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Executive Summary

The University of Melbourne Postgraduate Association (UMPA) has analysed the capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs through the use of the University of Melbourne as a case study in higher education policy. This approach will provide the Senate Committee with an understanding of how the activities and structures of the University of Melbourne – a University that has been at the forefront of a corporate, market driven paradigm – have impacted on its ability to serve its constituencies and to meet Australia’s higher education needs and aspirations.

Current higher education policy is failing Australia at a time when the nation is at a critical juncture; the creation and provision of innovative knowledge has never been more important for the ongoing prosperity of Australia, and for the ongoing viability of our way of life. This inquiry is timely. It is UMPA’s contention that for Australia to be globally competitive it must fund higher education to a globally competitive level. Public funding for Australia’s public universities should be increased to levels comparable with the top quartile of OECD nations (that is, as a proportion of gross domestic product).

UMPA’s submission will indicate the impact of policy and university response to policy in five key areas:

1. Access and equity

2. Research, teaching, and learning

3. Commercial ventures

4. Governance

5. Intellectual property

Access and Equity (Section 1)

It is acknowledged by all stakeholders in higher education that access for equity groups is imperative. This is not only because access will undermine cycles of dependency, marginalisation and prejudice, but also because a community of learning whose membership is broadly based will provide a quality of education inherently better that one whose membership and values are narrowly drawn. If the Federal Government is serious about Australia as a fair society then it will have to get serious about access to higher education for those who are currently missing out. Access to higher education is not just about entry level access to undergraduate courses. It is about the opportunities for all Australians to pursue higher learning as far as their ability and inclination can take them.

Although making considerable effort in some areas, the University of Melbourne acknowledges that it is failing in its levels of access for most equity indicators – in particular Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders, rural and local socioeconomic background students – contrasted with the only increasing indicator – that of women. What is clear is that the biggest obstacle to equity has been the removal of public funding by the Federal Government. Postgraduate coursework degrees are the epitome of this phenomenon. The lack of subsidised courses, compounded by inadequacy of student allowances, undermines the participation of those in society who most benefit from higher education. While universities can do better, even their best efforts can only be a band-aid when the policy environment so clearly fails to support the educational aspirations of Australia’s disadvantaged.

Research, Teaching and Learning (Section 2) 

The Federal Government’s policy document Knowledge and Innovation: A Policy Statement on Research and Research Training exemplifies how current policy misunderstands postgraduate research education and postgraduate research students. Postgraduate students undertake 60% of the research done in universities and write 35% of publications (West Review). An instrumentalist understanding of this research as a ‘training cost’ to be minimised on the part of Government will undermine Australia’s ability to succeeded as a knowledge based society with a knowledge driven economy.

UMPA expects the White Paper’s formula will have the following effects:

· Exciting and speculative thesis proposals will be discouraged. There is a much greater potential for such projects to run overtime, and so academics would be less inclined to take on a proposal which may not result in prompt completion.

· When a thesis uncovers new ground requiring further research and expansion of the project (resulting in increased writing time) such further research would be discouraged.

· Quick, simple, mundane projects would be rewarded.

· Students with backgrounds that constrain early completion, including some women and Indigenous Students, may be considered too ‘risky’ by universities. 

These outcomes will undermine the vast body of new, innovated knowledge created by a group integral to the creation of Australia’s knowledge base.

While the number of postgraduate coursework students have risen dramatically, the regulated environment which has contributed to this growth has also lead to:

· An erosion of standards through re-badged and niche marketed undergraduate courses

· Erosion of access to postgraduate coursework for equity groups including increased barriers to qualifications required by professional associations.

· High levels of dissatisfaction amongst postgraduate coursework students (20% according to Coulthard’s 1999 study Identifying the changing needs of Australian Coursework Postgraduate Students).

Those mistakes at an institutional level are driven by inadequate funding at a government level. No amount of reform in academic practice can compensate for the funding shortfall.

Furthermore this underfunding of teaching and research places strains on academic integrity. The University of Melbourne has been exposed to accusations of increasing a postgraduate student’s score so that he passed a course after he had offered to donate two million dollars to the University to establish a business research centre. Although extreme, this story is a timely illustration of the potential for corruption which can arise in a system in which there are scant resources for research and campus infrastructure (such as libraries, which are being rapidly run down across all Australian universities).

Commercial Activities (Section 3)

As a direct result of public policy, Universities are now aggressively pursuing commercial agendas. At the University of Melbourne the “flagship” commercial ventures, Melbourne University Private Limited (MUPL)  and Universitas21 Global, are both predicated on the sale of the good name of the University of Melbourne. UMPA is concerned that it is inappropriate for the University to risk its reputation, and hence the reputation of awards bearing the University’s name, in business ventures like MUPL or U21global, which can be labelled extremely speculative.

Furthermore, UMPA is gravely concerned that a public institution such as the University of Melbourne should risk its money – which, by definition, is all public money – in directing is efforts and resources toward commercial operations that have provided the University with very little return to date. MUPL lost $2.9 million over the last two years. MUPL and U21global serve as a salutary warning against public policy which encourages commercial speculation by universities: speculation risking both the name of the University and the public purse but providing no tangible benefit.

Governance (Section 4)

UMPA sees collegial governance and control of the university as critical to the ongoing strength and success of Australian universities. Collegiate practice provides many features which are central to good management, particularly widespread consultation, shared decision-making, determination and ownership of strategic plans and the fostering of innovation.

This stands in contrast to practice at the University of Melbourne. Following uniform changes to Victoria’s University Acts, governance arrangements at the University of Melbourne are an example of:

· Distorted membership of university governing councils

· Excessive confidentiality surrounding the deliberations of university governing councils

· Insufficient scrutiny and questioning of the strategic directions taken by university management

· Lack of institutional respect for the representative functions served by elected members of university governing councils

· Political tensions between elected (internal) and appointed (external) members of university governing councils

· An assumption by Vice-Chancellors that they are the universities in and of themselves.

It is on this basis that UMPA recommends to the Senate that university governance structures be overhauled to restore good, representative, and democratic governance to universities.

Intellectual Property (Section 5)

Australian universities have sought to expand their commercial revenue base through seeking to exploit the intellectual property (IP) created within them, by their students and staff. The University of Melbourne has invested tens of millions of dollars in facilitating the commercial exploitation of IP. 

Most Australian universities do not acknowledge the extent of the distinctiveness of student IP rights in their policy frameworks. UMPA concludes from this that most Australian universities do not fully appreciate the distinctive nature of student IP rights, and are therefore almost certainly breaching those rights from time to time. The legal and financial implications for universities of a failure to respect and uphold the IP rights of their students are potentially very costly. It is for this reason that UMPA recommends the Senate seek a sector-wide approach to student IP rights and university IP policies.

List of Recommendations

1) That public funding for Australia’s public universities be increased to levels comparable with the top quartile of OECD nations (as a proportion of GDP).

2) Student financial support is critical to facilitate access to postgraduate study, particularly for designated and emerging equity groups. A national working group including postgraduate student representatives should be established to investigate inadequacies in current levels of financial support amongst postgraduate students, subsidies for tuition and other study-related costs, living allowances including rental subsidies, taxes for part-time scholarship holders, transport concessions etc.  Its recommendations should be reported through the Senate. It might sensibly make recommendations such as: 

· Australian Postgraduate Award (APA) – Increase the overall number of scholarships and extend them to coursework students, increase the living stipend and remove the tax on part-time scholarships

· Equity Scholarships – reinvestigate and reinstate a system of equity scholarships plus fund additional postgraduate scholarships designated for equity students

· Make changes to postgraduate award schemes that accommodate the various conditions and commitments postgraduate women face outside their study, especially parent/carer responsibilities.

3) That Government funding for HECS places at the postgraduate level be increased, particularly for postgraduate coursework, recognising the particular importance of HECS places to equity groups.

4) That institutional and Federal Government initiatives be increased to improve the equitable distribution of women’s enrolments across faculties, departments and degree/course type.

5) That DETYA require universities annually to publish freely accessible data on the access and participation of all equity groups at the postgraduate level.

6) That completion times of 5 years for PhD and 3 years for Masters (equivalent full time) be restored. 

7) That the funding of research education be based on load not completion.

8) That Australia’s university research funding framework be revised with broad consultation, and thoroughly redrafted.

9) That public funding for postgraduate coursework places be lifted to at least pre-1996 levels in real terms.

10) That a national agency (such as DETYA) be required to report annually on the quality assurance arrangements for postgraduate coursework programs in all Australian universities. The report should publish each university’s standards, and should analyse each university’s compliance with its standards, including standards for:

· Rebadging undergraduate units of study as fee paying postgraduate units

· Charging different fees for the same unit of study depending on the faculty of enrolment

· Ensuring that postgraduate coursework students get adequate supervision for their research projects.

11) That the Senate investigate the University of Melbourne’s conduct throughout the history of the MUPL project, with particular regard to investment in the private university and the use of public funds in the construction of buildings for the use of the private university (Buildings A and B), and whether the grounds on which the land was granted, and changes to the University Act required by MUPL, remain valid in view of the changes to MUPL’s business and operational plans. 

12) That the academic and financial due diligence processes followed by the University of Melbourne in its participation in U21 generated companies be investigated. 

13) That the Senate consider the potential effects of the marketing or franchising of the names, crests, or reputations of Universities, and the role of University management in protecting (or failing to protect) those reputations. 

14) That changes  to the memberships of university governing councils since 1995 be reviewed with a view to restoring appropriate representation of students, staff, and graduates at those Australian universities where such positions have been lost. 

15) That the Senate pursue a requirement that all university intellectual property (IP) policies be reported to a national agency such as the Australian Research Council, which will assess whether they comply with the law, especially the law in relation to student IP rights. Such assessments should particularly focus on each university’s ability to ensure institution-wide compliance with IP policy. Those assessments should be made publicly available.

