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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The application of the Commonwealth Government’s new funding package (Commonwealth Grants Scheme) for Universities will mean a substantial cut to the current Government Grant for UWS.  The Government does not contest that there will be a funding cut to UWS, however the quantum is still being determined.  UWS has calculated the loss at $14M over the three years (the Government states it is $4.2M).  UWS will receive transitional funding but only to restore our current level of Government grant in line with DEST calculations.  Given this outcome the University will not enjoy the same benefits of the reforms as many other universities, and indeed will be held back for the next five years.

The University of Western Sydney is at a pivotal stage in its development.  The University has grown substantially since its establishment and is now an institution of substance and standing within the sector.  Its role in region building and providing opportunity for life enriching education cannot be over-emphasised and is consistent with the Government’s stated objectives for the reform process.  

The legislative charter and purpose of the University of Western Sydney is to provide university level education and research in a regional context.  The futures of UWS and the Greater Western Sydney Region (GWS) are inter-dependent.  The Region is a powerhouse of national growth and development with 25% of all population growth in Australia predicted to be in GWS in the next 25 years.  The Region deserves a well-resourced, robust and vibrant university providing the highest quality educational opportunities locally.  The reform package, if implemented without amendment, will act as a sea anchor on the development of the University.

The “Crossroads” review promised the opportunity to develop a robust, responsive, distinctive and equitable national system of higher education.  For this to be so, the diverse identities and missions of all universities in the sector should be supported in the funding and policy outcomes of the reforms. The University of Western Sydney submission supports reform of the sector and outlines a number of principles and expectations at both sector and institutional levels that we submit must underpin the reform package:

1. To provide for meaningful reform and development of the sector the benefits of the reform package should be available equally to all universities.  The sector should not become divided into two classes of universities driven by access to public and other funding;

2. The concept “one size fits all” that students in the same discipline will be funded at the same rate at all universities is appropriate as a starting point but is contradicted by the application of a regional loading for over 50 campuses.  It also does not reflect the varying cost structures and stages of development of the diverse institutions in the sector; 

3. No university should have its current base cut by the application of a funding model which does not take account of the varying costs associated with mission, location, student, campus configuration and community commitment;
4. Transitional funding is temporary but the proposed cuts to the institutional grants of some universities are permanent.  The package must be modified to ensure that all universities have the opportunity to develop and grow and that no university loses funds;
 

5. Proper indexation needs to be provided to universities to take account of increasing costs; 

6. The social and economic charter of new generation universities in major developing urban regions must be recognised and supported in funding and policy.  In particular, the University of Western Sydney seeks support for the provision of “multi-campus” and “participation” loadings for universities in large urban areas with regional missions and lower rates of participation in higher education;


7. Academic merit should be the only determinant for access to a university place with appropriate levels of support available for students whose circumstances make it difficult to gain a university education;


8. Consideration must be given to the level of individual and family debt that will accumulate as a result of the proposed reforms;


9. Students must have access to the same quality of educational experience at any university;


10. The threshold for the repayment of HECS should be increased significantly in line with average earnings;


11. Income from scholarships should not be counted for the purposes of the Youth Allowance or taxation.

I
INTRODUCTION
The goals of the “Crossroads” Higher Education Review were embraced by the sector and by UWS as signalling a timely and positive national appraisal of the directions and funding for universities.  The Minister, in introducing the proposed reforms to Australian Higher Education in Our Universities: Backing Australia’s Future, confirmed, “this package of reforms will be the new foundation for our higher education sector.”
  

A diverse, well-resourced and responsive higher education sector is the key to national development, prosperity and competitiveness.  Expanding access and opportunity for a high quality, relevant and enriching education is a critical element in the growth and standing of Australian as an equitable and fair nation.  UWS believes the Government’s goal to improve the level of participation in higher education will best be realised through real growth in public funding and resources to all universities across all regions.

UWS fully supported and is an instrument for the move to a “mass” system of higher education in Australia.  The University was established to provide local educational opportunities for the people of the Greater West of Sydney.  The last six years of funding constraints are now being addressed by an injection of additional funding for the sector.  UWS believes strongly that the benefits of this increased government funding should flow to all institutions.  As such all universities should have access to the additional funding available above their current grant with no institution’s base funding being cut.  As proposed in this submission, the package could be enhanced to include multi-campus and participation loadings (see Appendix Two).

UWS endorses the four key principles that underpin the package of reforms:
“Sustainability

All existing public self-accrediting higher education institutions must achieve long-term sustainability.”

