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OVERVIEW OF THE AUDIT

Background

In 2003 the Australian Government introduced the Higher Education Support Act 2003 (HESA) to allow students in non self-accrediting higher education institutions to receive financial assistance for their students’ tuition fees through the FEE-HELP program.

Non self-accrediting institutions (NSAIs) approved under the HESA for this purpose have become known as higher education providers, or HEPs. Although other institutions also provide higher education, the term ‘HEP’ is commonly used to denote only non self-accrediting higher education providers, and it is used in this sense in this Report. The HESA requires that HEPs in receipt of FEE-HELP funds must meet a range of quality and accountability requirements, including regular audit by a quality auditing body named in the Higher Education Provider Guidelines.

This Report of the audit by the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) of the Sydney College of Divinity (herein ‘SCD’ or ‘the College’) provides an overview, and then briefly details the Audit Panel’s main findings, and its commendations, affirmations and recommendations. A Preface has been included to provide readers with some important preliminary information about the complex nature of SCD as an organisation. Further information about SCD’s organisational and educational profile is given in Appendix A; the mission, objectives, vision and values of AUQA in Appendix B; membership of the Audit Panel in Appendix C; and Abbreviations and Definitions used in this Report in Appendix D.
The Audit Process

AUQA bases its audits of non self-accrediting HEPs on each organisation’s own objectives, together with the MCEETYA National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes (National Protocols, available at: http://www.mceetya.edu.au/mceetya/), the DEEWR Audit Handbook for non self-accrediting Higher Education Providers, and other relevant legal requirements or codes to which the organisation is committed. The programs or courses of NSAIs are accredited by government accreditation authorities, so quality audits of HEPs do not include a detailed examination of the academic quality assurance processes for individual programs of study.

HEP audits under the HESA consider institutional actions and performance in relation to, firstly, the institution’s objectives; and, secondly, a group of criteria collectively known as ‘Quality Audit Factors’ (QAFs). The four QAFs are set out in the handbook referred to above (and in the AUQA Audit Manual). Their primary purpose is to provide the HEPs with a framework for the review of certain aspects of institutional performance. In the report of its self-review (the ‘Performance Portfolio’ or ‘Portfolio’), SCD reported against each of the QAFs, in addition to carrying out an (O)ADRI analysis under headings based on the individual QAF criteria for review. The chapters in this Report use the four main topic headings provided by the QAFs. Within each chapter, all the criteria for that QAF are addressed, but usually in a holistic way rather than criterion by criterion.

On 26 April 2009 AUQA received the ‘Sydney College of Divinity AUQA Self-Review’ document, comprising a 15-page ‘Introduction to the Sydney College of Divinity’, followed by a 42-page (O)ADRI analysis against the individual QAF criteria for review. This Performance Portfolio also included 10 appendices and 80 supporting materials. The Panel met in Melbourne on 14 May 2009 to consider the materials provided by that date, and additional documentation was requested, together with a list of questions for further clarification.

From 15–17 June 2009, the Audit Panel conducted Audit Visits to the SCD head office (the Office of the Dean located at Macquarie Park, Sydney), and to five of the eight Sydney-based Member Institutes (MIs): Alphacrucis College (formerly Southern Cross College, Assemblies of God); Booth College (The Salvation Army) Broken Bay Institute (Roman Catholic); Catholic Institute of Sydney (Roman Catholic); and Saint Andrew’s Greek Orthodox Theological College. The Panel also reviewed on site a number of other documents relating to the College’s higher education quality assurance arrangements.
In all, the Audit Panel spoke with 155 people during the Audit Visit, including the College Dean/CEO, the President and members of SCD Council, internal and external members of the SCD Academic Board, SCD Directors, the Principals and other senior staff of the MIs, as well as sample academic staff and students of the MIs visited. There was also a session for officers from the MIs not visited, including a teleconference with the Principal of the MI with its main office located in Queensland. Sessions were also available for any other member of the College community to meet the Audit Panel. No-one took advantage of this opportunity however the Panel did receive two brief written submissions: one from the Director of Student Administration who was unable to participate in the Audit Visit; the other from a Masters of Theology graduate at the Broken Bay Institute.

This Report relates to the situation current at the time of the Audit Visit, which ended on 17 June 2009 and does not take into account any changes that may have occurred subsequently. It records the conclusions reached by the Audit Panel based on the documentation provided by the College’s Head Office, Member Institutions, and the relevant government accreditation authorities, as well as from information gained through interviews, discussion and observation. While every attempt has been made to reach a comprehensive understanding of the College’s higher education activities, the Report does not identify every aspect of quality assurance and its effectiveness or shortcomings.

The Report contains a summary of audit findings together with lists of commendations, affirmations and recommendations. A commendation refers to the achievement of a stated goal, or to some plan or activity that has led to, or appears likely to lead to, the achievement of a stated goal, and which in AUQA’s view is particularly significant. A recommendation refers to an area in need of attention, whether in respect of approach, deployment or results, which in AUQA’s view is particularly significant. Where such matters have already been identified by the Institute, with evidence, they are termed ‘affirmations’. AUQA indicates that some recommendations and affirmations have a high priority and these are marked as ‘urgent’.

It should be noted that some of the recommendations in this Report relate to the need for SCD to further assure its membership arrangements, in order that the College can plan more effectively, so that the consortium can operate with increased long-term stability. It is also acknowledged that the recommendations in this Audit Report may have some resource implications for the College. 

Quotations taken from the documents in the SCD Performance Portfolio are identified in the core document as ‘PF p’ (Performance Portfolio page reference), or for example ‘SM 19’ if taken from the formal supporting materials supplied. Finally, in this Report the term ‘the College’ is only used in reference to SCD. Member Institutions that include ‘College’ in their title—and any other colleges external to SCD—will be identified by their full title.
CONCLUSIONS

This section summarises the main findings and lists the commendations, affirmations and recommendations. Other favourable comments and constructive suggestions are mentioned throughout the Report.
Introduction to Findings

The Panel commends SCD for changes that it has made to its curriculum in order to accommodate the statutory requirements of the State regulator while satisfying the various traditions of its MIs, and for the quality of the theological education that it offers students, including: teaching and learning that is underpinned by ecclesiastical scholarship; and a culture of collegiality, ecumenicity, and fellowship across denominations. The Panel also commends the commitment of various individuals and groups within the consortium for the ongoing survival of the College.
The Panel also affirms a number of developments identified and adopted by SCD to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the College’s corporate and academic governance mechanisms, and its quality assurance systems, policies and procedures.
Notwithstanding these observations, there are a number of recommendations from the Panel to further strengthen the College’s approach to quality assurance, such as through the adoption of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for institutional quality planning, review and reporting. There is also a need for SCD to further strengthen quality assurance mechanisms relating to the management of consortium membership, and to building relationships between the Office of the Dean and the MIs.

The Report concludes that SCD wisely used its self-review for the AUQA audit as an opportunity to reflect on its current situation, and it was clear to the Panel that SCD was also looking to the findings of this audit to help address a number of the identified ‘challenges’. Key among the challenges is the need for SCD to now stabilise the consortium after a period of intense development and change. 

A summary of commendations, affirmations and recommendations follows. They are listed below in the order in which they appear in the Report.
Commendations

1. 13AUQA commends SCD for developing and implementing a ‘single curriculum’ that can be adequately and appropriately tailored to satisfy the various traditions of the Member Institutions.