16) That the Senate pursue encouragement for students to emerge as authors in their own right, including a guarantee that their authorship will be recognised and protected in accordance with the AVCC/NH&MRC joint Statement and Guidelines on Research Practice.

17) That the Senate pursue a guarantee that students’ IP rights will be respected as distinct from those of staff, but that students will not be treated less favourably than staff for the purpose of commercialising their discoveries.

18) That the Senate pursue a legislative or regulatory requirement that universities not place students in industry partnership projects where the following student IP safeguards are jeopardised (and that the universities are themselves liable to remedy any damages done to their students by breach of these safeguards):

· Student participation will not unreasonably limit publication of any thesis.

· Student participation will not ignore potential tensions between study requirements and commercial concerns.

· Participation will not unreasonably proscribe the employment options of students.

· Student contributions to the project will be appropriately acknowledged.

· Student researchers will receive a reasonable share of revenue from any commercial applications of their IP.

19) That the Senate pursue a legislative or regulatory requirement that no university be permitted to ask that any student sign away more of their IP rights than is necessary for upholding the specific contractual obligations that university may have entered into with a third party whose support is necessary for the student’s course of study. 

20) That the Senate pursue a sector-wide understanding that universities have a responsibility to ensure their staff and students are aware of university IP policies, and especially of student IP rights. 

 OVERVIEW
The Capacity of the University of Melbourne to Meet Australia’s Higher Education Needs

Since its inception, the unitary system of higher education in Australia, itself a consequence of Dawkins initiated reforms, has operated in a funding context dominated by public stringency. The higher education funding policies of successive Federal Governments have left Australia’s public universities with a serious funding shortfall. This has been exacerbated by the Coalition Government.

In the period 1997-2000, the University of Melbourne has absorbed a net 3.5 per cent cut in Commonwealth operating grant resulting mainly from a 6 per cent cut in fully funded student places. In addition, the University has had to cope with escalating salary costs following the Coalition’s decision not to supplement formally negotiated salary increases for university employees. 

Federal policy has created a situation in which the University of Melbourne has no alternative but to seek funding from non-public sources to meet revenue requirements. For  example, the percentage of total funding derived from (non-public) investment, fees and charges at the University of Melbourne has increased from 26 per cent in 1994 to 33.4 per cent in 1998. This trend is set to continue. 

Federal policy has encouraged public universities to become more commercial in the operation of their institutions. By allowing greater institutional discretion with regards to fee paying arrangements, by developing funding formulae such that higher education institutions are placed in direct competition with each other for public funds, by expanding the numbers of universities so that more institutions fight for a shrinking pool of public funds, universities have been forced to concentrate their efforts not only into research and education but into redeveloping into business ventures driven by market forces.

The effects of these market forces on the higher education system are becoming increasingly apparent: in fierce competition for students, particularly fee paying and postgraduate students; and in the bitter fight for public and private funding, particularly for the purposes of research. 

In this submission we argue that the cumulative impact of these policies works to the detriment of the quality and diversity of education currently being offered at public universities in Australia. Neither private funding nor market behaviour can sustain the adequacy of campus infrastructure and resources for all students and across all disciplines. As a postgraduate organisation concerned with the effects of these policy changes, we welcome this inquiry as asking most pertinent and timely questions about these developments, specifically: what are the implications of market driven funding policies in ensuring the future capacity of public universities in Australia to meet the country’s higher education needs? 

The answer is straightforward. Market forces determine the direction of university spending and development. Financial resources are sequestered for commercially viable research and teaching at the expense of the less commercially viable. Diversity and quality are compromised for the whole education system as the tail of market forces wags the higher education dog. 

Recommendation 1:

UMPA recommends that public funding for Australia’s public universities be increased to levels comparable with the top quartile of OECD nations (as a proportion of GDP).

Before we proceed, however, a brief caveat: the University of Melbourne’s academic and general staff work hard to maintain the quality and diversity of the education on offer. Their efforts are hampered by the effects which the funding stringency imposed by Federal policy has had on the education system as a whole.
SECTION 1
Access and Equity

This section addresses the capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs, with particular reference to:

(d) the equality of opportunity to participate in higher education, including:

(i) levels of access among social groups under-represented in higher education;

(ii)
the effects of the introduction of differential HECS and other fees and charges, and changes in funding provision on the affordability and accessibility of higher education; and

(iii) 
adequacy of current student income support measures.

1.1
Access and Equity Context

Universities across Australia have been obliged to address the issue of equitable access to education since the 1990 DETYA report A Fair Chance for All established a series of sector-wide objectives and targets for six designated equity groups. The University of Melbourne claims to regard these as central to its access and equity access policies and practices
 and operates within a framework of annual equity plans and internal and external equity and diversity audits. The Access and Equity Committee monitors issues of student equity and diversity, and the university provides annual data on equity performance indicators to DETYA.

The University of Melbourne is one of the two wealthiest universities in Australia. It regards itself as a world class university with a reputation for excellence. Yet its own Equity and Access Audit 1999-2000 acknowledges that access levels for most equity groups are well below national standards. Of the total postgraduate population of 9,327, only 25 are Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students. Students from rural and socio-economically disadvantaged (or low socio-economic status (low SES)) backgrounds are also under-represented.
1.1.1 Students from Rural and Socio-economically Disadvantaged Backgrounds 

Rural students’ share of total enrolments at Australian universities declined throughout the 1990s.
 Following the trend, University of Melbourne total rural enrolments decreased between 1998-2000 from 13.7 to 13.4 per cent, and were also well below the state (17%) and national (17.4%) enrolment averages.
 In 1999, postgraduate rural enrolments at the University were just 7 per cent of total postgraduate enrolments. Similarly, at 7.9 per cent of all University enrolments in 2000, the proportion of low SES students aged 25 and over has also decreased since 1997, and was well below both the state (13.6%) and national (13.97%) enrolment averages for 2000.

1.1.2
Postgraduate Women

Postgraduate women as a general group are the exception to the equity low-performer rule. Postgraduate women’s access and participation rates have risen across Australia in recent years to the point that DETYA recently pared down women as a general equity group to women in non-traditional areas. But this is a premature policy decision that ignores the complex and unequal distribution of women’s enrolments across faculties, departments and degree/course type.

At the University of Melbourne, women are the majority of postgraduates at 59.2 per cent of total enrolments
. However they:

1    Faculties/Departments 

· Remain concentrated in faculties that tend towards low-paid professions 

Examples include Education (71.8%) and Arts (62.5%).

· Continue to be underrepresented in non-traditional areas 
These include hard sciences, engineering and in computer science and information technology. In 1999 just 8 per cent of students enrolled in higher degrees by research in the Department of Computer Science were women.

· Are not achieving equal access in corporate ventures

The low female access rate to non-traditional areas is well known across the sector and DETYA recognises such women as an equity group. However it is highly alarming to note that fact that women are extremely under-represented in certain University corporate ventures. The Melbourne Business School, which only offers full fee courses, is actually the lowest postgraduate equity performer at the faculty level with only 32.8 per cent of enrolments being women.

2. Degree/Course Type
· Are over-represented in postgraduate coursework, at 68.6 per cent of postgraduate diplomas and graduate certificate enrolments in 2000
. Reasons for this include the over-representation of women in professions that require such qualifications for career advancement eg: nursing and teaching. A CAPA study finds that this can also be because women are more likely than men to lack confidence to do research, and find it easier to fit coursework around family and work.
 
Higher female enrolments in postgraduate coursework do not mean that fees and income support are no longer significant issues for women. Enrolment figures do not reveal how women are managing to meet the cost of fees, or living costs in the absence of government or scholarship support. 

An Australian study (Anderson, Johnson and Milligan 2000)
 has shown that women remain more dependent on HECS availability then men to pursue postgraduate study by coursework. Yet since 1996 postgraduate coursework has increasingly attracted full fees. At the University, only 50 fee remission scholarships are available for coursework students, and none offer a living stipend. The sole centrally-funded postgraduate scholarship that targets women (and only those with career interruptions) is not open to coursework students. 

In practice, then, seemingly ‘neutral’ Federal and university fee and income support policies can more negatively affect female coursework students than male students. At a minimum they can affect greater numbers of female than male coursework students. 

1.1.3 A Lack of Postgraduate-specific Equity Data

The fact that only one audit recommendation relates specifically to postgraduates points to a critical shortcoming in data collection by the University – the lack of sufficient, published postgraduate-specific data on equity groups. Postgraduate equity statistics that the University does publish are limited and commonly buried in aggregated statistics. For example, most data in the Equity and Diversity Audit 1999-2000 is for total student enrolments including undergraduates. It contains no postgraduate specific data on students from any DETYA equity group with the exception of women in higher degrees. Even the data collected on women paints only a partial picture (see below).

The University does collect equity data on enrolment for other groups, or can compile it on request (eg: using postcodes to determine low SES enrolments). However such data is not easily available, or published in aggregate format documents such as the annual Statistics. The usual method of obtaining this data is by special request to a sympathetic university staff administrator with access to the University database ‘Merlin’. This is an ad hoc, lengthy and often difficult approach.

A lack of postgraduate specific equity data, or their selected use:

· Makes it very difficult for interested parties, including UMPA, to accurately track access trends in postgraduate education. 

· Paints only a partial equity picture, as is the case with postgraduate women (see below). 

Full and accurate information sharing of equity data is vital if the University and government are serious about achieving the best possible equity outcomes at the postgraduate level. Accurate information informs good planning, and a lack of it can lead to ineffective equity initiatives for postgraduate students or a lack of them altogether.

