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RESPONSE TO RISK ASSESSMENT

Greg Whateley
Andy West

August 2019

In your letter 7" August 2019 providing the “TEQSA risk assessment” you -

requested a response to the issues within 10 working days and further;
advised that the TEQSA risk assessment “is considered when determining evidence

requirements ahead of any forthcoming application processes”.

SUMMARY
In summary the TEQSA risk assessment

1. Is inherently flawed;

2. Lacks empirical integrity;

3. Fails to present a proportionate, risk-reflective approach to quality assurance that
supports diversity, innovation and excellence;

4. Contradicts the requirements of the “risk management approach” which must be
used by TEQSA
“A risk management approach is an approach which addresses itself to the risk that a
provider will be unable to comply with its obligations under the ESOS Act: Raffles
College Pty Ltd v Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency [2015] FCA 734 per
Perram J at [36].”

5. Contradicts TEQSA'’s key objectives namely -

i. quality assure and regulate the sector in a timely, transparent and risk
reflective manner;

ii. support providers to deliver high quality higher education, protect
student interests and enhance the reputation and competitiveness of
Australia’s higher education sector;

iii. provide advice and information to inform decisions about the
appropriateness and quality of higher education;

iv. take prompt and effective action to address substantial risks to

students or the sector’s reputation.



6. Constructs unfounded conclusions infected by the failings above listed;

This is all the more concerning where it is being used by the Regulator as the groundwork
for “determining evidence requirements ahead of any forthcoming application processes”
by “the TEQSA staff responsible for the GCA assessment of renewal of registration and
the associated course renewal of registration” for their audit/visit on 22" August 2019 and

the resultant biased view it presents as their starting point.



OVERVIEW

The 2019 Risk Assessment (actually the 2017 hybrid assessment) provides comfort in the
domains of Graduate Satisfaction, Graduate Destinations, Senior Academic Leadership and

Financial Viability (as highlighted trends in the GCA response over the last few years).

What the report does not do (sadly) is embrace the real time situation along with the reality of
the shortcomings of much of the formulae used and the misinterpretation of the data — in
particular the confusion around risk and quality — which should not be used in the same

context.

Another problem is the fundamental errors in application of formulas and calculation of so
called key risk factors throughout the TEQSA risk assessment framework (under review). The
lack of transparency and definitions applied by the Risk Assessment Framework (under

review) may be the root cause of these issues.

An example is the application by the TEQSA Risk Assessment Team of the 2017 staff Full
Time Equivalent to the 2018 student Effective Full Time Study Load to calculate an over
inflated Student to Staff Ratio of 55.6, when the correct figure is closer to 42. This shows either
an inability of the assessor to understand different years to calculate key risk factors — a

surprising outcome for a professional risk assessment team.

Other errors in calculation and application of formulae will be highlighted throughout this

response.

The demonstrated mistakes in this Risk Report diminishes confidence in the Risk Assessment
Framework (under review) as well as the quality of the output of the TEQSA Risk Assessment
Team. The ability of TEQSA to analyse data provided, where errors occur, and publish same
is concerning. This would be passed as an inconsequence if the severity of the risk
assessment informing the re-registration of GCA did not have such severe consequences.
Usually Regulators are obliged to be cautious, accurate and considered in case of error or

uncertainty.
This is particularly concerning in view of -

¢ the time the Regulator has taken to prepare its review, namely from the out-of-date
date relied upon now at least two years old;

¢ the time within which the Regulator has required the School to respond namely 10
days;

o the wealth of resources accessible to the Regulator (in staff, in expertise, in data

accumulated, in comparable data, in research, in experience etc).



As stated on the TEQSA website The Risk Assessment Framework (under review) outlines
key steps and components of the annual risk assessments we complete of higher education
providers and aims to ... reduce regulatory burden by using risk assessments to inform a
differentiated approach to evidence and reporting requirements in assessment processes,

such as renewal of registration.” (https://www.tegsa.gov.au/risk-assessment-framework) So

as indicated by TEQSA, the risk assessment, now, is an integral component of the assessment
for GCA’s upcoming re-registration.

The current TEQSA Risk Assessment Framework (RAF), which is under review, is in need of
a major overhaul. This is recognised by TEQSA and is outlined in the TEQSA RAF
Consultation Paper released on 15" July, 2019 (https://www.tegsa.gov.au/latest-

news/publications/risk-assessment-framework-consultation-paper ). The submission period is

currently open for sector feedback - closing on 20" September. There are also TEQSA Risk
Assessment Workshops being held in Melbourne and Sydney in early September, to allow
TEQSA to receive direct face to face input from the higher education sector. UBSS will be
attending the 6" September TEQSA Risk Assessment Workshop held at NIDA, to provide our

input.

Without a clear level of low, medium and high for each risk factor, this leaves the application
of the formulas as applied to the data for each provider a high level of subjectivity on the part
of TEQSA. There is a clear lack of transparency in the application of the formulas provided by
Risk Assessment Framework (under review) to the data for the provider to low, medium and
high risk levels. This is acknowledged in the TEQSA RAF Consultation Paper.

Additional to the current internal review by TEQSA, with input from the higher education sector,
the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) is currently taking submissions for an external
review of TEQSA. The TEQSA RAF is central to the ANAO audit of TEQSA regulation of
higher education in Australia. The ANAO audit criteria is to examine whether TEQSA —

has an effective process to assign and maintain appropriate risk ratings to existing and

prospective higher education providers;

has effective and timely approvals processes, including for registering higher education

providers and accrediting courses;
has effective assurance, compliance and enforcement processes; and

provides effective support to the higher education sector to address key sector-wide risks.


https://www.teqsa.gov.au/risk-assessment-framework
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/risk-assessment-framework-consultation-paper
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/risk-assessment-framework-consultation-paper

This will culminate in the final report from ANAO being released in March 2020.

(https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/tertiary-education-quality-and-standards-

agency-regulation-higher-education-sector )

GCA provides the following feedback on the incorrect/dysfunctional risk assessment as

part of the annual review.
Given this risk assessment is -

e so flawed,;

e there is currently an internal review by TEQSA,

e More importantly and most alarming is that ANOA sees the need to review the
TEQSA RAF

It is appropriate and proper that this risk calculation be deemed null and void, and
that it be set aside and not considered as part of TEQSA'’s re-registration of GCA.

The TEQSA snapshot of GCA is —

Risk Rating Summary 2017 2018 2019
Risk to Students

Risk to Financial Position

Indicator 1 - Student Growth
Indicator 2 - Attrition Rate
Indicator 3 - Progress Rate

Indicator 4 - Completions

Indicator 5 - Graduate Satisfaction

Indicator 6 - Graduate Destinations

Indicator 7 - Senior Academic Leaders to Broad Field of Education
Indicator 8 - Student to Staff Ratio

Indicator 9 - Academic Staff on Casual work Contracts

Indicator 10 - Financial Viability
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Indicator 11 - Financial Sustamability
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Remembering that TEQSA 2019 is actually 2017

The reality is -


https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/tertiary-education-quality-and-standards-agency-regulation-higher-education-sector
https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/tertiary-education-quality-and-standards-agency-regulation-higher-education-sector

Risk Rating Summary
Rk to Studenty
Rk 1o Fmancal Potmton

Indicator 1 - Student Growth

Indicator I Artrtion Rate

Indicator 3 - Progress Rate

Indxator & - Completiont

Indaator 3 Graduste atsfacton

N ator § - Graduate Destnations

Indacator 7 - Senior Academic Leaders to Broad Field of Education
Indicator § - Student to Staff Ratio

Indicator § - Academuc Staf! on Catual work Contracts
Ind<ator 10 - Fnancial Visbibty
Inducator 11 - Fmancial Suntamabibty
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2017 is second column from the right (2017) as indicated.

The GCA empirical analysis based on current data 2018-2019 is all of the high risk areas
highlighted by TEQSA are at worst moderate and in some cases low.

The embedded suggestion in the overview around potential issues regarding the veracity of
the data supplied by GCA —

‘Taken together, these highlight potential issues regarding the veracity of the data supplied
by GCA..

