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VICE-CHANCELLOR 
The Grange Chancellery 
Panorama Avenue 
Bathurst NSW 2795 
Australia  

Tel: +61 2 6338 4209  
Email: vc@csu.edu.au 
 

 

 
 

1 August 2017 
 
 
 
Mr Stephen Palethorp 
Committee Secretary  
Senate Education and Employment Committees  
PO Box 6100  
Parliament House  
CANBERRA  ACT  2600  
 
 
 
Dear Mr Palethorp  
 
Senate Education and Employment Legislation Committee Inquiry - Higher Education 
Support Legislation Amendment (A More Sustainable, Responsive and Transparent 
Higher Education System) Bill 2017 
 
On behalf of Charles Sturt University, I am pleased to provide to the Committee the following 
information in response to the Questions on Notice raised in the hearing on Tuesday, 25 July 
2017.   
 
In addition, during the hearing, Professor Toni Downes, Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) also 
undertook to provide Committee members with a copy of the Universities Australia Submission to 
HESP on Retention, Completion and Success.  This is attached as Annexure 1. 
 
I would also like to take this opportunity to thank you and the Secretariat for your assistance 
during the Inquiry into the proposed Bill.  We are most grateful for the advice and support the 
Committee has providing in undertaking its work and also for the flexibility that has been shown 
in relation to the timetabling of the provision of information to the Senate. 
 
If the Committee requires additional information or clarification relating to the information 
contained in the responses my office would be pleased to be able to assist members.   
 
Yours sincerely 

Professor Andrew Vann 
Vice-Chancellor 
  

mailto:vc@csu.edu.au
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Questions on Notice - Responses  
 
Senator Bridget McKenzie 

 
1. Can you please break down your annual reports to a granular level so I can 

understand your teaching costs per student, including associated teaching 
expenses and marketing?  

Charles Sturt University’s Net Operating Statement is set out below in Table 1.  This 
information has been extracted from the University’s Audited Financial Accounts. 
 
The direct teaching cost, full costs including overheads and infrastructure and then the 
costs that are not included in financial statements, such as backlog liabilities for 
infrastructure and systems.  
 
The University has been part of the costs exercise requested by the Commonwealth 
Government at the end of 2016.   In addressing this question for the Committee, this 
report has not been made available to the University and suggest that Senate is referred 
to that report which is not available to the University.  
 
The cost for the Division of Marketing is set out in Table 2. The Division of Marketing 
includes the functions of student recruitment, University communications and 
Advancement and Alumni Relations. 
 
The Faculty costs are presented in Table 2.  Within a faculty are the direct costs of 
teaching and that portion of research which is part of an academic’s role. Charles Sturt 
University operates a relatively centralised model, functions such as course development, 
operation of libraries, learning support of students, IT support of labs and central areas 
are not costs of a faculty.  
 
In terms of understanding the direct costs to support a student, this is better captured by 
the Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic) portfolio which is set out as a line item in Table 2.  
This also includes the functions of student learning, student support and advocacy and 
the libraries. 
 
The teaching cost per student is a complex query as students vary by their level (U/G v’s 
P/G), their mode (On-line versus On-campus), by domesticity (international versus 
domestic) and by discipline (For example; Business versus Dentistry).  
 
At a holistic level the direct cost of teaching a student is represented beneath in Table 3. 
This presents the cost per student unit (EFTSL) for the faculty and then the Deputy Vice-
Chancellor (Academic) portfolio. 
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 Table 1 - Charles Sturt University’s Net Operating Statement 
 

 

Table 2 – Faculty Costs and Marketing Costs 
 

 
 

Table 3 – Cost per Student 
 

 
 
 
  

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
$M $M $M $M $M

Income
Commonwealth Grants 288.8 323.9 325.6 339.0 343.1
Other Income 155.8 167.5 172.6 169.5 206.9
Total Income 444.6 491.4 498.2 508.5 550

Expenditure
Academic Staff Cost 116.3 122 123.6 123.4 126.8
Gen/Professional Staff Cost 130.6 136.1 137.3 142.8 146.1
Other Expenses 174.8 176.5 198.00 207.00 247.9
Total Expenses 421.7 434.6 458.9 473.2 520.8