1.1.4
Factors that Decrease Access Levels for Equity Groups

At the University of Melbourne, several key factors contribute to the under-representation of equity groups in postgraduate education that stem directly from Federal policy. These include:

· Full fees for postgraduate coursework (see section 1.2.1)

· Loss of HECS places and the increase of full fee places (see section 1.2.2)

· Limitations of current Scholarship Awards (see section 1.3.3)

Other contributory factors include:

· Compulsory full-time courses – The University has several courses that are only offered on a full-time basis. This is without exception even for those with medical conditions, carer responsibilities or disabilities. This can be seen as discrimination and has yet to be tested legally. Examples include courses offered in the Music and Medicine Faculties. 
· Inflexible course delivery – Some University practices can be very inflexible. For example, one faculty distributes postgraduate student timetables and tutorial times by computer and students cannot request preferred tutorial times at the outset. This fails to accommodate the needs of some students with carer or work responsibilities, sometimes to the extent that they cannot attend classes and have to withdraw from the course. Other courses are advertised as part time and flexible, whilst in reality some subjects are only offered in alternate years at fixed times for some courses. One course advertised as ‘part-time’ has two core subjects that are only offered during the day, plus the subjects are co-requisites. Therefore so-called ‘part-time’ students, who are often at work during the day, must take two full afternoons off consecutively.

· Lack of childcare – UMPA has heard from postgraduate parents that there is an urgent need for more places at university childcare facilities, and a casual 1-2 hour childcare service. 

1.2
Effects of Introduced Fees
1.2.1
Full fees for Postgraduate Coursework Degrees

Since the radical expansion of domestic full fee paying courses in 1996, postgraduate coursework has become the new ‘cash cow’ for the higher education sector. The University of Melbourne is no exception. Many new postgraduate qualifications have been set up since 1996 that are full-fee with no HECS deferred places. 

Example



Postgraduate Diploma in Advanced Clinical Nursing

Set up




1996

Fees (2001)



$4,520

Number HECS deferred places
None

One rationale for full fees is that students can ‘choose’ whether to do a particular course. Students who don’t ‘wish’ to pay fees can then ‘choose’ to study something else or not study at all. The fact is, however, that some full fee qualifications are minimum entry requirements to a profession eg: education or psychology, or a minimum qualification for career advancement. 

The argument then becomes that full fees are justified because any future salary increase will more than compensate for fees paid. Questions about graduate destinations aside, the fact is that women generally earn less than men, and certain full-fee qualifications are in professions that are especially low-paid and female-dominated such as nursing and education. Once again a seemingly ‘neutral’ fees policy runs the risk of more greatly affecting women postgraduates. 

Fees are also a significant barrier for other groups, particularly those from low SES and rural backgrounds, and students with disabilities. The Disability Liaison Unit reported to UMPA that the costs of living and study are often higher for postgraduate students with disabilities making financial grounds a barrier to participation in postgraduate study. Clearly, any student who is fully reliant on HECS to fund postgraduate study simply cannot ‘choose’ to pursue qualifications that are full-fee with no HECs deferred places. As stated, women are more dependent on HECS availability then men to pursue postgraduate coursework. 

1.2.2
Loss of HECS Places and the Increase of Full Fee Places 

The withdrawal of public funding from the higher education sector means that HECS deferred postgraduate places are becoming a rarity at the University of Melbourne. The problem is compounded at the University where, unlike some other universities, the emphasis is on assisting PhD students at the expense of students enrolled in Masters programs and other postgraduate courses. This particular combination of Federal policy and university strategy has the following effects for postgraduates at the University of Melbourne:

· Emergence of domestic students at Melbourne University as a new social group who simply cannot access certain courses. The combination of full fee domestic places with the disappearance of HECS deferred places is putting domestic student access to courses at risk. One alarming consequence is the growing displacement of domestic students who cannot afford or do not feel able to pay high fees. A science-related department reported to UMPA that some faculties are so alarmed at the disappearance of domestic students from their postgraduate coursework that they are considering offering faculty-based coursework scholarships to domestic students. 

· Increasing loss of HECS places and creation of full-fee paying places in postgraduate qualifications. Projections of current University of Melbourne EFTSU data suggests that if current trends in Government funding and University of Melbourne revenue raising continue, within four years the number of subsidised places at the University of Melbourne will be overtaken by the number of fee paying places offered (see Figure 1 below).

Figure 1:
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Within 10 years, the number of subsidised domestic students will have fallen to the levels of the mid seventies. The not-so-distant future could be the growing restriction of publicly subsidised students into the increasingly narrow range of faculties and qualifications with any HECS places. 

1.3
Adequacy of Current Student Income Support Measures

1.3.1
The Cost of Postgraduate Study
The cost of postgraduate study can be a significant barrier for all students – prospective and enrolled – especially those from low SES or rural backgrounds, and students with disabilities. The Financial Aid student service at the University of Melbourne estimates the annual living costs of a student in a rental/share house arrangement at $15,442
. This is on top of fees, course materials etc. 

Example – Students with disabilities

The University of Melbourne Disability Liaison Unit reports that postgraduate students with disabilities often face a higher cost of living and study, but this is seldom recognised in the awarding of scholarships and alternative income sources. Research scholarships are usually awarded on the basis of academic merit and do not take into account the impact of disability on demonstrating knowledge and potential. Students with disabilities sometimes achieve lower marks than they are capable of because of issues relating to their disability. Few scholarships exist specifically for postgraduate students with disabilities and they generally do not provide a level of income comparable with University and national research scholarships. The one centrally-funded postgraduate scholarship for students with disabilities is not on offer in 2001.

1.3.2
Government-based Student Income Support 

A number of problems exist with current Federal student income support measures for postgraduate students.

1) Newstart to Austudy – Students suffer a reduction in payment when they transfer from Newstart to Austudy payment because they lose rent assistance.

2) Age-based allowance and rent assistance – Students under 25 on Youth Allowance get rent assistance, whereas students 25 years and over on Austudy do not. The average age of postgraduates at the University of Melbourne is approximately 33 years, while 83.2 per cent are aged 25 years and above and therefore ineligible for rent assistance. Students who turn 25 during their course and have to transfer from Youth Allowance to Austudy are eligible for rent assistance until the end of their course. But those who turn 25 and change courses lose their rent allowance. There is no justifiable reason to exclude Austudy students from rent assistance. There is no ‘student rate’ of rent and all other recipients of a Social Security ‘living payment’ (eg those on unemployment payments, pensions, parenting allowance etc) receive rental assistance. Unlike the Federal Government, the University has started to recognise the critical need of many students for rent assistance. Until 2000, about 80 students a year could apply for a place in a University-owned share house, and apply for a subsidy. However the University has recently sold over half of its housing stock, and is using the interest to provide a housing bursary to 200-250 students a year. The University has already received over 600 applications this year.

3) Low rate of student allowance – The Federal Youth and Austudy allowances are both paid at lower rates than the unemployment benefit, which is in turn paid at a lower rate than pensions. The rationale for this is the ‘temporary nature’ of study and unemployment, and the assumption that students are more likely to be young, with lower expenses, and so in less need of money. This does not take into account the average length of postgraduate study, nor the average age of postgraduate students. As CAPA states in its 1999 report Postgraduate Fee-paying Courses: Equity Implications, mature age students
 are unlikely to have parental support with HECS payments (or indeed any fees), and are more likely than younger students to have financial commitments such as dependants or a mortgage
. 

4) Ineligibility for government assistance – Government allowances only support postgraduates up to, not including, Masters and PhD level. This means that a significant proportion of postgraduate students at Melbourne University are ineligible for Austudy or Youth Allowance. The Federal Government provides 4,500 APA stipends a year, almost exclusively for PhD students, while the university funds Melbourne Research Scholarships (MRS). There were approximately 139,500 postgraduate students enrolled in Australia in 1999, which means that an extraordinary number of postgraduates do not receive this form of support. The current scholarship system is clearly inadequate, as detailed below.
1.3.3 Scholarships

The insufficient level of Federally and University funded scholarship support for postgraduate students, is a critical issue when applied to equity groups. Students from a low SES or rural background and those studying full fee coursework programs are in particular need of increased scholarship support:

A. Australian Scholarships

· Restricted eligibility – Tertiary institutions have the power to decide award eligibility, and the University of Melbourne chooses to exclude Masters by Coursework students.  Coursework students are also ineligible for HECS exemption scholarships.

· Insufficient number of postgraduate awards – At the University of Melbourne in 2000, over 70% of Australian Scholarship applicants missed out on receiving this support. 

· Low rate of scholarship living stipend – the full-time APA stipend is currently only $17,267 and part-time scholarships are taxed. 
· Tax on part-time scholarships – The stringent criteria for part-time status largely relate to situations where women traditionally hold greater responsibility than men (eg: parent/carer). The high proportion of female part-time scholarship holders - 83.9 per cent at the University of Melbourne in 2001 – reflects women’s considerable need for part-time scholarship status. This means that taxing part-time scholarships impacts on more women scholarship holders than men, and doubly penalises women who must study part time because of family and maternal commitments. 

· Unclear/inadequate maternity leave provisions – Problems can arise for students taking maternity leave. There have been instances where the University Scholarships Office has interpreted the DETYA ruling on maternity leave very narrowly. The APA guidelines indicate that maternity leave is available for "a child". This has been interpreted as only one child in one specific instance for the period of the scholarship. This is clearly discriminatory, and was successfully challenged by the student (who was pregnant with her second child) on an appeal to DETYA.
B.
Coursework scholarships
At the University of Melbourne, there are 5733 coursework students, and only 50 potential scholarships for postgraduate coursework students — 33 fee remission scholarships for coursework students generally and 17 targeted fee remission scholarships for international postgraduates. There are no living stipends. 
C.
Equity scholarships 

Scholarships that target equity groups are a vital way to increase their access to higher education. They are particularly critical at the postgraduate level, where many students are ineligible for government income support and transport concessions, cannot obtain an Australian scholarship and are undertaking courses without a HECS place.
 The University of Melbourne has begun to acknowledge the value of equity scholarships, but most are at the undergraduate level, including all those targeted at rural students. Only three centrally funded postgraduate level equity scholarships exist (for women with career interruptions, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students and students with a disability), and none are on offer in 2001 due to a lack of funds/priority. The latest Equity and Diversity Audit recommends that the University consider additional postgraduate scholarships for equity students. This recommendation must extend to the national level, with increased government funding of equity scholarships.

