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Submissions in Reply



A. Fixed-term Severance

1. This part of the Union’s submission-in-reply is made in response to the Group of 8
Universities’ Submission dated 11 March 2016, at paragraphs 6-18 and to the AHEIA's
Submission dated 18 March 2016, at paragraphs 13-15.

2. Since the advent of the Higher Education Contract of Employment Award 1998 the award
safety net for nearly all employees in this industry has included a provision that certain
limited classes of employees, whose employment is liable to continue from contract to
contract, are entitled to a severance payment in circumstances where the employer decides
not to continue their employment after the expiry of a fixed-term contract.

3. The employers assert that the Commission is required to remove this provision because it is
contrary to the terms of the National Employment Standards (“NES”) — in the terms of
Section 55(3) of the Act. Section 55 (3) goes to what, as a question of law, can be included in
an award. It is not related to what constitutes a fair minimum safety net of conditions. On
this basis it is put by the employers that the inclusion of the severance pay provision is
beyond the power of the Commission.

4. The employers’ other argument is that somehow the provision of payments to long-standing
employees whose employment terminates because of a decision of an employer is not
consistent with the modern awards objective, in particular Sections 134 (1) (d) and (f). These
are claims of merit, yet no evidence whatever is offered in support of this proposition.

5. The widespread use of fixed-term contracts for what is essentially ongoing employment is a
manifest injustice. The use of fixed-term employment in these circumstances deprives
employees of important parts of the protections granted by the Fair Work Act 2009 (“the
Act”), while giving them nothing in return.

6. Only around one-third of employees covered by the Higher Education Industry Academic
Staff Award 2010 and the Higher Education Industry General Staff Award 2010 (the
“Awards”) have ordinary ongoing employment. Leaving aside a huge proportion of casual
employees, around 40% of non-casual employees are engaged in a type of employment
described as “fixed-term” by the Awards.

7. Some of these employees, including those entitled to termination payments in
circumstances where their employment ends due to the non-renewal of their contract, are
engaged for what is or has been ongoing work and employment.

8. This is why the Full Bench, which framed the Higher Education Contract of Employment
Award 1998, required the employer to inform the employee whether it was their decision to
terminate the employment, or to renew the contract. When the contract is renewed, the
employment does not, in any relevant sense, cease then commence again. This is reflected
in the widespread practice of carrying —over unused annual leave entitlements from one
fixed term contract to the next.

9. The Act allows that an Award can supplement the NES. The provisions attacked by the
employers supplement the NES in relation to the subject area “redundancy pay”.



10.

11.

12.

The clear legislative intent of the NES is not to deprive employees of entitlements, but to set
minimum standards. The exclusion of a particular class of employees from some part of
those standards does not preclude an award from providing benefits in relation to a subject
matter included in the NES, by way of supplementation.

The employers claim that the existing Award entitlements do not constitute a “fair and
relevant safety net of terms and conditions in accordance with the modern award objective”.
They then in the rest of their submission avoid entirely the question of fairness. However,
they seem to be proposing that it can be fair that an employer can by the contrivance of
serial fixed-term contracts, deny redundancy pay to an employee employed continuously for
5,10 or even 25 years on work of a continuing character, if that work has come to an end.
Leaving aside any legal gymnastics, this is manifestly unfair.

It is irrelevant that when these Award provisions were arbitrated by a Commission Full
Bench in 1998, there was no “legislated standard” in relation to redundancy. There are two
reasons for this:

e The Act says it is the Modern Award plus the NES which constitute the fair
and relevant safety net of conditions. The supplementation of NES
conditions by the modern awards (including in relation to the matters
covered by the NES) is envisaged in the scheme of the Act to be necessary
to achieve this.

e Although there was no legislated minimum in 1998, there was a clear
standard which had been established in the 1984 Termination Change and
Redundancy Case [AIRC Print F6230]. Following that Decision, in general,
that was all that could be obtained by arbitration. That “Commission
standard” excluded the payment of redundancy pay to employees on fixed-
term contracts. In full knowledge of this, and in the face of that standard,
the Full Bench in the Higher Education Contract of Employment Award
Case, decided to depart from that standard, given the character the use of
fixed-term contracts in higher education.



B. Research Institutes

Introduction

1.

2.

This section of submission is in response to submissions of Association of Australian Medical
Research Institutes (AAMRI) and the Association for Professional Engineers, Scientists and
Managers Australia (APESMA) in relation to modern award coverage of Medical Researchers
employed in MRIs; the “joint submission”.

The NTEU’s application made in March 2015 is to extend the coverage of the Higher
Education Academic staff Award 2010 and the Higher Education General staff Award 2010
(respectively the “Academic Staff Award” and the “General Staff Award”) so that these
would apply, according to their terms, to staff employed in Research Institutes (“RIs”)
defined thus:

Research Institute means a corporate entity,

e whose primary activity is to undertake medical, health, scientific or social
research; and

e which is established for a charitable, educational or other public purpose;
and

e which is either dffiliated to, or has a like formal association with a university;
or

e where employees hold academic titles associated with higher education; and

e where the supervision of the research work of postgraduate research student
occurs;

but not including:

e any entity whose primary business is the provision of medical, health, social,
or religious services to patients, customers or clients;

e any State, Territory or Commonwealth Department or Agency;
e any for-profit corporation.

NTEU’s reply to the joint submission of AAMRI/APESMA is that the Commission should

prefer and act upon the NTEU’s submission, which comprehensively deals with all
employees of Rls.