“Quality

Australia’s universities have a reputation for providing high quality educational experiences, and it is vital that this be maintained and enhanced.”

“Equity

Individuals should be enabled to fulfil their potential, regardless of their personal circumstances and background.”

Diversity

“Australia needs a high quality higher education sector with a range of institutions servicing different communities and varied requirements.”

The Commonwealth stated in the introduction to Our Universities: Backing Australia’s Future that the central finding of the review was that “the present framework for funding and policy has become unwieldy, complex and inequitable.”  UWS argues that the proposed reforms have not taken sufficient cognisance of either the inherent pressures in the sector or certain of the key principles for higher education reform identified in the Ministerial Discussion Paper.

It is the view of UWS that the package of reforms, if implemented without amendment, could lead to a higher education sector in which the educational and resource advantages already enjoyed by the long established universities and their students will increase and in which some universities created to serve regional and social charters will find it increasingly difficult to fulfil their missions or community expectations.

The overall impact of the package as it stands would see some institutions severely financially disadvantaged particularly when compared to other universities in the sector.  The withdrawal of significant Government funding would mean the student populations of these institutions would be at risk of an educational experience that does not match those available at universities receiving additional funding and with accumulated assets and investments.
As the two universities to experience the highest cut to their current government grant are in developing urban regions and were established to provide educational opportunities pivotal to the social and economic development of these regions, it is difficult to reconcile these funding and policy outcomes with the aspirations outlined for the Review.  In effect, for those institutions that will experience a decrease in their current Commonwealth operating grant, the package will act as a sea anchor on development at a time when the Government is actively working to enhance access and the scope and standing of the sector. 

1.1
Support for higher education institutions
The Ministerial Discussion paper in May 2002 stated: “cost structures vary according to an institution’s location, scale of provision and student characteristics.  Several universities have historical advantage in terms of their assets yet this is not taken into account when funding is allocated.  Universities are generally expected, and particularly those in regional areas, to perform a community service role but are not funded explicitly for this purpose”.  The Commonwealth a year later, stated that the current regulatory and funding arrangements “impose a ‘one size fits all funding model that is driving homogeneity and mediocrity’ ” which “fails to recognise the higher costs faced by regional universities and campuses.”
In this context, the Commonwealth Course Contribution Scheme (CGS) does not address the inherent operating costs (such as those for multi-campus institutions across large regions), historic advantage (or disadvantage) and capacity to earn additional income.  It is not transparent and does not explain the underpinning principles or cost assumptions

The Government has provided funding to UWS and other universities since 1990 in the form of a block grant.  Universities have negotiated annually student profiles without any discussion of a substantive revision of the base-funding grant as a result of shifting undergraduate discipline mixes.  The 1990 Relative Funding Model was a one-off system adjustment “it was never intended to be used to allocate funds on an ongoing basis by Government or by institutions”
.  In this context discipline changes were dealt with by institutions’ own internal allocations procedures.  The 1990 report on the RFM specifically notes that the formula was not able to address important issues such as remoteness, size, regional character, historical accumulation of infrastructure and costs associated with teaching disadvantaged students.

The Report noted that the model “…does not take account of institution specific factors, the costs associated with the teaching of disadvantaged students and inequities arising from the differing ability of institutions to accumulate teaching and research infrastructure” (p.12) and also that “The exclusion of special factors from the model does not mean that they are unimportant or will not be recognized;  rather, the number, diversity and differential impact of special factors identified make it impossible to devise appropriate and comprehensive formulas as part of the model.” (p.6)

Under the proposed reforms the Government is proposing the principle that a student studying the same discipline should bring the same funding to any university in the sector (or “one size fits all”).  This is a reasonable and supportable approach when considered in concert with recognition of the additional costs and expectations for universities in regions of lower participation and which operate multiple campuses over large urban regions.

Indeed the package explicitly recognises the differing capacity and potential of universities which are not in central urban locations, and are primarily single campus institutions.  The regional (i.e. rural) loading to be provided for over 50 campuses addresses the specific cost and income generation capacity of these campuses. Student places will receive a loading depending on where they study, not what they study.  This loading is a good example of the way in which the package could be modified to address the circumstances of universities such as UWS and Victoria University.  These institutions created to serve large urban regions would experience a funding reduction under the reforms.  They would also have a difficulty in raising additional income through increased HECS and fees because of their commitment to equity and access.