In addition:

· Ineligibility for transport concessions – Postgraduate students in Victoria are ineligible for a Transport Concession Card which reduces the price of public transport fares. Postgraduate students in other states and territories are entitled to a concession card. International students are not entitled to transport concession cards anywhere in the country. This is widely regarded by international students as insulting.

1.4
Conclusion

UMPA acknowledges the various efforts of the Federal Government and Melbourne University to achieve postgraduate equity objectives since the 1990 DETYA report. But DETYA first set out its objectives over a decade ago, before the onset of Federal Government’s rapid, increasingly market-driven higher education agenda. In the current Federal policy context, UMPA finds it difficult to comprehend current equity efforts as little more than a band-aid approach, paying lip service to a value – equitable access – that the Federal Government no longer believes in. How can the continued loss of subsidised places possibly benefit socio-economically disadvantaged students for example?

UMPA’s casework, statistics and other relevant data all point to the urgent need for the Federal Government to embrace radical, informed policy change that places equity at the centre of the higher education agenda. Not just for designated equity groups who face extensive, tangible barriers to equitable access to postgraduate study, but for all students who face barriers to postgraduate education. These include coursework students, and non-subsidised domestic students who are emerging as a social group at risk of access restrictions to certain postgraduate qualifications. 

The challenge facing the Federal Government is not to downscale equity objectives and groups at the slightest indicator of partial success as has occurred with postgraduate women, but to comprehend the larger, complex equity picture and respond pro-actively. As it stands, the Government has created a policy environment that works against its own equity objectives. 

Therefore UMPA recommends that, at a minimum, the Senate pursue mechanisms to achieve the following:

Recommendation 2:

Student financial support is critical to facilitate access to postgraduate study, particularly for designated and emerging equity groups. A national working group including postgraduate student representatives should be established to investigate inadequacies in current levels of financial support amongst postgraduate students, subsidies for tuition and other study-related costs, living allowances including rental subsidies, taxes for part-time scholarship holders, transport concessions etc.  Its recommendations should be reported through the Senate. It might sensibly make recommendations such as: 

· Australian Postgraduate Award (APA) - Increase the overall number of scholarships and extend them to coursework students, increase the living stipend and remove the tax on part-time scholarships

· Equity Scholarships - reinvestigate and reinstate a system of equity scholarships plus fund additional postgraduate scholarships designated for equity students

· Increase number and rate of coursework scholarships, including the addition of a living stipend

· Make changes to postgraduate award schemes that accommodate the various conditions and commitments postgraduate women face outside their study, especially parent/carer responsibilities.

Recommendation 3:

That Government funding for HECS places at the postgraduate level be increased, particularly for postgraduate coursework, recognising the particular importance of HECS places to equity groups.

Recommendation 4:

That institutional and Federal Government initiatives be increased to improve the equitable distribution of women’s enrolments across faculties, departments and degree/course type. 

Recommendation 5:

That DETYA require universities annually to publish freely accessible data on the access and participation of all equity groups at the postgraduate level.

SECTION 2
Research, Teaching and Learning

This section addresses the capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs, with particular reference to:

(a) 
the adequacy of current funding arrangements with respect to:

(ii)
the adequacy of current funding arrangements with respect to institutional autonomy and flexibility; and 

(iii) the quality and diversity of teaching and research.

2.1
Institutional Autonomy

Funding constraints in higher education impose significant limitations on the institutional autonomy and flexibility of public universities. UMPA would like to draw particular attention to the implications of the Federal Government’s policy document Knowledge and Innovation: A Policy Statement on Research and Research Training. Before we proceed, however, a brief discussion of the meaning of institutional autonomy and flexibility in higher education is required.

Academic integrity is undoubtedly linked to the autonomy of scholars from political and financial pressures. Nevertheless the requirements of public accountability also pertain to universities, not least, and not only, because they are in receipt of public funding. In later sections of this submission, UMPA discusses institutional autonomy and flexibility as it relates to university governance and intellectual property. In this section, however, we are concerned with the capacity of public universities to conduct research across diverse disciplines and to support students in their similarly wide-ranging research areas.

The autonomy or flexibility of university management to exploit commercial ventures or charge fees is really a second order concern. Funding arrangements need to ensure the autonomy and flexibility of education, not revenue raising. In fact, the financial management of public universities should be subjected to stricter accountability measures, with regard both to internal governance and to external review. It is ironic that, while pressures exist to dampen speculative research endeavours, the University of Melbourne pursues more and more speculative moneymaking strategies.

2.1.1
Research Funding and the Impact of the ‘White Paper’

The Federal Government’s policy document Knowledge and Innovation: A Policy Statement on Research and Research Training, or ‘the White Paper’ (released on the 22nd of December 1999), exemplifies DETYA’s misunderstanding of postgraduate research education and postgraduate research students.
 Moreover, it is a perfect example of how Federal allocation of monies, if the related policy settings are too prescriptive, may supplant institutional autonomy. An example avoided was the Federal Government’s bill in 1999 that would have imposed so called Voluntary Student Unionism on Australian universities by amending the Higher Education Funding Act.

Public universities follow the lead of Federal initiatives. Universities, including Melbourne University, have already changed their internal mechanisms for allocating research funding and scholarships to reflect the funding imperatives created by the White Paper.

The Council of Australian Postgraduate Associations (CAPA) described the White Paper’s predecessor, the Green Paper, as “[manufacturing] a crisis of wastage in postgraduate research by arguing that completion rates are too slow and attrition rates too high, that graduates are not attractive to industry and the quality of supervision and research education is poor.”  Although the White Paper was shorn of one of the most unfortunate elements of the Green Paper (its proposed voucher system for postgraduate research places), the main elements of this ‘manufactured crisis’ remain.

One of the most disappointing aspects of the White Paper’s “manufactured crisis in higher education” is the degree to which it limits institutional autonomy and flexibility. UMPA understands that the Federal Government must impose certain restrictions on Universities. For example, the capping of fee paying places for local students is intended to dissuade universities with a highly marketable ‘brand’, such as Melbourne, from capitalising on their situation to the detriment of one of the broad goals of the Australian people—quality publicly funded education, accessible to all. However, the White Paper seeks to limit and mould the very activity at which universities are expert—quality research and research education. The funding formulae of the White Paper directly contradict the White Paper’s goal of increasing quality in Australian research.

The White Paper impacts on postgraduate students in two significant ways. First, higher degree funding is now heavily tied to completions. In fact, according the White Paper’s funding formula, completions will comprise 50% of funding — another 40% being allocated according to research income and 10% according to publications. Secondly, total funded completion times for Higher Degree Research (HDR) courses is now reduced: from 5 years to 4 years for doctoral candidates, and from 3 years to 2 years for a Masters. These proposals can only exacerbate the impact of the funding shortfall in higher education. And they are in direct contradiction to the spirit of proposals in both the Chief Scientist’s recent recommendations, and the recommendations of the Innovation Summit.

The University of Melbourne had already enforced these candidature lengths before the introduction of the White Paper. In this respect, Melbourne sets a perverse lead for the rest of the country. Melbourne students have historically seen themselves as worse off than students at universities with longer completion times, and have questioned the University’s avowed commitment to quality research when it was so willing to limit its own students’ research time. Already, students at Melbourne worried that their theses would be less competitive than those of overseas colleagues. The shortened completion time enforced in the White Paper bring all Australian universities down to the lowest common denominator.

The completion driven funding formulae will impact negatively on institutional autonomy with regard to postgraduate students and their studies. Such ‘incentive driven’ funding may well achieve the White Paper’s aim of speeding up research completion times, but at the expense of the quality and diversity of research.

Although UMPA has traditionally encouraged the University of Melbourne to maintain consistently high standards for the selection of HDR candidates, this funding model is more of a ‘stick’ than a ‘carrot.’  The funding formula does not encourage universities to maximise the completion prospects of current students by increasing levels of support and infrastructure provided to HDR students. Instead, there is an encouragement to pursue conservative selection policies, focusing on young full time students and on students moving into areas that receive industry funding. In this way, institutional autonomy with regards the selection of candidates and the types of research they pursue is unfairly limited.

UMPA expects the White Paper’s completions driven funding formulae will have the following effects:

· Exciting and speculative thesis proposals will be discouraged. There is a much greater potential for such projects to run overtime, and so academics would be less inclined to take on a proposal which may not result in prompt completion.

· When a thesis uncovers new ground requiring further research and expansion of the project (resulting in increased writing time) such further research would be discouraged.

· Quick, simple, mundane projects would be rewarded.

These concerns are echoed in the Council of Australian Postgraduate Association’s March 2000 briefing paper, “Analysis of the Research White Paper”:

The emphasis on completions may create important distortions. Students with backgrounds, which constrain early completion, including some women and Indigenous Students, may be considered too ‘risky’ by universities. Moreover projects requiring extensive field work, particularly complex equipment or are of a somewhat intractable theoretical nature are less likely to be supported than easily defined, highly focussed projects. This may result in shifts between disciplines, applied science and engineering are more likely to be beneficiaries than fundamental sciences and some social sciences and humanities, but the main shifts are likely to be more fine-grained and reduce scope and modes of research within disciplines.

Recommendation 6:

That completion times of 5 years for PhD and 3 years for Masters (equivalent full time) be restored. 

Recommendation 7:

That the funding of research education be based on load not completion.

Recommendation 8:

That Australia’s university research funding framework be revised with broad consultation, and thoroughly redrafted.