NTEU made submission in relation to award coverage of all staff in Research Institutes
(academic and general staff) — as part of the 2-year interim review of modern awards in
2012; [AM2012/187; AM2012/19]. This application is referred to in the joint submission as
the “Transitional Review Proceedings”.

NTEU is seeking award coverage of staff in Rls as part of this 4- yearly review; (refer NTEU
Outline of Submissions, Part L, 11 March 2016).

At paragraph 7 of the joint submission, AAMRI/APESMA refer to Deputy President Smith
having “dismissed” the NTEU application as part of the 2-yearly review [2013] FWC 7947.



7.

10.

11.

In fact Deputy President Smith’s decision though technically a dismissal of the application,
did not deal with its inherent merits. In his decision, DP Smith stated:

[46] | have reached the conclusion that this is such an irregular background of
award and agreement requlation that to seek to declare that MRIs have no
natural home with universities or vice versa, would take this matter beyond what
was contemplated by this review.

[49] There are real issues in relation to ensuring that an award provides for equal
remuneration for work of equal or comparable value given the interaction
between universities and MRIs, but this must be done in full view of the other
awards and this is not a matter contemplated for the review. Further, | am not
confident that industrial regulation in this area is simple, easy to understand,
stable and sustainable, nor am | confident that some of the awards referred to by
AAMRI have been set, having regard to fair and relevant safety net of terms and
conditions of employment in MRIs. However, again this is a wider question than
those contemplated by this review. The matters before me go beyond technical
matters or anomalies.

[50] Without determining the merit of the matter and for the purpose of this

review | dismiss the application. (Our emphasis).

The joint application of AAMRI and APESMA is silent in relation to the appropriate modern
award coverage of staff other than academic researchers who are working in MRIs. The
NTEU submission in 2012 (and as part of this 4-yearly review) contends that there is a clear
industry fit with the two Higher Education Awards, the Higher Education (Academic Staff)
Award 2010 and the Higher Education (General Staff) Award 2010 which provide a neat and
logical industry career path and recognition of equivalent work value within and across Rls
and Universities. The Academic and General Staff Awards include properly set minimum
rates of pay and classification structures which have, and in some cases, still do cover staff in
MRIs; (refer below paras 27ff).

Should the AAMRI/APESMA application be granted, not only would the opportunity to
create appropriate award coverage for non-research staff in Rls be lost, but so too would be
the opportunity to have the most appropriate award fit across academic research — in both
Universities and Rls. The work, job roles, purpose and funding sources are either
substantially the same or identical across Universities and Rls.

The joint application is at pains to characterise MRIs as ‘independent’, however this must be
irrelevant. Each university is fiercely independent of each other university, but that does not
mean they cannot be covered by the same award.

The NTEU modern award coverage application excludes for-profit corporations, whose
function is not academic research, and the public sector agencies such as the Queensland
Institute for Medical Research (QIMR) Berghofer MRI, and the CSIRO, which have their own
long-standing industrial arrangements. Most MRIs are affiliated with universities and their
research staff carry academic titles conferred by universities and the mission and work of



‘independent’ MRIs is the same or similar as that of medical research units within
universities. The cross- examination evidence of Kay, den Elzen and Lloyd confirmed this
during the transitional review proceedings.

12. There is no relevant industrial difference between the work performed by thousands of

13.

14.

research-only (academic and general) staff in universities, and the work performed by
employees in research institutes.

The joint submission witness statement by Professor Hilton refers to the Walter and Eliza
Hall Institute (WEHI) being ‘independent’, however Professor Hilton acknowledges board
membership by staff at both the Royal Melbourne Hospital and the University of Melbourne
and notes that, “For administrative purposes, WEHI| is nominally a department of the
University of Melbourne, which allows for WEHI medical researchers to supervise Honours
and PhD students enrolled at the University of Melbourne”[para 17].

A cursory glance at the membership of AAMRI shows that their members include several
Universities. AAMRI, as the legitimate industry lobby organisation, defines its very own
industry, as reflected in its membership, as straddling both free-standing research institutes
and those whose employees are university staff.

The AMRI/APESMA application

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

If the NTEU’s application is granted, the two modern Higher Education Awards can be
applied to all staff in MRIs without further amendment. The classifications, definitions, skills,
qualifications and knowledge required by workers covered by both awards are a ‘ready-
made’ fit for all staff working in Rls (as defined).

Notwithstanding this, NTEU has been open to considering any amendments to the two
Higher Education Awards that AAMRI might consider necessary. No specific concern has of
any substance been raised about a single term of either the Academic or General staff
award. In contrast, the joint submission foreshadows a series of awkward amendments to
the Professional Employees Award (PEA) [paras 22-27].

Unlike the two Higher Education Awards, the PEA does not currently have pay rates linked to
an appropriate classification structure for medical researchers [para 22-28]. Further, the
Professional Employees Award has coverage and classification provisions that are so broad,
they cannot be readily amended to cover the work of researchers in MRlIs. Instead, the joint
submission asserts newly written classification definitions which bear no demonstrable work
value link to the current pay structure.

Even if the joint submission was granted, staff who were not “scientists or researchers”
would be left stranded, covered by a dog’s breakfast of random awards bearing no relation
to each other, or no award at all.

