the matter.  It appears that this system works well. Where annual reports raise issues that are more generally applicable, these are considered by the Board of Graduate Studies which attempts to respond with an effective solution.
3.6.3 Resources and Support
The physical resources available to HDR students vary considerably depending on the requirements of their project and the school within which they are based.  HDR students receive and manage resource funding of $5,000 and $2,000 per annum for ‘high cost’ and ‘low cost’ areas respectively from the Centre for Research and Graduate Training.  The University has developed ‘Guidelines for Higher Degree Resource Allocation’, within which each school develops its own parameters and mechanisms for cost-recovery charging of students.  Most students met by the Panel felt that sufficient resources are provided, although the requirement to pay for interlibrary loans (currently $9 per request) is problematic for some students studying in disciplines that are not well served by the CSU library collection (see section 6.2).  For others, being provided with appropriate study space has been difficult.  In addition, some students reported that the nature and level of physical resources that would be available to them was not made explicit at the beginning of their studies.  Principal supervisors have a responsibility to ensure that students’ expectations about resources are realistic.
The majority of HDR students met by the Panel felt well supported by their centre or school and by the Centre for Research and Graduate Training.  Some students, particularly those studying at a distance, do not feel part of an active research culture but the University is aware of this issue and is working to address it (see section 3.6.4).
3.6.4 Student Feedback

The Postgraduate Research Experience Questionnaire (PREQ) is completed by graduated HDR students in order to determine their satisfaction.  Although numbers at CSU are small, PREQ data is nonetheless useful for identifying areas for possible improvement.  An illustration of this is the recognition of the need to improve students’ experience of the intellectual climate and research culture of the University, particularly for distance education students.  In part response to this, travel funds have been made available for these students to visit a campus more frequently.
As well as gathering qualitative information, the annual HDR progress report administered by the Centre for Research and Graduate Training asks students to rate their satisfaction on four dimensions (level of progress; frequency of supervisory meetings; usefulness of meetings; and supervision overall).  Averaged student responses for both 2001 and 2002 reports are positive across all items.  As noted in section 3.6.2, the progress reports are analysed by the Centre for issues related to individual students that may need to be remedied and for general trends in responses.
Both the PREQ and CSU’s progress reports, as well an informally obtained feedback from students, are being used by the University to improve its research training and the Panel endorses this approach.
3.7 Research Training Outcomes
The University identifies “research higher degree completions and attrition” as its key indicator of context and performance with respect to research training (Strategic Plan 2002-2007).  Completions have increased slightly since 2000.  This has led to an improvement in the completion:attrition ratio, even though attrition has remained unchanged since 2001.  CSU is attempting to reduce attrition rates in a number of different ways, including providing funding to HDR students studying at a distance to visit the University and wherever possible linking students with research centres or groups.  The Panel acknowledges this work and encourages ongoing attention at this issue.

4 REGIONAL ENGAGEMENT
The University’s Strategic Plan includes the following statement with respect to regional engagement: “the University has an obligation to the communities in western and southwestern New South Wales and northern Victoria, regions that correspond well with the footprint of the Wiradjuri people.  The University considers service to these regions and its communities to be a priority and commits itself to undertaking dynamic and sustainable regional engagement” (p15).
The Plan notes that to achieve this goal, the University will:

· “make a major contribution to the sustainable economic development of its regions and communities;
· contribute to the social and cultural fabric of its communities; and
· prepare its communities to participate in a globalised society” (p16).
For each strategy, a number of relevant actions are identified, some of which are discussed below.
4.1 Regional Engagement Strategy and Leadership
In September 2003, Council approved a series of principles to guide CSU’s achievement of the regional engagement objectives contained in the Strategic Plan.  These are that the University’s engagement with its regions will be primarily campus based; that it will emphasise reciprocal and sustainable partnerships and networks; and that revised governance arrangements are required.  The principles reaffirm the role of Head of Campus as the Vice-Chancellor’s representative at the campus and in the local region.  They also confirm Heads of Campus as chairs of the newly formed Regional Consultative Committees.
Regional Consultative Committees have been established to replace the former Campus Advisory Committees, whose role had been identified as largely subsumed by various operational and management units.  The revised committees will be charged with advising the Vice-Chancellor on initiatives to assist the University to achieve its strategic goals (particularly in relation to regional engagement) and more generally on relationships with local communities.  The Panel noted some disquiet amongst some community people who had a long involvement with the University about why the Campus Advisory Committees had been disestablished.  As the new committees are activated, there would be benefit in ensuring that all stakeholder groups are well informed of their intended role and actions.
The Council, and indeed the entire University, is strongly supportive of CSU as a regionally-focused institution.  The University is in the early stages of redefining the ways in which this commitment will be progressed and in the adoption of new strategies to support it.  It was evident to the Panel from its interviews with staff, students and external community representatives that the University has a genuine desire to continue to work in close collaboration with its communities, for mutual benefit.

With Council’s recent adoption of principles underpinning CSU’s regional engagement objectives, the University needs to continue developing a shared understanding amongst staff of what is intended by regional engagement and ensuring that this understanding is embedded in appropriate policies and position descriptions. Senior management has largely been responsible for leading the renewal of this goal and consolidation of understanding throughout the University is now timely.

Members of the external community met by the Panel were overwhelmingly supportive of the University and the manner in which the University has actively reached out to its communities.  The University is regarded very positively as being a proactive leader of developments where it sees a community need, while at the same time being willing to listen and respond to initiatives that community representatives might propose.