In terms of the proposed adjustment under the CGS it could equally be argued that supplementation could be provided to new generation universities to recognise they are still developing and to offset the many decades of public subsidy provided to the older, established universities.
1.2
Support for students
The overriding principle in the reform process has been that all students will have access to high quality and enriching educational experiences. To achieve this goal all institutions will need to have sufficient funding available to provide high quality teaching, infrastructure or student services.  Access should be independent of the student’s capacity to afford a university place or to achieve a balance between the level of debt accruing to them and the personal benefits flowing from a university qualification.
The 2002 EIP study by Richard James on socio economic background and participation found that:

Patterns of access to universities and courses are also significant dimensions of equity consideration.  Student participation across universities and across fields of study is significantly socially stratified.  People from lower socio-economic backgrounds are far from successful in applying for, and gaining access to, many of the nation’s most prestigious traditional universities.

…..in 1999 the research-intensive universities on average fell well below the national mean for participation share of people from lower socio-economic backgrounds.  The student communities of these universities are poorly representative of the national population.

While all universities have experienced change, the effect has been most pronounced in the new generation universities and particularly those like UWS serving large and growing urban populations. The Government’s policy response could be enhanced to ameliorate some of these effects for urban regional campuses in the way it does for remote or rural campuses.

Three important factors arise from the principles of access and opportunity:

1. Access to a “local” university that is seen to be and is funded at a level sufficient to provide a high quality educational experience.  In 2003 students should not need to travel large distances or to pay high costs (premium HECS or fees) in order to access a properly funded student place.

2. The level of debt accruing to students must be more closely examined.  The outcome that education is “no cost at entry” is important, however the complex decision-making related to debt is not well understood and needs to be reviewed once the proposed reforms are better known.  

One important change should be to raise the HECS repayment threshold to $35,000 so that it is closer to the original concept that the repayment threshold would align with average weekly earnings.

3. The level of scholarship provision is highlighted in the reforms as a major advance.  As described in this submission (p.10), the numbers and value of the scholarships address in part the level of student poverty in the sector.  The shortfall, when coupled with the stated approach to increasing private contributions, will be a critical factor in making decisions about a university education for many potential first generation students and their families.  

In this context, the income from scholarships must be excluded for taxation purposes and for eligibility for the Youth Allowance and related programs.

2
THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN SYDNEY CONTEXT
UWS calculates, as confirmed by analysis from Phillips Curran, that the University will suffer a permanent reduction in its funding from Government as a result of the application of the proposed Commonwealth Grant Scheme (CGS). For the years 2005, 2006, and 2007 UWS estimates that it will lose respectively $7M, $5M and $2M. A detailed statement of the funding impact can be found in Appendix One to this submission.
UWS, as a new generation university, was established as a result of the sector-wide reforms of 1989.  It is a direct ‘product’ of the abolition of the binary system and mass expansion of higher education, having grown from under 10,000 students in 1989 to over 35,000 in 2003.
Its legislative charter, like many other newer institutions, is to provide university level education and research in a regional context.  For UWS, this is the Greater Western Sydney (GWS) region, an area historically, and to this day, underprovided for and underrepresented in terms of university level participation. The higher education participation rate in Greater Western Sydney (GWS) stands at 3% compared with 5.2% for the rest of Sydney. 10.5% of GWS residents have a degree compared with 20.8% for the rest of Sydney.  The number of students at UWS has continued to increased substantially however with the growing population in the Region there is a trend since 1996 of a widening gap in participation rates between GWS and the rest of Sydney. The gap has grown from 1.8% to 2.2% over the period 1996 to 2001 (ABS Census data).
The futures of UWS and GWS are inter-linked.  To fulfil its charter UWS provides a broad range of courses and applied research across 6 teaching campuses, in a geographic area of 2,000 square kilometres, encompassing 14 local government areas and one tenth of the nation’s population. 72% of UWS commencing students in 2003 come from the Region. The population of GWS grew by 8.5% in the period 1996-2001 compared with 6.5% for the rest of Sydney and it is predicted that 25% of all of Australia’s population growth will be in the GWS in the next 20 years.  In this regard the Region represents both the heartland and a powerhouse of national growth and development.  There are 72,000 businesses in GWS, and the region generates more than $54 billion in economic output a year, making its economy the third largest in Australia behind the Sydney CBD and Melbourne.