There is no evidentiary or supporting material provided to support this statement. The
Regulator has failed to address and report on data is has been provided and access
to. This stand-alone sentence is without foundation, without merit, intended to bias
the reader, and could only be construed as malicious in motivation and purpose - it

should be withdrawn immediately.

Dealing with each in-turn -



1.

Student Load

The TEQSA analysis is provided —

L Student Load
2016 017 % uﬂ; TEQEA Comments :
2ol TEQSA notes the change in the Department of Educstion’s definition for offshore students
Total EFTSL 4309 4531 7148 12750 TBAN from 2047 which now indudes all students residing overseas for the term or semester. Prior
to 2017, the definition of an offshore student exduded students who were residing oversezs
Orchore — .y A NE A A fnr:helt:rn' D'sf:rre.‘t:r and were undertzking a course conducted in Ausiraliz via disanoe
education or online.
Onshore International 200.9 483.1 749 12750 TEA%
Offshore A ™ HA MA ™ In 201E, GCA's onshore intermational students were primarily from India [43.3% of all Cofs
issued in 201E) and Pakistan {21.3% of zll Cofs issued in 2018). The strong growth in CoEs
issued to students from India from 2016 to 2017 & also noted (2006 28 5%; 2017- 43.8%).
14000 GCA's rate of student growth and student profile [100% onshone internationsd students) is
iﬁg “575.0 considered to pose 3 high risk. Through the BF for its CRICOS spplicstion, GCA advised that
‘Ba0.0 7148 the student EFTSL for 2048 is 1257, howewer, HEIMS Online shows & continued significant
B0 430.3 increase in 2018 (16556 EFTSL), with 1085 EFT5L already enrolled in 2009 Trimester 1 [GCA
RFl submissicn).
4000
000 4811
oo The significant and continued increzze in student load has the potential to impact on the
b T 2015 2016 22017 quslity of student experience unless planned for and managed.
Sowrce: HEBMS

The reference to definitions around distance students is irrelevant - assumed to be a sentence

from another institutions risk report.

The percentages around source countries is obtuse. Diversity is important as reflected in one

of the five key pillars of the UBSS Strategic Plan.

The diversity of source countries of students at GCA is in keeping with the education export

market as monitored by Immigration. The reader is reminded that 30% of higher education

students in Australia are on overseas visas.

This diversity is monitored on a daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly and annual basis and

reported to all staff and stakeholders on a regular basis. A snapshot (as at July 2019) is

provided for 2019 (with 2017 embedded) —
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2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

a1

Q2

Q3

2020

Domestic

50

75

International

488

1063

1558

1681

1736

1701

1680

1425

Nationalities

33

41

3

37

Undergraduate

Countries with 10 +

"

488

763

1072

927

910

74

859

1000

Postgraduate

186

300

483

756

762

842

The table provided also shines some light on student numbers (active and deferred) sitting at
1558 in 2017. The discrepancy between TEQSA data and ours is odd.

The growth rate has in fact been a positive outcome as reflected in both financial terms and
student/agent/staff perception. The growth was planned and logical in that the number of
students was increased to the number approved by TEQSA. The School is now at capacity —
the increase and any perceived risk associated is in fact now a past event that did not

eventuate. The expansion was successful — hence there is now no risk.

The longitudinal student surveys suggest high levels of satisfaction (contrary to risk

perception) —

1




Survey Questions

Q1 |The subject provided useful knowledge and skills

02 |The learning outcomes were achievable

Q3 |Thesubjectworklosd was manageable

04 |The subject helped to develop relevant professional skills such as problem solving and critical thinkind 847 4.20 427 231 226 455 435 424 430 425
Q5 |The lecturer was well preparad for each class 235 4.45 4.44 433 440 4.62 454 4.42 4.20 425
06 |The lecturer provided useful feedback 429 427 435 230 232 456 4.47 233 433 4.23
Q7 |The lecturer had = good knowledge of the subject matter 228 452 445 a1 433 469 454 4.47 445 420
02 |The lecturer used e-learning resources eg smartboard moodle in a way that aided learning in the subjd 431 445 433 234 233 4.56 4.45 439 439 4.24
Q2 |The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outside of class time 213 4.28 418 a.27 214 4.55 437 4.24 453 4.20
010 |The assessment requirements were clearly explained 4.27 428 4.28 232 427 4.63 441 434 433 4.17
011 | Oversll the teachingin the subject was of a hizh quality 230 437 431 228 229 4.52 3.5 4.37 432 4.30

Survey Questions

Gl  |The subject provided useful knowledge and skills

02 |The learning outcomes were achievable

Q3 |The subjectworklosd was manageable

04 |The subject helped to develop relevant professional skills such as problem solving and critical thinkind 4.0 432 415 231 2.04 4.20 4.20 4.29 4.10 4.22
Q5 |The lecturer was well preparad for each class. 2.26 4.48 4.27 239 216 4.29 429 4.41 4.30 4.26
Q6 |The lecturer provided useful feedback 4.19 4.38 416 230 204 419 4.20 437 430 4.23
07 |The lecturer had a zood knowledze of the subject mattar 429 436 425 2.41 218 434 433 4.48 4.20 4.31
Qf  |The lecturer used e-learning resources eg smartboard moodle in 2 way that aided learning in the subjd 4.8 486 422 434 411 429 425 4.43 4.20 4.6
09 |The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outsida of class time 403 426 404 2.27 398 .17 4186 430 4.10 4.19
Q10 |The assessment requirements were clearly explained 219 232 415 432 408 4.3 424 435 4.20 425
011 | Oversll the teaching in the subject was of a high quality 445 4.40 417 228 2.07 424 413 434 4.20 4.16

Survey Questions

Q1 |The subject provided useful knowledge and skills

02 |Thelezringoutcomes were achievable

03 |The subject workload was manageable

04 |Thesubject helped to develop rele skills such as problem solving and critical thinkind__ 3.90 420 411 4.12 425 431 419 4.27 427 429

05 | The lecturer was well prepared for each class 430 4.55 417 2.29 242 224 437 2.42 4.42 438

05 |Thelecturer provided useful feedback 2.10 448 413 417 431 433 426 4.32 450 428
7 |The lecturer had a good knowledge of the subject matter 430 458 430 238 243 448 4.41 4.48 4.48 4.41

03 |Thelecturer used e-learning rescurces eg smartboard moodle in 2 way thet sided learning in the subjd 4,10 451 4.27 2.29 231 437 430 4.40 4.40 431

a3 The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outside of class time 4.00 4.26 413 4.12 4.20 4.20 411 4.21 4.25 4.24

010 | The assessment requirements were clearly explained 4.00 451 417 222 228 438 4.26 439 435 435

Q11 Owerzll the teaching in the subject was of a high quality 4.10 4.41 409 4.18 4.26 4.32 4.23 4.31 4.36 4.27

Staff longitudinal surveys are complementary —

- Survey Questions T2 2016 T3 2016 12017 T22017 2017 1 201 T22018 - T120°

You are provided with the tools and resources to do your job well 410 481 462 454

Q2 Your job requirements are clearly communicated and goals and strategies are clearly defined 420 4.40 4.80 468 475 4.83 471 469 467
Q3 You feel encourazed to come up with new and better ways of doing things 410 420 473 453 450 461 467 454 473
Q4 Your supervisor visibly demonstrates a commitment to quality 410 420 4.87 479 2569 472 471 477 487
Q5 You are satisfied with the level of involvement in decisions that directly affect your work? 3.0 420 453 437 463 456 462 469 4560
Q6  UBSS does a good job of keeping employees informed about matters affecting your work? 4.00 430 493 479 481 4.89 462 477 4.80
Q7 Overall, you are satisfied with your job? 420 450 4.87 479 488 494 476 4.85 487

Average 4.09 426 4.80 4.65 472 477 4.67 4.69 470

QILT outcomes over the three years of participation (2016, 2017 and 2018) would also suggest
that the notion of high risk is inappropriate. The most recent QILT outcomes (2018 data
published in May 2019) suggest the overall student experience outcomes at both
undergraduate (79.4%) and postgraduate (81.4) levels are above national average — hardly a

risk environment.