AUQA commends CSU for the manner in which it has whole-heartedly embraced its commitment to regional communities and for a clear desire to improve and extend relationships with communities, for mutual benefit.
In some instances, community people wishing to approach the University with a project have found difficulty identifying the appropriate point of contact and some felt that the University could do more to showcase the expertise and skills available.  Consideration could be given to the development of an externally available expertise register or a similar mechanism that would allow greater access into the University for people seeking information or advice and may also increase, more generally, the University’s public profile.  The information already contained in the existing Register of Professional Activities (see below) may be a useful start to this.
4.2 Activities and Outcomes
The Panel was provided with many examples of the ways in which CSU staff relate to and engage with the community.  Many staff serve on professional boards and local community boards and councils and a Register of Professional Activities has been developed to attempt to record this work for internal purposes.  CSU notes that: “while these [community engagement] goals are considered to be important by the University, the responsibility for achieving them tends to be dissipated and diffused within the University, with the outcome being that it is often difficult to catalogue, document and analyse the University’s contribution to regional engagement” (‘Regional Engagement and Charles Sturt University’, September 2003, p3).  It recognises that further work is required to develop the compilation and analysis of staff contributions that support its regional engagement objectives and the Panel endorses this view.

AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that further work is required to map the contribution of staff to its regional engagement mission.

CSU notes in its Performance Portfolio that it “considers that its regional, national and international roles are integrally linked and that they are mutually reinforcing.  Thus, for instance, the University’s success in attracting national and international students strengthens the programs it is able to offer its regional communities.  The characteristics of the University’s regional location enables it to make a distinctive national and international contribution in such fields as wine science, land and water, and allied health” (p6).  Accordingly, the University lists the following as key indicators of its performance with respect to regional engagement:
· presence of international students on campus;
· participation in international exchange;
· Indigenous student participation and success;
· demand from regional students;
· graduate employment in regional locations;
· register of regional research activities;
· value of University sponsored regional consultancies; and
· contributions to regional communities (artistic, cultural and sporting).
Achievements against these indicators will be discussed below.  However, the University has acknowledged that more work is required to develop indicators “that better reflect and measure the influence the University has on its regions” (Performance Portfolio, p44) and has indicated that these will be included in the next iteration of the strategic plan.  The Panel’s investigations support this view.
AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that indicators need to be identified that more appropriately reflect and measure the influence the University has on its regions.

The University is at the early stages of giving practical effect to its revised Regional Engagement strategy.  As this is implemented, it will be important to ensure that activities are appropriately co-ordinated and championed at a senior level and that CSU’s planning, review and improvement cycle formally extends to these activities (refer to sections 1.3 and 1.6).
4.2.1 Engaging with International Communities
As noted above, the University’s set of ‘key indicators of context and performance’ includes eight indicators related to regional engagement.  Two of these assess linkages with international communities: ‘presence of international students on-campus’ and ‘CSU student participation in international exchange’.  On-campus international student numbers have been static or declining since 1999 across each of the main campuses.  A review CSU commissioned of its international activities in March 2002 suggested that agreements for the provision of CSU’s courses through on-shore partners in both Sydney and Melbourne has drawn students away from the University’s campuses.  This is further discussed in relation to the University’s draft strategy for internationalisation (see section 5.1).  CSU student participation in international exchange is at a relatively low level, with 27 students involved in 2003 (an increase from 15 students in 1999).  Clearly, these two indicators do not measure the full range of international connections developed by staff through their teaching and research activities.
4.2.2 Measuring Local Community Interactions
CSU has a strong track record in participation, retention and success of Indigenous Australian students.  CSU rates of Indigenous student participation and retention for 2003 were above average, both nationally and in comparison to the average for New South Wales universities.  The latest available data for success (for 2002) was also above both averages and indeed has been since 1999.  As noted later, the Indigenous Education Centre plays an important role in this achievement (see section 6.4).
A significant proportion of CSU’s students are from its local catchment areas, with approximately 45% of its Commonwealth-funded students coming from rural/remote locations.  Research conducted by a research institute affiliated with the University has shown that 70% of students from a regional background and 20% of students from a metropolitan background who study on-campus at CSU will take up initial employment in a regional area.  This is important given the regional drift to metropolitan areas and difficulties in sustaining skills locally.  The Panel encourages CSU to pursue its success in this area with a view to demonstrating, explaining and celebrating its achievements relative to other regional universities.

4.2.3 Artistic, Cultural and Sporting Contributions

The University supports artistic, cultural and sporting activities in its regions in a variety of ways including a public lecture series, annual theatrical and artistic productions, financial support to local conservatoria of music and hosting the Western Region Academy of Sport.  The University estimates its direct financial contributions to artistic, cultural, educational and sporting activities in the community in 2002 to have been in the order of $650,000.  This figure does not include ‘in kind’ contributions.
5 INTERNATIONALISATION
Internationalisation, as it is conceived at CSU, spans the entire organisation and dedicating a separate chapter to internationalisation in this Report is not intended to signal otherwise.  Readers should note that aspects of internationalisation are also discussed elsewhere in this Report where relevant.
5.1 International Strategy
In April 2004, the Senior Executive Group gave its in-principle endorsement to a draft ‘Strategic Framework for Internationalisation at CSU’.  In this, internationalisation is summarised as follows:
“Within the context of the University’s strategic plan, and through engagement in the off-shore delivery of courses, the enrolment on campus of increasing numbers of international students, participation in voluntary and aid projects overseas and by having our Australian students go abroad as part of their study, the University will:
· strengthen its brand value;

· open up access to University courses to students from other countries;

· enrich and broaden the experiences of its staff and students;
· help further develop cultural awareness;

· enrich our local communities;
· broaden the revenue base of the University; and

· contribute to the development of transnational education” (Strategic Framework for Internationalisation at CSU, p1).
The Strategic Framework for Internationalisation provides no rationale or parameters for the countries or regions in which the University will operate.  This information was provided to the Panel in response to one of its questions for additional information and the University advised that it does not intend the Framework to include consideration of such issues and instead plans to delineate them in an international marketing plan.  It is the Panel’s opinion that the University would derive benefit from a consolidated statement of strategic intent for internationalisation.
The framework document does identify various types of agreement that may be pursued but sets no guidelines around the strategic imperatives for the development of these various forms of arrangement in various locations.  It will be necessary for the University to agree such guidelines.  As noted earlier (see section 4.2.1), there is a possible tension within the strategy between the University’s intention to continue working through on-shore partner organisations in the provision of education, whilst also wishing to increase the number of international students it recruits on-campus.
In terms of planning and risk management, it is the Panel’s view that the University is not taking full advantage of the accumulated knowledge and experience of its staff working transnationally nor of its international partners to develop an informed view of environmental factors that could affect the sustainability of its operations such as changes in foreign government regulation and so on.