2. AUQA strongly commends SCD for the development and ongoing stimulation of a vibrant theological research culture within the consortium.
14
3. AUQA commends SCD for the support offered to research students and in particular to doctoral research students.
14
4. AUQA commends SCD for fostering the development of a culture of academic rigour, informed by scholarship drawn from across diverse theological traditions.
15
5. AUQA commends SCD for the development of a range of quality assurance policies and procedures to assist with the maintenance and improvement of academic standards, including processes developed for assessment monitoring and moderation.
15
6. AUQA commends SCD for its model of theological education which encompasses collegiality and community, ecumenicity and fellowship across denominations.
15
7. AUQA commends SCD for establishment of the Principals’ Fellowship and for the establishment of a supportive environment for the induction of new members.
16
8. AUQA commends the ability and willingness of SCD academic staff to work in and with different Member Institutions across the consortium.
17
9. AUQA commends SCD for the establishment and maintenance of a network of Registrars through the Student Administration Committee.
18
10. AUQA commends SCD for facilitating ease of movement for students to study at different Member Institutions across the consortium; and for providing them with academic support, pastoral care and spiritual formation.
18


Affirmations

1. 9AUQA affirms the decisions by SCD to develop and implement a Strategic Plan and to identify and report progress against the ‘Agreed Actions’.

2. AUQA affirms that SCD has recognised a serious academic governance issue and is dealing with it appropriately through the revised governance structures at the Council and Academic Board level.
10
3. AUQA affirms the establishment of Discipline and Course Unit Coordinators and encourages SCD to utilise these positions to strengthen an appropriate quality assured approach to the academic offerings.
12
4. AUQA affirms the decision by SCD to continue to reduce curriculum overlap and duplication while maintaining an appropriate degree of flexibility to satisfy the various traditions of the Member Institutes.
13
5. AUQA affirms the decision to develop further distance education capacity across SCD and encourages the College to continue to engage the expertise within Member Institutes to implement distance education provision.
14
6. AUQA affirms the adoption by SCD of a Risk Management Template and urges the College to develop the system further to encompass both educational and financial risks.
17
7. AUQA affirms SCD’s identification of the need to improve communication within and beyond the consortium, and enhance relationship-building.
17
8. AUQA affirms developments introduced by SCD designed to improve the professional development of staff as well as the robust arrangements in place for accreditation of academic staff.
18
9. AUQA affirms the intention of SCD to focus on undertaking cyclical reviews built on a culture of evidence, including benchmarking with other theological institutions.
20


Recommendations

1. 9AUQA recommends that SCD Council develop KPIs, and SCD Academic Board develop academic performance indicators that provide data to enable the College to monitor and systematically review its performance against the goals of the Strategic Plan.

2. (urgent) AUQA recommends that in assessing its future, SCD articulate the membership profile required for its survival as a viable ecumenical theological institution.
10
3. AUQA recommends that SCD’s Memoranda of Understanding with its Member Institutions be strengthened further to ensure that they adequately cover changes in the nature of the ‘Principal and Agent’ relationship.
11
4. AUQA recommends that as a matter of routine, the President of the SCD Council, the Dean and the Director of Finance meet each Member Institute individually on an annual basis to review the nature of the ‘Principal and Agent’ relationship, including the terms of the Memoranda of Understanding between SCD and each individual Member Institution, in order to inform the alignment of the SCD and Member Institution strategic plans.
11
5. AUQA recommends that SCD explore and clarify the expectations of the contributions made by Member Institutions-both financial and in-kind-to ensure equity for all parties in the joint venture.
11
6. AUQA recommends that SCD ensure that all students are adequately informed about Member Institution reciprocal library borrowing rights within the consortium, and beyond; and for postgraduate students, enhanced access to electronic journals.
19
7. AUQA recommends that, on the basis of the findings of this audit, SCD review the Member Institution and College mission and vision statements in order to support fuller expression of SCD’s internal and external branding.
21
8. (urgent) AUQA recommends, that in the short term SCD concentrate on embedding recent multiple changes in quality assurance policies, procedures and systems, rather than pursuing Self-Accrediting Institution status.
21


PREFACE
An Introduction to Sydney College of Divinity (SCD)
Though details of the College’s history and profile are provided at Appendix A of this Report, it is important for readers to understand something of the complex nature of the Sydney College of Divinity as an organisation prior to reading the audit’s findings. This Preface is included explicitly for that purpose.
SCD Identity and Mission
Sydney College of Divinity (SCD) was incorporated on 15 September 1983 and its first degree, the Bachelor of Theology, was approved in February 1984. The SCD is a company (Sydney College of Divinity Ltd), registered as a provider of accredited higher education programs in its ‘primary jurisdiction’ (NSW), and the College is also approved to operate in several other ‘secondary jurisdictions’ (QLD, SA, VIC, and WA). SCD is also approved by DEEWR as a HEP under the Higher Education Support Act (2003) and it is in this capacity that AUQA audited the College. SCD describes itself as ‘a consortium of private teaching colleges’ ‘both interdenominational in composition and ecumenical in intent’ (PF p5), which are approved by SCD Council to be its ‘Member Institutes’ (MIs). Currently there are nine MIs. At the time of the audit visit, the MIs were:
· Alphacrucis College (formerly Southern Cross College), Assemblies of God

· Australian College of Ministries (ACOM), Churches of Christ

· Booth College, The Salvation Army

· The Broken Bay Institute (BBI), Roman Catholic

· Catholic Institute of Sydney College (CIS), Roman Catholic

· Emmaus Bible College, Christian Brethren (not Exclusive)

· Nazarene Theological College (NTC), Church of the Nazarene (based in QLD)

· New South Wales College of Clinical Pastoral Education (NSWCCPE), Interdenominational

· St Andrew’s Greek Orthodox Theological College (SAGOTC), Greek Orthodox.

The legal relationship of SCD to its MIs is described by the New South Wales Department of Education and Training (NSWDET) as being one of ‘Principal and Agent’. The registration of SCD Ltd as a business entity and the accreditation of its higher education academic programs is only achieved via recognition by the relevant Government Accreditation Authority/Authorities of the ‘Principal’ as having quality control over its ‘Agents’ (that is, the MIs). However, in the case of the SCD, the ‘Principal’ (i.e. the consortium as a whole, with its executive located in the Office of the Dean) is also in practice ‘owned’ collectively by its ‘Agents’.

The College’s Mission, as described in the current College Strategic Plan, is that SCD will:

· provide high quality, accredited education in theology and related disciplines from undergraduate to postgraduate levels

· encourage theological scholarship and train future theological scholars

· prepare leaders and ministers, both ordained and non-ordained, who are well-qualified to build the Church

· contribute to the public discussion of issues of faith, and
· encourage a theologically literate membership of the Church.
SCD Organisational Challenges and Encouragements

From its beginning SCD was envisaged as ‘a federation’, or ‘a consortium’, of separate teaching colleges drawn from diverse Christian traditions, whose degrees would be administered by a supervisory authority established by those colleges. As a result, SCD initially grew from the bottom up, and was built on the existing operations of the separate MIs. The current SCD Strategic Plan still proclaims that the College is ‘a federation of leaders in theological education’.
However, since 2006 (with the application by the NSW Government Accreditation Authority of the ‘Principal and Agent’ ruling), the consortium (or ‘theological federation’ as originally conceived) has been subject to stronger externally-driven regulation through a non-representative Council and a number of non-representative central (albeit ‘collaborative’) committees and a few representative committees. The size and influence of the shared centrally-employed executive (i.e. the Office of the Dean) have grown. The reaccreditation process also stipulated that the formal Memorandum of Understanding signed by the SCD and the MI outlining their mutual obligations should be revised to accord with the ‘principal and agent’ ruling.