Our assessment, then, is low risk as indicated in our risk assessments. We reject the
risk rating presented using the Risk Assessment Framework (under review) and replace
the high risk with low -

Risk Rating Summary

»
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Rk to Studenty
Rk to Fmancial Portion

Indcator 1 - Student Growth

ndicator 2 - Attrition Rate

Indicator 3 - Progress Rate

Indwcator & - Completiont

ndaator 3 - Graduste Satsfaction
.-

Indcator 7 - Senior Academic Leaders to Broad Field of [ducation
Indiator § - Student to Stafl Ratio

Indicator § - Academuc Staff on Catual Work Contracts

Ind<ator 10 - Financial Visbibty

NG ator 11 - Fmancial Suntamabebty
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Growth increased but has been well managed. Any growth beyond the current Sydney

cap remains low to moderate risk given the evident satisfaction ratings.
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2

Attrition

The TEQSA analysis -

2, Attrition Rate

TEQSA Comments :

GCA's attrition rates have remained stable in the past two risk cycles (GCA's advised
2016-2017 normal attrition rate: 33.1%); however, TEQSA considers the 20162017 attrition
rate to pose a high risk.

TEQSA notes GCA's view on normal attrition rates, and when more recent data was
requested through the RFIin relation to GCA's applications to add a new delivery site and
increase overall CRICOS capacity, GCA advised that their adjusted attrition rates were 21%in
2017 and 12% in 2018. These calculations were based on the Department of Home Affairs'
VEVO database, whereby GCA checked whether non-returning students still had a student
visa. However, TEQSA maintains its current position that normal attrition rates should be
employed for this risk indicator. While noting the more recent adjusted attrition rates
supplied by GCA, the 2016-2017 normal attrition rate poses a high risk as this measure
indicates that a high percentage of students (35.1%) have left GCA.

Based on GCA’s response to TEQSA's proposed CRICOS decision, GCA also advised that their
raw attrition rates for 2017 and 2018 were 23% and 22.4% respectively. TEQSA will consider
the official 2017-2018 attrition rate when they are supplied by the Department.

In response to Condition 4 imposed on its registration, GCA advised attrition rates of:
2015: 30.7%; 2016: 33.82%; 2017: 23%; 2018: 22.4%

GCA also stated that 'the targets for 2016-2020 were established in the current Strategic Plan
at 25%. The 2017 and 2018 outcomes... [suggest] the target was achieved.' However, upon
verification by TEQSA, it is noted that the 2012 to 2016 attrition data provided by GCA
pertain to undergraduate students only. When postgraduates are included, the attrition rates
align to the verified data in the table. TEQSA will continue to closely monitor future attrition
rates for both undergraduate and postgraduate students against the target set by GCA.

2013 -2014)2014-2015]| 2015 - 2016|2016 - 2017
Total Attrition Rate 34.5% 41.5% 34.0% 35.1%
Commencing headcount (Year X-1) 203 217 526 798
Non-returning headcount (Year X) 70 90 179 280
Onshore Domestic NA NA NA NA
Onshare International 345% 41.5% 34.0% 35.1%
Offshore NA NA NA NA
50.0%
41.5%
o /\—_—ai‘j%
30.0% 34.5% 34.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
2013-2014  2014-2015  2015-2016  2016-2017
Source: HEIMS

Rating

It is imperative that the Risk Assessment Team stop viewing (and using) normal attrition rates

as a risk indicator. It is a tired and inappropriate measure. Student mobility within the sector

should be encouraged rather than stunted.

The HE Industry is united in the view that adjusted attrition is the true indicator.

Universities Australia: DET should cease publishing raw (or as defined by the department
‘normal’) attrition rates. Publishing both attrition rates is unnecessary, unhelpful and

misleading.

HESP: Normal attrition rates are still important, with one reason being that adjusted attrition
rates cannot be applied to international students, but agrees that adjusted attrition rates
should be used as the primary measure of attrition.

TEQSA has formally acknowledged their acceptance of the position -
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TEQSA in response on 8 June 2018 Agreed. ‘This is now the case’

TEQSA (2018) Response to recommendations: HESP Final Report - Improving Retention, Completion and Success in Higher

Education"

However, the risk TEQSA assessment team appear to have ignored this and maintain the
outdated, outmoded and irrational line of commentary.

The TEQSA comments section acknowledges the information supplied by GCA on Adjusted
Attrition and the method used by GCA using the Department of Immigration’s VEVO data. This
is the most accurate method as students who retain their student visa after leaving GCA have

stayed in the sector and continued with their education (adjusted).

When Adjusted Attrition is used (as is the case with Universities), GCA rate of 12% falls below
the University Average for Adjusted Attrition of 15% (HESP (2017) Final Report - Improving
retention, completion and success in higher education). Some wonder why overseas students
(here on visas and representing 33% of the national count) are not afforded the support
provided by the tracking of their education experience when it is seen as mandatory for local

(domestic) students.

Unfortunately due to the current system of adjusting attrition used by the sector of tracking
students using the CHESSN, which is only available for domestic students, international
students are not automatically included in the adjusted attrition. This error has been identified
by the Department of Education as it aims to rectify this with changes to the Unique Student

Identifier or other methods to be able to more readily track international students.

It is disappointing, that even in light of being presented with the GCA Adjusted Attrition data
that TEQSA choose to continue to apply Normal Attrition figures to this assessment. This is a
contravention of the Higher Education Standards Panel recommendation to use Adjusted

Attrition and the acceptance by TEQSA that it will use Adjusted Attrition in the future.

This again reinforces the subjective nature of this assessment implemented by TEQSA
to skew the results towards a high risk. By cherry picking the worst outcome, TEQSA is
choosing a high risk when the correct data of Adjusted Attrition would provide a moderate or

low risk. GCA will be notifying the Higher Education Standards Panel, the submission to

12



TEQSA and the submission to ANAO of the choice of Normal Attrition in contravention of its

own written acknowledgements of the appropriate use of Adjusted Attrition.

In regards to TEQSA comments on attrition figures quoted in the GCA strategic plan, and how
they vary from the TEQSA attrition figures, rather than focusing on First Year Attrition, which
is the method used by TEQSA, GCA uses whole of institution attrition to monitor students
attrition as they move into second and third year. GCA deems this a more appropriate measure
to monitor student experience throughout their learning journey, rather than just first year
students - which is the case with the chosen TEQSA formula.

Our assessment, then, is moderate (or even low) risk as indicated in our risk
assessments. We reject the risk rating presented using the Risk Assessment

Framework (under review) and replace the high risk with moderate —

Risk Rating Summary
Rk 10 Studenty

21k 1o Fmancal Pottion

Indcator 1 - Student Growth

ndicator 2 - Attrition Rate

Indicator 3 - Progress Rate

Indicator & - Completions

indicator 3 - Graduste Satisfaction

ndaator & - Graduate Destnations

indicator 7 - Senior Academic Laaders to Broad Field of Education
Indicator § - Student to Staff Ratio

Indicator § - Academic Staff on Casual work Contracts
nd<ator 10 - Femancal Visbibty
Indicator 11 - Fimancial Suntamabibty
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Adjusted attrition places UBSS well within the context of the current Australian HE landscape.
We have been asking for a USI for a number of years to assist in the accurate calculation that

is currently tedious and expensive.

The targets set by GCA (and specifically UBSS) are realistic and in line with the industry

(benchmarked on an ongoing basis).
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3

Progress Rate

The TEQSA analysis provided —

TEQSA Provider Risk Assessment:
Group Colleges Australia Pty Ltd

CONFIDENTIAL

3. Progress Rate
2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Progress Rate 63.0% 57.9% 56.3% 60.3 %
EFTSL of Units Passed 308 280 402 769
Total Attempted EFTSL 430 483 715 1,275
Onshore Domestic NA NA NA NA
Onshore International 63.0% 57.9% 56.3% 60.2 %
Offshore NA NA NA NA
80.0%
63.0% 57.9% 60.3%
60.0%
56.3%
40.0%
20.0%
0.0%
2014 2015 2016 2017

August, 2019

TEQSA Comments :

In GCA's response to TEQSA's proposed decision, GCA stated that progress is no longer high
risk if based on actual 2016 to 2018 data. TEQSA notes the slight improvement in progress
rates, including the 2018 rate based on HEIMS Online (64.8%). GCA's submission through the
RFI advised a progress rate of 66.8% for 2018. However, the low levels of student progress for|
2017 and 2018 are still considered to pose a high risk.