AUQA recommends that in finalising its Strategic Framework for Internationalisation, CSU clarify the strategy’s role in identifying priorities with regard to locations and modes of operation abroad, the likely effect on the University’s international student recruitment in Australia and consider how the University might more effectively harness the considerable market intelligence available from its own staff and from its various partners.

5.1.1 Management and Oversight

Within the current portfolio structure, the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Administration) has line management responsibility for the International Office while the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) has responsibility for oversight of the academic affairs of the University, including those occurring through third party operations both within and outside Australia.  There is some uncertainty within the University as to where the locus of responsibility for some aspects of its international activities rests, and this is a matter that needs to be clarified without undue delay, especially considering the ongoing strategic significance of this area for the University.  This is an example of the co-ordination issue discussed in section 1.3.
AUQA recommends that CSU clarify the locus of responsibilities for international activities so that all within the University understand where responsibility lies.
The University is currently in the process of restructuring its International Office, a move which in part reflects recommendations of a commissioned external review of the operation of the University’s international activities (March 2002).
The majority of the University’s third party teaching arrangements relate to courses from two faculties, namely the Faculty of Commerce and the Faculty of Science and Agriculture. Both faculties have put in place systems to support these partnerships.  The work of the International School of Business, which has major responsibilities in the Faculty of Commerce for international students was observed by the Panel most closely.  In those offshore locations where Faculty of Commerce courses constitute the majority of the University’s courses being offered, the International School of Business operates as a flagship for the whole University, and not just the faculty.  The Panel considers that support for the School should be reconsidered.  Considerable reliance is being placed on a relatively small staff to co-ordinate quality assurance and quality control, without sufficient time remaining for quality enhancement and development.  Given the extent and concentration of the University’s third party offerings in the Faculty of Commerce, this is a significant matter not only for the Faculty but also for the institution as a whole.  
More generally, the extensive and strong connections developed by staff in both the Faculty of Commerce and the Faculty of Science and Agriculture with many of the University’s important transnational partners appears not to be sufficiently utilised by CSU, to the detriment of the University’s ability to accomplish environmental scanning, to plan optimally and to manage risks effectively.
AUQA recommends that CSU recognise and support more appropriately the work being undertaken by the various groups within the Faculty of Commerce and the Faculty of Science and Agriculture to develop and strengthen the entirety of the University’s activities with third party providers.
5.2 Third Party Partnerships

In 2003, CSU had 6,136 international students studying through on-shore and off-shore partnership arrangements, amounting to 16% of its total student population.  At the time of the audit, active transnational agreements were in place with numerous partners across ten countries and with four partners within Australia.  The agreements vary considerably and reflect different levels of delegation to the partner, but typically involve the provision by CSU of course materials supplemented by teaching from tutorial staff employed by the partner.  CSU retains responsibility for assuring academic standards (see section 5.2.3).
5.2.1 Management and Review
The University has recognised a need for increased monitoring and evaluation of the performance of its partners.  The Panel agrees.  This is not to suggest criticism of a particular partner organisation, but rather that, without such a system in place, the University is exposed to significant risk.
CSU notes in its Performance Portfolio that the operation of the University’s third party agreements has been “under review” since 2002, with the aims being “to ensure equivalent student support and learning experiences for all CSU students and to ensure that partnership arrangements are aligned with the University’s future strategic directions” (p22).  Some tangible outcomes have resulted from this exercise, such as the initiation of a separate review of the International Office and the concurrent review of international marketing, as well as the Strategic Framework for Internationalisation.  However, there is yet to be produced an agreed mechanism through which partner performance will be monitored and evaluated.  The University has recognised the need for improvements in this area.  In conjunction with this, the role of CSU’s library and online services in supporting third party students needs explicit consideration (see also Chapter 6).
AUQA affirms CSU’s finding that increased monitoring and evaluation of the performance of its off- and on-shore partners is required.

Robust monitoring and evaluation mechanisms need to be developed with some urgency.  It will also be important to ensure that the locus of responsibilities for international activities (see Recommendation 15) is clarified without delay so that this work may progress in a thorough yet speedy manner.
Further, the Panel considers that priorities for this activity should be derived from a comprehensive analysis of the academic quality and reputational risks to which the University is currently exposed.  In addition to monitoring and evaluation of partner performance, the University has recognised that increased standardisation of its contracts with third party providers is needed.  Currently, priority is being given to re-negotiation of those agreements close to expiry or which either have significant student numbers or which no longer have an appropriate funding model. In light of the University’s recognition that its methods of evaluating partner performance need further improvement and development, the Panel considers that a risk-based approach be adopted since student numbers and financial outcomes are only two elements of this.