That is to say, since SCD’s establishment as a federal body in 1983, the dominant organisational dynamic has now shifted from the periphery to the centre and from a ‘collegial’ to a more ‘legalistic’ relationship between the centre and the periphery. This shift in organisational balance has created a number of tensions for the consortium, but as with all change, this shift has also provided SCD (and the constituent MIs) with a range of new opportunities.
It is perhaps in the very nature of a consortium or federation as an organisational model that once admitted, member organisations may then decide to stay, or to leave the consortium, as best suits their particular circumstances and prospects. The Panel’s review of membership of the SCD consortium over time indicates a reasonable degree of member mobility.

Looked at from one point of view, it could possibly be construed that SCD exists as a consortium to assist the development of its MIs to the point of organisational maturity, where they can function as independent entities, if that is their choice. On the other hand, the principal has to plan and to govern the business and academic affairs of the consortium, and it is a reasonable expectation that the principal will be able to do so with MI commitment sufficient to ensure that the consortium can survive and flourish. Getting the balance right between these tensions is of critical importance, and the Panel noted that the SCD admission and departure requirements had only recently been strengthened.
The Report that follows, inter alia encourages SCD to address these issues in a way that does not do damage to the many very positive aspects of SCD’s ‘interdenominational and ecumenical’ culture, which as indicated by the number and nature of the commendations in this Report, especially in the areas of teaching and learning, and research and scholarship, is acknowledged by the Panel as being one of the great strengths of the College.
1 INSTITUTIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES AND INSTITUTIONAL GOVERNANCE

The audit factors require that SCD has theological education as its primary purpose and a clearly defined role in the higher education sector; goals and objectives conducive to continuous quality improvement; and governance arrangements consistent with good practice in Australian higher education.

The Sydney College of Divinity Strategic Plan 2008–2012 (SM 1.1.3, henceforth the Strategic Plan) identifies key results and objectives for the following seven high-level institutional goals:

1. Curriculum Development and Change
2. Teaching and Learning

3. Quality Assurance

4. Research and Scholarship

5. The College Model

6. Marketing and Organisational Growth

7. Best Practice Internal Management.

Under ‘The College Model’ goal, the Strategic Plan includes the following strategic objectives:
· Develop a membership policy for growth and diversity, with admission criteria and exit policies

· Establish the viability and benefits of self-accreditation

· Strengthen the capacity of the institution and its membership to manage the speed and quantity of change in a rapidly changing higher education environment and Australia’s socio-cultural context

· Clarify the intersecting roles and responsibilities of the Member Institutions, Academic Board, and the Dean’s Office, under Council’s direction.
1.1 Institutional and Educational Objectives
In June 2008, SCD Council approved the Strategic Plan based on the seven high-level organisational goals listed above. The plan also includes the SCD Vision statement (below), and an institutional Mission statement (see Preface).
SCD Vision:

‘A leading Christian theological provider, offering high quality accredited awards to equip people for effective professional and lay ministry in a rapidly changing environment.’ (Strategic Plan, p4)

The portfolio describes the process by which the MIs collaboratively participated in the development of the Strategic Plan, and then, through the agency of a planning workshop held in February this year, identified a range of ‘Agreed Actions’. These Agreed Actions are categorised as follows:
A)
Implementation of the Strategic Plan (2008–2012)
B)
Issues of Unity and Identity

C)
Communication

D)
Business Plan

E)
Reaccreditation and Review

F)
Induction

G)
Benchmarking

H)
Building the Academic Faculty.
Under each of these headings the following aspects had been identified: actions; responsibility; strategies; timeline. The Panel considers that the strategic goals of the SCD are clear and typical of a higher education provider, and that getting agreed commitment to actions across the consortium on these matters is a useful way to approach the strategic goals and encourages the College to monitor and report progress against these Agreed Actions. 
AUQA affirms the decisions by SCD to develop and implement a Strategic Plan and to identify and report progress against the ‘Agreed Actions’.

With respect to organisational performance reporting, it was noted that the Strategic Plan identifies ‘Key Results’ for each strategic goal. These are generally expressed as inputs or processes to be addressed in order to attain the goal. It was also noted under Goal 2, Teaching and Learning, that one of the strategic objectives listed was to ‘Develop and monitor key performance indicators for learning and teaching and develop procedures to address areas of concern’ (SCD Strategic Plan 2008–2012, p6). However from review of the SCD Performance Portfolio, and from questioning during the audit visit, it was acknowledged by Council and Academic Board members that a comprehensive suite of actual performance measures for monitoring and reporting performance had not yet been developed.
AUQA recommends that SCD Council develop KPIs, and SCD Academic Board develop academic performance indicators that provide data to enable the College to monitor and systematically review its performance against the goals of the Strategic Plan.

The Panel observes that this recommendation is exactly in line with the College’s self-identified improvement objective to create and foster ‘a culture of evidence’ at SCD. Strategic KPIs should provide evidence on organisational performance in the attainment of the College’s strategic goals and key result areas, and the selected academic performance measures should lend themselves to institutional benchmarking.
Finally, the Panel noted that the question of SCD pursuing self-accrediting institutional status under National Protocol C had been raised as a possible organisational objective. The Panel’s views on this issue can best be understood in the light of the audit’s other findings. For this reason, this issue is addressed in section 4.2 of the Audit Report, Planning and Managing for Quality.

1.2 Institutional and Academic Governance

As noted in the Preface, SCD exists as a company (Sydney College of Divinity Ltd) whose sole members are individuals nominated by its MIs. It is ‘owned’ by the MIs collectively.
In the 2006 reaccreditation, the NSW Government Accreditation Authority called for the establishment of a Council and an Academic Board of the SCD to contain a substantive number of members independent of the MIs. This coincided with a realisation by the College of the need for some changes to its governance arrangements, and as described in the Portfolio, ‘the College had by 2007 restructured its Council to be more independent, with less representation of Principals and MIs, and its Academic Board to be more academic than representational.’ (PF p9) The Panel met with members of the Council and Academic Board and confirmed as required in the QAFs that these bodies exhibited an appropriate level of autonomy from any other interests of an MI.

Immediate evidence of this occurred at the time of the Audit Visit, with the SCD Council and the SCD Academic Board in the midst of dealing with a serious academic governance issue that went to the very heart of the ‘Principal and Agent’ arrangement. The Panel requested and was given copies of the minutes of the most recent Council and Academic Board meetings, as well as minutes of the 4 June 2009 meeting of Council’s Audit Committee, and the minutes of a ‘Special Executive Meeting’ of the Academic Board, held on 30 April 2009. The Panel was satisfied that the attendant academic quality assurance issues were being dealt with by the College in an appropriate manner, that is, consistent with the Criteria for Review for Institutional Governance under QAF 1.