2.2
The Quality and Diversity of Teaching and Learning

In their application to the higher education sector, quality and diversity are intractable concepts: difficult to define, measure and manage. Nevertheless both terms operate as mechanisms of accountability, providing the community with a means to gauge the performance of universities. 

As argued above, current funding arrangements have produced a shortfall in university funding. Both quality and diversity in teaching and learning have suffered as a result. 

Woolf and Quarmby’s 1999 Report Postgraduate Fee-paying Courses: Equity Implications, Coulthard’s Identifying the Changing Needs of Australian Coursework Postgraduate Students and a recent study commissioned by UMPA, Ross’s First Year Postgraduate Students at the University of Melbourne all provide clear evidence that postgraduate coursework students are seen as little more than cash cows.

UMPA is particularly concerned about the following:

1) An erosion of standards through re-badged and niche marketed undergraduate courses. This practice undermines the integrity of the qualifications. In particular the use of undergraduate courses in Masters programs which are by definition higher degree is alarming and begs the question “what is a masters program?” Furthermore students expectations are not being meet my such programs (See Example below)
2) Erosion of access to postgraduate coursework for equity groups including increased barriers to qualifications required by professional associations. (Discussed in Section One of this submission).
3) High levels of dissatisfaction amongst postgraduate coursework students. Coulthard’s report on postgraduate coursework had the following findings regarding student satisfaction:
· One in five postgraduate coursework students (20.0 per cent) are not satisfied overall with their course, and over one in four postgraduate students are not satisfied overall with the level of resources and services provided by their university (28.3 per cent). 

· A consideration of the individual items for course satisfaction reveals lower levels of satisfaction, with only one survey item showing less than 20 per cent of students not satisfied with their course. Areas of lowest levels of satisfaction appeared to comprise some element of interaction with staff, other students and the academic community. 

· Ratings of quality of service by postgraduate coursework students revealed that less than 20 per cent of students rated library services and most computer services as poor. Highest levels of poor quality ratings for services and resources involved those services provided at the level of the Department and suggest that the Department level is not adequately funded to provide facilities such as adequate laboratory facilities, work space, office facilities and non-academic support expected or required by the students.

It is possible to illustrate some specific problems arising from the experiences of postgraduate coursework students:

· Postgraduate students being taught in the same classes as undergraduate students. 

Example 

Jenny is working toward a Postgraduate Diploma in Arts by coursework and minor thesis. The requirements of her course for the completion of five subjects and a minor thesis. Jenny has chosen subjects which complement her specialist research area, but is disappointed to find that a number of her classes are joint undergraduate and postgraduate classes. Her subject coordinator advises her that she will have to submit a longer essay than the undergraduates in her class, and that she will be marked at a more challenging level. Despite the fact that Jenny’s classes do, strictly, meet the criteria of a ‘postgraduate’ subject, she finds the level of debate and discussion in her classes to be not at all stimulating. She does not feel that she is being asked to question and analyse the readings at a suitable level. She also feels intimidated about trying to push the level of discussion up, as this seems to frustrate and upset her undergraduate colleagues.

· Under-supervision of the minor thesis. 

Example
David is enrolled in a Master of Science by coursework. His degree consists of both coursework subjects and a minor thesis. David sees his minor thesis as an important piece of preliminary research, and hopes to go on to enrol in a Masters by Research, or perhaps a PhD, so that he can extend on this basic research. University policy limits the number of research supervisions an academic can undertake. David’s supervisor is only allowed to oversee 6 research students’ theses. However, there is no policy limiting the number of ‘minor supervisions’ a member of academic staff can take on. David’s supervisor is overseeing 8 minor theses. Of course, David’s supervisor is unhappy about this situation, however, the department is not in a financial position to be turning away fee-paying students. (All Masters by coursework in the department attract full fees.)  David appreciates his supervisor’s concern, but this hardly makes up for the fact that his supervisor has no time to see him, or that he fails to get adequate feedback on the progress of his research.

Such problems result from a lack of appropriate University policy, as well as an unofficial response to funding shortfalls by individual staff. Those mistakes at an institutional level are driven by inadequate funding at a government level. No amount of reform in academic practice can compensate for the funding shortfall. While there is no statistically reliable way of tracking these problems, UMPA knows through contact between its academic advisory service and its postgraduate student members that these problems are widespread.

Recommendation 9:

That public funding for postgraduate coursework places be lifted to at least pre-1996 levels in real terms.

Recommendation 10:

That a national agency (such as DETYA) be required to report annually on the quality assurance arrangements for postgraduate coursework programs in all Australian universities. The report should publish each university’s standards, and should analyse each university’s compliance with its standards, including standards for:

· Rebadging undergraduate units of study as fee paying postgraduate units

· Charging different fees for the same unit of study depending on the faculty of enrolment

· Ensuring that postgraduate coursework students get adequate supervision for their research projects.

SECTION 3
Commercial Activities

This section addresses the capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs, with particular reference to:

(b) 
the effect of increasing reliance on private funding and market behaviour on the sector's ability to meet Australia's education, training and research needs, including its effect on:

(i)
the quality and diversity of education; and

(ii)
the adequacy of campus infrastructure and resources.
The University of Melbourne serves as an important case study of the implications of increasing reliance on private funding for Australia’s public universities. The University of Melbourne also serves as a prime example of a public university that has embraced the requirement to operate in a quasi-market for higher education. This is evident in the University of Melbourne’s strategic plan, in which the University signals its intention to further diversify its funding base as a means to limit dependence on public funding.

To that end, the University of Melbourne is fostering an entrepreneurial culture amongst staff as part of an overarching commitment to the development of its capacity as a commercial entity. In short, market logic pervades the University’s planning and management structures. 

Although the move away from a reliance on government funding has obvious drawbacks, the University of Melbourne sees taking such steps as a kind of moral imperative:

Strategies for reducing dependence on public funding ... go hand-in-hand with an enduring commitment to scholarly integrity and academic excellence. One is a precondition for the other in the current Australian public policy environment.

Not only does the University see a move away from reliance on public funding as necessary, it sees such reliance as ‘dangerous’: “The [University’s] level of dependence on public funding [is] dangerously high.” (2001 Budget).

The primary areas for activity in university systems which take a market-driven approach to the delivery of an education product can be condensed into the following three categories:

· Introduction of course fees

· Investment in commercial ventures

· Commercialisation of a university’s research capacity. 

The University of Melbourne, given the context of a significant shortfall in public funding, aggressively exploits opportunities to raise revenue from non-public sources. Central to its metamorphosis into a market driven animal is the University’s establishment of a corporate identity and brand name. This section also addresses the emergence of a ‘Melbourne Brand’ and some of its consequences.

3.1
Fees
The University of Melbourne aggressively markets its courses to international students, resulting in a dramatic increase in revenue obtained from international fee-paying students. Its proposed synergy with Melbourne University Private Limited (MUPL) will allow the University of Melbourne to generate income by providing education to fee paying domestic students, or, in MUPL-speak, ‘clients’. 

The tables below reflect a drastic change in the student profile at the University, as it increases the proportion of fee-paying students to traditional HECS subsidised students. The main impact of the increase in the number of fee paying students lies in the increased inaccessibility of higher education. This issue is investigated more fully in section one.

Figures 2, 3:

University of Melbourne Student Load:  

Fee Paying versus Subsidised

By Teaching Load (EFTSU)

Masters by Coursework
All Postgraduates
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Note: Data sources from “The University of Melbourne – Student Load Data”, http://www.unimelb.edu.au/UPO/data/students/LoadHist.pdf
Although, overall, the proportion of fee-paying to HECS paying postgraduate places is increasing only slowly, proportional increases in certain areas is marked

3.2
Commercial Research

The development of Bio 21, a major bio-technology complex, illustrates the University’s intent to commercialise its research capacity. As detailed by the University’s strategic plan, Bio 21 “is being planned around ‘incubator facilities’ designed to facilitate the transfer of resulting intellectual property into pharmaceutical and other commercial research and development.”  Obviously, such an initiative will require the University to be able to deal justly with postgraduate research students, and protect their IP rights. Student IP issues are investigated more fully in the final section of this submission.

3.3
Commercial Investment

The University of Melbourne’s proposed “synergistic” relationships with MUPL and Universitas21 (U21) illustrate the University’s willingness to invest significant sums into speculative commercial ventures.

3.3.1
Melbourne University Private

Melbourne University Private Limited (MUPL) was established in 1998, with the aim of eventually providing an estimated $200 million per year in revenue to the University of Melbourne.

University Strategic Plan rhetoric surrounding the MUPL project is founded firmly in University management’s contempt for public funding of education, and the policies which surround such funding:

Entrepreneurial attitudes, values and activities are stultified by excessive Government regulation and limited by the kind of institutional culture that evolves in a publicly funded organisation. To change such a culture is almost impossible without a powerful catalyst.

The establishment of Melbourne University Private Limited (MUP) grew out of a recognition ... that a viable long-term solution to over-dependence on public funding demanded a new, more entrepreneurial operating environment within the University of Melbourne.

The Vice-Chancellor of the University of Melbourne has recently been reported as admitting that this dream will no longer be realised, with MUPL being ‘reworked’ into a new format. The University has invested heavily in the initial setting up of the business ($10 million), and, more disappointingly, has taken up a shortfall in expected business investment by committing over $100 million of its own funds to the buildings in which MUPL is to be housed. This outcome is very different to the initial business plan—to the extent that the Auditor-General is examining the performance of the private university, which in its first two years, 1998 and 1999, made losses of $1.1 million and $1.8 million respectively. The Age claims that the buildings were to be paid for by corporate partners, leased to the University, subleased to MUPL, and handed over to the University’s ownership (without cost) after 35 years. The University has repeatedly claimed that no public money was invested in MUPL. This distinction between public and private monies is a spurious one in the context of a public institution such as the University of Melbourne. The University holds all its resources in public trust. It must manage them in a publicly trustworthy fashion.
Further, because MUPL has not been anywhere near as successful as its instigators hoped, the bulk of the building project south of Grattan Street, which was supposed to be for the use of MUPL (and is not yet complete), has already been diverted to the use of the public University. UMPA questions the decision to construct expensive buildings for a purpose that was not realised. Had it been intended from the start that the funds would go to servicing the public university, those funds might have been allocated in a way that most directly benefits public education.