Net Operating Result 22.9 56.8 39.3 35.3 29.2
Operating Margin 5.2% 11.6% 7.9% 6.9% 5.3%

Exclusions
Capital Grants 6 14.7 7.3 0.8 0

Adjusted Operating Result 16.9 42.1 32 34.5 29.2
3.9% 8.8% 6.5% 6.8% 5.3%

 
 

  

           

Parent Entity only
Audited Financial Statements

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
$M $M $M $M $M

Marketing Expenses 5.0 6.5 8.0 10.3 13.4
Faculty Expenses 172.2 180.6 175.8 172.5 174.5

DVC (Academic) Expenses 211.0 223.5 221.9 219.9 224.5

NB: DVC (Academic) includes Faculties, library, Student Learning and Office for Students

2015 2016
$M $M

Faculty Cost per each taught student load (EFTSL) 9,784         10,035       
Dep Vice Chancellor Portfolio cost per each taught student (EFSTL) 12,473       12,910       
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2. Please provide a detailed summary of the remuneration structure for the Vice-
Chancellor of your institutions.   
 
The Vice Chancellor’s remuneration is disclosed in the Annual Financial Statements.  
 
The information is published in the 2016 Charles Sturt University Annual Report on page 
14. 
 
 

  

http://www.csu.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/2782409/C1300-CSU-Annual-Report-2016-WEB.pdf


 

CHARLES STURT UNIVERSITY 
QONS | Higher Education Support Legislation Amendment (A More Sustainable, Responsive and 
Transparent Higher Education System) Bill 2017 
Page 6 of 16 

Senator the Hon Jacinta Collins 
 

1. What is CSU’s assessment of this impact of cuts in this bill, to the university, over 
the next four years?  

Charles Sturt University has assessed the funding cuts to be $4.2 million in the first year 
and $8.5 million in the second and subsequent years.  
 
This represents a 1.4 percent cut in year 1, being 2.8 percent thereafter.  
 
Charles Sturt University estimates that there will be a further cut of up to $1 million to 
HEPPP funding which directly supports the aspiration and participation of our students.  
 
For the University, the operating grant from the Commonwealth is 62% of total revenue 
and for regional universities, this portion will be higher than metropolitan universities 
where a greater portion of international student revenues occur. 
 
The Bill proposes the cuts will initially be applied in 2018 and 2019 but, because they 
apply to the funding base to which indexation applies, the effect is permanent.  
 
The proposed Bill delivers net cuts: their application reduces total resourcing per place. 
As proposed in the Bill, the cuts are not offset by proposed increases in student fees.  
 
As outlined in the University’s submission to the Committee, Charles Sturt University is a 
not-for-profit institution. For best practice not-not profits, organisations seek to maintain a 
three to five percent accounts margin. 

 
The University seeks to maintain this best practice operating margin to ensure funds are 
available for the future to sustain the long term operations and the real value of the 
Balance Sheet. 
 
Charles Sturt University estimates the proposed Bill will result in the loss of up to 90 
employees, which are based in rural and regional Australia. The funding cuts will have 
significant economic impact on the regional economies in which the University operates 
and would result in the loss of 270 jobs lost in the University’s footprint.  
 
Western Research Institute Limited (WRI) was commissioned by Charles Sturt University 
to undertake an economic impact analysis. WRI estimates that the Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) multiplier for Charles Sturt University is $4.75 for every $1.00 spent. 
Therefore, taking this economic analysis, the impact of the proposed Bill in its current 
form will have a negative impact on regional Australia of up to $40 million per annum. 
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2. Do the cuts in this bill put any of your campuses at risk?    
 
As one of Australia’s largest rural and regional universities, the proposed Bill puts at risk 
the quality of our work and the global reputation of our higher education sector. 
 
Charles Sturt University is a unique multi-campus institution with campuses located 
throughout regional and rural south-eastern Australia at Albury-Wodonga, Bathurst, 
Canberra, Dubbo, Goulburn, Manly, Orange, Parramatta, Port Macquarie and Wagga 
Wagga, as well as Study Centres located in Brisbane, Sydney and Melbourne.  
 
Charles Sturt is heavily reliant on Commonwealth Supported Places (CSPs) student load 
due to its core mission and the principles outlined for the University within establishing 
legislation, which is set out in the Charles Sturt University Act 1989. 
 