By way of illustration, in all the agreements sampled by the Panel, the contract provides for the partner organisation to undertake marketing and promotion on CSU’s behalf, conditional on CSU approval of copy content.  This formal approval process is not taking place routinely.  Where it does, there was evidence of at least one instance where CSU’s required changes to the proof of an advertising brochure were not actioned by the partner.  This related to the promotion of specialist streams in a course that were not in fact being offered by the University.  The partner organisation’s response that their continued inclusion in the advertisement was “merely window dressing” and its assurance that the subjects would not be offered without discussing this first with CSU is inadequate.  CSU needs to find ways of ensuring that its partners attend to these important matters of quality assurance.
Given CSU’s plan to develop new off-shore partnerships, effective procedures and tools will need to be further developed for the evaluation and approval of prospective partners as well as its existing ones.  In light of the University’s commitment to ensuring that third party students are provided with equivalent student support and learning experiences as its on-campus students such investigations must extend beyond financial probity.
AUQA recommends that CSU adopt a risk-oriented approach in the scheduling of its evaluation of current third party providers and that it develop more effective tools for the evaluation of prospective third-party teaching partners and agents and devise appropriate formal approval protocols.
This recommendation is linked to others in this Chapter relating to the need for increased clarity about CSU’s preferred locations and modes of operation abroad (Recommendation 14) and locus of responsibility for international activities (Recommendation 15).

5.2.2 Academic Quality Assurance
One of the internationalisation objectives included in the draft internationalisation strategy is “to ensure that the quality of its courses delivered off-shore is academically equivalent to the same courses delivered in Australia”.  The teaching model in the sample of third party partnerships investigated in detail by the Panel is for CSU to provide distance education course materials, supplemented by teaching provided by staff of the partner organisation.
CSU retains the right of final approval of third party staff who will be teaching into its courses.  In some on-shore arrangements, this means that CSU staff are sometimes involved in interviewing candidates prior to appointment.  For off-shore partners, CSU is more typically sent the resume of the selected candidate, for approval.  On the whole this system appears to work well and allows CSU the appropriate degree of control.

As noted earlier (see section 2.5), CSU does not conduct its own evaluations of subjects and teaching being undertaken through its third party providers (although some partners conduct evaluations for their own purposes).  This has been recognised by CSU and affirmed by the Panel (Affirmation 3) as an area needing improvement.
Assessment tasks are typically set by CSU although in some cases partner staff are allowed to devise the assessment for CSU approval.  The latter most typically occurs where the arrangement with the partner has been longstanding and good working relationships have developed between CSU and the partner’s academic staff.  In some instances, such an arrangement will apply only between particular partner and CSU staff, due to individual negotiation between them. Where such an arrangement is in place, the Panel confirmed that CSU staff maintain an appropriate level of scrutiny.
In most instances sampled by the Panel, CSU’s agreements provide for the third party teaching staff to mark student assignments, which are then moderated by CSU.  CSU requires that ten items or 10% of the total class (whichever is the larger) will be sampled for moderation, and that the sample should be from the top, middle and bottom of the range.  The Panel found that a great deal of attention is applied by CSU to upholding this policy and in the sample of partners visited the Panel requested and was supplied documentary evidence of moderation.  However, different patterns of moderation apply to the same courses offered in different locations.  In some, moderation occurs at a distance, with couriers and email being used to forward materials for moderation and the results of moderation to and from CSU.  In others, CSU staff make moderation site visits to the partner organisation.  These differences appear to result from resource constraints, both financial resources and staff time.
CSU moderation reports from the partnerships where the ‘distance moderation’ model is in place show that CSU academic staff place a great deal of significance on this activity.  Where CSU staff adjust the marks given by partner staff, they are most commonly scaled down and the reports contain detailed comments on the reasons for these changes, such as inappropriate referencing by students.  The Panel applauds these efforts but it is clear from examining several series of moderation reports covering many months that the same issues continue to be raised.  In the interests of ensuring continuous improvement, CSU needs to take a more active approach to educating third party staff who are teaching in its programs about the expected standards.  In the partnerships where CSU academic staff are making moderation site visits, and therefore talking directly to the partner staff, such difficulties are being resolved in an efficient and collegial fashion.
CSU’s written moderation reports are sent to partners but are not reliably reaching the staff who need to see them.  If CSU is operating through an agent in a particular country, this adds another layer between itself and the local staff which can have the effect of further filtering the message being communicated. Consequent misunderstandings cause frustration for all involved – CSU staff  who continually urge for CSU standards to be applied; partner teaching staff who do not understand the reasons for adjustments to their marking; and students. Where students have been informed of their pre-moderation results (which seems commonly to occur) they are disgruntled when grades are adjusted downwards by the University.  More effective mechanisms are therefore needed to redress this issue either through moderation visits or by other means.  The Panel recognises that site visits bring with them additional costs, but they are clearly successful where they are being used and the benefits to be gained in terms of improving quality outcomes for the University and its students should not be underestimated.
AUQA recommends that CSU find more effective mechanisms to ensure that staff employed by third party providers to teach the University’s courses have a clear understanding of the philosophy of CSU’s approach to learning and teaching, and particularly, its standards of student assessment.