Questions have also been raised in the press about the legality of the change in the University’s business plan, in respect of the various State policies and Acts which were needed to accommodate MUPL’s foundation.

3.3.2
Universitas21

The University of Melbourne’s involvement with Universitas21 (U21) represents not only an avenue for international collegiate networking, but for exploiting international markets for education products. 

U21 is a collective of 18 research driven universities around the globe. Initially a collegial network aiming primarily to foster academic exchange, in the last two years the collective has become interested in pursuing joint business ventures—in particular a new ‘e-university’. U21 has incorporated as a company in the UK, and is in the process of forging a joint venture company with Thomson Learning, a Canadian education resources company. The joint venture will be the new e-university, ‘U21global’. The Vice-Chancellor of the University of Melbourne, who spent six months in 2000 in London pursuing this goal (an excursion financially underwritten by the University of Melbourne), has driven this initiative.

As its own publicity material states, "Universitas21 is in a position to leverage the reputation, resources and experience of its members on behalf of corporate partners." Like MUPL, U21global is a conscious attempt to side-step ‘dangerous’ public funding, and the Federal controls it entails, through sale of ‘the Melbourne Brand’ (see section 3.4).

MUPL currently operates through an arrangement where the University of Melbourne Academic Board certifies MUPL courses, providing quality assurance.  U21, should it manage to strike a deal with Thomson, will go several steps further down the path laid by MUPL.

In the quality assurance arrangements made by U21 there will be very little control exercised by member institutions. The U21 consortium will own a second business, U21pedagogica, which will act in most respects like the Academic Board of a ‘real’ university. U21pedagogica, however, will have only three voting members (by contrast, Melbourne’s Academic Board has 225 voting members). It is unclear how much control member universities’ Academic Boards will have over the actions of U21pedagogica, if any. U21 member institutions will be asked to attach their own reputation for academic excellence to a process of quality assurance and accreditation which will be managed at arms length from the individual institutions which provide U21 with academic legitimacy. Such a process cannot but stand in contrast to the collegiate processes of institutional Academic Boards—processes that are at the heart of the University and its public standing.
UMPA questions the procedures of the Academic Due Diligence Committee investigating the U21global proposal at the University of Melbourne. The operations of U21pedagogica are clothed in secrecy. Only open and transparent quality assurance procedures, involving the full participation of institutional stakeholders, can safeguard the quality of U21global programs, hence the University’s name and reputation. UMPA lobbied strongly for a proper academic board structure to accredit U21global programs. The University ignored UMPA’s representations, and is now saddled with a substandard E-university that will confer degrees under the University’s crest.

Worse still, however, is the financial due diligence process followed by the University. The University’s Council committed US$5 million to the project on 24th February 2001 at a special closed meeting, after a recommendation from its 15th February 2001 meeting of Finance Committee. At the Finance Committee meeting, UMPA’s representative was instructed by the Vice Chancellor that independent financial modelling and market analysis for this large scale investment had not been completed. UMPA’s representative sent a letter to the Finance Committee and the Chancellor of the University outlining in detail her dissatisfaction with the University’s U21 financial due diligence procedures (as that letter refers to information confidential to the Finance Committee it is not included here). UMPA’s concerns have not been answered.

3.4
The ‘Melbourne Brand’

Both MUPL and U21global result from the University of Melbourne management’s philosophy that, when you’re short of funds, the easiest thing to sell is your reputation. 

In the case of MUPL, that reputation comes with the imprimatur of Melbourne’s Academic Board:

[MUPL] enjoys the additional advantage of using the 'Melbourne' brand, and the attendant credibility of quality assurance processes managed by the Academic Board of the University of Melbourne.

In the case of U21, it is the University’s crest and name only, which will give U21global degrees their cache. This is particularly concerning, as it is, indeed, the “credibility of the quality assurance processes managed by the Academic Board of the University of Melbourne” which gives Melbourne’s name and crest their particular meaning.

What University management fails to realise, and what is of grave importance to the students and alumni of the University, is that once a reputation is sold and sullied, it is difficult to recover. The ‘Melbourne Brand’ has currency precisely because a degree bearing the University’s crest is seen as something difficult to attain, and is associated with a certain prestige. The more often the ‘Brand’ is sold for money rather than academic effort, the less credibility it holds.

University management may well see reliance on public funding as ‘dangerous’. However, given the apparent demise of MUPL, and severe flaws in the U21global plan, it is rash decisions made by University management to engage in highly speculative business ventures that present the real danger—to the reputation of Melbourne degrees, and to those who hold them.
3.5
Further issues
While UMPA does not dispute the importance of collaborating with industry on research, nor the importance of industry contributing financial support to Australia’s public universities’ research capacity, we argue that the market imperative in higher education is introducing an untenable bias into the distribution of resources within the University of Melbourne. The mixed political economy of higher education, the creation of quasi-markets for students and funding, has not proved itself to be a sustainable means to guarantee the quality and diversity of higher education and the adequacy of campus infrastructure and resources. The following issues are of particular concern to postgraduate students.

3.5.1 Corruption of standards

The pressure on university educators and administrators to accommodate fee-paying students can be illustrated by the “cash for marks” scandal. As reported in The Age (11 September 2000 and subsequently), the University was exposed to accusations of increasing a postgraduate student’s score so that he passed a course after he had offered to donate two million dollars to the university for the purposes of setting up a business research centre. Although extreme, this story is a timely illustration of the potential for corruption which can arise in an underfunded system.

3.5.2
Branding and the reputation of academic qualifications

The University is proposing to use its name and reputation to ‘brand’ an educational product with few assurances that the University of Melbourne ‘brand’ will not be diminished through its associations. The standing of the degrees from one of the premier educators in Australia thus risks being compromised—affecting not only the world standing of the students and staff at the university, but also the standing of the whole education system of Australia as it is perceived worldwide.  

3.5.3
Distribution of Resources

The University has sequestered considerable sums to develop its corporate identity, whilst other key university services that determine the quality of research annd education face recurrent funding shortfalls. The library budget, for example has not increased sufficiently to cope with the weak Australian dollar and the higher demands placed on the system by the increased numbers of students. In 1998 the library had to cancel 1.7 million dollars worth of serials. The medical and agricultural faculties bore the brunt of this with a whopping 42% and 41% cancellation in journal titles respectively.
 The cuts to journal titles for these faculties reflected the fact that, relatively speaking, these faculties derive most of their income from undergraduate teaching. However, while postgraduate numbers are small in the Faculty of Medicine, this Faculty also has one of the highest national and international research profiles in the University. So, the library budgeting shortfalls of 1998/1999 significantly jeopardised the ability of one of the University’s most successful research faculties to continue its high quality output. The library has been working hard to ameliorate the problem for the Faculty of Medicine, but this serves as an illustration of the impact on research output of an underfunded system — one in which market forces determine the direction of funding.

3.5.4
Diversity of Research and Teaching

Given the commercial priorities of the University of Melbourne and the lack of public funding for speculative research without immediate commercial application, postgraduate students have very real concerns about diversity of research.

Recommendation 11:

That the Senate investigate the University’s conduct throughout the history of the MUPL project, with particular regard to investment in the private university and the use of public funds in the construction of buildings for the use of the private university (Buildings A and B), and whether the grounds on which the land granted, and changes to the University Act required by MUPL, remain valid in view of the changes to MUPL’s business and operational plans.
Recommendation 12:

That the academic and financial due diligence processes followed by the University in its participation in U21 generated companies be investigated.

Recommendation 13:

That the Senate consider the potential effects of the marketing or franchising of the names, crests, or reputations of Universities, and the role of University management in protecting (or failing to protect) those reputations.

SECTION 4
Governance

This section addresses the capacity of public Universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs with reference to:

(g)
the regulation of the higher education sector in a global environment, including university governance reporting requirements, structures and practices.

4.1
University Governance

The reforms of university governance structures following the Hoare Report in 1995
  and, in Victoria, the Storey Report of 1997,
 based arguments for the change in composition of university governing councils on the principles of hands-on strategic planning and accountability. In particular, the Hoare Report set out to address its stated concern of “a lack of focus on corporate and strategic issues by governing bodies.” UMPA believes that the changes flowing from these reports have not achieved their stated goals; rather they have exacerbated the problems. Briefly, these are:

· Distorted membership of university governing councils

· Excessive confidentiality surrounding the deliberations of university governing councils

· Insufficient scrutiny and questioning of the strategic directions taken by university management

· Lack of institutional respect for the representative functions served by elected members of university governing councils

· Political tensions between elected (internal) and appointed (external) members of university governing councils

· An assumption by Vice-Chancellors that they are the universities in and of themselves.

All of the above points contribute directly to deficient decision making practices within Australian universities. 

4.2
Composition

Membership of the University of Melbourne is as follows: 

· the graduates; 

· the professors and members of the academic staff of the faculties and boards of studies;

· the graduate students; the undergraduate students; and the diplomates; 

· members of the staff of the University, other than the academic staff; and

· members of Council.

The changes in University Acts in Victoria led to a reduction in the University of Melbourne Council from 40 members to 21 – with a two thirds majority of members being external appointments. Representation from the graduates was reduced from one quarter of Council (ten members) to none, representation from Academics was reduced from six to two, representation from students from four to two. As such, the collective groups which comprise the membership of the University had their ability to participate in University Governance dramatically reduced, and were in the main replaced by members appointed by either the State Government, normally on the advice of the University, or the Council itself. Appointment is based on skills, knowledge, interest, and ability to participate actively. In keeping with the Storey Report, the Act includes specific requirements that at least one external member have business experience and another financial qualifications. 