As developing institutions, UWS and other newer universities have not enjoyed the benefits of years of public subsidy, stability and accumulation of infrastructure and assets as well as endowments, alumni support and other income of older universities. The University has faced the full effect of the expansion in higher education in terms of:

· greater diversity in the equity profile of students;
· a wider range of entry level academic standards;
· a lack of family experience in higher education;
· domestic students for whom English is not their first language;
· full time students having to engage in employment for substantial hours each week;
· larger numbers of international students;
· higher student/staff ratios;
· increasing diversity in patterns of study and growth in flexibility of study options, and course offerings over multiple locations/campuses; 
· substantial technology and systems development and operations costs in a multi campus context; and
· substantial costs of regional engagement and critical involvement in regional development.
When UWS was unified in 2001 having been a federation of three separate institutions since 1989, it undertook a major and carefully costed restructure of the administration to excise $10M and arrest a deficit trend.  This put UWS on a sound financial basis for future development.  However the University simply has no capacity, given these institutionally driven cuts, to absorb further unanticipated funding cuts.
The provision of transitional funding does not provide the basis for long-term financial stability for UWS or the maintenance of the quality of its courses. To be financially responsible following the implementation of the current package of reforms the University will need to implement measures to cut costs.  Such measures might include reducing the number of campuses, limiting what UWS teaches, cutting staff numbers and increasing income by adopting the Government’s 30% HECS increase option or introducing full fee undergraduate places. Without such measures, student/staff ratios would continue to rise and the quality of programs would be eroded. UWS and other newer universities already have higher ratios than the more established universities due to their poorer funding positions. 

	Student – Staff Ratios    2001

	UWS
	22.1

	Sector Average 
	20.2

	Group of 8
	17.9


3
UWS PERSPECTIVES ON THE GOVERNMENT PACKAGE 

3.1
Core Grant Funding
The basis of the funding loss to UWS and universities in a similar position is the initial impact of the application of the discipline specific funding rates in the CGS deriving from the 1990 Relative Funding Model (RFM). The DEST argument is that variation to the academic profiles of such universities since the early 1990’s has resulted in a situation where, against the RFM, some institutions are now considered to be “over-funded” with respect to current academic profiles. The rationale is said to be the need to ensure that universities offering the same discipline will be funded on the same basis.
UWS contests this proposition on the basis that:

· even in 1990 the RFM was at best a broad assessment of cost relativities across disciplines and has not been revised or critically examined since;
· it takes no account of the increased use of and dependence on technology in most disciplines (even traditional ones);
· growth funding during the 90s was allocated by Government at average RFM cost rates rather than specifically according to the discipline area and operating grants have simply been indexed from year to year without reference to the discipline relativities;
· Our Universities contradicts the principle of same level of funding through the application of the Regional Loading;
· the option for universities to charge up to 30% more on the HECS contribution rate ensures that per student funding for discipline areas will vary widely across the sector;
· the proposition takes no account of the fact that the cost of offering a discipline will vary from university to university; and
· the new Commonwealth Course Contribution rates appear to be an amalgam of assumptions about priority areas of study, course costs, public and private benefits and outcomes, that bear little relationship to the true costs of courses.
An indicator of the historical disparity in the higher education sector is the comparison among universities of their total income from government and non-government sources. In 2001 the figures were:
	University Income per EFTSU

	Sector Lowest
	$9,255

	UWS
	$11,016

	Sector Average 
	$17,433

	Group of 8
	$27,793

	Sector Highest
	$56,952


In addition to the situation with the CGS, in order to maintain funding levels, universities, will need to apply an ‘indexation factor’ to their HECS charges to stay level with inflation and meet new costs such as salary increases. While the Government’s 30% HECS levy is presented as an option available to universities, given that the Government’s contribution is now separated from the HECS component, it is inevitable that all universities will need to consider utilising the levy mechanism simply to maintain pace with inflation and other cost increases. For example, a preliminary estimate by UWS of its salary costs suggests that a 3% increase in salaries would require an 8% increase in HECS to cover that cost. For UWS, which has 19% of its load in nursing and teaching where fee rises are not permitted, this would mean much higher HECS for all other disciplines.  For UWS the option for universities to reduce HECS is not realistic. 
3.2
Regional Loading

The stated rationale for the regional loading is to cater for campuses which “face higher costs as a result of location, size and history” and “generally have less potential to diversify revenue sources, a smaller capacity to compete for fee paying students and a narrower industrial base providing fewer opportunities for commercial partnerships.” The threshold condition for campuses to qualify under the scheme is that the campus must be located outside a mainland capital city area and be in a population centre of less than 250,000.

UWS does not qualify under the new arrangements for “regional” campus loadings. It also will not receive any of the 574 new nursing places for regional universities, despite having major nursing programs in a region of pressing need.  As a metropolitan regional and multi-campus University, UWS does share some of the features identified in support of the Regional Loading initiative. UWS has:
· six campuses spanning an area of 2,000 square kilometres, three on the outer fringes of Sydney, creating issues of geographic dislocation, access and administrative overheads and replicated infrastructure and service costs;

- 
low levels of demand from international and fee paying postgraduate students in these outer areas;
· high levels of institutional investment in regional engagement and the development of community and industry partnerships in the Region;  and
· high annual operating costs of maintaining each campus and providing effective intercampus management (IT, fibre links, travel).