Based on GCA's response to TEQSA's proposed CRICOS decision and to Condition 4 imposed
on their registration, GCA's advised progress rates (2017: 74.3%; 2018: 79.1%) are not
consistent with HEIMS Online. TEQSA also notes that GCA's advised 2018 progress rate is not
internally consistent (RFI te CRICOS application: 66.8%; response to Condition 4: 79.1%).

Poaor student performance due to high attrition rates and low progress rates indicate
potential quality issues in admission processes, teaching and learning processes, and overall
student experience. TEQSA notes GCA's target of 75% as per the Strategic Plan, and their
strategies to: increase the number of PASS support units available to students; establish an
entry level quiz for some harder subjects; develop caoching videos for academic
development; provide PASS student tutars within some tutorials; very early intervention; as
well as cohort and attendance monitoring.

The effectiveness of the above strategies and their impact on student performance will be

Source: HEIMS

assessed in future risk assessments.
Hating _

The risk assessment team suggest that high attrition (clearly not an issue given

acknowledgement of adjusted attrition as the true indicator) and low progress (somehow

mistaken as a quality issue) suggests a faulty admissions system; problems with teaching and

learning processes; and lacking student experience.

The current admissions system is robust and in line with the industry. Entry criteria is evident.

The AAT external determination suggested TEQSA put this issue aside —

‘1.6 — Determination on PCAS 3.2 (English competence at enrolment): The TEQSA decision
for denial of re-registration regarding PCAS 3.2 should be set aside’ (Webb, 2018, p2)

This needs to be - set aside.
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The questioning of teaching and learning processes is unfounded and inappropriate. All

internal and external indicators suggest the quality of the teaching and learning (teaching

guality, learner engagement and student support in particular) is consistently appreciated by

students as evidenced in longitudinal internal student surveys and external QILT outcomes.

SFUs over 10 trimesters indicate high levels of student satisfaction with teaching and learning

processes —

Survey Questi

ai1

az
a3
a4
as
as
a7
az
as
a1o
ai1

The subject provided useful knowledze and skills

The lerning outcomes were achigvable

The subject workload was manageable

The developr skills such as problem solving and critical thinking

The lecturer was well prepared for each class

The lecturer provided useful feadback

The lecturer had a good knowledge of the subject matter

The lecturer used e-learning rescurces eg smartboard moodle in 2 way that aided learning in the subj

The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outside of class time

The assessment requirements were clearly sxplained

Oversll the teachingin the subject was of a high quality

4.20 438 430 4.38 4.57 444 4.35 435 4.26
4.09 4.29 4.27 4.30 4.55 436 423 423 421
4.06 4.00 414 4.20 4.51 421 4.19 413 4.16
417 4.20 427 431 4.55 435 424 430 425
4.35 4.45 444 4.38 4.62 454 4.42 4.20 4.25
4.29 437 435 4.30 4.56 447 433 433 423
4.28 4.52 4.46 4.41 4.69 4.54 4.47 4.45 4.30
4.31 4.45 433 4.34 4.56 445 439 433 424
4.13 4.28 418 4.27 4.55 437 4.24 453 4.20
4.27 4.28 4.23 432 4.63 441 434 433 417
4.30 437 431 4.28 4.52 445 437 432 4.30
422 433 430 432 457 442 432 433 423

Survey Que

The subject provided useful knowledge and skills

The lezrning outcames were achigvable

The subject workload was manageable

The developr

skills such as problam slving and critical thinking

The lecturer was well prepared for each class

The lecturer provided useful feadback

The lecturer had a good knowledge of the subject matter

The lecturer used e-learning rescurces eg smartboard moodle in 2 way that aided learning in the subj

The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outside of class time

The assessment requirements were clearly sxplained

Cverall the teaching in the subject was of 2 high quality

T2 31 E eI < =
4.15 443 416 4.36 4.18 4.26 427 4.34 434 4.25
4.05 4.39 4.10 4.30 4.07 4.25 417 4.32 432 4.23
3.95 4.09 410 4.20 3.98 4.17 411 4.21 421 4.13
4.10 4.32 415 4.31 4.04 4.20 4.20 4.29 4.10 4.22
4.26 4.48 427 4.39 4.16 4.23 423 4.41 430 4.26
4.19 438 4.16 4.30 4.04 4.19 420 437 430 423
4.29 436 4.25 4.41 4.18 4.34 433 4.48 4.20 4.31
4.24 4.46 422 4.34 4.11 4.29 4.25 4.43 4.20 4.26
4.03 4.26 4.04 4.27 338 417 416 430 410 4.13
415 434 415 4.32 4.08 4.23 424 4.35 4.20 4.25
4.15 4.40 417 4.28 4.07 424 413 434 420 4.16
415 435 416 432 2.08 423 422 435 422 423

Survey Questions

The subject provided useful knowledge and skills.

The lezrning outcames were achigvable

The subject workload was manageable

The developr

skills such as problam selving and critical thinking

The lecturer was well prepared for each class

The lecturer provided useful fesdback

The lecturer had 2 good knowledge of the subject matter

The lecturer used e-learning resources eg smartboard moodle in 2 way that aided learning in the subj

The lecturer was available to discuss lzarning problems outside of class time

The assessment requirements were clearly explained

Overall the teaching in the subject was of = high quality

QILT (2018 published in May 2019) indicates UBSS is performing above national average at

both undergraduate and postgraduate levels -
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Student Experience - Undergraduate

Teaching quality €@

100%

B0

0%

Al

20%

0%

W Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney
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Student Experience - Undergraduate

Learner engagement €

100%

0%

B Universal Business = MNational average
School Sydney

Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework
Teaching quality @

100%

0%

B Universal Business = National average
School Sydney
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Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework

Learner engagement €

100%

80%

B0%

40%

20%

0%

W Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney

Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework

Student support €

100%

20%

B0%

40%

20%

0%

M Universal Business = MNational average
School Sydney

In terms of the overall student experience all indicators (both internal, external and

benchmarked) would suggest UBSS is well placed in the sector.

Graduating students are surveyed each year and the overall experience rating would

contradict and essentially negate the risk assessment team conclusions/speculations —
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Key Issues 2016 2017 2018 2019
Satisfaction with overall UBSS experience 73% 84% 78% 91% '

QILT (2018 published in May 2019) places UBSS both undergraduate (79.4%) and
postgraduate (81.4%) above national average leaving the risk assessment team speculation
highly dubious —

Student Experience - Undergraduate

Overall quality of educational experience ﬁ
100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0% -
M Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney
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Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework

Overall quality of educational experience [i]
100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0% -

B Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney

In essence, the risk assessment team logic is flawed and the quality outcomes would suggest

the arguments provided are simply —wrong.

Our assessment, then, is low risk as indicated in our risk assessments. We reject the
TEQSA analysis and resultant assessment, it is fundamentally flawed, and replace the
high risk with low - there is no evidence to suggest any correlation between
progression rate and quality performance.

Risk Rating Summary 2014 2018 2006 0%

et Lo
22k 10 Francial Portion ~ Moderate
nd<ator 1 - Student Growth
ndicator 2 Attraion Rate
Indicator 3 - Progress Rate
ndicator 4 - Completiont

P

[ B
Indicator 7 - Sanior Academic Laaders to Broad Fiekd of Education s
Indicator § - Student to Stalt Ratio Moderate
Indicator § - Academic Staft on Catual Work Contracts -
Indcator 10 - Financial Visbibty Moderate

Moderate

n-

]
e
e
e
Jespended
Suspended

Imlmltl !
LI

NCID « No Confidence in Dats, SUS ~ NP « Suspended (New Provider)
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Further, UBSS has in place a strong and appropriate assessment regime based on
invigilated examinations — there is a direct correlation here with progression. This system has
essentially eradicated contract cheating and cheating in general (currently in epidemic
proportion across other institutions as evidenced in the national media and a range of industry

public fora).

UBSS benchmarks grade distributions each trimester and is committed to rigorous and
appropriate assessment. We are firm but fair.