5.3 On-Campus International Students
The majority of international students at CSU are enrolled off-shore through third party arrangements (see section 5.2).  In 2003, the University enrolled 379 on-campus international students and approximately 2000 international students in distance mode.  This section relates specifically to support of on-campus international students.
The International Office is responsible for pre-arrival administration and support of on-campus international students, while services provided to these students during their studies are provided by the Division of Student Services.  Although there is a sound working relationship between these two areas of the University, staff within the Division require earlier notification by the International Office of the impending arrival and background of in-coming international students so that they can have more time to prepare and arrange the most appropriate services for these students.  Indeed, the University’s approach to planning for and managing its on-campus international students is not as sophisticated as might be expected, given the overall extent of CSU’s international activities.  Staff in this area are clearly dedicated to supporting students to the best of their ability and current on-campus international students met by the Panel felt generally well supported.
In 2003, CSU had 379 on-campus, international students, representing 4% of the on-campus student population that year.  The University is projecting a 10% increase in the number of on-campus full-fee paying international students during February 2004-July 2005 and from an increasingly diverse range of source countries.  Current management systems and resourcing will need to be examined in order to meet these increased demands.
AUQA recommends that in light of its plans to increase the number and cultural diversity of its on-campus international students, CSU develop a fully planned, integrated and resourced approach to service delivery to these students.
5.4 Internationalisation of the Curriculum
CSU has an objective of “incorporating a national and international dimension into its academic offerings” (CSU Strategic Plan 2002-2007, p7).  Some students met by the Panel were able to identify where this is occurring.  However, the Panel noted that this objective is not included in either the Learning and Teaching Plan or the draft Strategic Framework for Internationalisation.  There would be benefit in greater discussion being fostered within the University about progressing this goal, particularly given the diverse cultural contexts in which CSU’s courses are being provided.  This is another multifaceted and ‘cross portfolio’ issue that requires championing, leadership and assignment of responsibility (see section 1.3).
6 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND GENERATION
The Strategic Plan includes the following statement with respect to resource management and generation: “the University will pursue effective resource management and generation strategies to deliver desired outcomes in the areas of learning and teaching, research and regional engagement, giving appropriate consideration to medium and long term objectives and strategic priorities”.
6.1 Service Delivery and the Service Culture
CSU notes that “the quality of the University’s services is reliant upon strong integration of academic, administrative and support services” (Performance Portfolio, p5).  It also notes the requirement for “continuous enhancement and renewal of … administrative and support services” (Strategic Plan 2002-2007, p3).
Some support divisions within the University have a more sophisticated understanding of the required elements of an effective continuous improvement cycle than others.  For example, an awareness of the division’s various internal and external customers together with the collection of data, analysis and action on their feedback are quite variable.  Nonetheless, all show a genuine desire to contribute to the further development of the University.  The Panel suggests that increased understanding of a continuous improvement cycle including planning, monitoring, reviewing, improvement and the sharing of good practice across the divisions would be beneficial.  The Panel notes that the Division of Student Services is negotiating currently service level agreements with individual areas of the University.
6.1.1 The Student Voice

A significant ‘customer’ group of the University is its students and CSU’s mission commits the University to providing a “student centered educational environment”.  The Audit Panel’s conversations with students suggested that most internal students feel that the University is centered on their needs.  However, this was less evident amongst some distance education students and students studying through third parties and as the Panel notes below, CSU still needs to make progress in ensuring that the needs of its various student groups, especially those studying through third parties, are taken into account when new policy or practice is being considered.
The CSU Students’ Association holds regular meetings with senior executives of the University and students appreciate the opportunity to hold discussions at this level and some students interviewed by the Panel reported that the Student Association works effectively on their behalf.  Postgraduate student representatives have a solid working relationship with staff in the Centre for Research and Graduate Training.

The Division of Student Services provides a range of services to students, including English language support, learning skills, career advice, health services, financial and personal counseling.  Following a review of the division’s operations in 2001, efforts have been directed at 

increasing the orientation of its services towards the needs of distance education students.  Examples include: the establishment of a Student Services HelpDesk with systems to log and track the calls received from distance education students; the development of guidelines on the level of counseling services that will be provided to distance education students; and the development of an orientation website specifically for students studying off-campus.  These initiatives and related ongoing work demonstrate the University’s interest in becoming truly student centered.
AUQA commends CSU’s Division of Student Services for its ongoing efforts to ensure the services it provides are student centered.

One area that where a student centered approach remains to be established is in the provision of online services to students studying through third party arrangements (see section 6.3).
‘The Student and University Charter Expectations and Responsibilities’ was developed in December 1998.  The University has identified the need for improvement in the understanding and promotion of the Charter to students and staff.  The Panel supports this view, as it was apparent that few students interviewed were aware of the Charter’s existence.  As a high-level statement of the expectations students may have of the University, the Charter gives relatively less prominence to the perspective of distance education or third party students than it does to on-campus students.  If the Charter is to be retained, the Panel considers that further reflection on its content is needed before embarking on greater promotion of it to ensure that the undertakings it makes are realistic and achievable for various student cohorts.  This review should involve representatives of all the University’s student constituencies.
AUQA recommends that CSU reconsider the role and content of ‘The Student and University Charter Expectations and Responsibilities’ to ensure that the undertakings it makes are realistic and achievable for its diverse student groups.
6.2 Library

CSU’s library collection is variable in its ability to support the needs of staff and students.  In particular, staff and HDR students find the breadth, depth and currency of the collection to be inadequate to support research and postgraduate study in many areas.  Online journals and the interlibrary loans service are able to mitigate the effects of this.  As noted earlier, HDR students receive resource funding from the Centre for Research and Graduate Training.  Nonetheless, the requirement that HDR students pay for interlibrary loans (currently $9 per request) is problematic for some students working in areas not well served by the CSU collection (see section 3.6.3).  Attention is being given to strengthening the collection in targeted areas; namely viticulture, irrigation, and river ecology, which the University aims to build to Conspectus Level 5. 
AUQA affirms CSU’s ongoing efforts to strengthen its library collection in targeted areas deemed to be strategically significant to its research profile.

The Division of Library Services participates in the Rodski survey of client satisfaction, a tool used by members of the Council of Australian University Librarians.  Results for 2002 show that CSU library customers (including both internal and distance education students) rate very highly the advice and support available to them from library staff and that CSU rates extremely well on this factor compared with other participants in the survey.  This sentiment was confirmed by the Audit Panel’s discussions with staff and students who consistently commented that library staff are highly professional, friendly and supportive and show a real willingness to be of service.  With the collection distributed across the campuses, items commonly need to be transferred from another location and users find this service to be efficient.
AUQA commends the customer service orientation of CSU’s library staff across all campuses.