AUQA affirms that SCD has recognised a serious academic governance issue and is dealing with it appropriately through the revised governance structures at the Council and Academic Board level.

Notwithstanding this finding in relation to academic governance at SCD, the particular matter involved does have significant implications for the quality assurance of consortium membership.
1.2.1 Consortium Membership

As outlined in the Preface to this Report, assuring consortium membership is considered by the Panel to be a critically important issue for SCD. The Panel noted the history of consortium members joining and departing the SCD fold. The Catholic Institute of Sydney (CIS) is the only original member with its original title, and the Australian College of Ministries (ACOM) is the only other current MI with links to an original consortium member (with a different title).
During the audit the Panel also learned from information and documents that it requested, of the possibility that some existing MIs could soon depart, and some new members join SCD. The Panel acknowledges that change in consortium membership over time is not necessarily a negative aspect of the consortium model. However, the Panel was concerned that unplanned changes in membership may have major consequences for the interdenominational and ecumenical character of the organisation or may risk SCD’s financial viability. 

The Panel noted that SCD Council itself acknowledges this possibility in its Risk Management Summary (dated 14 April 2009, see Affirmation 6 in section 3.1 for details), in which ‘Loss of MI’ is rated ‘medium’ in terms of probability, and it is the only risk in the summary to be rated ‘high’ in terms of significance. In order to preserve the defining character of the consortium and provide stability, the Panel believes that SCD needs to adopt a longer-range, proactive view of its future as an organisation, rather than risk being adversely affected by opportunistic developments.
(urgent) AUQA recommends that in assessing its future, SCD articulate the membership profile required for its survival as a viable ecumenical theological institution.

In terms of the membership assurance mechanisms currently available, it was noted that SCD Membership Policy had been revised in 2008 and strengthened by introduction of a two-year notice of withdrawal requirement, and the payment of a departure fee. It was also noted that a revised Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the SCD and the MIs was a reaccreditation requirement of the NSW Government Accreditation Authority, to bring the Memorandum into line with its 2006 ‘Principal and Agent’ ruling. The Panel reviewed the existing MoUs and noted that although notice of merger was specified as a MI requirement, the MoUs were silent on matters such as the intention of MIs to offer academic awards in their own right (rather than through SCD), and/or to gain independent HEP status.
AUQA recommends that SCD’s Memoranda of Understanding with its Member Institutions be strengthened further to ensure that they adequately cover changes in the nature of the ‘Principal and Agent’ relationship.
Furthermore, because of the importance being given to communication and relationship-building in the consortium, by both the committees and Office of the Dean and the MIs, the Panel recommends that ‘Principal and Agent’ relationship issues should be subject to regular review by the executive, with opportunities for some face-to-face dialogue on such matters of significance.
AUQA recommends that as a matter of routine, the President of the SCD Council, the Dean and the Director of Finance meet each Member Institute individually on an annual basis to review the nature of the ‘Principal and Agent’ relationship, including the terms of the Memoranda of Understanding between SCD and each individual Member Institution, in order to inform the alignment of the SCD and Member Institution strategic plans.
There is a related audit finding in relation to communications in section 3 of this Report.

Finally, with respect to consortium membership, to ensure the ongoing viability of SCD, the Panel considers it is vital that there is a transparent exploration of the MIs expectations of consortium membership, in order to make clear mutual obligations of both the financial and non-financial kind. During the audit MIs indicated variations both in their willingness and/or capacity to assist with the discharge of SCD’s functions as ‘Principal’ and in the expected level of support they received from the Principal. The Panel noted that there was no system in place to determine the appropriate levels of contribution either way, or to address what was sometimes perceived as an unequal cost benefit. The Panel noted that the SCD constitution commits the members to sustain a teaching and research program of excellence, but is silent on the equitable level of contribution required of all parties to achieve this.
AUQA recommends that SCD explore and clarify the expectations of the contributions made by Member Institutions-both financial and in-kind-to ensure equity for all parties in the joint venture.
2 ACHIEVING EFFECTIVENESS IN TEACHING, LEARNING AND OTHER CORE FUNCTIONS

Inter alia, the Sydney College of Divinity Strategic Plan 2008–2012 identifies the following strategic objectives that relate directly to the ‘Curriculum Development and Change’, ‘Teaching and Learning’, and ‘Research and Scholarship’ goals:
· Fully implement and develop the shared curriculum according to the Curriculum Policy
· From February 2009, commence a refinement of the SCD’s Curriculum to achieve a further reduction of the number of course units by addressing issues of duplication, overlap, and currency within the current five year period of accreditation

· Implement Teaching and Learning Enhancement Plan of Academic Board

· Establish a Teaching & Learning Committee

· Implement, monitor, and review the Academic Board Policy on Evaluation of Teaching and Learning, and
· Develop a Research Plan for faculty research and research degree programs that

- builds on current research strengths and directions

- encourages high impact research and scholarship across the College

- supports explicit Member Institute research priorities

- aligns with the National Research Priorities Framework.
2.1 Curriculum Development and Change

The SCD Strategic Plan identifies ‘To refine, consolidate, review and implement the curriculum to ensure that it reflects the Sydney College of Divinity’s Mission, and that it is academically challenging and professionally relevant’ as the first of its seven strategic goals.
The reaccreditation by the NSW Government Accreditation Authority in 2007–2008 stressed the need ‘for a unitary SCD to strengthen control of its operations across the MIs’ (PF p12). In practical terms this was to be achieved primarily through head office exercising greater central control of the SCD curriculum, including:

· Appointment of a Director of Academic Coursework programs located in the Office of the Dean (beginning part-time in semester II 2008, becoming full-time since the beginning of 2009, and at the time of the audit, engaged in numerous coursework-related developments)
· Institution of a system of Discipline Coordinators with responsibilities for ongoing curriculum development in the four major areas of study: Biblical; Theological; Humanities in the Christian Tradition; and, Christian Practice (began in 2008, but still in an early stage of operation)
· Institution of a System of Course Unit Coordinators to address quality control of course units being taught in more than one MI (system being trialled in Semester 1 2009), and
· A substantial number of new and significantly revised quality-related policies and procedures, and adoption of a rolling program of policy and procedure review.

At the Audit Visit the Panel interviewed the Discipline and Course Unit Coordinators, as well as other academic staff employed by the MIs, and formed a favourable view of the value of the work being done by these Coordinators, though it is still too early to judge by results.

AUQA affirms the establishment of Discipline and Course Unit Coordinators and encourages SCD to utilise these positions to strengthen an appropriate quality assured approach to the academic offerings.

One of the Criteria for Review for QAF 2 reads as follows:
‘The institution takes full responsibility for all its courses which lead to a qualification it awards, either within Australia or overseas, including delivery, and irrespective of whether offered through technological mediated instruction, other distance education methods, attendance on campus or through a partnership’ (DEEWR Audit Handbook for non self-accrediting HEPs, QAF 2 Criterion for Review 2.3)

The Panel tested SCD against this particular criterion as one of the NSW Government Accreditation Authority’s 2006 reaccreditation issues related to the phasing out by SCD of the MIs developing and teaching multiple, similar, units of study, in favour of the adoption by the consortium of a ‘single curriculum’. The regulator also warned against the practice of ‘multi-streaming’, namely the practice of students taking the same units for awards at different levels.
At each MI visited, the Audit Panel questioned interviewees about whether there was sufficient flexibility within the single SCD curriculum to satisfy the desire by MIs to tailor units to meet the needs of the various faith traditions within the ‘interdenominational and ecumenical’ consortium. With the exception of one particular unit, the overwhelming response across MIs was that there clearly is. AUQA commends SCD for this achievement.