UBSS does not incorporate AF students in the grade distribution (supported by the UBSS
Academic Senate). We are unable to influence students who do not wish to participate. All
appropriate policies and procedures are used (consistent with ESOS guidelines) to remove
these students in a timely and appropriate way.

Early intervention and support mechanisms are in place for genuine students.

The UBSS award is valued with strong currency. To complete the award requires discipline,
commitment and ability. The sector needs to examine its commitment to this ideal rather than

chase a dubious formula outcome symptomatic of a risk rather than quality environment.
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4

Completions

The TEQSA analysis provided —

4. Completions

% change
2014 2015 2016 2017
2016-2017
Coursework 195.0 160.0 91.0 137.0 50.5%
HDR NA NA NA NA NA

50.0

91.0

200.0
19501600

1500 137.0

100.0

0.0
2014

2015

2016

2017

=e= Coursework
HDR

TEQSA Comments :

In response to Condition 4 imposed on GCA's registration, GCA advised that their completion
figures are:
2017: 150; 2018: 240

GCA also advised that their percentage of completions is 'sitting well within the sector and is
consistently trending upwards' (2017: 71%; 2018: 73%).

However, TEQSA notes the discrepancy between the number of completions advised by GCA
and verified data in the risk assessment and HEIMS Online:
2017: 137; 2018: 88 (a further decline).

0On the basis of the discrepancy and the more recent decline in the number of completions in
2018, this indicator has been flagged as high risk pending clarification from GCA.

Source: HEIMS

The completion rate has not declined. In fact the 2017 data provided by the risk assessment

team appears on the rise.

The figure of 80 for 2018 must be an anomaly given the fact that the Executive Dean personally

signed 142 testamurs in 2018 and a further 225 in 2019 (for graduation purposes) — suggesting

a rise rather than a drop. It is worth noting the drop in 2016 was a direct result of a drop in

enrolments in 2014. Since 2015 student enrolments has trended upwards — completion rates

will follow this trend.

Our assessment, then, is moderate risk as indicated in our risk assessments. We

reject the TEQSA analysis and resultant assessment, it is fundamentally flawed, and

replace the high risk with moderate.
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Risk Rating Summary
Risk 1o Students
21k to Fmancal Powtion

Indcator 1 - Student Growth
ndicator 2 - Attrition Rate
Indicator 3 - Progress Rate
Indicator 4 - Completions

i 8

L B
Indcator 7 - Senior Academic Leaders to Broad Field of [ducation
NG ator 8 - Student to Staf Rato
Indicator § - Academic Staff on Casual Work Contracts
Ind<ator 10 - Fenancial Viskibty

n-

NCIO « No Confidence in Data, SUS - NP « Suspended (New Provider)
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8
SSR

The TEQSA analysis —

TEQSA Provider Risk Assessment: CONFIDENTIAL August, 2019
Group Colleges Australia Pty Ltd

8. Student Staff Ratio

2014 2015 2016 2017 TEQSA Comments :
SSR 27.7:1 32.41 33.5:1 42.8:1 In response to the previous risk assessment, GCA stated that their 55Rs for 2017 and 2018
Total Teaching Staff FTE 17.7 14.9 213 29.3 were 36:1 and 39:1 respectively. TEQSA notes the discrepancy between GCA's advised SSR
Student EFTSL 490.9 483.1 714.9 1,275.0 compared with the SSR derived from the data submission.
50 42.8 In GCA's response to TEQSA's proposed CRICOS decision, GCA stated that " the SSR is a risk

indicatar with little relevance to learning and teaching quality” and that the indicator

40 324 335 "ignores the holistic notion that students are supported beyond the classroom. Professional

30 staff for example are not included in the formula, despite being fundamental to the student
support and experience mechanism so valued by [the Department of Education]". GCA

20 27 argued that "there is no correlation between SSR and quality of learning and teaching”, and

10 in comparing their QILT SES survey results (2017 collection year) against three universities,
GCA stated that "the highest S5R achieved the best overall quality of educational experience,

0 in fact the lowest $3R did not achieve the national average.”
2014 2015 2016 2017

TEQSA notes GCA's comment but considers the 2017 SSR to pose a high risk. Based on GCA's
data submission through the RFI, the 2018 SSR is expected to increase to 55.6 (student EFTSL:
1655.6; GCA's advised teaching staff FTE: 29.8). Hence, there is little evidence to suggest that
more recent data indicate a positive trajectory.

The TEQSA analysis in the last paragraph is incorrect and flawed as it applies the 2017 staff
FTE to the 2018 student EFTSL. The EFTSL for 2018 is 1,655.63 as per reported HEIMs.

The figure quoted in the risk analysis by TEQSA SSR of 55.6 is wrong. The 2018 staff FTE
figure of 29.8 TEQSA quote is the 2017 FTE staff figure supplied as part of last year's PIR. So
TEQSA is applying 2017 staff FTE of 29.8 to 2018 student EFTSL of 1,655.63.

GCA has not reported the 2018 staff figure as this is done as part of the Provider Information
request (PIR) which is due by 31 August, 2019. GCA has completed calculating the 2018 staff
FTE, which is 39.01. Therefore the SSR for 2018 is 42.44 (1,655.63 EFTSL divided by 39.01

FTE), which is slightly down from previous year.

This indicates a positive trajectory which is set to continue in 2019.

GCA continues to make the assertion that SSR is not an indicator of risk or teaching and
learning quality. This is after completing analysis of the relationship between public University
Quiality Indicators in Learning and Teaching (QILT) results and 2 academic measures, SSR
and EFTSL.
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The two years chosen are 2016 and 2017 for Student to Staff Ratio (SSR) and Effective Full
Time Study Load (EFTSL) as this data is available publicly through the Department of
Education. Correlation and regression analysis was conducted of these two academic
measures and the QILT outcomes for the same two years for “Total Student Education

Experience”.

The results confirm there is no correlation or significant relationship using regression

analysis between QILT scores and SSR.

Furthermore, there is a more significant negative relationship between QILT with total EFTSL.
Meaning providers with larger EFTSL have lower QILT results. This would indicate that a more
appropriate risk factor for learning and teaching quality is the size of EFTSL, with larger
aggregate EFTSL being a higher risk factor.

2018 and 2019 figures suggest a downward trend in the SSR — but in reality given the lack of
correlation between SSR and quality the discussion is moot.

Our assessment, then, is moderate risk as indicated in our risk assessments. We
reject the TEQSA analysis and resultant assessment, it is fundamentally flawed, and
replace the high risk with moderate.

Risk Rating Summary
Rk to Studenty
218 to Fmancial Pottion

Inducator 1 - Student Growth
ndicator 2 - Attrition Rate
Indicator 3 - Progress Rate
Indicator 4 - Completions

Indaator 3 Graduste Satsfacton
A< ator & - Graduate Destnations

Indacator 7 - Senior Academic Leaders to Broad Field of [ducation

Indicator § - Student to Staff Ratio
Indicator § - Academuc Staf! on Catual work Contracts

b i

AHLHLERIS

Indcator 10 - Fimancial Visbibty

THIL R

| RN}
U B

Indicator 11 - Fmancial Suntamabilty

NCID « No Confidence in Dats, SUS ~ NP « Suspended (New Provider)
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9

Academic Staff on Casual Work Contracts

The TEQSA analysis —

2014

2015

2016

2017

Casual Staff 91.3 % 83.9% 68.8 % 71.8%
Total Academic Staff FTE 18.3 14.9 26.9 37.3
Casual Academic Staff FTE 16.7 125 18.5 26.8

100.0% 83.9%
80.0% SL.N "
60.0% 68.8%
40.0%
20.0%
0.0%
2014 2015 2016 2017

9. Academic Staff on Casual Work Contracts

TEQSA Comments :

Through the RFI for its CRICOS application, GCA advised that the percentage of casual
academic staff is 74% in 2017, 66% in 2018, and 69% in 2019.

While noting the increase in the number of academic staff FTE at GCA and having considered
more contemporary data, TEQSA considers the high percentage of staff engaged on casual
work contracts to pose a high risk.