The joint submission focuses on science and scientists. NTEU submits that the particular
work value attached to this work in MRIs is to the work of research and generally, research
conducted by those with research-degree qualifications. Research work in an MRI occurs for
a particular purpose and includes important educational elements. Research staff at Rls
routinely hold academic titles from universities and are the academic supervisors of students



undertaking Masters and PhD programmes. The joint submission chooses to ignore this and
indeed barely mentions education and the holding of academic titles".

20. University research centres are also often, but not always, educational, and by the time a
researcher is working in an MRI they possess or are working towards a relevant PhD in their
field of research. The joint submission relies on a recent AAMRI survey finding that 70.1% of
medical researchers employed by independent MRIs have a science degree > and thereby
concludes that the PEA covers “70.1”% of MRIs [24], [29]. However, the possession of a
science degree per se is rarely an occupational requirement for a position as a researcher,
and has little more relevance to the work value of most academic researchers than their
Year-12 qualification. Indeed the possession of any undergraduate degree — science or
medicine based or a degree in humanities- will usually have little relevance to the work of a
researcher in an MRI. They may possess qualifications in one of the social sciences. A science
degree is not required for work in a MRI. In this important industrial and career sense,
academic staff are researchers, not scientists.

21. The current PEA limits the award’s coverage to scientists required to carry out “professional
scientific duties” and holding a degree from Australia, NZ or the UK in science [clause 3,
Scientist Stream].

22. The parties employ a circular argument by implying that the PEA currently covers 70.1% of
medical researchers, and yet they imply that this is not relevant as they seek to amend the
Award to refer to “professional medical research duties” which they acknowledge ‘is
broader than...”professional scientific duties”” and holding a degree from Australia, NZ or the
UK in, or not in, science [24]. We submit that this is virtually re-writing the key tenets of the
award and thereby acknowledging that the award coverage application is built on a flimsy
foundation.

23. The proposed classification structure/definitions (Schedule C to the joint AAMRI/APESMA
application) are very broad and for the reasons outlined above, inadequate to capture the
work of researchers in MRls.

24. In contrast to the MSAL provisions in the Higher Education (Academic Staff) Award 2010
(Schedule A), the proposed classifications refer to but do not focus on the education
components of research work in MRIs. NTEU submits that the MSALs are an exact fit for
medical researchers as the work performed in ‘independent’ MRIs is largely if not exactly the
same as that performed by medical research staff in Universities.

25. The proposed definitions at Schedule C of the joint submission do not seek to cover general,
administrative, managerial or technical staff in MRIs. The Classification Definitions in the
Higher Education (General Staff) Award 2010 (Schedule B) are an entirely appropriate fit for
such staff. See for example reference to ‘technical positions’ throughout the Award
definitions. In contrast, the proposed PEA definitions refer to “technical staff” in relation to
their supervision (see for example, proposed Levels 1 & 3) but there is no definition of

! Transcript, PN539; PN599-604; PN891; PN898; PN1036-1038; PN1240; Exhibit NTEU 3- Attachment 9,
[Transitional Review proceedings, 2013].
? Witness Statement of Professor Douglas Hilton, [56 (b) and Appendix 2].



“technical staff” in the Award and no relationship to or relativity between technical and
science staff.

26. NTEU therefore disagrees with the joint submission that ‘independent MRIs are not
members of an industry with established relativities justifying departure from the terms of
the PEA” [64 (b)] as the higher education sector research classifications and job relativities
can easily apply to all medical researchers and support staff. In reference to the above
comments of Deputy President Smith, the Higher Education Awards do provide ‘simple, easy
to understand, stable and sustainable regulation’ [s 134 (1) (g)].

27. Research staff in Victorian and Western Australian Universities and several MRIs are
currently covered by a Higher Education Award — the Universities and Affiliated Institutions
Academic Research Salaries (Victoria and Western Australia) Award 1989 [AT801440]. In
September 2011, (then) Commissioner Smith determined that the Award would not be
terminated; ([2011] FWA 6311) and so it remains on-foot in respect of any employee not
covered by a modern award. .

28. The Universities and Affiliated Institutions Academic Research Salaries (Victoria and Western
Australia) Award 1989 has the following respondents:

e The University of Melbourne

e Monash University

e LaTrobe University

e Deakin University

e Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine

e The Walter and Eliza Hall Institute of Medical Research

e Ludwig Institute for Cancer Research

e The Murdoch Institute for Research into Birth Defects Limited

e Royal Children's Hospital Research Foundation

e Baker Medical Research Institute

e St. Vincent's Institute of Medical Research

e The University of Western Australia

e Curtin University of Technology

e Murdoch University

e Lions Eye Institute of WA (Inc.)

e The Australian Neuromuscular Research Institute

e Princess Margaret Children’s' Medical Research Foundation (Inc.)

e The Western Australian Research Institute for Child Health Ltd

e The Bionic Ear Institute and

e The Macfarlane Burnet Centre for Medical Research (now known as “The Burnet
Institute”).

*In May 2014 the Fair Work Ombudsman issued a document Modern Award Review: Coverage Issues in
Modern Awards. The FWO considered some complexities in trying to interpret award coverage. NTEU submits
that, when applied to the Higher Education Awards and coverage of staff in MRIs, the 3 issues listed at
paragraph 21 of that paper do not arise. The work, classification definitions and qualifications to be found
under the 2 Awards accord with that of eligible employees working in MRls.



29.

The implications of this are very significant. It means that currently a very large slice of
academic staff in this sector are now covered, as they have been for decades, by the
properly set minimum rates award salaries, identical to those which cover universities.

