DRAFT FOR CONSIDERATION BY GED

Proposed amendments to key performance indicators for equity and diversity
1. Proposal
To amend the University’s current Institutional Key Performance Indicators and subsequent thematic and local level KPIs to improve performance in relation to equity and diversity:

(i) is accurately and effectively assessed;
(ii) appropriately reflects the core business and values of the University;
(iii) informs institutional decision making and processes;
(iv) linked to real consequences (resources, incentives and rewards) and accountability;
(v) strengthens the University’s ability to attract and retain a diverse range of students and staff and sustain and build culture that supports that diversity, and
(vi) enhances the University’s reputation as quality institution.
2.
Background
2.1
Equity and Diversity in the University 
The University has made a number of commitments in relation to improving access, participation and success of people who are traditionally under-represented or discriminated against in higher education and employment. These commitments to social justice and equality of opportunity have basis in Commonwealth and State legislative requirements and form part of the University’s core values, which are laid out in the University of Adelaide’s Strategic Plan 2007-2011.
In the broader context the University is operating in an increasingly competitive environment for attracting and retaining quality students and staff. In order to fulfil the mission and goals, and to remain competitive and sustainable, the University needs to ensure that it is in a position to take advantage of a diverse pool of potential students and staff. 

In discussions relating to equity and diversity emphasis is often placed on social justice and this should remain a crucial consideration for University. At the same time this focus often frames the issues in a deficit model and concern is often raised about maintaining the University’s standards for excellence when compensating for the deficit. What is often not articulated are the advantages and opportunities equity and diversity can bring to the University without loss to the standards and reputation of the institution. 
Research
 indicates that organisations that embrace a diverse range of people are more likely to be innovative, sustainable and visionary and have a greater ability to positively shape, recognise and respond to the needs of local, national and international committees. Organisations that are able to effectively and constructively prevent and respond to issues of harassment, discrimination and bullying are more productive and have higher retention rates. In this frame equity and diversity can also be seen as a business imperative for the University.
2.2
Gender, Equity and Diversity Committee 
The Gender, Equity and Diversity Committee (GED) met with Executive Managers during 2005 and 2006 with the intention of progressing the University’s equity and diversity agenda and to discuss specific equity and diversity issues for staff and students in their respective Divisions and Faculties.
GED has now met with all Executive Managers once and will start follow-up meetings in 2007. In February 2007 Executive Managers were asked to provide a written update on existing or planned equity and diversity activities for staff and students in their Portfolio – including University-wide services for staff and students provided by their area.
This process has provided an opportunity to review and reflect on equity and diversity activities currently being undertaken across the University and examine ways in which further engagement with the University’s strategic goals in relation to equity and diversity might be achieved.

As a result of this process it became clear to GED that while the University has achieved some momentum it is difficult to assess and monitor progress because of the range of approaches applied a the Division and Faculty level. Their actions impact on variety of desired equity and diversity outcomes and more fine grained measures are required to reflect progress and accountability. GED recommends strengthening and continued devolution of the University’s current Institutional Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). 
2.3
Institutional Planning and Performance Framework Implementation
 
As part of the University’s Institutional Planning and Performance Implementation Framework a Working Party developed Institution-wide Key Performance Indicators for the purposes of reporting to Council and Vice-Chancellor’s Committee. The KPIs form part of the University’s planning process and inform Divisional and Faculty planning.

It was determined by the Working Party that, in the context of the University, KPIs should:

(i) be viewed a means of assessing the quantitative and qualitative performance of the University in order to track progress and provide information on efficiency and effectiveness;
(ii) provide evidence on the state of the University’s reputation as a quality institution;
(iii) provide the University with a snapshot of its current performance and a benchmark against the targets that its has identified in its strategic and operational plans;
(iv) accurately reflect the core business and values of the University
(v) be appropriately contextualised and few in number, though they may aggregate a number of variables and measures, and
(vi) have ‘decision-relevance’ – i.e. have real consequences (resources, incentives, awards) by being linked to institutional processes.
In May 2005 Council approved the Key Performance Indicators and their constituent critical success factors and metrics for the purposes of reporting to Council. A pilot report was provided to Council in September 2005 that reported against as many of the measures as possible. The first full performance report was presented to Council in March 2006 and the second in April 2007, with future reports to be provided on annual basis.