As noted above, a significant proportion of CSU’s students study through third party providers.  The University’s agreements with these providers typically ascribe provision of appropriate library services to the partner organisation.  In terms of achieving equivalent student support for all students, the Library’s role in providing services to third party students requires explicit consideration.
6.3 Information Technology
The provision of information technology services to staff and on-campus students is generally found to be reliable and convenient.  On-campus students consider they have appropriate access to computers and the necessary software and support.  As noted earlier, student reaction to the facilities available to them through the online portal, MyCSU, was overwhelmingly positive (see section 2.6.1).

Students studying through third parties (see section 5.2) are sometimes able to access online resources such as the discussion forum.  At present, this seems largely to be due to luck rather than management as access varies even for students studying the same subject at the same partner.  Where assessment tasks vary between the on-campus mode of a subject and its third party equivalent, it is unhelpful for students to have open access to all online areas.  At present, technical difficulties remain to be resolved to allow appropriate tailoring for particular student cohorts.  CSU is aware of this issue and has been attempting to address it for some time.  The difficulties appear to be not only as a result of technical specifications but also due to considerable confusion about how and by whom the academically-driven decisions are made about which student cohorts should have access to which services.  Resolution of this issue is required.
6.4 Indigenous Education Centre
The Indigenous Education Centre (IEC) offers support services, across each campus, to Indigenous students.  The Indigenous students to whom the Panel spoke were strong in their praise for the support they had received from the IEC.  The Centre plays an important role in the achievement of relatively high participation and retention rates mentioned earlier (see section 4.2.2).  The IEC was under review at the time of the Audit Visit.  The Panel notes that in commissioning the external review, the University has reaffirmed its commitment to “maintain and strengthen an IEC dedicated to providing culturally appropriate support for students from Indigenous communities and to promoting effective linkages and communication between the University and Indigenous communities in Australia” (IEC Review Terms of Reference).  The review has caused some uncertainty amongst staff of the Centre and the Panel encourages the University to finalise its consideration of the review as quickly as possible.
7 HUMAN RESOURCES
The Strategic Plan 2002-2007 includes the following goals with respect to human resource management:

“Develop the capacity of its staff to deliver desired outcomes by:
· attracting and retaining high quality staff;
· providing an inclusive and enriching work environment;
· encouraging continuous professional development of staff;
· recognising and rewarding the achievements of staff; and
· implementing continual workplace renewal as part of organisational development” (p19).
The University has signalled the importance of staffing issues by their nomination as a strategic priority for 2005.  In particular, Indigenous staff recruitment, involvement of women in leadership and in research, leadership development and workloads have been highlighted.
7.1 Management and Policy
The Division of Human Resources is responsible for providing human resource services across the University.  An Organisational Development Unit was established within the Division in early 2002 and has made some significant contributions, for instance, through its championing of fora (see section 1.2.1).
The Division’s Quality Assurance Planning Framework and Operational Plan 2004 is a comprehensive document which records the triennial objectives, strategies and outcomes for the Division as a whole for 2004-2006 and operational objectives for functional areas within the Division for 2004.
Many of the University’s human resources policies have been revised in the last few years and there has been increasing formalisation of induction procedures for continuing and fixed term staff, development programs, performance management systems and the collection of, and response to, staff feedback.  Academic staff promotion policies have also been revised to incorporate University priorities such as an increased emphasis on teaching and regional engagement.  The Panel endorses and supports this work and discusses some elements in greater detail in the sections below.

7.2 Achieving a Balanced Staff Profile

Achieving a balanced staffing profile across a variety of dimensions (such as gender, age and ethnicity) is challenging and CSU shares this challenge with many other Australian universities.  CSU is attempting to find an appropriate balance between recruiting staff from outside and ‘home growing’ talent.  Considerable success has been achieved in the latter area, as noted in section 7.3.1.
In 2003, women accounted for 38% of the University’s full-time equivalent academic staff and 19% of academic appointments at Levels D and E.  In responding to the recognised lack of senior women in the University, CSU now requires a search strategy to be developed for each senior position in an attempt to ensure that, as far as possible, appropriately qualified women are attracted to apply for such positions.  This is a positive step, although its effectiveness in achieving greater numbers of women applicants remains to be seen and the Panel noted varying degrees of commitment to the strategy among staff in leadership positions.
Recognising the inherent difficulties in this area, the Panel encourages the University’s continued attention towards succession planning.  Greater attention to monitoring its reward structures to ensure that they support greater diversity may also be beneficial.
7.3 Staff Induction and Development

CSU introduced a mandatory Induction and Development Program for all continuing and fixed term staff in December 2003.  The Organisational Development Unit within the Division of Human Resources co-ordinates the program that includes contributions from CELT, the Division of Information Technology, the Division of Library Services and input from some external sources.  The Panel met with staff who had attended and had found it to be useful.
CSU aims to “develop the capacity of its staff to deliver desired outcomes by encouraging continuous professional development of staff” (Strategic Plan 2002-2007, p19).  The Division of Human Resources monitors the uptake of staff development and reports annually on this in a comprehensive report.  Participation in on-campus training and development activities has been steadily increasing since 1997.  In 2002, participation in centrally-offered on-campus development programs totalled 2,165 (from a total staffing of 1,477).  The Panel’s discussions with staff suggested that some staff are more willing to embrace the University’s notion of ‘continuous professional development’ than others, and extending this effectively to all staff will be a challenge.
The number of general staff participating in development or training activities increased markedly in 2001 and this is attributed to the introduction of the performance management scheme in that year.  Attendance figures in 2002 did not match this peak but were above the 2000 figures. General staff speak positively of the range of activities available to them and the support they feel for undertaking further development.  Although staff commented that increasing work pressures constrain the time available to attend such activities, the University has recently approved ‘Guidelines on Support for the Professional Development of CSU Staff’ (May 2004) in an attempt to address this concern.
A range of workshops offered across each campus is available to academic staff in support of their teaching and research activities.  Topics in the 2002 program included interactive video teaching, teaching portfolios, small group teaching, and assessment.  The Tertiary Teaching Colloquium is a series of workshops developed principally for new academics or academic staff recently appointed to CSU to encourage reflective practice.  It is well received by participants and is a useful way of extending staff understanding of the CSU approach to teaching and learning.  Academic Senate has recently made participation in the Colloquium mandatory for all new academic appointees.