As part of the University’s enabling Act, we have a fundamental commitment to regional 
Australia and the provision of education to communities outside metropolitan Sydney and 
Melbourne. 
 
The proposed funding cuts set out in the Bill places at risk is the University’s course 
profile and strategy. 
 
Charles Sturt University currently offers approximately 30 undergraduate domestic 
courses on two or more campuses, 15-20 of these courses are located on three or more 
campuses.  Further, the University offers eight undergraduate courses on four or more of 
our campuses.   
 
The University does this in recognition of significant needs of our regional professional 
workforces over very large geographic footprints and of the mobility (or lack of) of often 
mature-age, first-in-family prospective students who are critical to the growth of local 
professional workforces.  
 
This multi-campus, multi-course model is inefficient as markets and scale do not work in 
multiple thin markets such as regional Australia.  Under the proposed cuts, the University 
will be forced to reconsider this model and cease providing students and regional 
communities with these course and campus offerings.   
 
From the University’s previous experience when offerings have had to cease, students 
from the regional area where Charles Sturt University has shut down offerings, do not 
travel to another campus, they are lost not only to the University but also to growing the 
regional workforce and its capability.  
 
The proposed funding cuts set out in the Bill will negatively impact the University’s smaller 
campuses which includes Dubbo, Albury, Orange and Port Macquarie.   
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If the Bill proceeds in its current form, it will make it very difficult for the University to 
continue to support our smaller operations which service important regional centres and 
communities across New South Wales and Victoria.  
 
The proposed funding cuts and pressures from existing market trends make it very 
difficult for the University to continue to support smaller operations.  The University will 
need to consider its campus profile in that light. 
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3. Do the cuts in this bill put any jobs at CSU at risk?  

As outlined in the University’s submission to the Committee, Charles Sturt University 
estimates the proposed Bill will result in the loss of up to 90 employees, which are based 
in rural and regional Australia.  
 
The funding cuts will have significant economic impact on the regional economies in 
which the University operates and would result in the loss of 270 jobs lost in the 
University’s footprint.  
 
Western Research Institute Limited (WRI) was commissioned by Charles Sturt University 
to undertake an economic impact analysis. WRI estimates that the Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) multiplier for Charles Sturt University is $4.75 for every $1.00 spent. 
Therefore, taking this economic analysis, the impact of the proposed Bill in its current 
form will have a negative impact on regional Australia of up to $40 million per annum. 
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4. Can CSU elaborate on their view about HEPPP funding?   
 
Charles Sturt University supports the Bill in embedding the funding arrangements for the 
Higher Education Partnerships Program (HEPPP) into the Act. Charles Sturt University 
does not support the proposed Bill’s new demand driven based loading rate of $985 per 
student, per year. This constitutes a significant cut in HEPPP funding to Charles Sturt 
University estimated to be up to $1 million  
 
If CSU received performance funding in equal proportion to other universities (from a pool 
of $13.3 million), this would add $350,000 back to this loading in 2018.  
 
The primary impact will be on Charles Sturt University’s 5,184 low-SES students, and the 
thousands of potential students within low-SES schools in our geographic footprint. In 
addition, by measuring only percentage point improvement and not weighting the 
performance fund by actual enrolment numbers, the performance funding pool appears to 
potentially unfairly advantage universities with smaller numbers of low-SES and 
Indigenous students, who could provide expensive, heavily targeted interventions to 
smaller numbers of students, potentially reaping larger rewards. 
 
While some funding decreases may be able to be addressed through operational 
efficiencies, the reality is that a cut of up to $1 million in HEPPP funding means that 
positions, programs and scholarships will be lost. 
 
In the University’s context, this means that much of the work that has been built under 
HEPPP funding will cease, or services heavily cut, including: 
 
• Scholarships for low-SES students (1,459 in 2016) 
• Learning and teaching improvements that benefit low-SES students  
• Widening participation programs (which have led to an additional 275 low-SES and 

60 Indigenous students attending CSU since 2012, based on 2012 enrolments). 
 
All position and scholarship losses would be borne by programs that serve to improve 
outcomes for low-SES students at a time (when coupled with other proposed reforms) 
when their positions within universities require appropriate levels of support for them to 
access and succeed in higher education.   
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5. Can CSU elaborate on their view about the proposed extension to sub-bachelor 
places?  
 