A regional funding scheme was advocated by UWS in its submissions to the higher education review based on the engagement of such universities with their communities and the pivotal role they play in the development of the regions in which they exist. UWS has a prominent regional charter and fulfils this with a substantial funding commitment, an Office of Regional Development and a Regional Council of the Board of Trustees.
UWS has received two substantial grants in association with the Government’s $100.5 million flagship Sustainable Regions Program for work in the Campbelltown/Camden areas which are categorised by the Commonwealth as “regional” for the purpose of that program, but not for the regional higher education loading. In similar vein the Hawkesbury campus is categorised as ‘rural’ under the Commonwealth Aged Care Nursing Scholarship Scheme. UWS Hawkesbury is similar in all respects to the Roseworthy campus of the University of Adelaide (that will receive the loading) except for historical happenstance, i.e. though further from the CBD, it falls within a capital city statistical division. (See comparison table in Appendix Three)
Any loading scheme of this kind should to be based on an objective assessment of need.  Over 50 campus locations will benefit from the loading scheme with the key threshold qualifications being related to size and location, rather than an evaluation of actual needs or costs. This approach to supplementation can be looked at from other perspectives. To this end UWS has developed a proposal to provide a multi-campus network loading that is outlined in Appendix Two.  It outlines the increased cost base for such operations compared with institutions with a single main campus and smaller satellites.
3.3
Student Impact

UWS stands at the forefront of providing educational access and opportunity to its communities and in particular to students whose families have no previous experience of higher education. However, as described above, the gap between the higher education participation rates of GWS and the rest of Sydney has actually widened between 1996 and 2001. Phillips Curran has presented data and analysis that indicates that the number of Government subsidised HECS places will not keep pace with population growth
.  With increased competition for these places, there will undoubtedly be an adverse effect on participation by disadvantaged students.
UWS is concerned that the pressures to levy up to a 30% surcharge on HECS, to offer full fee paying undergraduate places and the introduction of a significant interest charge on loans will further dampen the participation of disadvantaged students. These funding arrangements provide a wider range of options for students from wealthier families to undertake study, and for wealthier universities to generate additional income.
The various equity initiatives contained in the statement are welcomed, however they provide limited coverage for the numbers of disadvantaged students already within the system. For example, the Commonwealth Education Costs Scholarships at $2,000 per annum or $38 per week provide basic support and then only for 17,630 students (by 2007) when there are over 100,000 low SES and Indigenous students already in the system, according to DEST figures.  These scholarships are counted as income for the purpose of Youth and other allowances, and will not act as a significant incentive for students from disadvantaged groups not already contemplating university studies.
The provision of interest-bearing loans for fee-paying students is a new component of the system.  UWS is concerned that this will accumulate significant debt for those least able to pay and act as a disincentive for them to pursue higher education. The deregulated fee environment, combined with the potential for significant interest rates could mean that some domestic students will pay more than the actual cost of the course. This is inconsistent with the goals of the reforms.
UWS welcomed the move to increase the HECS repayment threshold. When the HECS Scheme was first developed the indicator for the level of repayment was proposed to be linked to average weekly earnings.  This is still the best determinant of the threshold for payment. 
With respect to the Learning Entitlement, UWS has concerns about how it will work in practice for students who do not study according to traditional patterns. Students undertaking double degrees or second degrees may find this difficult particularly in an environment where life long learning, career change and flexibility in workforce patterns are becoming the norm.  In relation to HEIMS, the University supports the AVCC position that students should receive their identification numbers before they are enrolled at university.
3.4
Growth and Over-Enrolment Replacement Places
In the scenario presented by the Phillips Curran analysis referred to above suggesting that Government subsidised HECS places will not keep pace with population growth, it becomes even more of an imperative to ensure that the allocation of new and replacement places is targeted to areas of need. UWS favours a model where the primary drivers are quantitative data on demographic growth and education participation rates with the discretion to moderate outcomes by reference to other factors, including critical national priorities such as teaching and nursing.