AUQA commends SCD for developing and implementing a ‘single curriculum’ that can be adequately and appropriately tailored to satisfy the various traditions of the Member Institutions.

Notwithstanding this finding, during the audit it became apparent that there are still approximately 700 units of study within the SCD curriculum, and some evidence of ‘multi-streaming’ was detected, though the Panel noted that a staged phase-out of this practice had been agreed with the regulator. The Panel noted that a further reduction in overlap and duplication of units across MIs had been identified in the AUQA self-review as a priority for improvement, and that teaching an increasing number of common units across the consortium was listed as a strategy under the ‘Agreed Actions’. AUQA very strongly encourages the College to continue working on reducing curriculum overlap and duplication without recourse to ‘multi-streaming’ as a matter of priority in preparation for the next Government Accreditation Authority reaccreditation.

AUQA affirms the decision by SCD to continue to reduce curriculum overlap and duplication while maintaining an appropriate degree of flexibility to satisfy the various traditions of the Member Institutes.

2.2 Teaching and Learning
The Strategic Plan identifies, ‘To pursue best practice in Teaching and Learning according to national benchmarks’ as its second-listed strategic goal. The Strategic Plan also lists ‘Key Results’ for particular aspects of Teaching and Learning, for example:
· A learning environment that fosters increased independence in learning, and a higher degree of student-centredness in the process, and

· Flexibility in teaching practice through innovations and increased student engagement in learning.
In relation to these aspects, the Performance Portfolio reported that ‘One SCD MI was an Australian pioneer in distance education (BBI), and another (ACOM) delivers its entire program by distance. Recent years have seen the wider development of intensive flexible learning and acceleration in the use of e-learning facilities in connection to both distance and face-to-face learning.’ (PF p33) It was noted that the appointment of a Distance Education Officer was another requirement of the 2007–2008 reaccreditation. In addition to this compliance requirement, it was noted that a Distance Education Committee had been established as a sub-committee of the SCD Academic Board, and that a Distance Education Handbook had recently been developed by the Office of the Dean, with input sought from the MIs. In discussions with staff and students at the MIs visited it was evident that these distance education developments were generally appreciated, as adding value to the SCD student experience.
AUQA affirms the decision to develop further distance education capacity across SCD and encourages the College to continue to engage the expertise within Member Institutes to implement distance education provision.

2.3 Scholarship and Creative Activity
The Strategic Plan identifies ‘To encourage a research culture across faculty and students that encourage high impact research, informs scholarship, and underpins teaching and learning’ as the fourth-listed strategic goal (after Quality Assurance as goal number 3 – see Section 4).
Under that goal it was noted that professional development activities for research and scholarship, and a 60% target of faculty holding research active status had been set for 2012. It was also noted that a Draft Research Plan had been developed. It was also clear to the Panel that SCD values scholarship as an essential prerequisite for the accreditation of faculty to teach within the MIs.
AUQA strongly commends SCD for the development and ongoing stimulation of a vibrant theological research culture within the consortium.

This was particularly evident in relation to the quality of supervision and other forms of support given to postgraduate students at the various MIs, and in particular those enrolled through the Office of the Dean for postgraduate by Research Awards who were provided with supervisors from across the consortium’s membership.
AUQA commends SCD for the support offered to research students and in particular to doctoral research students.
With respect to actual research performance at the various MIs, there is clearly variability across the consortium dependent on the particular educational focus of the MI (for example, those with a mission for provision of learning and teaching via distance education methods, such as ACOM and BBI), as well as on institutional size and maturity (for example, it would be fair to characterise CIS as being a leading provider within the consortium in relation to formal research and scholarship, as is evident from the resources available to MIs through the Veech Library collection at CIS (see also comment in section 3.4), and there was also evidence of a strengthening culture of research and scholarship at other MIs (such as for example at Alphacrucis College, Booth College, and at SAGOTC). The Panel noted positive comments on the support offered to researchers across MIs.
AUQA commends SCD for fostering the development of a culture of academic rigour, informed by scholarship drawn from across diverse theological traditions.

While this variability in scholarly activity across the consortium is to be expected, efforts need to be made to build on the areas of expertise in order to raise the level of research and scholarship across the College.

2.4 Overall Conclusions on Teaching and Learning and other Core Functions at SCD
As noted earlier, SCD has recently developed and/or revised a large number of quality assurance policies and procedures for Teaching and Learning and other core functions. Key among these developments is:
· Curriculum Policy
· Moderation of Disciplines Policy, with schedule and flowchart
· Moderation of Institutions Policy, with schedule and flowchart, and
· Monitoring of Assessment.
In addition to interviewing key people involved in these developments, the Panel reviewed the nature of the changes made in these aspects of the SCD academic quality assurance system, and noted improved attention to accountability and transparency of responsibilities for maintenance of academic standards. This was evident when comparing the requirements of the very recently-revised processes for the moderation of disciplines and MIs, and the monitoring of assessment with the versions existing up until and including 2007.
AUQA commends SCD for the development of a range of quality assurance policies and procedures to assist with the maintenance and improvement of academic standards, including processes developed for assessment monitoring and moderation.
In conclusion, in relation to Teaching and Learning and other core functions, it was clear to the Panel that SCD values academic rigour as a distinguishing characteristic of its approach to theological education, and that a culture of creative and open intellectual enquiry within theology (and related fields) is being encouraged across the consortium.

AUQA commends SCD for its model of theological education which encompasses collegiality and community, ecumenicity and fellowship across denominations.

3 ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURES, DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES, AND RESOURCES TO SUPPORT TEACHING AND LEARNING AND OTHER CORE ACTIVITIES

Inter alia, the Sydney College of Divinity Strategic Plan 2008–2012 identifies the following strategic objectives that relate to the ‘Marketing for Organisational Growth’, and ‘Best Practice for Internal Management’ goals:

· Increase the number of Member Institutions and students we serve
· Develop unity and consistency across Member Institutions in marketing Sydney College of Divinity as a brand
· Develop closer relationships with other theological higher education providers
· Develop appropriate KPIs for the organisation
· Ensure a suitable staffing structure for the Dean’s office that is sufficient for our needs

· Conduct performance reviews (against KPIs) of Council and Academic Board, and
· Develop risk management protocols.