As outlined in Charles Sturt University’s submission to the Committee, the University 
supports the Bill’s intent to expand the demand driven funding system to approved sub-
bachelor courses from 1 January 2018. 
 
Charles Sturt University notes that the Bill does not set out, outline or codify the criteria of 
‘approved courses’. 
 
Charles Sturt University note that by removing caps from sub degree is not an 
appropriate trade-off for cutting enabling funding. We believe that sub bachelor courses 
are a very different undertaking for the University and as such have a much bigger 
commitment in terms of time, money and rigour.  
 
We do acknowledge that it would be appropriate that students do pay for a diploma that 
provides credit.  
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6. How will this bill, if passed, impact delivery of tertiary education in regional 
Australia?   
 
The proposed Bill in its current form would destabilise the foundation of Australia’s world 
class university system.  
 
Charles Sturt University is gravely concerned about the impacts of the proposed 
legislation. As one of Australia’s largest rural and regional universities, the proposed Bill 
puts at risk the quality of our work and the global reputation of our higher education 
sector. 
 
As outlined in the University’s submission to the Committee, Charles Sturt University 
estimates the proposed Bill will result in the loss of up to 90 employees, which are based 
in rural and regional Australia.  
 
The funding cuts will have significant economic impact on the regional economies in 
which the University operates and would result in the loss of 270 jobs lost in the 
University’s footprint.  
 
Western Research Institute Limited (WRI) was commissioned by Charles Sturt University 
to undertake an economic impact analysis. WRI estimates that the Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) multiplier for Charles Sturt University is $4.75 for every $1.00 spent. 
Therefore, taking this economic analysis, the impact of the proposed Bill in its current 
form will have a negative impact on regional Australia of up to $40 million per annum. 
 
In its current form the Bill proposes changes which will significantly disadvantage Charles 
Sturt University students which are largely drawn from communities across rural and 
regional New South Wales and Victoria.  
 
The University has a large cohort of students which originate from a range of diverse 
backgrounds, including but not limited to regional, remote, Indigenous, low-SES and first-
in-family.  These cohorts will be least able to afford the impact of the various changes 
proposed in the Bill. 
 
Charles Sturt University would also like the Committee to note that under the proposals 
put forward in the proposed legislation, the Commonwealth Government will contribute 
just $959 a year for students studying law, accounting, economics and business.  
 
In essence, this is privatising courses for students wishing to study law, business and 
economics. 
 
At the same time under the Gonski 2.0 reforms, the Commonwealth will give three times 
that to students at private schools where parents are paying $34,000 a year in tuition 
fees. 
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Those private schools will get seven times as much as Charles Sturt University will 
receive for each student in each of those disciplines under the proposed changes put 
forward in this legislation. 
 
Charles Sturt University submits there is no case for inflicting cuts on Australian higher 
education while, on the other hand the Government substantially increases its funding 
commitment to Australia’s schooling system.  
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7. What is CSU’s assessment of student’s capacity to pay for enabling courses?  

Given our demographics, our students are most likely to require enabling, and least likely 
to be able to afford it. The reforms will have serious effect on our ability to provide 
appropriate support for students and potential flow on effect to student experience and 
retention rates. 
 
Regional students are already disadvantaged on many levels and less likely to apply, 
receive an offer, and be retained in first year than metropolitan peers.  
 
It is critical that the University provides free preparation for students to develop the 
competence and confidence to commence university with the necessary level of 
preparedness (equivalent to metropolitan peers) needed to succeed at university. 
The following links provide the Committee with further information. 

• https://www.education.gov.au/higher-education-participation-and-partnerships-
programme-heppp  

• http://www.mitchellinstitute.org.au/fact-sheets/young-people-in-rural-and-remote-
communities-frequently-missing-out/  

• http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/opinion/regional-students-need-
better-access-to-australian-universities/news-
story/6a35ecc68bcac21bb28e2940d201fc2e 

As outlined in the University’s submission, low-SES students are least likely to be able to 
afford additional fees for enabling.  
 