4
CHANGES NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE MEANINGFUL REFORM
Our Universities: Backing Australia’s Future is a comprehensive package.  For newer universities such as UWS in regions like the Greater West of Sydney, the critical institutional role in region building and development needs recognition and funding and policy support.  This role is as pivotal to national prosperity and the future of Australia as an equitable nation as is the health of the economy.  UWS recommends that a number of sector-wide, institutional and student impacts be addressed before the reforms are adopted.  This would mean:
4.1
For universities:

1
Providing proper indexation to universities to take account of increasing costs;

2
Recognising the social and economic charter of new generation universities in major or developing regions, and supporting these charters financially and explicitly in government ideology and policy;
3
Addressing the inherent fixed costs of large and developing universities in urban regions with a loading for these campuses;
4 Ensuring the benefits of the reform package will be available equally to all universities so that no university has its current base cut in the application of the CGS;
5 Extending the current “regional” loading to campuses which qualify in terms of lower regional participation;
6 Requiring the level of public funding to all universities to take account of historic advantage/disadvantage and the accumulation of assets;

7 Recognising that achieving workplace and governance reforms to qualify for 2.5% supplementation will be challenging for universities and dependent on their relationships with state governments and staff unions and noting that it would be a serious impediment to institutional growth and further development if the requirements for eligibility were either excessively onerous or not within the gift of universities to meet.


4.2
For students:

8
Academic merit should be the only determinant for access to a University place not the capacity to pay, either in terms of increased HECS or fees;

9 Students should have a reasonable expectation that they will have access to the same quality of education at any university;

10 This should be reflected in the quality of teaching facilities and student/staff ratios;

11 The threshold for the repayment of HECS should be increased significantly;

12 Income from scholarships should not be counted for the purposes of the Youth Allowance or taxation.

5
CONCLUSION

UWS welcomed the “Crossroads” review.  Our staff participated actively in the consultations and the Vice-Chancellor was a member of the Ministerial reference group.  We welcomed the assurances that the diverse identities and missions of universities would be recognised in funding and policy formulation. 

UWS is a university of the future – the future of the Greater West of Sydney and the future generations of students.  Most of their families are not wealthy, but know the value of higher education and are willing to work hard to achieve their goals if given the opportunity.  These students will become the professional workforce and business leaders of coming decades and beyond given the access to higher education which UWS was established to provide.

APPENDIX ONE
COMMONWEALTH GOVERNMENT’S NEW FUNDING PACKAGE: 
IMPACT ON UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN SYDNEY
· The University of Western Sydney is one of the worst affected in the sector by the new Government package for higher education. The Government’s figures show that most universities gain significant additional funding from the package, while UWS (and a number of other universities) actually lose funding.
· Our early calculations in June 2003 suggested that UWS would lose funding of over $7-8M in 2005, the first year of implementation.
· The Government estimates published on 9 July now cite the UWS loss in 2005 at -$4M.  This calculation appears to be mistaken, because it subtracts the existing 1.5% workplace reform funding due to be paid and backdated to 2002 from the current base funding while including this 1.5% in the new package for comparison purposes, thus inflating the resulting estimates by at least +$3M.
· The 1.5% Workplace Reform Funding to UWS needs to be added to its calculation of the UWS current base for comparison purposes.  This means UWS would need $7m (2005); $5m (2006) and $2m (2007) respectively in transitional funding, rather than the lower figures given by DEST (see figure 2 in appendix) to achieve the Government’s stated intention of no “disadvantage”.
· If UWS was to receive the benefits of the proposed increases in Government funding on top of its existing base funding, without incurring the proposed and ongoing cut to its base funding, then it would receive almost $30M more in funding over the 3 years 2005-2007 than it will under the package as currently proposed, even taking into account proposed transitional funding (see figure 3 in appendix).
· Figure 1 in the appendix illustrates the DEST calculation of funding impact 2005-2007. Figure 2 charts the UWS estimates of the funding impact of the package. Figure 3 illustrates the estimated funding impact of the planned cut to the funding base in comparison to applying the package to current UWS base funding.
Table 1: DEST versus UWS Estimates of Funding Implications

	
	2003 Base Funding
	Est. 2005 Base Funding
	Difference from base 2005
	Difference from base 2006
	Difference from base 2007

	DEST Estimate
	$200.2M
	$196.2M
	-$4M
	-$0.7M
	+$1.5M

	UWS Estimate
	$202.8M
	$195.8M
	-$7M
	-$5M
	-$2M


*DEST figures include 2.5%pa increases over 2005-2007 that are contingent upon industrial and governance reforms. For 2005 but not 2002 or 2003, DEST figures include 1.5% workplace reform funds
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APPENDIX TWO
RECOGNISING THE COSTS OF OPERATION OF UNIVERSITIES WITH MULTIPLE CAMPUS NETWORKS ACROSS MAJOR OUTER URBAN REGIONS
The new arrangements for funding higher education institutions provide for a loading to regional campuses in recognition of a number of factors deemed to impact on those universities’ student demand, cost structures and capacity to leverage the benefits of the changes in the package to domestic/international fee-paying places and HECS.