The Higher Education Workers Victoria Award 2005 [AP844616] was terminated by
Commissioner Smith in August 2011 [PR512808]. This Award covered general staff and had
the following respondents:

e Australian Higher Education Industrial Association;

e University of Melbourne;

e Monash University;

e LaTrobe University;

e Deakin University;

e Victoria University of Technology;

e RMIT University;

e Swinburne University;

e Ballarat University;

e Hawthorn Institute of Education Ltd;

e Victorian College of the Arts;

e Macfarlane Burnet Centre for Medical Research Limited;
e Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology & Medicine; and
e Ludwig Institute for Cancer Research.

Although this Award was set aside as part of the Award modernisation process, again it shows the

application of the properly set minimum rates and conditions applicable to universities also applying

to large and significant research institutes.

30.

31.

32.

There were also several enterprise based awards that applied to staff in Medical Research
Institutes, including the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute of Medical Research General Staff
Conditions of Employment Award 1999 [AT803037]. This Award, along with a few others,
incorporated the ten level Higher Education Worker structure from (what is now) the Higher
Education (General Staff) Award 2010 and predecessor awards.*

Each of these Higher Education Awards include classification structures, minimum rates of
pay and relativities which were set in accordance with work value principles and the work
performed. They mirror those in the 2 modern Higher Education Awards. Entities were
respondent to the awards by consent. The Commission found these awards to be
appropriate to MRlIs in the past.

The NTEU believes that it is beyond doubt that the relevant classifications in the Higher
Education (Academic Staff) Award 2010 and the Higher Education (General Staff) Award
2010 are absolutely ‘appropriate to the work performed by staff in the environment in which
this work is performed’.® Staff in independent MRIs are researchers, educators and
publishers of primary research outcomes- the research classifications in the Higher

4 Refer NTEU Submission Fair Work (Transitional Provisions and Consequential Amendments)Act 2009 Schedule
5, Item 6 — Review of all modern awards, 3 June 2013.

> These words are extracted from the current provision in modern awards which exist to take account of
overlapping award coverage. See for example, sub-clause 4.6 of the Higher Education (Academic Staff) Award
2010. See also Transport Workers’ Union of Australia v Coles Supermarkets Australia Pty Ltd [2014] FCCA 4.



Education (Academic Staff) Award are most appropriate to the work they perform and the
classification definitions at Schedule B of the General Staff Award have and should continue
to apply to general staff in MRlIs.

Scientists and Researchers

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

NTEU contends that the terms ‘scientist’ and ‘researcher’ are not interchangeable. Medical
Research Institutes are not called “Medical Science Institutes” for a reason.

The Oxford Dictionary defines “scientist” as “A person who is studying or has expert
knowledge of one or more of the natural physical sciences”; and “researcher” as “A person
who carries out academic or scientific research’. As this definition doesn’t cover, say a
researcher working for a trade union or in television, a second and broader definition is
provided: “A person whose job involves discovering or verifying information for use in a book,
programme etc”. One might say a scientist is trained in science and could use their skills to
discover, verify or collate information. A medical researcher implies someone who is
discovering new information via scientific techniques.

Research is the application of knowledge learnt— often scientific knowledge- in order to
inquire, investigate and discover new knowledge. Research may involve the use of scientific
techniques and in Rls, will generally do so.

In Rls as in Universities, research work also involves passing knowledge on to students and
the next generation of researchers.

Formal research training in an MRI and in an academic context, (both via a University) is
achieved by a PhD. Though some research skills may be obtained via any undergraduate
degree, a doctorate requires original research, and the knowledge gained via doctoral study
and the mandatory research subjects required of doctoral students, represent a formal and
recognised means of becoming a ‘researcher’. To this end being a ‘scientist’ is not the same
as being a researcher in the context of research work in an MRI or University.

Like Universities, MRIs train the ‘next generation’ of researchers- honours, masters but
mainly PhD students who work and conduct their research within an MRI, under the
supervision of a senior researcher with an academic or honorary academic title; this is clear
from any of the MRIs’ own Annual Reports.

The other difficulty in confining the work of researchers in MRIs to ‘science’ is the cross-
disciplinary nature of work in many MRIs. The Murdoch Children’s Research Institute is one
example. In a recent on-line job advertisement for a Senior Biostatistician at the MCRI the
advertisement highlighted the breath of the Institute’s “Research themes”, including Cell
Biology, Clinical Sciences, Genetic, Infection and Immunity and Population Health. It noted
“Our Data Science researchers are active at the forefront of methods development,
attracting the next generation of data scientists as PhD students and post-doctoral
researchers”. The advertisement states that the role is designed for an early-career post-
doctoral biostatistician. The role would include co-supervision of honours or postgraduate
research students or both, and the incumbent would participate in regular internal and
external conference presentations for peer review.



40. As with other MRIs, researchers at the MCRI generally have joint appointments with a
University and this enables joint project work and supervision of students. For example,
some students who were enrolled in the University of Melbourne Faculty of Medicine over
the last few years were being supervised at the Institute across a variety of disciplines,
including general practice, psychiatry and paediatrics.®

41. The work of NTEU witness Dr. Peter Higgs — at both the Burnet Institute and in higher
education also reflects this research diversity; his research work and student supervision is
multi-disciplinary across public health, health sciences, social work, epidemiology, and
community development; [See paras 8-12 and Attachment 1 of Witness statement].