7.3.1 Leadership and Management Development Framework
CSU has recently developed a Leadership and Management Development Framework which is being progressively implemented throughout 2004.  Its introduction is a part response to the recognition of the University’s aging staffing profile.  The framework identifies ‘foundation level’ activities such as more formalised induction into senior management roles (including the mandatory assignment of a mentor) and management skills programs for supervisors, as well as ‘enhancement level’ activities such as a series of seminars for current and future leaders on selected relevant leadership and management topics and sponsorship of staff to participate in external professional development programs.  The cross-University fora mentioned in section 1.2.1, are also seen as being important elements of the framework.

Planned activities include the development of a Graduate Certificate in University Leadership and Management and the possible establishment of a Forum for Middle Management, aimed at staff at HEW Levels 7-10.

Although it is in the early stages, the introduction of the framework should lead to a formalisation of the induction and support for CSU’s leaders and strengthen the University’s ability to recruit to leadership positions in future.  In the context of the difficulties being experienced in recruiting staff to the University, this approach supports the development of existing talented staff.
AUQA commends CSU for the development of its Leadership and Management Development Framework, which should strengthen the ability of the University to recruit to leadership positions in the future.

7.4 Performance Management

A formal performance management scheme has been in place for general staff and for middle managers, Heads of School and executive staff since 2002.  Uptake of the scheme, while not yet universal, has been strong and staff met by the Panel reported that it had been a useful mechanism to reflect on and gain assistance in meeting their individual work goals.  It appears already to be delivering some tangible benefits in terms of aligning individual and corporate objectives.  The scheme was extended to all academic staff in 2003 and is gradually being adopted.
Given the University’s desire to encourage continuous professional development, the Panel supports the establishment of the performance management scheme which can be a useful tool in this regard.  The Panel notes that the scheme appears to enjoy generally strong staff support.  To gain maximum benefit, it will be important for the University to ensure that the system is embedded across University as quickly as possible.
Many Heads of School have recently been engaged in the Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee Academic Leadership program which includes undertaking a 360 degree feedback questionnaire.  This has been a positive experience for them and for their staff, and it is entirely consistent with the University’s aim that performance evaluation should be applied at all levels and the increased emphasis on encouraging continuous improvement.  With successful development and implementation of performance management and leadership initiatives at lower levels, there would appear to be much to be gained by extending such opportunities to senior staff with more extensive leadership responsibilities.
AUQA recommends that CSU give consideration to including a 360 degree feedback process for Deans, Directors and senior executive, as part of the leadership development and performance management activities of these staff.
7.5 Workload

Workload was one area rated relatively poorly by staff in the 2003 staff climate survey and, as noted above, it has been assigned a strategic priority for 2005.  Attention is being paid to academic staff workload in the first instance, although the Panel’s discussions with staff suggested that increasing work expectations are also an area of concern to general staff.
The first stage in considering the issue has been publication in June 2004 of a discussion paper produced by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) following consultation with academic staff, Heads of School and Deans.  The paper analyses the influences on and trends in academic work at CSU and makes a number of recommendations.  The Panel acknowledges the University’s attention to this issue but given the early stage of this work, it is unable to comment on the outcomes.
AUQA affirms CSU’s identification of the need for more effective systems of managing academic workload.

The Panel’s discussions suggested that increasing work expectations are also an area of concern to general staff.
7.6 Measuring Staff Satisfaction

As noted earlier in this Report, CSU conducted its first ever organisation-wide staff climate survey in 2003.  With a response rate of 62%, the survey produced valuable information.  The five areas noted most favourably were: teamwork, general job satisfaction, ethical/social responsibility of the staff member’s school or work area, the extent to which there is a focus on performance, and emphasis placed on customer satisfaction.  The five areas rated least favourably were: facilities, senior management, workload, communication and co-operation, and promotion and careers.  The University has subsequently developed an action plan to guide its responses to the survey, and a number of actions have already been initiated.  CSU intends conducting a similar survey in 2005.  The Panel encourages this as one way of gathering information about staff perception of the effectiveness of the actions taken in response to the 2003 survey.

APPENDIX A: CHARLES STURT UNIVERSITY
History and Location 

Charles Sturt University was created by the amalgamation of the Mitchell College of Advanced Education and the Riverina-Murray Institute of Higher Education in July 1989. The University was named after Charles Sturt, the nineteenth century explorer who was among the first Europeans to traverse the areas now served by the University. 

CSU operates campuses at Albury, Bathurst, Dubbo and Wagga Wagga.  It maintains a physical presence at Broken Hill, Canberra, Goulburn and Sydney.  The five faculties of the University are Arts, Commerce, Education, Health Studies, and Science and Agriculture and are represented on each campus.  Each faculty is headed by a Dean.  Administrative and support divisions have University-wide rather than campus-specific responsibilities.  The Divisions include Facilities Management, Financial Services, Human Resources, Information Technology, Library Services, Marketing and Communications, Student Administration, and Student Services.   Other administrative units include the Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching, the Indigenous Education Centre and International Office, each of which operates across campuses.
Academic Structure
Faculties comprise schools and academic units that are most often campus-based.  A Head of School or Head of Unit manages these reporting to a Dean.
	Faculty of Arts
	· Australian Graduate School of Policing