Source: PIR

UBSS simply does not agree with the view that casual (part-time) staff are high risk. The reality

is UBSS employs the best staff available with considerable experience and access to other

like environments (ideal for benchmarking and moderation), This is reflected in the longitudinal

SFUs (over 10 trimesters) and the QILT outcomes in relation to teaching quality, learner

engagement and student support —

SFUs over 10 trimesters indicate high levels of student satisfaction with the quality of teaching

and the support provided in and out of class time —
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aio
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a3
a4
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aio
Q11

The subject provided useful knowledge and skills

The learning outcomes were achievable

The subject workload was manageable

The subject helped to develop relevant professional skills such as problem solving and critical thinking

The lecturer was well preparad for each class

The lecturer provided useful feedback

The lecturer had = good knowledge of the subject matter

The lecturer used e-leaming resources eg smartboard moodle in 3 way that aided learning in the subj

The lecturer was available to discuss lzarning problems outside of class time

The assessment requirements were clearly explained

Overall the teaching in the subject was of a high quality

4.20 438 430

4.09 429 427 4.30 4.25 4.55 436 4.23 4.23 4.21
4.06 4.00 414 4.20 417 451 421 4.19 4139 4.16
417 420 427 4.31 4.26 4.55 435 4.24 4.30 4.25
435 445 444 433 440 462 454 242 4.20 425
4.29 237 435 4.30 4.32 4.56 447 433 433 423
4.28 4.52 446 441 433 469 454 447 445 4.30
431 245 433 4.34 4.33 4.56 445 435 4.33 4.24
4.13 4.28 418 4.27 4.14 4.55 437 424 4.53 4.20
4.27 428 4.28 432 427 4563 441 434 433 4.17
430 437 431 4.28 4.29 4.52 4.45 2.37 4.32 4.30
4.22 433 4.30 4.32 4.28 4.57 4.42 432 433 4.23

Survey Ques

The subject provided useful knowledge and skills

The learning outcomes were achievable

The subject workload was manageable

The subject helped to develop relevant professional skills such as problem solving and critical thinking

The lecturer was well preparad for each class

The lecturer provided useful feedback

The lecturer had 2 good knowledze of tha subjact matter

The lecturer used e-leaming resources eg smartboard moeodle in 2 way that aided learning in the subj

The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outsida of class time

The assessment requirements were clearly sxplained

Overall the teachingin the subject was of a high quality

Survey Ques

The subject provided useful knowledge and skills

dminists

The lezrning outcames were achievable

The subject workload was manageable

The subject helped to develop rele skills such as problem solving and critical thinking

The lecturer was well prepared for each class

The lecturer provided useful feadback

The lecturer had a good knowledge of the subject matter

The lecturer used e-learning rescurces eg smartboard moodle in 2 way that aided learning in the subj

The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outside of class time

The assessment requirements were clearly sxplained

Oversll the teachingin the subject was of a high quality

QILT (2018 published in May 2019) indicates UBSS is performing above national average at

both undergraduate and postgraduate levels in the key areas of teaching quality, learner

engagement and student support -

Student Experience - Undergraduate

Teaching quality @

60%

0%

M Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney
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Student Experience - Undergraduate

Learner engagement €

100%

0%

B Universal Business = MNational average
School Sydney

Student Experience - Undergraduate
Student support @

100%

0%

W Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney
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Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework
Teaching quality €@

100%

0%

M Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney

Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework

Learner engagement €
100%

29



Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework

Student support €

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

M Universal Business = MNational average
School Sydney

In terms of the overall student experience all indicators (both internal, external and

benchmarked) would suggest UBSS is well placed in the sector.

Graduating students are surveyed each year and the overall experience rating contradicts

and essentially negates the risk assessment team conclusions/speculations —

Key Issues 2016 2017 2018 2019
Satisfaction with overall UBSS experience 73% 84% 78% 91%
Cobicfortion aanth occicdon e - | TJOO0, TO0, TAO r o 11

QILT (2018 published in May 2019) places UBSS both undergraduate (79.4%) and
postgraduate (81.4%) above national average leaving the risk assessment team speculation

highly dubious —
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Student Experience - Undergraduate

Overall quality of educational experience [i]
100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

M Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney

Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework

Overall quality of educational experience 0
100%

60%
40%
20%

0%
B Universal Business = MNational average
School Sydney

The argument of part-time versus full time has no relationship with quality — and is therefore
of no value. It should be removed as a risk indicator all together — and certainly not used in
the same sentence as quality and student satisfaction. It would appear the risk assessment
team concern is unfounded and inappropriate.

It is important to note that employers’ obligations under the FWA Act in regard to Casual, Part-
time and Full time work changed in 2017. As a result GCA would have few, if any, casual staff.
Furthermore, any employee who has worked for more than twelve months can request flexible
working arrangements.
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The denigrating of part-time work and/or such workers is in conflict with the spirit of the FWA
Act.

GCA suggests that if this high risk rating is maintained it would be an action taken to coerce
GCA to disadvantage staff who for personal/professional reasons would wish to exercise their

rights to part-time employment under the FWA Act.

Our assessment, then, is moderate risk as indicated in our risk assessments. We reject
the TEQSA analysis and resultant assessment, it is fundamentally flawed, and replace

the high risk with moderate.

Risk Rating Summary
Rk 10 Studenty
Rk to Fmancial Portion

Indcator 1 - Student Growth

ndicator 2 - Attrition Rate

Indicator 3 - Progress Rate

Indxcator 4 - Completiont

indaator 3 - Graduste Satsfaction

g ator 6 - Graduate Destinations

Indcator 7 - Senor Academuc Leaders 1o Broad field of [ducation
IndiCator 8 - Student 1o Stafl Ratio

Indicator § - Academuc $2aff on Catual Work Contracts
Ind<ator 10 - Fmancal Visbibty

Indicator 11 - Fimancial Suntamabibty
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U
T
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11
Financial Sustainability

The TEQSA analysis —

11. Financial Sustainability

Calculated Weighted
Component Measures TEQSA Comments
Value Score

F51- Change in total revenue % 213% Risks are posed by the significant growth in international higher education student 7
enrolments, which has lead to international higher education revenue nearly doubling from
2016 (2016: 58.8m to 2018: $19.8m). Further the reliance on international higher education

F52 - Asset [Capital) replacement 1.9 revenue has significantly increased over the past three years (2016: 52%, 2017: 69%, 2018:
80%), as a result of increased enralments and the decline in revenue from GCA's non-higher

FS3 - Change in employee benefits ratio 5.7% 2.9 education activities.

FS4 - Year on Year change in commencements (EFTSL) 56.5 % Th!s growth has not been fuppurted by an equivalent mvestment_ln staffing resources, as
evident through the deterioration of both the level of staff spending as a percentage of
revenue and the large increase in the S5R.

F55 - Revenue concentration 80.3%

Data source: Department of Education and Training Rating _

Total weighted score is rated out of 5. An assigned score of 5 indicates the potential of lower financial risk while an assigned score of 1 indicates the potential of higher financial risk

GCA has three (3) Colleges: UBSS — HE; Central College — VET; and Metro English College
— ELICOS.

UBSS has TEQSA approval for 1,650 students. We are successfully working towards this.

TEQSA has concluded that this standard is rated high risk, however, our considered view is

that this is based on flawed arguments and incorrect figures.
Essentially, TEQSA has noted concerns with Employee Benefits and Revenue Diversification.
Employee Benefits

The TEQSA-derived SSR forecast of 55.6 for 2018 is just plain wrong and exaggerated. We
are yet to officially lodge the SSR for 2018 but it is 42.4 and slightly lower than 2017. Not
spiralling out of control as implied and displayed to an ill-informed reader but steady and

managed

We also note that TEQSA have incorrectly applied the Staff FTE for 2017 of 29.8 to the 2018
student EFTSL.
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TEQSA do not provide an acceptable level or target for any of the “calculated value”
components nor is there an explanation or description how all these actual calculated values
are aggregated into the “Weighted Score” - refer TEQSA Risk Assessment Framework
(Version 2.3 — March 2019).

The practice of applying UBSS College specific SSR to Total Company — three colleges, mixed
income streams and employee benefit costs — has no credibility at all. Another “apples and

oranges’ misguided and lazy approach which has no sound argument and wrong.
What is required is to compare growth in revenue with growth in Academic/lecturing costs.