42. The academic “MSAL” descriptors in the Higher Education (Academic Staff) Award 2010
cover relativities and work value for all levels of research, regardless of discipline. In
contrast, the PEA covers professional scientists, engineers, workers in information
technology telecommunications services, and auditing.

43. The joint submission implies that most MRI staff qualify to be covered by the Professional
Employees Award as they meet the Award definition of holding a Science degree from an
Australian, New Zealand or UK university [clauses 3.4-3.5 PEA]. However, it is not true to say
that research jobs in an Australian MRI require a science degree.

44. The NTEU analysed 25 MRI job advertisements in late April — early May 2016 across a range
of non-University Medical Research Institutes. Of those at Research Officer level or above
(for example, Senior Research Officer or Research Fellow) 15 required a PhD in the specific
area of research (for example in a ‘biological field related to cancer’) or a PhD or “post-
graduate qualification”. Three of the 25 mentioned a Science Degree or Science with
Honours, and these were for a Research Assistant, a Senior Research Assistant/Junior
Research Officer, and a Research Technician role, and a Data and Administration Officer at
the Florey Institute required a Bachelor of Science or Health Sciences. One Technician role at
the Florey Institute did not mention any specific qualifications and another 2 of the 25 roles,
that of a Technician and Senior Technician in Animal units, required a ‘relevant qualification’
and an ‘Animal Technician Degree’ respectively.

45. So the completion of an undergraduate Science Degree was not mandatory for any of the
Research Officer roles analysed. One of the 15 roles that mentioned a PhD was a non-
research role- a Division Coordinator role at the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute (preferred a
PhD). Finally, a Manager Neuroscience, Research Services role required a Bachelor of Science
with Honours or a Masters Degree in one of five listed science disciplines, and 3 years’
experience. Three other non-medical research roles in MRIs are included — these are an IT
Project Officer role (requiring a degree in Computer science or equivalent), a Director Policy
and Operations role, preferring a PhD and experience in the research sector and a Research
Computing Scientist role which noted that a PhD in computer science, mathematics,
bioinformatics or other quantitative discipline was desirable.

® Various Annual Reports, Murdoch Children’s Research Institute.
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46. The joint submission acknowledges that in practice MRIs appoint staff who do not hold a
Science degree [38].

47. If the joint submission were to be successful the NTEU would extend our application and
seek variation to (current) sub-clause 4.3 of the Professional Employees Award 2010 to insert
the Higher Education (Academic Staff) Award 2010 and the Higher Education (General Staff)
Award 2010 and ensure that our members covered by such awards and working within MRls
or University based research institutes, remain exempt from the PEA.

The Modern Awards Objective

48. NTEU contends that the joint application does not meet the modern awards objective in the
following ways:

The application does not ensure a ‘fair and relevant minimum safety net of terms and

conditions, taking into account’:

s.134 (1)-

(b) the need to encourage collective bargaining

(e) the principle of equal remuneration for work of equal or comparable value; and

(g) the need to ensure a simple, easy to understand, stable and sustainable modern
awards system for Australia that avoids unnecessary overlap of modern awards.’

The low rates of pay in the Professional Employees Award do not provide an adequate safety
net for staff in MRIs and thereby an appropriate floor of minimum wages by which to
measure the BOOT (“Better off overall test”) in bargaining.

49. To this end, NTEU contends that the joint application has nothing to do with ‘maintaining a
fair and relevant minimum safety net’ of wages.

Comparison of rates for Medical Researchers at June 2016

Professional Employees Award (proposal) Higher Education Academic Staff Award
(current)

Classification Level Rate of pay Classification Level | Rate of pay

Level 1 Graduate $45,668-552,119 Level A Tutor / Associate Lecturer

Level 2 PhD or $53,875 Level A6 is PhD point (555,649)

Masters & 4-5 years’ $47,148-558,720

experience

Level 3 Guide more $58,879 Level B Lecturer

junior, Honours or HD $61,083-$69,944

students

Level 4 Supervise more | $66,407
junior, Honours or HD
students

Level 5 Substantial $80,000 Level C Senior Lecturer | $71,715-$80,575
original contribution
to research outcomes

Level D Associate $83,528-$90,616
Professor
Level E Professor $103,611

’ The modern awards objective, Fair Work Act, 20089.
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50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

The above comparison of award rates under the Professional Employees Award 2010 and
the Higher Education (Academic Staff) Award 2010 shows a considerable difference in rates.
The payment for a researcher with a PhD under the Academic Staff Award is $1800 per
annum higher than under the PEA, and the difference at Level 3-4 of the PEA is between
$3,000 and $11,000 less than that of a Senior Lecturer under the higher education award. It
is unclear what someone with an Associate Professor or Professor title would be paid under
the Professional Employees Award, but in any case at $80,000, the maximum payment is
more than $23,000 less than the top rate under the Academic Staff Award.

These low rates don’t only affect the BOOT but also potential relativities with administrative,
clerical, managerial and technical staff in MRIs. As the joint submission does not cover these
staff it is difficult to know how any award rates would compare. For example, the proposed
PhD level 2 ($53,875) in the PEA Award is almost the same as the top level of Higher
Education Worker Level 6 in the Higher Education (General Staff) Award 2010, ($53,084)
which includes those with a degree and subsequent relevant experience, including a
technical specialist and/or technical supervisor. Do AAMRI and APESMA propose a modern
clerical/technical award for these workers with rates that are even lower for such staff in
MRIs?