This regional loading currently provides a clear policy framework to redress the lack of benefit ensuing from the reform package for rural campuses of regional and urban universities.   It also demonstrates that the notion that all universities receive the same funding for a student place in the same discipline is not accurate or appropriate, since these places receive either a 2.5%, 5%, 7.5%, or 30% loading built into the CGS.

In this context there is an equal and compelling argument for the provision of a loading for those universities that operate across major outer urban regions and are specifically working to increase participation rates in higher education in those regions, and in the defined and distinct communities that relate to each campus.  

Universities that operate multiple campuses across large regions have significantly increased fixed costs, most particularly if they are structured so that all campuses are functional teaching (and research) campuses, rather than satellites of a large central “hub” campus.  

This could be described as a network of multiple campuses where each has a broad and overlapping range of courses and needs to have substantial infrastructure, including a library, IT facilities, laboratories, student support services, a critical mass of academic staff and all the infrastructure in buildings and facilities that this entails. 

It is simply inequitable and unsustainable that these networks of campuses are funded at the same rate for each student as those universities that have one main campus with a centralised administration and much smaller outlying or satellite campuses.

CRITERIA FOR LOADING

The criteria for such a “multi-campus network loading” might be:

· universities serving major regions that have a growing population with significant areas of socio-economic disadvantage;

· an acknowledged mission/purpose to serve the region;

· a goal and expectation of increasing higher education participation in the region;

· three or more substantive teaching campuses, each with at least 3,000 HECS liable students (head count) and less than 15,000; and

· no acknowledged central campus (i.e. where the majority of administration and services are concentrated on one site). Universities with a large central “hub” campus and small satellite campuses would not be included in the definition of multi-campus networks for eligibility for the proposed loading because they do not bear the costs of a distributed administration and services, and major infrastructure costs for every substantial campus.
APPENDIX THREE


[image: image1.wmf]Campus

Roseworthy

Adelaide University

Hawkesbury

University of Western Sydney

Location km from City CBD

50km

65km

Size (land)

1,600 hectares

(much of it farming land)

1,330 hectares

(much of it farming land)

Students (no.)

600 (approx.)

2,500

Courses

Agriculture

-

related, horticulture, animal  

and environmental sciences

Agriculture

-

related, horticulture, food 

technology, environmental sciences, 

nursing, etc

Local Population

2001 (LGA)

18,657

(Gawler)

63,354

(Hawkesbury)

DEST Criteria 1:

Not

in Metropolitan Statistical 

Division

Is

in Metropolitan Statistical Division

DEST Criteria 2:

Regional population lower than 

250,000

Regional population lower than 

250,000

DEST Criteria 3:

More/

Less

than 300km from 

capital city

More/

Less

than 300km from capital 

city

DEST Criteria 4:

Institution smaller/ 

larger 

than 

10,000 EFTSU

Institution smaller/ 

larger

than 

10,000 EFTSU

Regional Loading

2.5%

N/A

Regional Loadings: 

Roseworthy vs Hawkesbury


� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8 ���


� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8 ���


� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8 ���








� The Hon Dr. Brendan Nelson, Our Universities: Backing Australia’s Future, May 2003


� op cit.


� National Report on Australia’s Higher Education Sector, Department of Employment, Education and Training Higher Education Division, 1993, AGPS


� Assessment of the Relative Funding Position of Australia’s Higher Education Institutions.  The Hon Peter Baldwin MP, Minister for Higher Education and Employment Services, August, 1990.


� Source: Greater Western Sydney Economic Development Board


�   Independent Study of the Higher Education Review: Stage 2 Report, Phillips Curran, June 2003, page 27





PAGE  
UWS - 9

[image: image5.wmf] 

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Figure 1: Comparison Between Current Policy & New Funding Arrangements

DEST Calculations

(in 2003 Dollars)

$200.2M

Current 1.5% 

Supplement

Current 2003 Base

(according to DEST)

-4M

-0.7M

1.5M

$202.8M

$196.2M

New 2005 Base

(according to DEST)

[image: image6.wmf] 

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Figure 2: Comparison Between Current Policy & New Funding Arrangements

UWS Calculations

(in 2003 Dollars)

$200.2M

Current 1.5%

Supplement

-7M

-5M

-2M

$202.8M

Current 2003 Base

(according to UWS)