· School of Communication

· School of Humanities and Social Sciences

· School of Policing Studies

· School of Social Sciences and Liberal Studies

· School of Theology

· School of Visual and Performing Arts

	Faculty of Commerce
	· Asia-Pacific Graduate School of Management

· International School of Business

· School of Accounting

· School of Business

· School of Financial Studies

· School of Management

· School of Marketing and Management

	Faculty of Education
	· Murray Education Unit

· School of Education

· School of Human Movement Studies

· School of Teacher Education

	Faculty of Health Studies
	· School of Biomedical Sciences

· School of Clinical Sciences

· School of Community Health

· School of Nursing and Health Science
· School of Public Health

	Faculty of Science and Agriculture
	· School of Agriculture and Veterinary Sciences
· School of Environmental and Information Sciences

· School of Information Studies

· School of Information Technology

· School of Science and Technology

· School of Wine and Food Sciences

	
	


Research

The University has identified three broad areas of research strength: Land, Water and Rural Society; Application of Theory to Critical Societal Issues; and Applied Research for the Professions.  Within these, the University has defined three categories of research structure: Research Group, Designated Research Centre, and Centre of Excellence.

In addition to these internally recognised centres, CSU is involved in five Co-operative Research Centres and leads an ARC Special Research Centre.

Key Statistics 2003

	Total students (headcount):
	38,292
(20, 895 EFTSU)

	Distance education students (headcount):
	19,907

	Constables Development Program (delivered in conjunction with the New South Wales Police) (headcount)
	3,625

	Third party students, on-shore and off-shore (excluding Constables Development Program) (headcount):
	6,136

	International students, on-campus (headcount):
	379

	Higher degree research students (headcount):
	372

	Total Staff Full-time Equivalent (not including casual staff): 
	Academic:
	534.2

	
	General:
	937.0

	
	
	Total:
	1471.2

	Total Operating Revenues (as at 31 December 2003):
	$209.1m

	Total Operating Expenses (as at 31 December 2003):
	$200.5m


APPENDIX B:  AUQA’s MISSION, VALUES, AND FOUR OBJECTIVES

Mission

· By means of quality audits of universities and accrediting agencies, and otherwise, AUQA will provide public assurance of the quality of Australia’s universities and other institutions of HE, and will assist in improving the academic quality of these institutions.

Values
AUQA will be:

· Thorough: AUQA carries out all its audits as thoroughly as possible.

· Supportive: recognising institutional autonomy in setting objectives and implementing processes to achieve them, AUQA acts to facilitate and support this.

· Flexible: AUQA operates flexibly, in order to acknowledge and reinforce institutional diversity.

· Co-operative: recognising that the achievement of quality in any organisation depends on a commitment to quality within the organisation itself, AUQA operates as unobtrusively as is consistent with effectiveness and rigour.

· Collaborative: as a quality assurance agency, AUQA works collaboratively with the accrediting agencies (in addition to its audit role with respect to these agencies).

· Transparent: AUQA’s audit procedures, and its own quality assurance system are open to public scrutiny.

· Economical: AUQA operates cost-effectively and keeps as low as possible the demands it places on institutions and agencies.

· Open: AUQA reports publicly and clearly on its findings in relation to institutions, agencies and the sector.

Objects
· Arrange and manage a system of periodic audits of the quality assurance arrangements relating to the activities of Australian universities, other self-accrediting institutions and state and territory higher education accreditation bodies.

· Monitor, review, analyse and provide public reports on the quality assurance arrangements in self-accrediting institutions, and on processes and procedures of state and territory accreditation authorities, and on the impact of those processes on quality of programs.

· Report on the criteria for the accreditation of new universities and non-university higher education courses as a result of information obtained during the audit of institutions and state and territory accreditation processes.

· Report on the relative standards of the Australian higher education system and its quality assurance processes, including their international standing, as a result of information obtained during the audit process.

APPENDIX C:  THE AUDIT PANEL

Professor George Gordon, Centre for Academic Practice, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow

Ms Robyn Harris, Audit Director, Australian Universities Quality Agency, Melbourne
Dr Anne Martin, Higher Education Consultant, Melbourne
Mr David Poon, Consultant, Queensland

Professor Graham Webb, Director, Centre for Higher Education Quality, Monash University, Melbourne (Panel Chair)
Observer:  Ms Sian Lewis, Director, Quality Unit, Higher Education Group, Department of Education, Science and Training, Canberra
APPENDIX D:  ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS
The following abbreviations and acronyms are used in this report.  As necessary, they are explained in context.

APC
Academic Programs Committee

ARC
Australian Research Council

AUQA
Australian Universities Quality Agency

CELT
Centre for Enhancing Learning and Teaching 

CEQ
Course Experience Questionnaire

CSU
Charles Sturt University

DEST
Department of Education, Science and Training
EFTSU
equivalent full-time student units

CEQ
Course Experience Questionnaire

GDS
Graduate Destination Survey
HDR
higher degree by research

HDRS
higher degree research students
IEC
Indigenous Education Centre

MCEETYA
Ministerial Council for Employment, Education, Training and Youth Affairs

PREQ
Postgraduate Research Experience Questionnaire

QAC
Quality Audit Committee

RMC
Research Management Committee
SEQ 
Student Experience Questionnaire

UCPC
University Course Planning Committee
The following definitions of the terms ‘course’ and ‘subject’ have been adopted by CSU and are used throughout this Report:
Course
An approved sequence of subjects leading to an award; or 

An approved sequence of subjects together with:

· industrial, practical or clinical experience, and/or

· co-operative study arrangements, and/or

· an investigation of an approved topic, the results of which are presented in a dissertation


leading to an award; or

An approved program of research, the results of which are presented in a thesis 


leading to an award.
Subject
A segment of instruction approved by a faculty as being a discrete part of the content of a course and [which is] identified by a unique subject code.
NOTES