With the University undertaking strategic planning process it timely to consider proposed amendments and appropriate devolution KPIs relating to equity and diversity. The amendments proposed are consistent with the context and imperatives outlined by Working Party and approved by Council.
3.
Discussion

3.1 
Current Institutional KPIs
The University currently has two specific equity and diversity ‘critical success factors’ in the KPI framework. They are:

(i) Equity and student diversity – participation and success rates of equity groups
(ii) Equity and Workforce Diversity – participation of selected equity groups

For students, data is provided for participation and success for the six nationally recognised equity target groups - Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI), people with disabilities, people from non-English speaking backgrounds (NESB), people from rural and isolated areas, people from socio-economically disadvantaged backgrounds (low SES) and women in non-traditional study (WINS).
The University currently reports on gender, age and ATSI status for staff even though there is stated intention to report on participation of staff from Disabled and NESB groups due to lack of data on these groups. 
Equity and diversity factors are also included in two other ‘critical success factors’ in the KPI framework. They are:
(i) Reputation – Outcomes of Market Research – research on stakeholder perception may include Equity (not currently reported on)

(ii) Human Resource Planning – Staff Profile – includes measures for gender and age groups
3.2 Proposed amendments and changes 

Note for GED members – these are draft proposals for GED to consider moving froward with – further feedback on inclusions and omissions is required.
3.2.1
Introduction of an ‘Equity and Diversity Filter’ on critical success factors
Equity and diversity is considered separately from other critical success factors in the current framework for reporting to Council on KPIs. In the current framework student participation and success is measured
 and staff participation is measured
. 
GED consider whether to insert examples of KPI data graphs from 2007

While it is crucial for the organisation to include equity and diversity KPIs - the separation of equity and diversity from other critical success factors creates a ‘silo’ effect for these issues and provides limited information beyond ‘apparent’ participation for students and staff and success for students.
The improve accuracy and usefulness of reporting GED proposes a shift in the approach to the inclusion of the equity and diversity considerations in the KPIs by including equity and diversity measures in the following critical success factors. This approach can be viewed as adding an ‘equity and diversity filter’ to view a range of University processes and functions.
GED consider whether this approach is feasible and if should work along side current KPIs or be considered as replacement to current specific KPI structure – see attached table.

This approach will more accurately position equity and diversity as a business imperative for the University and ensure consideration for these issues informs institutional decision making, processes and accountability. This will strengthen the University’s ability to attract and retain a diverse range of students and staff and sustain and build culture that supports that diversity - enhancing the University’s reputation as quality institution.
3.2.2 
Devolution of KPIs to Division and Faculty Level and inclusion in ‘thematic’ reporting
The Institutional KPI data is currently reported to Council. The devolution of appropriate KPIs to Division and Faculty Level planning and for pertinent ‘theme’ reports (i.e. ‘Research and Research Training’ and Learning and Teaching) is underway. For the proposed ‘equity and diversity filter’ approach to KPIs to be effective it will need to be appropriately reflected in the KPIs at Division and Faculty Level (and below) and within themed reports
3.2.3
Data collection
The proposed approach to equity and diversity KPIs will require a review of the feasibility of data collection across the critical success factors to determine whether data collection is feasible and/or appropriate. The University does not currently collect staff data relating to people with a disability or people from cultural and linguistic diverse background. GED recommend that working group be established to consider these issues.
Consider the inclusion of priority/cost benefit analysis to any potential cost implications of working group and data collection implications. Consider cost benefits of improvements to human resource, research and teaching outcomes
The current Institutional KPI data focuses on current trends and benchmarking. It was indicated in the Report of the Working Party on Institutional Key Performance Indicators that the University may adopt targets -  GED consider whether there should be inclusion of a point endorsing and/or recommending targets.
Recommendations: 
 (1) That the Vice-Chancellor’s Committee recommend that the University endorse the proposed amendments to the existing KPIs.
(2) That the Vice-Chancellor’s Committee recommend that the appropriate equity and diversity KPIs are included in all Divisional and Faculty Levels plans.