As far as ‘general staff’ go, the Classification Standards [Higher Education (General Staff
Award) Schedule B] provide for experienced technical staff, with or without qualifications.
For example, at Level 7 — the level at which NTEU witness David Trevaks is classified, staff
may have “a degree with at least four years subsequent relevant experience, or extensive
experience and management expertise in technical or administrative fields, or be a technical
manager or scientific officer”. [See NTEU Outline of Submissions; pp 3821-3837, 11 March
2016).

Collective bargaining has occurred between NTEU and MRIs for many years and the two
modern Higher Education Awards and their predecessor awards, have provided the relevant
comparable standards for agreements. Extending coverage of these modern awards to MRls
would ensure that this continues.

There is absolutely a nexus between the Higher Education Awards, work performed in MRls
and enterprise agreements in MRls.

APESMA do not have any enterprise agreements with MRIs.

A cursory glance at the enterprise agreements that NTEU has negotiated with MRIs
demonstrates the relevance of the two modern Higher Education Awards as an appropriate
safety net for all workers in the relevant MRls.

For example, the Howard Florey Institute Union Enterprise Agreement 2014-2017
(AG2013/12197) has appropriate classification descriptors and wages for all staff in the
Institute [Schedules 2-4]. Research Assistant positions cover 8 points in Level A, with levels
A6-8 overlapping with Research Officer rates (the start of the “PhD point”). At present the
top rate of Level A is $81,987. Level B has 6 Senior Research Officer rates, Level C 6 Senior
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58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

Research Fellow rates, Level D 4 Principal Research Fellow Rates and Level E — equivalent to
a Professor, one Senior Principal Research Fellow rate which is currently $163,975.

The contention of the joint submission that ‘independent MRIs are not members of an
industry with established relativities justifying departure from the terms of the PEA’ [64(b)]
can clearly be disproven.

NTEU believes that it has addressed the comment of Deputy President Smith that:

“There are real issues in relation to ensuring that an award provides for
equal remuneration for work of equal or comparable value given the
interaction between universities and MRIs...” ([2013] FWC 7947, [para 49]).

The joint submission has not addressed this issue in any way and is completely silent on the
issue of general staff in MRls.

NTEU agrees with the joint submission that the Commission must demonstrate that a
variation to a modern award is necessary to the extent required to achieve the modern
awards objective. It is necessary to establish clear award coverage for staff in MRls.

The NTEU application to extend award coverage to all staff in MRIs requires limited
amendment to the two modern higher education awards, deals with established work value
and relativities across MRlIs, will continue to encourage collective bargaining and will provide
certainty to the sector.

By contrast, the Professional Employees Award requires extensive amendment in order to
cover research staff within MRIs. The issue of award coverage for clerical, managerial,
specialist and technical staff in MRIs would remain unresolved if the joint submission is
granted.

Most importantly, a review or re-setting of wages under the PEA would be required if the
applicants were to meet the work value considerations required to amend wage relativities
under the Fair Work Act. The joint submission completely ignores this issue.

The joint submission argues that the terms and conditions of the PEA suit MRIs as the PEA
provides for ‘flexible work practices’ [29(d)]. NTEU is unclear which practices the applicants
are referring to and thereby how they might be appropriate or indeed, more appropriate
than the conditions of the two Higher Education Awards.

The NTEU urges the Commission to reject this application as an inappropriate grasp at
extending union coverage by APESMA; an incomplete attempt to squeeze research staff into
an ill-fitting award; and a cynical exercise to substantially lower wages.
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C. Clause 17.6 of the Academic Staff Award

Clause 17 — Higher Education — Academic Staff Award 2010 — Go8 Submission

1.

10.

This part of the Union’s submission-in-reply is made in response to the Group of 8
Universities’ Submission dated 11 March 2016, at Part D, paragraphs 19-42.

The employers have applied for the deletion of subclause 17.6(b) of the Academic Award.
They incorrectly characterise that subclause by saying that it “provides for an entitlement to
a notice payment ...” (Go8 Submission, para 19). In fact, the subclause provides for an
entitlement to notice, not an entitlement to payment. This is plain on its words.

Clause 17 of the Higher Education (Academic Staff) Award 2010 is entitled “Industry Specific
Redundancy provisions”.

S.141 of the Fair Work Act 2009 allows for the inclusion of an industry-specific redundancy
scheme.

S.12 of the Act defines “industry-specific redundancy scheme” as follows:

Industry-specific redundancy scheme means redundancy or
termination payment arrangements in a modern award that are
described in the award as an industry-specific redundancy scheme.

Subclauses 17.1 to 17.5 of the Higher Education (Academic Staff) Award 2010 describe the
circumstances which may give rise to redundancy, and then provide the redundancy or
termination payment arrangements which result from such a redundancy when the
employee volunteers to accept redundancy.

Subclause 17.6 deals with what happens if the employee does not volunteer for redundancy,
but is nevertheless terminated for reason of redundancy. In that circumstance, the Award
provides the employee with, at (b), the benefit of an extended period of notice, in a range of
between 6 months and 12 months depending on the age of the employee, on top of, at (a),
any notice provided for in the NES or their contract of employment, and, at (c), a severance
payment calculated in accordance with the NES.

Subclauses 17.6 (a) and (b), despite their location, are not properly speaking a “redundancy
or termination payment arrangement”, but rather deal with “notice of termination”. They
can be contrasted with the provision at 17.5 (c) which gives the employee an entitlement to
take payment in lieu of notice. No comparable provision exists in relation to the notice
provided for in 17.6.