The proposed Bill effectively create a stratified system where only wealthy can afford 
university preparation. This approach is not aligned with the original intent of enabling 
education.  
 
It should be noted by the Committee that first-in-family students have many of the same 
characteristics as regional students in terms of less well prepared, less social capital and 
most likely to need enabling courses.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

https://www.education.gov.au/higher-education-participation-and-partnerships-programme-heppp
https://www.education.gov.au/higher-education-participation-and-partnerships-programme-heppp
http://www.mitchellinstitute.org.au/fact-sheets/young-people-in-rural-and-remote-communities-frequently-missing-out/
http://www.mitchellinstitute.org.au/fact-sheets/young-people-in-rural-and-remote-communities-frequently-missing-out/
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/opinion/regional-students-need-better-access-to-australian-universities/news-story/6a35ecc68bcac21bb28e2940d201fc2e
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/opinion/regional-students-need-better-access-to-australian-universities/news-story/6a35ecc68bcac21bb28e2940d201fc2e
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/opinion/regional-students-need-better-access-to-australian-universities/news-story/6a35ecc68bcac21bb28e2940d201fc2e
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8. What is your assessment on the regulatory impact of this bill?   

 
As outlined in the University’s submission to the Committee, the proposed Bill in its 
current form would destabilise the foundation of Australia’s world class university system.   
As a result, Charles Sturt University is gravely concerned about the impacts of the 
proposed legislation. 
 
As one of Australia’s largest rural and regional universities, the proposed Bill puts at risk 
the quality of our work and the global reputation of our higher education sector. 
 
The proposed Bill will result in: 
 
1. A reduction in quality of teaching and learning outcomes delivered by universities in 

Australia, thereby negatively impacting students and the nation’s ability to meet the 
workforce challenges of the new economy. 

2. A reduction in the participation rate of Australians in university study, particularly 
those facing barriers to access and equity such as low-SES, mature-age, part-time 
and first-in-family.  These disadvantaged groups will be least able to afford the 
impact of the proposed Bill. 

3. Universities moving towards generalisation in course design and delivery to meet the 
proposed cuts to funding, and discourage university investment in highly specialised 
courses that will be crucial for Australia’s skills and knowledge needs as well as the 
nation’s international competitiveness. 

In examining the regulatory impact of the proposed Bill, Charles Sturt University is 
concerned about the lack of transparency and consequently evidence base, especially in 
relation to potential ministerial discretion in determining funding arrangements.  
 
As outlined in the University’s submission, Charles Sturt University supports the Bill’s 
establishment of a National Priorities Pool of funding. However, the Bill appears to be silent 
on the approach to commissioning to assist universities to plan for potential impacts and the 
capacity to build on previous findings and outcomes.  
 
Charles Sturt University is also concerned about the Bill’s lack of detail surrounding Higher 
Education Participation and Partnerships Program (HEPPP) performance funding, in 
particular, the $13.3 million quarantined in a performance pool. The Bill is unclear in relation 
to the allocation of funds based solely on percentage point improvements in progress over 
three years. This has the potential to advantage universities with low numbers of 
disadvantaged SES equity groups and Indigenous students, and consequently places 
Charles Sturt University at a competitive disadvantage to its institutional peers. 
 
On this front, the lack of clarity contained in the Bill could not only act as a disincentive to 
universities with higher proportions of low-SES and Indigenous students from working on 
progress, who could, as a result, choose to focus solely on building low-SES load to access 
greater levels of base loading funding but could result in a lack of transparency in the 
application of methodologies for allocating funds.  This lack of clarity could result in the 
Minister being delegated with the regulatory powers to adjust funding without appropriate 
consultation with the sector. 
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Annexure 1 – Universities Australia Submission to HESP on Retention, Completion and 
Success – July 2017 

 
 
On Tuesday, 25 July 2017 Professor Toni Downes, Deputy Vice-Chancellor Academic 
undertook to provide the Committee with the following submission about performance 
based funding. 
 
The Submission is titled Submission to HESP on Retention, Completion and Success – 
July 2017. Please see this Submission as commencing overleaf.  
 
The relevant section of the submission referred to by Professor Downes is Section 2.4.3 
on page 9 of the document. 
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