$195.8M

New 2005 Base

[image: image7.wmf]2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Figure 3: The Difference With No Cut To UWS Base Funding

+3M

-7M

-2M

+10M

12M

11M

10M

+6M

-5M

$202.8M

Adding the 2.5% pa 2005-2007

to UWS Current Base

New DEST Base

including 2.5% pa

_1122122420.xls
DEST Calcs

		Figure 1: Comparison Between Current Policy & New Funding Arrangements

		DEST Calculations

		(in 2003 Dollars)

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

$200.2M

Current 1.5% Supplement

Current 2003 Base
(according to DEST)

-4M

-0.7M

1.5M

$202.8M

$196.2M

New 2005 Base
(according to DEST)



UWS Calcs

		Figure 2: Comparison Between Current Policy & New Funding Arrangements

		UWS Calculations

		(in 2003 Dollars)

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

$200.2M

Current 1.5%
Supplement

-7M

-5M

-2M

$202.8M

Current 2003 Base
(according to UWS)

$195.8M

New 2005 Base



Difference

		Figure 3: The Difference With No Cut To UWS Base Funding

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

+3M

-7M

-2M

+10M

12M

11M

10M

+6M

-5M

$202.8M

Adding the 2.5% pa 2005-2007
to UWS Current Base

New DEST Base
including 2.5% pa



Sheet3

		






_1123311493.ppt


Regional Loadings: Roseworthy vs Hawkesbury

Campus



Roseworthy

Adelaide University

 



Hawkesbury

University of Western Sydney



Location km from City CBD



50km



65km



Size (land)



1,600 hectares

(much of it farming land)



1,330 hectares

(much of it farming land)



Students (no.)



600 (approx.)



2,500



Courses



Agriculture-related, horticulture, animal  and environmental sciences



Agriculture-related, horticulture, food technology, environmental sciences, nursing, etc



Local Population

2001 (LGA)



18,657

(Gawler)



63,354

(Hawkesbury)



DEST Criteria 1:



Not in Metropolitan Statistical Division



Is in Metropolitan Statistical Division



DEST Criteria 2:

 



Regional population lower than 250,000



Regional population lower than 250,000



DEST Criteria 3:



More/Less than 300km from capital city



More/Less than 300km from capital city



DEST Criteria 4:



Institution smaller/ larger than 10,000 EFTSU



Institution smaller/ larger than 10,000 EFTSU



Regional Loading



2.5%

 



N/A









University y

Western Sydney







_1122122419.xls
DEST Calcs

		Figure 1: Comparison Between Current Policy & New Funding Arrangements

		DEST Calculations

		(in 2003 Dollars)

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

$200.2M

Current 1.5% Supplement

Current 2003 Base
(according to DEST)

-4M

-0.7M

1.5M

$202.8M

$196.2M

New 2005 Base
(according to DEST)



UWS Calcs

		Figure 2: Comparison Between Current Policy & New Funding Arrangements

		UWS Calculations

		(in 2003 Dollars)

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

$200.2M

Current 1.5%
Supplement

-7M

-5M

-2M

$202.8M

Current 2003 Base
(according to UWS)

$195.8M

New 2005 Base



Difference

		Figure 3: The Difference With No Cut To UWS Base Funding

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

+3M

-7M

-2M

+10M

12M

11M

10M

+6M

-5M

$202.8M

Adding the 2.5% pa 2005-2007
to UWS Current Base

New DEST Base
including 2.5% pa



Sheet3

		






_1122122418.xls
DEST Calcs

		Figure 1: Comparison Between Current Policy & New Funding Arrangements

		DEST Calculations

		(in 2003 Dollars)

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

$200.2M

Current 1.5% Supplement

Current 2003 Base
(according to DEST)

-4M

-0.7M

1.5M

$202.8M

$196.2M

New 2005 Base
(according to DEST)



UWS Calcs

		Figure 2: Comparison Between Current Policy & New Funding Arrangements

		UWS Calculations

		(in 2003 Dollars)

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

$200.2M

Current 1.5%
Supplement

-7M

-5M

-2M

$202.8M

Current 2003 Base
(according to UWS)

$195.8M

New 2005 Base



Difference

		Figure 3: The Difference With No Cut To UWS Base Funding

								2003				2004				2005				2006				2007



&L&F&C&A

+3M

-7M

-2M

+10M

12M

11M

10M

+6M

-5M

$202.8M

Adding the 2.5% pa 2005-2007
to UWS Current Base

New DEST Base
including 2.5% pa



Sheet3

		