The Hoare Report does acknowledge notions of collegiality and participatory decision making, and even the Storey Report notes that “Councils are different from company boards. They must act in the interests of a broad range of clients not just in the interests of shareholders.”
 However, the reports argue that the responsibilities of elected members of Council towards their constituencies are too often at odds with the University as a corporate enterprise and not appropriate for a competitive market driven higher education sector. 

UMPA sees collegial governance and control of the university as critical to the ongoing strength and success of Australian universities. Collegiate practice provides many features which are central to good management:

· Widespread consultation

· Shared decision-making

· Determination and ownership of strategic plans

· The fostering of innovation

This contrasts with current practice. At the University of Melbourne all Council meetings are held in varying degrees of camera; minutes are no longer posted on the University website, and serious errors in judgement on several key issues have been made without the Council being held to account. This final point can, in particular, be related to the failure of Melbourne University Private to achieve its business plan, the bungling of the float of Melbourne IT, heavy investment in the U21 global e-university and the speculative franchising of the University of Melbourne name and crest to U21global (see Section Three).

It stands to reason that those responsible for outcomes which are critical to the future of Australia’s cultural, social and material riches should participate in determining how those outcomes are to be achieved. As such, it is essential that  university governing councils represent university communities, in addition to the broader community.

4.3
Appointments and Constituencies

The reduction in the numbers of elected members of the University of Melbourne Council has radically reduced independent expression on Council. One theory to explain this change in culture is that appointed members of Council are likely to be selected based on ability to contribute to the defined agenda of the University (hence are unlikely to question strategic direction, but rather provide expert knowledge to “fine-tune” a proposal). Furthermore, external members require the ongoing support of their fellow Council members in order to remain members of Council. In such a climate dissent from the views of the Chancellor or Vice-Chancellor, or even siding with staff or student members on an issue where staff or students disagree with the management line, can jeopardise reappointment. 

This situation is exacerbated by a culture which sees the views of elected members of Council as tainted by sectional interest or ideological commitments. If an elected member challenges a proposal of the Vice-Chancellor – such as rejection of the participation of the University in Universitas21 global – such challenges are simply shrugged off with an underlying sentiment of “of course the [insert stakeholder group] would say that.”

This leads to an attitude on the part of elected representatives which sees the University of Melbourne Council as ideologically committed to foreclose on effective debate. That is, it encourages stakeholders to protest against university decisions rather than participate in them. There is also a perception amongst the wider University community that management pursues its own agenda without reference to representative bodies. UMPA believes that this wider perception is essentially correct. Through its actions and its response to criticism, University management has demonstrated that it sees itself as “The University” — ironically, management has become its own constituency. This can be demonstrated by reference to the University’s strategic planning process.

The University Council sets the strategic plan of the University, based on a recommendation from the Vice-Chancellor. It is to this plan that the Council holds the University and its management accountable. It is certainly appropriate that a governing body set strategic direction and asks for reporting against its targets. Of grave concern to UMPA is how this works in practice. External members of Council, who are appointed for their skills in furthering an existing agenda, approve, with a bit of fine tuning, a strategic plan written by the Vice-Chancellor. The Vice-Chancellor in turn exercises considerable influence in their appointment. In such a situation governance cannot but be dominated by the University’s senior manager.

This transition from effective governance to management control was always an intention of the Hoare and Storey reports. In addition to the poor decision making practices that have flourished since 1995, it has in turn permitted and encouraged management to see itself as “The University.” The collective actions of Vice-Chancellors demonstrate this point. Through bodies such as the AVCC and the Group of Eight, Vice-Chancellors purport to speak on behalf of the University sector. The Go8 is particularly galling in this respect. The Go8 provides itself with the subtitle “Australia’s Leading Universities” — eight people with a secretariat are no such thing. Its policy documents are not discussed or approved by the Academic Board or Council of the University of Melbourne.

4.4
Conclusion

The current governance arrangements at the University of Melbourne are characterised by:

· An unresolved tension between the roles of appointed and elected members of Council.

· Lack of effective stakeholder participation in governance.

· A domination of governance by management.

This has lead to a culture that quashes opinions which conflict with management’s line. It has reduced the accountability of the University. It has undermined strategic planning as a process which takes into account the interests of all University stakeholders. It has led to the University developing and spending large amounts of money on highly speculative initiatives like Melbourne University Private . It is imperative that the effect of the changes in how governance in the University occurs be reviewed and improved.

Recommendation 14:

That changes to the memberships of university governing councils since 1995 be reviewed with a view to restoring appropriate representation of students, staff, and graduates at those Australian universities where such positions have been lost.

SECTION 5

Intellectual Property

This section addresses the capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs, with particular reference to: 

(b) the effect of increasing reliance on private funding and market behaviour on the sector's ability to meet Australia's education, training and research needs, including its effect on:

(v)
the operations and effect of universities’ commercialised research and development structures.

5.1
The Growing Importance of Intellectual Property
One way that universities around Australia have sought to expand their commercial revenue base is by seeking to exploit the intellectual property (IP) created within them, by their students and staff. Most universities, including Melbourne, commit themselves explicitly to that approach in their strategic planning literature.

Strategies
To secure major increases in recurrent resources by: …

· Increasing incentives for researchers and research groups in the University to create, develop and commercialise intellectual property, while securing appropriate protection for the interests of the University in the intellectual property so exploited.

That approach has been publicly and repeatedly encouraged by the Government. It is affirmed in the policy positions of the Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee and the National Health and Medical Research Council. It looks likely to receive further affirmation from higher education sector bodies such as the Australian Research Council. In short, the exploitative approach to IP has a great deal of political momentum within the higher education sector.

Australian universities’ need for revenue streams in the short and long terms makes it natural that university managers take an interest in claiming commercial returns on university capital.

University capital includes buildings and grounds. It includes infrastructure such as communications and information technology (CIT) resources. It also includes the intellectual resources of students and staff. In line with much commercial industrial practice, universities are seeking to ensure that they maximise their financial gain from the creativity of academic staff and students working and learning within their walls.

Universities can and do make commercial arrangements in respect of the IP of their members. This is particularly true where they are entering into collaborative arrangements with industry partners. Industry collaborations include student placements in industry projects as well as academic participation in industry-sponsored research and development, including the many collaborative research centres affiliated to Australian universities.

Commercial considerations obviously apply also to university involvement in providing consultancy services to outside entities. Frequently there are IP implications for the staff and students involved in contract work of this sort.

It is difficult to quantify the significance of IP in precise monetary terms. Essentially its value is speculative. There are indications of the scale of universities’ speculation, however. For example:

1. In 1999 the University of Melbourne drew $29 million (28%) of its research budget from non-government sources. Most of this money comes from industry partnership projects, where an industry partner is generally investing in the hope of commercialisable IP as a return on outlays.

2. In 2000 the University of Melbourne decided to invest a majority of the $79 million return from its float of Melbourne IT into the new biotech joint venture Bio21. Bio21 is a joint venture including the University of Melbourne, the Victorian Government, and industry partners to develop industrial and commercial applications for biomedical research discoveries.

3. In 2001 the University of Melbourne has invested US$5 million in U21global, a joint venture between Universitas21 and Thomson Learning. As described in Section Two of this submission, U21global aims to operate as a transnational e-university, trading (somewhat reprehensibly) off the reputations of established universities in Australia and elsewhere. It is likely that universities such as Melbourne will need to invest further funds in the short to medium term if U21global is not to be wholly controlled by Thomson. Academic staff unions from around the world have expressed serious concerns about the IP ramifications of the U21global venture.

5.2
Student IP rights at Australian Universities
In preparing advice for the University of Melbourne, UMPA has investigated the IP policies of a number of institutions, both within and outside of Australia. Australia’s universities are not consistent in their policy approaches, nor is Australia as a whole consistent with policy approaches in Canada, the United Kingdom, or the United States of America. UMPA’s student advisory service is usually the first port of call for postgraduate students at the University of Melbourne needing advice or assistance in relation to their IP rights.

Most Australian universities have policies or statutes that set out the IP rights of staff and students, although the approaches of these documents differ widely from institution to institution.
  Most universities also have codes of research ethics that outline the privileges and responsibilities associated with authorship, although here too the approaches are quite divergent.

Students produce the majority of research in Australian universities. The West Review estimated that postgraduate students alone are responsible for over 60% of research work and 35% of research publications.
  Given that funding for the Australian Research Council’s Competitive Grants Scheme is set to double over the next five years, it is likely that the total student research effort will be expanded significantly as a result (more project funding demands more research labour demands more research students).

It is imperative that students receive adequate recognition, remuneration, and support in the development of their ideas.

The University of Melbourne Statute 14.1 deals with IP of University staff. Due to the distinctive nature of student IP, the University’s Academic Board in 2000 developed and approved guidelines for student ownership of IP (at UMPA’s instigation). These guidelines acknowledge the legal context for student IP rights (see below).

Most Australian universities do not acknowledge the extent of the distinctiveness of student IP rights in their policy frameworks, however. UMPA concludes from this that most Australian universities do not fully appreciate the distinctive nature of student IP rights, and are therefore almost certainly breaching those rights from time to time. The legal and financial implications for universities of a failure to respect and uphold the IP rights of their students are potentially very costly. It is for this reason that UMPA recommends the Senate seek a sector-wide approach to student IP rights and university IP policies. That approach is set out in the recommendations of this submission.

5.3
The legal context for student IP rights

Legally, student IP in Australia is subject to the following conditions:

1. There is a distinction between staff and students in relation to their respective IP rights. For the purposes of IP rights, students are not regarded as employees of the university, at least where their IP is directly related to their studies.