(3) The Vice-Chancellor’s Committee recommend that the University endorse the formation of working group to assess data collection requirements and to determine appropriate definition and data collection protocol for data relating to people with a disability and people from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds.

	
	Critical Success Factors 
	
	Measures
	Definitions
	Consider for equity filter

	The Institution

	A
	REPUTATION
	1
	International rankings, citation index*
	Results of selected international assessments and rankings of Australian higher education institutions; citation index
	

	
	
	2
	Outcomes of market research*
	Research on stakeholder perceptions of the University
	

	
	
	3
	Key issues arising from AUQA reports*
	Positive and negative findings of AUQA audits
	

	Financials

	A
	LIQUIDITY / STABILITY
	1
	Operating margin
	The operating surplus as a proportion of total revenue
	

	
	
	2
	Current ratio
	Current assets divided by current liabilities
	

	B
	SALARIES EXPENDITURE
	3
	Salaries as percentage of total expenditure
	Total salaries expenditure as a percentage of total University expenditure
	

	C
	DIVERSITY OF REVENUE
	4
	Ratio: c-wealth/feepaying/other income
	Commonwealth income, student fee-paying income [eg. International fees, Domestic fees] and other income [Research grants, Consultancy income] as a

proportion of total income
	

	Staff

	A
	INSTITUTION OF CHOICE
	1
	Applicant interest*
	Number of applications / Number of advertised positions
	

	
	
	2
	Staff turnover (employee-initiated)*
	FTE count of staff (continuing and fixed-term) who voluntarily initiate their separation as a percentage of total FTE count of all staff. Excludes voluntary and involuntary redundancies.
	

	B
	HUMAN RESOURCE PLANNING
	3
	Staff profile, by selected categories*
	Total FTE staff, by academic/general, classification, male/female, age group
	

	
	
	4
	Total staff turnover rate*
	FTE count of all separated staff / Total FTE count of all staff, by Voluntary university initiated turnover, Involuntary university initiated turnover and Total turnover. All three measures (and also voluntary and involuntary employee initiated categories) are benchmarked among Go8 institutions.
	

	
	
	5
	Academic promotion rate
	Percentage of ongoing & fixed term academic staff who have been promoted over a period, calculated by: Number of academic staff promotions / Academic staff headcount (Levels A-D)
	

	C
	STAFF EXPERIENCE
	7
	Staff climate survey*
	Percentage of staff with positive responses to key issues, by Division/Faculty/Institution
	

	D
	EQUITY / WORKFORCE DIVERSITY
	8
	Participation of selected equity 
	Percentage of staff with positive responses to key issues, by Division/Faculty/Institution
	

	Research and Research Training

	A
	STUDENT DEMAND
	1
	HDR enrolments - total, RTS, international fee-paying*
	Domestic HDR student load, by Faculty and University (inc. against targets/estimates) International HDR student load, by Faculty and University (inc. against targets/estimates)
	

	
	
	2
	2 HDR enrolments - per FTE staff member B-E
	Total HDR student load / FTE total academic staff levels B-E, by Faculty and Institution
	

	B
	STUDENT EXPERIENCE
	3
	University exit survey/PREQ*
	Percentage of overall satisfaction with supervisor; % overall satisfaction with Program; % overall satisfaction with services and infrastructure
	

	C
	STUDENT PROGRESSION
	4
	4 Uptake ratio Honours to commencing HDR
	∑ Total Honours load (or 4th year equivalent in some programs)/ ∑ Commencing HDR load for the following year
	

	
	
	5
	Decadal HDR completions for 1995 cohort (rolling years)
	HDR completions (N) as proportion of commencing HDR enrolments (N-4) for 1995 cohort (and rolling years)
	

	D
	RESEARCH PARTICIPATION
	6
	Percentage of staff publishing
	∑ total staff who have published at least one article or book in any of the recognised DEST publication categories over the last 12 months / ∑ total academic staff
	