3.1 Organisational Structures and Decision Making

As indicated in an earlier section of this Report, the College’s federated or consortium organisational structure is complex and requires the effective operation of a number of central boards and committees to hold in balance decision making between the MIs and the Office of the Dean.
As noted previously, the membership of a number of these bodies had recently been restructured to be ‘non-representative’ in nature. Therefore the Panel considers it is important that there should be some countervailing influences to maintain the organisational equilibrium between periphery and centre. From the Portfolio the Panel learned of the existence of the Principals’ Fellowship, which was described in these terms: ‘The Principals’ Fellowship has not (sic) place in the formal structure. It meets between Council meetings, to consider and express views about matters that will be on the next Council Agenda, and otherwise to be informed and share information about aspects of the operation, particularly but not only in regard to the individual MIs.’ (PF p42)
During the audit the Panel learned that the Fellowship had been formed by the Principals themselves in 2007 to compensate for the loss of a representative Council, and during interviews it became apparent that the Principals’ Fellowship was well-regarded across the consortium as an effective instrument of inter-MI collaboration. The Panel considers that the availability of this particular forum is important, especially for new MIs, as it reinforces the collegial, rather than the legalistic nature of the consortium organisational structure.
AUQA commends SCD for establishment of the Principals’ Fellowship and for the establishment of a supportive environment for the induction of new members.

The Panel noted that the majority of SCD boards and committees were non-representative in nature, but there were some important exceptions, such as the Academic Standards Committee of the ‘non-representative’ Academic Board.
Another important aspect of organisational decision making relates to risk assessment. Under QAF 1 in the Portfolio it was noted that ‘a Risk Management Policy, with a framework for a Risk Matrix, has recently been adopted.’ (PF p28) On closer examination, it became evident that this statement referred to the adoption of a ‘Risk Management Template’ by SCD to assist in making risk assessments. It was noted that Council anticipates receiving risk variation reports on a regular basis, and that the College’s approach to risk management will be further developed during the remainder of 2009.
AUQA affirms the adoption by SCD of a Risk Management Template and urges the College to develop the system further to encompass both educational and financial risks.

Finally, with respect to improving decision making across the consortium, it was noted that communications between Office of the Dean and the MIs, and between and within MIs, had been identified by SCD as a priority for improvement. This prioritisation came from several sources: in response to reaccreditations and re-registrations performed by the NSW Government Accreditation Authority; the ‘Agreed Actions’ resulting from the SCD Reflection and Planning days; and, as improvement opportunities identified in the AUQA self-review. The Panel observed that this enhancement needs to build on work already underway to ensure more effective two-way relationships. This is more than just communicating news, although this alone is also useful.

AUQA affirms SCD’s identification of the need to improve communication within and beyond the consortium, and enhance relationship-building.
3.2 Academic and Administrative Staff
The most contentious aspect of the consortium nature of SCD, as with any consortium of its kind, relates to the employment and quality assurance of staff. With the exception of the staff of the Office of the Dean, academic and administrative staff members are employed by the MIs (including members of the religious orders, who, though not formal ‘employees’ in the industrial sense, have a primary contractual relationship with the sponsor of their MI). However, as noted, SCD is responsible for the quality assurance of consortium staff, and especially so in relation to maintaining the standard of SCD academic staff. This is, and will remain, a major challenge for all involved in the College.
3.2.1 Academic Staff

The Panel noted that there is a performance appraisal process for academic staff based in the Office of the Dean, including directors with consortium-wide responsibilities, and the Dean herself. The Panel also noted that academic staff members with responsibilities are appraised in relation to their various functions, including the monitoring of assessment, and the coordination of disciplines and units of study. More significantly it was noted that all academic staff are subject to accreditation by SCD, and the Panel noted that the Academic Standards Committee plays a central role in this process. During the Panel’s visits to MIs it was noted that one of the most distinctive aspects of the consortium nature of SCD, is the willingness of MI staff to work in a collaborative manner with other MIs within the consortium. This was against expectation, and it was clear to the Panel that the students studying SCD awards at the various MIs greatly valued this mobility as a distinguishing aspect of the College.
AUQA commends the ability and willingness of SCD academic staff to work in and with different Member Institutions across the consortium.

However, despite the well-developed central academic staff accreditation process, the Panel also noted that the College had identified the need for it to be more proactive in the professional development of the College’s academic staff in particular, as an area for further development. This is made clear from the following statement: ‘SCD has yet to grasp the large challenge to debate and reach consensus on specific plans for building Faculty and doing so in relation to the faculty profiles individual MIs need.’ (PF p45) It was also noted that there was an identified need to ‘develop a clear system for measuring professional development activities of a member of faculty’ (PF p46). At the time of the Audit Visit, a newly established Professional Development Committee had only just met, following the adoption of a new Professional Development Policy in 2008 to consolidate and expand the existing SCD professional development program. These candid SCD self-review findings and recent developments are affirmed by the AUQA Audit Panel.

AUQA affirms developments introduced by SCD designed to improve the professional development of staff as well as the robust arrangements in place for accreditation of academic staff.

3.2.2 Administrative Staff
With respect to SCD administrative staff, it was noted that there is no central accreditation process as for the academic staff, and that the application of industrial awards for administrative staff is the responsibility of the employing MI. There was no suggestion by the Panel that a central accreditation process was necessary.
Similar to the informal operation of the Principals’ Fellowship (see Commendation 7 in section 3.1), it was noted that in addition to some consortium-wide administrative committees there is also a network of Registrars from the MIs. Again, it was evident to the Panel that the effective operation of informal networks of this nature contributes significantly as ‘organisational glue’ to help hold the consortium together.

AUQA commends SCD for the establishment and maintenance of a network of Registrars through the Student Administration Committee.

3.3 Support for Student Learning
Interviews with the random samples of students, both undergraduate and postgraduate, revealed a high level of satisfaction with the learning experience, and especially for their interaction with academic staff, both within their own MI and from the staff of other members of the consortium. Similar to the audit finding expressed in Commendation 8 in the section 3.2.1, the Panel favourably noted the mobility of students studying for SCD awards.
AUQA commends SCD for facilitating ease of movement for students to study at different Member Institutions across the consortium; and for providing them with academic support, pastoral care and spiritual formation.

3.4 Information Resources
A number of academic staff and postgraduate students at the various MIs spoke very highly of the quality of the collection available to them, and in particular through the Veech Library at CIS. However, on questioning, it became clear that some students (mainly undergraduate) were not aware of their rights for inter-library borrowing, or had found the experience of inter-library borrowing difficult, and some postgraduate students seemed unsure of the extent of access to electronic information resources available to them.
AUQA recommends that SCD ensure that all students are adequately informed about Member Institution reciprocal library borrowing rights within the consortium, and beyond; and for postgraduate students, enhanced access to electronic journals.
With respect to the management of student records the Panel noted that the College had adopted the eMinerva™ student administration database. Data entry is performed by the individual MIs with overall system development, troubleshooting and maintenance being the responsibility of the Office of the Dean. Evidence from the MIs indicated a general level of satisfaction with the operation of the eMinerva™ system, though forensic investigations of student and academic records for system security, if and when required, still require a fair degree of manual processing, and this could be a possible area for further development of the system.
4 MAINTAINING A COMMITMENT TO QUALITY IMPROVEMENT

The Sydney College of Divinity Strategic Plan 2008–2012 identifies the following strategic objectives for the ‘Quality Assurance’ goal:

· Ensure all quality assurance processes and procedures meet standards required for a successful AUQA audit in 2009
· Develop strategies and policies for implementing the findings of the AUQA audit
· Promote a culture of continuous improvement
· Introduce continuous improvement processes that ensure a model on the Plan, Implement, Improve, and Review cycle
· Develop a culture of evidence that enables verification and validation in processes and procedures
· Regularly benchmark all aspects of SCD operation, and
· Ensure that review cycles are regularly employed in all operations.
4.1 Review and Evaluation

As already noted in several sections of this Report, SCD identified the building of ‘a culture of evidence’ based on a process of cyclical review and evaluation as an organisational priority for improvement. In the Portfolio, this intention was expressed in the following terms: ‘a culture of evidence that enables verification and validation in processes and procedures will be developed’. (PF p61)
As is evident in section 2 of this Report, there is evidence that the attention to cyclic review in relation to the strengthening of aspects of academic quality assurance (such as assessment monitoring and moderation) is now producing useful dividends. However, it was also clear to the Panel that the College was looking to the AUQA audit to provide it with direction in relation to improving its quality systems: ‘The AUQA Report will provide a clear guide to identifying practical gaps in our quality assurance and we look forward to receiving it.’ (PF p54) At the micro and shorter-term level, the Audit Panel noted that a Council of Deans of Theology (CDT) Benchmarking initiative had been identified as providing SCD with a way forward.