The Go8 employers object to 17.6 (b) because they argue it is discriminatory and therefore
not permitted by virtue of s.153. It provides for different periods of notice on the basis of
age. That a notice period may vary on the basis of the employee’s age is established in the
NES itself, which provides at s.117(3)(b) for an additional one week of notice if the employee
is over 45 years of age. Nevertheless, NTEU concedes that this provision does, prima facie,
discriminate on the basis of age.

If that is the case, then the next question is, What should be done to remedy that situation?
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12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

The employers propose that the 17.6(b) be deleted in its entirety.

This would have the effect of reducing the notice required in the case of involuntary
redundancy from the NES entitlement plus 6 — 12 months, to a flat entitlement of 6 months
(which arises under cl.15.2(b), but which would absorb the NES entitlement mentioned at
17.6(a)).

It is obvious why the employers would prefer this outcome, but not obvious why it is the
appropriate approach.

If the Commission is of the view that 17.6(b) as currently drafted is discriminatory, then it
should take steps to remove any term which discriminates against any employee on the
grounds of age (ref. s.153(a)). This would be achieved by amending the current words:

(b) notice according to the following scale:

Age Notice
Below 40 6 months
40 7 months
41 8 months
42 9 months
43 10 months
44 11 months

45 and over 12 months

to the following:
(b) 12 months notice.

This is permissible, as a provision supplementary to the NES on notice of termination. It is
not discriminatory. It reflects the existing provision in the industry, where the median age of
academic staff in ongoing employment is well over 45 years and where the evidence
indicates that a significant majority of persons who are made involuntarily redundant are
aged over 45. It removes any discrimination against persons aged under 45.

As 17.6(b) is properly a “notice of termination” provision, and not a “redundancy or
termination payment arrangement”, the Commission is not constrained by the limitations on
varying an industry-specific redundancy scheme, in 141(3).
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Clause 17 — Higher Education — Academic Staff Award 2010 — AHEIA Submission

1. This part of the Union’s submission-in-reply is made in response to the Australian Higher
Education Industrial Association (“AHEIA”) Submission dated 18 March 2016, at paragraphs
16-18.

2. The AHEIA urge that clause 17 be deleted in its entirety as its application is limited to those
employers who were bound by the Universities and Post Compulsory Academic Conditions
Award 1999 [AP801516] at 12 September 2008. They assert this imposes an unfair burden
on those 39 (now 37) institutions in comparison to the three employers bound by the
Modern Award who were not so bound in 2008.

3. All three of Bond University, the University of Notre Dame and the Batchelor Institute of
Indigenous Education existed in 2008. All three existed at the time the Modern Award was
made and the industry specific redundancy scheme was included in it.

4. No relevant facts have changed since that time in relation to the scope of the clause nor its
"regulatory burden" on the employers bound. Therefore there is no basis for its deletion.
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D. New Category of Fixed-term Employment

1. This part of the Union’s submission-in-reply is made in response to paragraphs 9-15 of the
submissions of the Australian Higher Education Industrial Association (“AHEIA”) and in
response to the conclusions and opinions expressed in the witness statement of Diana
Chegwidden.

2. The Higher Education Academic Staff Award 2010 (the “academic award”) and the Higher
Education General Staff Award 2010 ( the “general staff award” ) both have a type of
employment Clause (respectively Clause 10.3 and 11.3) which in identical terms specifies
the circumstances in which fixed-term contracts may be used. The AHEIA proposes to add
an additional circumstance in which fixed-term contract employment is permitted, as
follows:

g) Where uncertainty exists as to future workforce requirements arising from a
decision to undertake major organisational change or a formal review of a
work area, or where work activity is being introduced or discontinued, or to
cater for a sudden and unanticipated increase or decrease in student
enrolments.

3. In NTEIU v University of Wollongong [2002] FCA 31 (29 January 2002) Branson J was required
to consider the meaning of the terms of the University of Wollongong (Academic Staff)
Enterprise Agreement, 2000-2003, which in clause 19.6 in substance replicated the modern
award restrictions. The court said in that case (paras 28-29):

[28] The proper construction of the subclause is to be derived from a consideration
of the meaning of the words of the subclause read in the context of the
Agreement, and having regard to the nature and purpose of certified
agreements under the WR Act. The critical question is what is the meaning
reasonably to be attributed to the words of the subclause in all of the
circumstances.

[29] In my view, a consideration of the terms of cl 19.6 as a whole reveals an
intention that "fixed-term employment" is to be the exception, rather than
the rule, for academic staff of the University of Wollongong.

4. The purpose of the Clause, taken as whole, is to specify as exactly as ordinary language can
allow, the specific circumstances in which fixed-term contract employment is permitted. The
provisions included in the modern award, insofar as they have found their way into
enterprise agreements, have not led to significant disputation about interpretation, and
have been reasonably clear.

5. This cannot be said of the proposed additional sub-clause (g). To say the least, it is broad and
vague, as well as being unfair. The inclusion of such a sub-clause would fundamentally
defeat the purpose of the clause as a whole.
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6. Properly construed, the proposed additional circumstance is actually many different

circumstances. Fixed-term employment would be permitted in each of the following six
separate circumstances (marked A-F for easy reference):

A. Where uncertainty exists as to future workforce requirements arising
from a decision to undertake major organisational change;

®

Where uncertainty exists as to future workforce requirements arising
from a formal review of a work area;

Where work activity is being introduced;
Where work activity is being discontinued;
To cater for a sudden and unanticipated increase in student enrolments; or

mm o N

To cater for a sudden and unanticipated decrease in student enrolments.