	E
	RESEARCH OUTPUT
	7
	Total weighted publications*
	Total weighted publications reported to DEST over last 12 months
	

	
	
	8
	Weighted publications per FTE staff member B-E
	Total weighted publications / Total FTE academic staff Levels B-E
	

	F
	RESEARCH REVENUE
	9
	Weighted publications per FTE staff member B-E
	Research revenue % annual growth, for Categories 1-4
	

	
	
	10
	Relative national share research revenue, by Categories 1-4*
	Research revenue trends in relative national share, (% for national total), for Categories 1-4
	

	
	
	11
	Research grants per FTE staff member B-E*
	Total value of grants for Categories 1-4 / Total FTE academic staff Levels B-E
	

	Learning and Teaching

	A
	STUDENT DEMAND
	1
	Applications*
	Proportion of first preference applications for UoA programs, cf other S.A. Universities
Proportion of top 10% of school leavers applying for admission to UoA programs
	

	
	
	2
	TER
	TER cut-off scores for selected Programs
Percentage of students with a TER above 80 or 85 in each program where the cut-off TER is below this score.
	

	
	
	3
	Enrolments - total, CGS, fee-paying*
	Total student load by Faculty and University, U/g & P/g, against internal targets/estimates
Domestic Total student load by Faculty and University, U/g & P/g, against internal targets/estimates International Total student load by Faculty and University, U/g & P/g, against internal targets/estimates.
	

	B
	STUDENT

EXPERIENCE
	4
	CEQ*
	Overall satisfaction scale (percentage Agree + percentage Strongly Agree) by Field of Education and Program Level
	

	
	
	5
	SELTs
	Overall satisfaction scale (percentage Agree + percentage Strongly Agree) by Field of Education and Program Level 


	

	C
	STUDENT

PROGRESSION
	6
	Progression / success rates
	Percentage load passed / percentage load attempted (passed + failed + withdrawn), by Academic Group
	

	
	
	7
	Apparent retention rate
	∑ students continuing from prior year / ∑ students enrolled in prior year (ex. completions), for University by Faculty
	

	D
	STUDENT

OUTCOMES
	8
	Employment and further study
	Proportion of GDS respondents in full-time employment (who are available for employment) & full-time study, by Program and Institution
	

	E
	EQUITY / STUDENT

DIVERSITY
	9
	Participation rates of equity groups
	Enrolment of equity groups as proportion of total students and of S.A. population
	

	
	
	10
	Success rates of equity groups
	Percentage load passed / percentage load attempted (passed + failed + withdrawn), by Academic Group
	

	D
	L & T REVENUE
	11
	Value of grants obtained for L&T development from external sources*
	Total value of grants obtained for L&T development from all external sources, by source and faculty, as % of total grants and relative to other Go8 institutions
	








�See the Diversity Australia website  � HYPERLINK "http://www.diversityaustralia.gov.au/benefits/index.htm" ��http://www.diversityaustralia.gov.au/benefits/index.htm�, the Diversity@Work website � HYPERLINK "http://www.diversityatwork.com.au/" ��http://www.diversityatwork.com.au/�. References specific to students include: Dobson, I. R. and Skuja, E, 2005 "Secondary Schooling, Tertiary Entry Ranks and University Performance." People and Place Vol.13 No.1 pp 53-62 and � HYPERLINK "http://www.acer.edu.au/enews/0704_LSAY51.html" ��http://www.acer.edu.au/enews/0704_LSAY51.html� 


� Information in this section is taken from the Report of the Working Party on Institutional Key Performance Indicators – available from the Planning and Strategy website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.adelaide.edu.au/opq/planning/ippf/" ��http://www.adelaide.edu.au/opq/planning/ippf/� 


� Student participation - the proportion of each equity group’s participation (i.e. enrolment) in higher education compared to each equity group’s share of the total relevant population as derived from the Census.


Student success - Participation ratio is the proportion of each equity group’s participation (i.e. enrolment) in higher education compared to each equity group’s share of the total relevant population as derived from the Census.


� Staff participation - percentage of equity category staff by (includes gender and ATSI) full time equivalents.
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