2. Students are owners of any IP they create pursuant to their studies, unless they knowingly sign away those rights.

3. As a matter of policy, students cannot be asked to sign away IP rights to a university without at least being advised to seek independent counsel prior to signing any agreement and prior to commencing the relevant course. Otherwise students may claim they signed away their IP rights without understanding the implications of any contracts so signed or that they signed subject to duress.

4. Universities cannot coerce students into signing agreements to relinquish IP by making this a condition of enrolment. The relatively less worrying possibility exists to make participation in a given project conditional on such an agreement. Where a student refuses to sign such an agreement pursuant to her/his studies, it is the responsibility of the university to offer an alternate project in which the student might participate to complete the requirements of their enrolled course.

5.4
Safeguarding Student IP Rights

Students produce IP as a natural corollary of pursuing studies. Therefore, students have a right to own and use that IP (except where, for specific projects, they opt to forego some of their IP rights) as they see fit, including but not limited to:

· Publishing their own work

· Commercialising their own work

· Transferring their own work to another institution.

The most pressing IP issues for postgraduate students at Australian universities are:

1. Acknowledgment of student authorship

2. Access to research resources

3. Difficulties in completing work, in having it assessed, or in having it published

4. Constraints on future employment options

5. Entitlement to a share of revenue derived from the commercialisation of student discoveries.

It is in special projects, usually those sponsored or assisted by an industry partner, that universities including Melbourne make the strongest claims to ownership of student IP.

Case Study:

A student researching at an affiliated institution has conducted experiments, pursuant to his studies, whose results may lead to a patent. The affiliated institution has reacted by preventing him from conducting further experiments until he signs a fellowship clause which makes his research confidential and states that the affiliated institution will own the IP of the project. The University cannot require the affiliated institution to allow the student to resume his experiments because its staff are not University staff and therefore are not subject to the University’s Code of Conduct for Research.

5.5
IP Rights for Students in Industry Partnership Projects

Some university research projects are reliant upon the support of one or more industry partners. In such cases there may often be particular commercial pressures on the IP of project researchers, including any students working on the project. Participation in such projects can often be of great benefit to individual students, as long as academic standards are upheld. Those academic standards include the IP rights of student researchers.

Importantly, the most promising growth by disciplinary area in postgraduate research student numbers is currently in those fields where students are encouraged to participate in industry partnership projects.
  That encouragement takes the form of superior study resources, more generous scholarship conditions, and better prospects of employment as researchers in industry after completion.

Federal research funding policies, as set out in the 2000 Research White Paper, give strong financial incentives to universities to increase their reliance upon industry partnership projects as a component of their overall research efforts. A consequence is that universities and their students are increasingly exposed to questions of IP, where the rights and responsibilities in question are often very complex and the financial stakes are often very high.

It is not appropriate that students participate in industry projects except where the university can guarantee:

1. Student participation will not unreasonably limit publication of any thesis. It is important that students are able to publish their work soon after completion of studies, for the purposes of career development. An embargo period of longer than two years would be excessive. It is important that students are able to apply to their project supervisors for the right to publish all or part of their work prior to an embargo date, if early publication would not contradict the commercial reasons for the embargo.

2. Student participation will not ignore potential tensions between study requirements and commercial concerns. The project must recognise that students will submit work for marking throughout the duration of their courses, and that the copyright from work pursuant to their studies remains the student’s own. The project must also recognise that the first priority of student participants is to complete their course requirements. The project will ensure that students have sufficient time and support to that end.

3. Participation will not unreasonably proscribe the employment options of students. To forbid a student from in future working for a competing project or industrial concern is unreasonable.

4. Student contributions to the project will be appropriately acknowledged. Any publications arising from the project will acknowledge student contributions, including student authorship where appropriate.

5. Student researchers will receive a reasonable share of revenue from any commercial applications of their IP. Where a student is required to assign away revenue rights from commercialisation of their IP, the project will remit an appropriate share to the student creator. Less than the share an academic staff member would receive for a comparable contribution is unreasonable.

University IP policies should state explicitly that any decision to allow student participation in a given project must be consistent with the above five caveats. They should acknowledge that the university bears responsibility for ensuring students are not adversely affected if one or more of those caveats should be breached.

Frequently the university will ask student participants in industry partnership projects to sign an agreement for the purposes of protecting the university. That agreement is essentially an undertaking by the student not to act in a way that will jeopardise the university’s contractual obligations to its project partner. Any such agreements should be minimal in their ambit.

University IP policies should state explicitly that students will be asked to agree only to the specific conditions that would be required of them for the purposes of honouring the university’s obligations to its industry partner; those conditions should be determined on a project-by-project basis.

Case Study:

A student who was enrolled at another institution has been required to transfer his enrolment to Melbourne because the industry partner chose to affiliate itself with Melbourne instead of another university. Enrolled in a PhD at Melbourne, he notices that the University’s IP Policy and the Student Researcher Deed agreement he has been asked to sign are more restrictive than the agreement he has as an employee with the industry partner!  He has also indicated that other staff resigned from their positions as employees of the industry partner and/or moved out of the research team in question because of the way the change of university affiliation had been dealt with.

5.6
Moral Rights of Authorship

The greatest number of student complaints associated with IP relate to authorship.
 It is not always easy to determine who is rightly the author in the often highly collaborative pursuit of tertiary (especially postgraduate) education. Students occasionally complain that they have been coerced into including as co-author a teacher or supervisor who did not actually author the work.

Illegitimate claims to authorship are commonly regarded as academic misconduct, but the mistakes of staff and students in this regard tend to be a product of confusion rather than malice. It is therefore essential that university IP policy regimes include a clear definition of authorship. Such a definition should include the criteria for determining authorship that are set out in the AVCC/NHMRC joint Statement and Guidelines on Research Practice (section 3.1). It should explicitly state that supervision of a student research project or research group is not of itself a criterion for co-authorship.

Case Study:

A student who has almost completed her thesis is now disputing authorship with a researcher involved in the same project. They have received a publication offer to write up their research as a book. The dispute revolves around who gets first author credit for the publication. Credit of this kind is extremely significant for students attempting to establish a career as researchers. The other researcher who is party to the dispute is an employee of an organisation other than the University. As a result, this dispute falls outside University jurisdiction: clearly University policies are not providing students with enough protection for disputes of this type.

Recommendation 15:

That the Senate pursue a requirement that all university IP policies be reported to a national agency such as the Australian Research Council, which will assess whether they comply with the law, especially the law in relation to student IP rights. Such assessments should particularly focus on each university’s ability to ensure institution-wide compliance with IP policy. Those assessments should be made publicly available.

Recommendation 16:

That the Senate pursue encouragement for students to emerge as authors in their own right, including a guarantee that their authorship will be recognised and protected in accordance with the AVCC/NH&MRC joint Statement and Guidelines on Research Practice.

Recommendation 17:

That the Senate pursue a guarantee that students’ IP rights will be respected as distinct from those of staff, but that students will not be treated less favourably than staff for the purpose of commercialising their discoveries.

Recommendation 18:

That the Senate pursue a legislative or regulatory requirement that universities not place students in industry partnership projects where the following student IP safeguards are jeopardised (and that the universities are themselves liable to remedy any damages done to their students by breach of these safeguards):

· Student participation will not unreasonably limit publication of any thesis.

· Student participation will not ignore potential tensions between study requirements and commercial concerns.

· Participation will not unreasonably proscribe the employment options of students.

· Student contributions to the project will be appropriately acknowledged.

· Student researchers will receive a reasonable share of revenue from any commercial applications of their IP.

Recommendation 19:

That the Senate pursue a legislative or regulatory requirement that no university be permitted to ask that any student sign away more of their IP rights than is necessary for upholding the specific contractual obligations that university may have entered into with a third party whose support is necessary for the student’s course of study.

Recommendation 20:

That the Senate pursue a sector-wide understanding that universities have a responsibility to ensure their staff and students are aware of university IP policies, and especially of student IP rights.
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		2002		19,912.93		-765.09		-3.70		3,608.20		497.68		16.00		8,266.80		1,907.72		30.00		11,875.01		23,521.13		-267.40		-1.12		8,266.80		1,907.72		30.00		31,787.94		1,640.32		5.44

		2003		19,176.15		-736.78		-3.70		4,077.27		469.07		13.00		10,746.85		2,480.04		30.00		14,824.11		23,253.42		-267.71		-1.14		10,746.85		2,480.04		30.00		34,000.27		2,212.33		6.96

		2004		18,466.63		-709.52		-3.70		4,525.77		448.50		11.00		13,970.90		3,224.05		30.00		18,496.67		22,992.40		-261.02		-1.12		13,970.90		3,224.05		30.00		36,963.30		2,963.04		8.71

		2005		17,783.37		-683.27		-3.70		4,933.09		407.32		9.00		18,162.17		4,191.27		30.00		23,095.26		22,716.46		-275.95		-1.20		18,162.17		4,191.27		30.00		40,878.63		3,915.32		10.59

		2006		17,125.38		-657.98		-3.70		5,327.74		394.65		8.00		23,610.82		5,448.65		30.00		28,938.55		22,453.12		-263.34		-1.16		23,610.82		5,448.65		30.00		46,063.94		5,185.31		12.68

		2007		16,491.75		-633.64		-3.70		5,700.68		372.94		7.00		30,694.06		7,083.25		30.00		36,394.74		22,192.42		-260.70		-1.16		30,694.06		7,083.25		30.00		52,886.49		6,822.55		14.81

		2008		15,881.55		-610.19		-3.70		6,042.72		342.04		6.00		39,902.28		9,208.22		30.00		45,945.00		21,924.27		-268.15		-1.21		39,902.28		9,208.22		30.00		61,826.55		8,940.07		16.90

																																								0.00
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