The CDT Benchmarking initiative involves the CDT members agreeing to benchmark with each other. There had been no progress on the CDT Benchmarking project since September 2008. However, further investigation by the Panel revealed that there was apparently ‘tacit agreement’ between the partners ‘to go ahead with the project in the near future.’ (SM 4.9, CDT Benchmarking) A separate initiative involving SCD and four other theological colleges agreeing to benchmark with each other had not yet been finalised.
AUQA affirms the intention of SCD to focus on undertaking cyclical reviews built on a culture of evidence, including benchmarking with other theological institutions.

At the macro level, as is evident in section 1 of this Report, the Panel was concerned for the longer-term survival of the consortium, in order to preserve the many positive aspects of its distinctive, collegial, ecumenical and inter-denominational nature. The Panel believes that this would be best tackled by SCD reflecting on the findings of this Report with respect to their implications for the organisation’s future. The Panel recommends that this should be done by the Office of the Dean in partnership with the MIs by reviewing the consortium’s highest-level statements of organisational purpose. It should also provide directions for SCD’s current re-branding and marketing initiatives.
AUQA recommends that, on the basis of the findings of this audit, SCD review the Member Institution and College mission and vision statements in order to support fuller expression of SCD’s internal and external branding.

4.2 Planning and Managing for Quality
SCD wisely used their self-review in preparation for the AUQA audit as an opportunity to reflect on its current situation and it was clear to the Panel that SCD was also looking to this audit’s findings to help address a number of the identified ‘challenges’.
Key among the ‘challenges’ is the need for SCD to stabilise the consortium after a period of intense development and change. The Panel believes that inter alia this can best be achieved by SCD focussing on the implementation phase in the (O)ADRI cycle, that is, to shift the focus of effort from ‘Approach’ to the ‘Deployment’ of the many new and revised quality assurance policies and procedures, together with the findings in this Report. Given the importance of properly embedding these changes, the Panel recommends as follows.

(urgent) AUQA recommends, that in the short term SCD concentrate on embedding recent multiple changes in quality assurance policies, procedures and systems, rather than pursuing Self-Accrediting Institution status.

Over the next two to three years this focus should be in harness with those initiatives designed to strengthen the quality assurance mechanisms relating to management of consortium membership, and to building relationships between the Office of the Dean and the MIs.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: THE SYDNEY COLLEGE OF DIVINITY
The Sydney College of Divinity (SCD) is a non self-accrediting Higher Education Provider whose mission, stated in the SCD Strategic Plan 2008–2012, is to:
· provide high quality, accredited education in theology and related disciplines from undergraduate to postgraduate levels

· encourage theological scholarship and train future theological scholars

· prepare leaders and ministers, both ordained and non-ordained, who are well-qualified to build the Church

· contribute to the public discussion of issues of faith, and
· encourage a theologically literate membership of the Church.

SCD is a consortium of private teaching colleges, which are its Member Institutions (MIs); the legal relationship of the SCD to its MIs is one of Principal and Agent. The consortium is both interdenominational in composition and ecumenical in intent. Its ecumenism is expressed pervasively through the MIs’ sharing of academic programs and resources, and their joint participation in the governance and administration of SCD. Admission to any of the SCD awards is open: prospective coursework students normally enrol with SCD through an MI whose confessional stance, cultural ambience, or location suits them personally; prospective research students enrol directly with SCD.

In 2009 the MIs, with their church affiliations, are:

· Alphacrucis College (formerly Southern Cross College)*, Assemblies of God

· Australian College of Ministries (ACOM)*, Churches of Christ

· Booth College*, The Salvation Army

· The Broken Bay Institute (BBI)*, Roman Catholic

· Catholic Institute of Sydney College (CIS), Roman Catholic

· Emmaus Bible College, Christian Brethren (not Exclusive)

· Nazarene Theological College (NTC), Church of the Nazarene (based in QLD)

· New South Wales College of Clinical Pastoral Education (NSWCCPE), Interdenominational

· St Andrew’s Greek Orthodox Theological College (SAGOTC), Greek Orthodox.

All but Nazarene Theological College are based in NSW. Some MIs have more than one campus, however, and sometimes in more than one state; CIS has a campus in Auckland, New Zealand. MIs where distance education is available are asterisked.

The College is owned by its MIs and is a not-for-profit company limited by guarantee. Individual members of the College, as ‘the Company’, are nominated by the governing bodies of each of the MIs and devolve their operation to the Council (the Board of Directors). The main committee of the Council is the Academic Board, whose functions are executed with the assistance of a number of committees; the standing committees are those for Academic Standards, Learning and Teaching, Distance Education, Research, Human Research Ethics, Library, Student Administration, and Professional Development. The other committees of the Council itself are the Audit Committee and the Institutional Membership Committee. The stakeholders, except in the case of NSWCCPE, are the sponsoring churches from which the majority of SCD students are sourced. The financial base of SCD is the membership fees paid by the MIs, which are reviewed annually. Eligible students have access to FEE-HELP.

The SCD is currently registered for five years (2007–2011). SCD research and coursework awards are currently accredited for five years (2008–2012) in five states: in NSW, and by mutual recognition in Queensland, South Australia, Victoria, and Western Australia. All academic programs and regulations are set out in the SCD Handbook 2009 and its Supplement, the Distance Education Handbook 2009, which are available electronically, along with the full Policy and Procedures Manual and links to the MIs, on the SCD website: http://www.scd.edu.au/.
The awards for which the SCD currently holds accreditation are:

Research

· Doctor of Theology

· Doctor of Philosophy

· Doctor of Ministry

· Master of Theology (Hons)

· Master of Arts (Hons)

Coursework

· Master of Theology

· Master of Arts

· Master of Divinity

· Graduate Diploma of Arts

· Graduate Certificate in Arts

· Bachelor of Theology (Hons)

· Bachelor of Theology

· Bachelor of Theology (Korean Medium)
· Diploma of Theology

Historical Development of SCD

SCD was incorporated on 15 September 1983 and its initial and focal degree, the BTh, was approved by the NSW Higher Education Board on 17 February 1984. This approval was made retrospective to 1 January 1982, so that students who had already been engaged in the three-year program could complete the requirements for the degree by the end of 1984. The first graduation was held in 1985. Approval of SCD as a Higher Education Provider was received 26 November 2004 and CRICOS approval on 29 May 2008 (previously CRICOS approval was held by MIs). Approval to be a Tuition Assurance Scheme Operator had been received earlier, 23 November 1994.