We note that many of the Non Academic and/or Support Costs — such as Administration,
Finance, Student Services, IT, Marketing — do not necessarily increase in alignment with
revenues as systems and technology enhancements and expenditure investments create
significant efficiencies and cost savings. Also, note that these Non Academic costs invariably
comprise more than half the total employee benefits approaching 55%.

The audited financials for 2018, 2017 and 2016 and the facts show very clearly that GCA has
increased expenditures for Employee Benefits every year as displayed in the table below.
Most importantly we underline that resources have been increased markedly, every year in
UBSS for Academic Lecturers by 26.8% in 2018 and 55.5% in 2017. This revenue growth has
been supported by a doubling of investment in Academic staffing resources from $995k in
2016 to $1,962k in 2018.

Table 1. Employee Benefits (

$'000) 2018 2017 2016

Total Company $7,949 $7,639 $7,429

Non Academic Staff $4,435 $4,185 $4,163

Academic Lecturers $3,514 $3,454 $3,266

UBSS Academic Lecturers $1,962 $1,547 $995
Growth 26.8% 55.5%

Note. Extracts from audited Financials
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b) Revenue Diversification

GCA’s view is that lack of diversification is a business risk but not a risk to the students. GCA
is in a strong financial position by any measure and all student tuition fees paid in Advance

are “Protected” and deposited into a Designated bank account as required by the ESOS Act.

GCA relocated to Sydney CBD from the Redfern Campus in 2016. Although we were reaching
the ASQA approved student capacity levels both the Central College (VET) and Metro English
College (ELICOS) were marginal business at best. Operating Margins deteriorated from 2016
due to the relatively high premises rent to revenue ratio, flattening student growth and inability
to increase prices in these Colleges as competition and discounting was strong.

The Table below will show that while the non-HE revenue was providing a wider base it
remained concentrated on International students and compromised GCA'’s Financial Viability.
These losses and drain on Cash could not be sustained, however, we could not exit the leases.
Strategically, GCA decided to focus on HE and grow the business geographically within
Australia, emphasise the MBA, and penetrate new markets with new Agents to add more

diversification to our student cohort.

Table 2. Profit/(Loss) before Tax

($'000) 2019* 2018 2017 2016
Total Company $8,620 $5,236 $868 -$1,969
Central College -$234 -$414 -$185 -$138
Metro English College -$273 -$339 -$753 -$392

Note. Extracts from audited Financials

*2019 is currently being audited

We also note that GCA has attempted to enter the Domestic market through On-line delivery

of Central College VET courses in 2013. This initiative was particular costly and despite best
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endeavours failed to gain adequate enrolment numbers. We closed and/or “taught out” this
Online College in 2015 as this new business was adversely affecting the Financial Viability

with incurred losses of -$1.4M.

GCA recognises the business risk and continues to seek out a more balanced revenue
portfolio that may enhance both the Sustainability and Viability and has a strategy to achieve

same.

GCA is surprised with the TEQSA commentary. GCA’s auditors, bankers and tax advisors —
all major companies in their fields — regard the GCA financial situation as very positive in no
small part due to the restructure over the last four years. GCA employs highly regarded
financial professionals for business/accounting purposes. The excellent financial results
support that decision. GCA is mystified (in fact) by the comments in the risk rating

commentary.

Further, Growth does not equate to risk if managed appropriately. GCA has managed its
growth well demonstrated by quality outcomes evidenced in both internal review and external

endorsement.

SFUs over 10 trimesters indicate high levels of student satisfaction with teaching and learning

processes —

Bachelor of Business

Survey Questions
urvey Question: 1317 T118

a1 The subject provided usaful knowledge and skills 4.20 438 430 438 428 4.57 444 435 435 426
a2 4.09 429 427 4.30 4.25 4.55 436 4.23 4.23 4.21
az 2.06 2.00 214 420 417 451 421 219 419 416
a4 The subject helped to develop relevant professional skills such as problem solving and critical thinking 4.17 4.20 4.27 4.31 4.26 4.55 4.35 4.24 4.30 4.25
Qas The lecturer was well preparad for each class 4.35 4.45 4.44 4.3% 4.40 4.62 454 4.42 420 4.25
[+13 The lecturer provided useful feedback 4.29 437 435 4.30 4.32 4.56 4.47 4.33 4.33 4.23
a7 The lecturer had a good knowledge of the subject matter 4.28 4.52 4.456 4.41 4.35 4.69 454 4.47 4.45 430
as The lecturer used e-learning resources eg smartboard moodle in 2 way that aided learning in the subj; 431 445 433 434 4.33 4.56 4,45 435 433 4.24
o] The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outsida of class time 4.13 4.28 4.13 4.27 4.14 4.55 437 424 453 4.20
Q10 |The assessmen it requiremen its were ¢ learly explained a.27 428 428 4.32 4.27 4.63 441 434 433 4.17
Qi1 Owarzll the teaching in the subject was of a high quality 4.30 4.37 4.31 4.28 4.28 4.52 4,45 437 432 4.30

4.22 433 4.30 432 4.28 457 4.42 432 433 4.23

Survey Questions

ai The subject provided usaful knowledge and skills 4.15 4.43 416 438 4.18 4.26 427 434 434 4.25
Q2 The learnin; g outcomes were ac hievable 4.05 4.39 4.10 4.30 4.07 4.25 417 432 432 4.23
Qa3 The subject workload wa geable 3.95 4.09 4.10 4.20 3.98 4.17 411 421 421 4.13
a4 The subject helped to de p relevant professional skills such as problem solving and critical thinking 4.10 432 415 4.31 4.04 4.20 4.20 429 4.10 4.22
as The lecturer was well preparad for each class 4.26 4.43 4.27 4.35 4.16 4.29 429 4.41 430 4.26
as The lecturer provided useful feedback 4.19 4.38 416 4.30 4.04 4.19 420 437 4.30 4.23
a7 The lecturer had a good knowledge of the subject matter 4.29 4.36 4.25 4.41 4.18 4.34 433 4.48 4.20 4.31
Qs The lecturer used e-learning resources eg smartboard moodle in a way that aided learning in the subjs 4.24 4.496 4.22 434 411 4.3 425 443 420 4.26
a3 The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outside of class time 4.03 426 404 4.27 3.98 4.17 4.16 .30 4.10 4.13
Qio The assessment requirements were clearly explained 413 4.34 415 432 4.08 4.23 424 435 420 425
Qi Overall the teaching in the subject was of a high quality 4.15 4.40 417 4.28 4.07 4.24 413 4.34 420 4.15

415 435 416 4.32 4.08 424 4.22 435 422 423

55 Administration

Survey Questions

ai The subject provided usaful knowledge and skills 4.20 4.44 4.27 4.24 4.35 440 427 437 437 433
Q2 The learnin; g outcomes were ac hievable 4.00 436 415 4.17 4.27 4.37 413 4.28 4.28 4.31
Qa3 The subject workload was manageable 3.0 4.21 4.09 4.08 4.18 4.25 4,15 4.25 435 4.25
a4 The subject helped to develop rele skills such as problem solving and critical thinking 3.50 4.40 411 412 425 431 413 427 427 423
as The lecturer was well prepared for each class 4.20 453 417 4.2% 4.42 .44 437 2.42 442 4.38
Qs The lecturer provided useful feedback 4.10 4.45 413 4.17 431 433 426 432 450 428
a7 The lecturer had a good knowledge of the subject matter 4.30 458 430 4.38 4.43 4.43 441 443 443 4.41
a8 The lecturer used e-learning resources eg smartboard moodle in 2 way that aided learning in the subji 4.10 4.51 4.27 4.28 431 437 430 4.40 440 431
a9 The lecturer was available to discuss learning problems outside of class time 4.00 426 413 4.12 4.20 4.20 411 4.21 4.25 4.24
Qaio The assessment requiremeants were clearly explained 4.00 4.51 417 4.22 4.28 4.38 4.26 434 435 435
Q11 Overall the teaching in the subject was of a high quality 4.10 441 4.09 4.18 4.26 4.32 4.23 4.31 4.36 4.27

4.07 443 417 421 430 435 425 433 437 431
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Staff surveys over 9 trimesters indicate high levels of staff satisfaction —

Q3 You feel encouraged to come up with new and better ways of doing things
Q4 our supervisor visibly demonstrates a commitment to quality
Q5 You are satisfied with the level of involvement in decisions that directly affect your work?