The six founding MIs, with their church affiliations, were:

· The Baptist Theological College (Baptist)
· The Catholic Institute of Sydney (Roman Catholic)
· The Churches of Christ in NSW Theological College (Churches of Christ)
· St Paul’s National Seminary (Roman Catholic)
· The Union Theological Institute (Roman Catholic)
· The United Theological College (Uniting Church).
Changes in institutional membership over the years have come to be based more on strategic than on theological concerns.

After many years of debate about the accreditation of theological higher education in NSW, the eventual establishment of SCD came about following the Higher Education Board’s direction to theological institutions that they should rationalise resources and establish a degree-supervision authority administered by the institutions on the model of the Melbourne College of Divinity, that is, a consortium of teaching colleges whose degrees would be administered by a supervisory authority established by those colleges. SCD was therefore built on the existing operations of separate MIs that were now scrutinised and quality-guaranteed through collaborative committees, supported by a shared employed executive. Academic processes were, from the beginning, vested in an Academic Board, albeit a largely representational one, whose major committee became the Academic Standards Committee, again, largely representational. This general situation pertained till the 2007 application for reaccreditation.

SCD was already aware of the need to address new developments in higher education when its re-registration at the end of 2006 came with the stipulation that SCD was the ‘Principal’, and its MIs its ‘Agents’. Since late 2006, the College has vigorously undertaken substantial revision of its structures, policies, and procedures in the broad direction of greater internal cohesion and operational centralisation.

Looking to the Future

Building on past strengths, SCD intends to move forward as a viable unitary organisation, while preserving the benefits of orderly federalism. In particular, SCD is engaged in addressing a range of communications issues amongst its various constituents (students, staff, the Office of the Dean, MIs, stakeholders, and the general public). In its ongoing pursuit of academic excellence, SCD is also engaged in further building up an accredited faculty with high-quality credentials and experience.

Student Statistics

In 2008, the EFSTL was 854, with 2051 students.

In the first semester of 2009 there was a 5% increase, despite the loss of two small MIs at the end of 2008.

In 2009, 360 students graduated, including one Doctor of Theology, one Doctor of Ministry, and one Master of Theology (Honours).

APPENDIX B: AUQA’S MISSION, OBJECTIVES, VISION AND VALUES

Mission

AUQA is the principal national quality assurance agency in higher education with the responsibility of providing public assurance of the quality of Australia’s universities and other institutions of higher education, and assisting in enhancing the academic quality of these institutions.

Objectives

AUQA is established to be the principal national quality assurance agency in higher education, with responsibility for quality audits of higher education institutions and accreditation authorities, reporting on performance and outcomes, assisting in quality enhancement, advising on quality assurance; and liaising internationally with quality agencies in other jurisdictions, for the benefit of Australian higher education.

Specifically, the objectives of AUQA are as follows:

1. Arrange and manage a system of periodic audits of:

· the quality of the academic activities, including attainment of standards of performance and outcomes of Australian universities and other higher education institutions

· the quality assurance arrangements intended to maintain and elevate that quality

· compliance with criteria set out in the National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes

and monitor, review, analyse and provide public reports on the quality of outcomes in Australian universities and higher education institutions.

2. Arrange and manage a system of periodic audits of the quality assurance processes, procedures, and outcomes of State, Territory and Commonwealth higher education accreditation authorities including their impact on the quality of higher education programs; and monitor, review, analyse and report on the outcomes of those audits.

3. Publicly report periodically on matters relating to quality assurance, including the relative standards and outcomes of the Australian higher education system and its institutions, its processes and its international standing, and the impact of the National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes on Australian Higher Education, using information available to AUQA from its audits and other activities carried out under these Objectives, and from other sources.

4. Develop partnerships with other quality agencies in relation to matters directly relating to quality assurance and audit, to facilitate efficient cross-border quality assurance processes and the international transfer of knowledge about those processes.
Vision

To consolidate AUQA’s position as the leading reference point for quality assurance in higher education in and for Australia. Specifically:

· AUQA’s judgements will be widely recognised as objective, accurate and useful, based on its effective procedures, including auditor training and thorough investigation.

· AUQA’s work will be recognised by institutions and accrediting agencies as adding value to their activities, through the emphasis on autonomy, diversity and self-review.

· Through AUQA’s work, there will be an improvement in public knowledge of the relative academic standards of Australian higher education and an increase in public confidence in Australian higher education.

· Through AUQA’s work with other quality assurance agencies, the international quality assurance requirements for Australian higher education institutions will be coherent and rigorous, avoiding duplication and inconsistency.

· AUQA’s advice will be sought on quality assurance in higher education, through mechanisms including consulting, training and publications.

· AUQA will be recognised among its international peers as a leading quality assurance agency, collaborating with other agencies and providing leadership by example.

Values

In its external relations, AUQA will be:

· Rigorous: AUQA carries out all its audits as rigorously and thoroughly as possible.

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

· Flexible: AUQA operates flexibly, in order to acknowledge and reinforce institutional diversity, and is responsive to institution and agency characteristics and needs.

· Cooperative: AUQA recognises that the achievement of quality in any organisation depends on a commitment to quality within the organisation itself, and so 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.

APPENDIX C: THE AUDIT PANEL

Mr Rob Carmichael, Audit Director, Australian Universities Quality Agency
Ms Ursula Franck, Executive Dean, Australian Lutheran College
Professor Gareth Jones, Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic & International), Otago University, New Zealand (Chair)

Ms Sian Lewis, Executive Director, Training Operations, Skills Victoria, Victorian Department of Innovation, Industry & Regional Development
APPENDIX D: ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

The following abbreviations and definitions are used in this Report. As necessary, they are explained in context.

ACOM
Australian College of Ministries
ADRI
Approach, Deployment, Results, Improvement

AUQA
Australian Universities Quality Agency

BBI
Broken Bay Institute

CDT
Council of Deans of Theology

CEO
Chief Executive Officer

CIS
Catholic Institute of Sydney

CRICOS
Commonwealth Register of Institutions and Courses for Overseas Students

DEEWR
Australian Government Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, formerly DEST
EFTSL
Effective Full-Time Student load

FEE-HELP
FEE-HELP is a loan given to eligible fee-paying students to help pay part or all of their tuition fees

HEP(s)
higher education provider(s)

HESA
Higher Education Support Act 2003

KPI(s)
key performance indicator(s)

MCEETYA
Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs
MI(s)
(Consortium) Member Institution(s)

MoU
Memorandum of Understanding

NSAI(s)
non self-accrediting institution(s)

NSWCCPE
New South Wales College of Clinical Pastoral Education

NTC
Nazarene Theological College

(O)ADRI
(Objective), Approach, Deployment, Results, Improvement
PF p
Performance Portfolio page reference

Portfolio
Performance Portfolio: self-review report

QAF(s)
Quality Audit Factor(s)
SAGOTC
St Andrew’s Greek Orthodox Theological College

SAI(s)
self-accrediting institution(s)

SCD
Sydney College of Divinity

SM
supporting material

VRQA
Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority

WADES
Western Australia Department of Educational Services
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