Q6 UBSS does a good job of keeping employees informed about matters affecting your work?

Q7 Overall, you are satisfied with your job?

.. | - | - - [ | - |

QILT (2018 published in May 2019) indicates UBSS is performing above national average at
both undergraduate and postgraduate levels -

Student Experience - Undergraduate
Teaching quality €

100%

B0

B0

Al

20%

0% -

M Universal Business = Mational average
school Sydney
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Student Experience - Undergraduate

Learner engagement €

100%

0%

B Universal Business = MNational average
School Sydney
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Student Experience - Undergraduate
Student support €@

100%

0%

W Universal Business = MNational average
school Sydney

Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework
Teaching quality @

100%

0%

B Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney
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Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework

Learner engagement €

100%

80%

B0%

40%

20%

0%

W Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney

Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework
Student support @

100%

80%

B0%

40%

20%

0%

W Universal Business = National average
School Sydney

In terms of the overall student experience all indicators (both internal, external and
benchmarked) would suggest UBSS is well placed in the sector.

Graduating students are surveyed each year and the overall experience rating would

contradict and essentially negate the risk assessment team conclusions/speculations —
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Key Issues 2016 2017 2018 2019
Satisfaction with overall UBSS experience 73% 84% 78% 91% '

QILT (2018 published in May 2019) places UBSS both undergraduate (79.4%) and
postgraduate (81.4%) above national average leaving the risk assessment team speculation
highly dubious —

Student Experience - Undergraduate

Qverall quality of educational experience [i]
100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
M Universal Business = MNational average
School Sydney
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Student Experience - Postgraduate Coursework

Overall quality of educational experience 0
100%

60%

0%
B Universal Business = Mational average
School Sydney

The reliance on international students and associated funding appears to be a considerably
safer context to the ever-changing and volatile HECS and FEE HELP environment on which
Universities in particular have become reliant. In fact the most common strategy for
Universities at present is to heighten international enrolment to assist with funding shortages

— hardly a risk issue then.

Staffing resource is appropriate to the endeavour of the organisation. Ask the staff, for

example —

- Survey Questions T2 2016 T3 2016 T12017 T22017 T3 2017 T12018 | T22018 T3 2018 12019
Q1 410 4.00 487 463 481 483 462 454 4.40

You are provided with the tools and resources to do your job well

Q2 Your job requirements are clearly communicated and goals and strategies are clearly defined 4.20 4.40 4.80 4.68 475 4383 a71 4.69 467
Q3 You feel encouraged to come up with new and better ways of doing things 410 420 473 453 450 461 467 4.54 473
Q4 Your supervisor visibly demonstrates a commitment to quality 410 420 487 479 469 472 a7l 477 487
Q5 You are satisfied with the level of involvement in decisions that directly affect your work? 3.90 4.20 453 437 463 456 462 4.69 4.60
Q6 UBSS does a good job of keeping employees informed about matters affecting your work? 4.00 4.30 293 479 481 489 462 477 4.80
Q7 Overall, you are satisfied with your job? 4.20 4.50 2.87 479 238 494 476 4.85 2.87

Average 4.09 4.26 4.80 4.65 472 477 467 4.69 4.70

The ongoing attempt to associate SSR with quality provision is now a tired, exhausted topic.
There is simply no correlation.

Our assessment, then, is moderate risk as indicated in our risk assessments. In fact

looking at 2018 and 2019 the assessment is heading into the low category. This will
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become evident to TEQSA in the next couple of years as they align their historic data
with real data. We reject the TEQSA analysis and resultant assessment, it is
fundamentally flawed, and replace the high risk with moderate.

Risk Rating Summary 2014 2018 2006 0%

k10 stonts =
 Moderate.

Rk to Fmancal Pouton

Indicator 1 - Studest Growth
Indicator 2 - Attrition Rate
Indicator 3 - Progress Rate
Indicator 4 - Completions

5.

.-
Indicator 7 - Semior Academic Laaders to Broad Field of tducation
Indicator § - Student to Staff Ratio
Indicator § - Academc Staff on Catual Work Contracts
Indator 10 - Fancial Visbibty

n-

Imlmlfl I
affeeferdt 01
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NCID « No Confidence in Dats, SUS ~ NP « Suspended (New Provider)

-
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Summary

As consequence of this discussion the macro summaries for Risk to Students are incorrect
and needs adjustment — (in fact should be dismissed outright).

From —

Risk Rating Summary
Risk to Students
Risk to Financial Position

Indicator 1 - Student Growth

Indicator 2 - Attrition Rate

Indicator 3 - Progress Rate

Indicator 4 - Completions

Indicator 5 - Graduate Satisfaction

Indicator 6 - Graduate Destinations

Indicator 7 - Senior Academic Leaders to Broad Field of Education
Indicator 8 - Student to Staff Ratio

Indicator 9 - Academic Staff on Casual work Contracts
Indicator 10 - Financial viability

Indicator 11 - Financial Sustainability
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Risk Rating Summary
Risk to Students
Rk to Fmancial Portion

Indcator 1 - Studest Growth
dicator 2 - Attrition Rate
Indicator 3 - Progress Rate
ndicator 4 - Completions

5.

[ B
Indicator 7 - Semior Academic Laaders 1o Broad Field of tducation
Indicator § - Student to Sttt Ratio
Indicator § - Academic Staff on Casual Work Contracts
g ator 10 - Fimancial Visbibty
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Addendum

FURTHER COMMENTARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We provide a brief report providing input to the annual TEQSA Risk Assessment Framework
Review for 2019. It covers a few points that impact on UBSS as an independent higher
education provider, based in Sydney, offering Bachelor of Accounting, Bachelor of Business,
MBA with 100% international students, professional body accreditation with CPA, CA, IPA and
IML.

Timeliness

The individual provider risk assessment is 2-3 years behind the current data. We are in a fast
moving sector of international student business high education, as a small provider we are
nimble and able to react to change. Applying risk assessment from 3 years ago bears little

resemblance or relevance to the current situation and the response from providers.

Recommendation: TEQSA should aim to provide more timely risk assessment and put more

weight to current risk assessments.

One Size Fits All Risk Assessment

It appears that the risk levels are set across the whole higher education sector. This is
inappropriate due to the varying composition of the providers to reach high quality student
outcomes, which are fit for purpose for the students and their future career needs. An intensive
creative arts provider, is very different to a business school. However, the same risk profiles
are applied to establish levels of risk. This in particular impacts on Risk 8 Student to Staff Ratio
and Risk 9 Academic Staff Casual Work Contracts.

Recommendation: TEQSA should have a more nuanced approach of varying risk profiles

based on the academic discipline and student cohort.

Adjusted Attrition

TEQSA continues to use normal or raw attrition as the measure for Risk 2 Attrition Rate. In
the framework TEQSA does invite individual providers to adjust attrition as “consideration may
also be given to the reasons for attrition, such as the proportion of students who transfer to
another higher education provider.” (TEQSA Risk Assessment Framework Version 2.3, March
2019, page 14).
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Both the HESP in their recommendations to TEQSA in 2018 and Universities Australia have
recommended TEQSA use Adjusted Attrition. This was accepted by TEQSA, however the
normal unadjusted attrition continues to be used by TEQSA. International students who move
from one higher education provided to another and thus remain in the sector, should be
adjusted. The Department of Education and TEQSA have chosen not to adjust for International
Students, as they do not have a CHESSN, which is the method used by DET and TEQSA to
adjust attrition. DET and TEQSA should move to provide international students with an
identifying number, so they can be tracked within the higher education sector. This will provide
a whole range of benefits for the student, the provider and the various government

departments involved.

Recommendation: Until this higher education sector wide international student numeric
tracking system is in place, TEQSA should request for adjusted attrition via the annual
Provider Information Request for the previous year. The PIR asks for a range of internally
available data to inform the risk assessment. By adding this adjusted attrition request to the
PIR, a more accurate and complete use of adjusted attrition will be included in the risk

assessment.
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