The term “where” is extremely broad or at best unclear, in all of A, B, C and D. On the most
probably correct reading, in A and B “where” simply means “if”. There is no reference to a
position being affected or an employee. This means that, for example, if the employer
announces a review of each work area (i.e. the entire university) under B, and simply
announces that as a consequence it will review the continued requirement for every job,
then for however long the “review” takes place, any and every position can be filled on a
fixed-term basis. Given such reviews are, as a matter of course, undertaken with secret or
obscure terms of reference, it is difficult to see how an employee could know whether or
not he or she is legitimately captured, or to challenge a decision to declare his or her job
“uncertain”. Moreover, under A and B, there does not need to be any uncertainty about the
need for the employee’s particular job, merely a requirement for uncertainty about “future
workforce requirements”. The way the proposed provision is drafted is by reference to the
employer’s circumstances in general, not the circumstances of a particular job or employee.

If these problems were not enough, the words “uncertainty exists” hang in linguistic space,
leaving the reader/interpreter to wonder whether such uncertainty is objective or merely
has to exist in the mind of the employer. The level of uncertainty apparently does not
matter, provided it exceeds death and taxes. Presumably, if an employee teaching Criminal
Law considered her job 95% “certain” (and was right about this), and as a consequence of
the employer announcing a 12 month “formal review” of the Law Faculty, she now correctly
considered her job to be only 90% “certain” it is clear that now “uncertainty exists” as a
direct result of the formal review. This it seems would be sufficient to replace her with a
fixed-term contract position. Moreover, the fixed-termer so appointed would have no claim
on the ongoing work at the end of her fixed-term contract, even if as it turned out, the job
was unaffected by the formal review.

The "future" referred to as part of the "future workforce requirements" in A and B could be
at any time in the future. If a University chose to undertake a formal review of a faculty (a
work area), as a result of which there was uncertainty as to the need for teaching in one of
the subject areas delivered by that faculty in 25 years time, then the proposed clause would
enable the university to fill all new positions in that faculty using fixed-term employment,
even if there was certainty about workforce requirements for the next two decades.
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11.
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13.

In relation to C and D, the word “where” is not quite so vague, and probably refers to a
more specific concept of area or incidence. However, it is entirely unclear whether that
“where” refers to the job, the immediate work area, a department or discipline or academic
faculty or school, or perhaps to an occupational type. Even if this were not such a serious
problem of interpretation, in C and D there remains the problem of what is meant by “work
activity” being introduced or discontinued. On a plain common-sense reading, the
circumstance will exist in almost every year in almost every work area — work activity is
always being introduced and/or discontinued, certainly in higher education. The words
“work activity” in this context (by contrast to its use in Clauses 11. 3 (a) of the academic
award and the equivalent general staff award provision) are quite ambiguous. An example
reveals the likely effect of C and D:

A group of 5 cleaners cleans 25 laboratories. Their job includes the replacement of
blown light globes and the incineration of animal experimental specimens. Over
the next year, the employer proposes to add 5 new laboratories to their work
schedule, but to gradually phase out the requirement to incinerate specimens, as a
new chemically-based machine is to be installed to do this in the laboratories. Two
vacancies occur in this team.

It cannot be seriously doubted that work activity is being both introduced (C) and
discontinued (D) and that therefore these two vacancies may now be filled on fixed-term
contracts. It is difficult to work out how this circumstance, or thousands of other potential
circumstances exactly the same, could justify the use of fixed-term employment. Under the
employer’s proposal, there need be no connection between the C or D circumstance and any
objective factor necessitating, or even relevant to, the use of fixed-term employment.

No proper explanation or evidence is given as to why it is necessary to introduce E or F.
NTEU is at a loss to understand the basis of this part of the claim.

The Commission should, in relation to these employer claims, draw no conclusions from the
terms of enterprise agreements.

NTEU feels obliged to draw attention to the proposal it put forward when the terms of these
Awards were being considered by the AIRC in 2008. In those proceedings, NTEU suggested
that the following additional categories be added, which were of more limited scope and
included appropriate safeguards:

x.3.9 New organisational area

A fixed-term contract may be offered in the case of employment in a new
organisational area about which there is genuine uncertainty as to whether it will
continue, for up to two years from the establishment of any such area. A further
fixed-term contract of a maximum of 12 months may be offered subsequent to the
initial contract.

For the purpose of this paragraph a new organisational area shall mean a group
of not less than three positions either;

19



o established in relation to a new discipline or sub-discipline of academic
work not previously offered; or

e an academic function or new activity organised either in a new
geographic location distant from existing campuses where that function is
offered or organised distinctly from existing schools or centres or
organisational units and not created from the merger or division of or
movement of work from an existing unit(s).

A fixed-term contract offered in the circumstances described in the dot point above
will be subject to the following conditions:

x.3.9.1 the letter of offer of employment includes an understanding that
should the position or substantially the same position occupied by
the employee continue beyond the maximum contract period (three
years) the employee shall, subject only to satisfactory performance,
be offered continuing employment in that position (or in another
agreed position) at the conclusion of the contract period;

x.3.9.2 should a position not be offered under the above dot point, upon
request by the employee, the University will, for three months prior
to the expiry of the contract, make reasonable attempts to identify
other employment opportunities within the University.

x.3.10 Disestablished organisational area

Where an organisational work area consisting of at least 3 employees has been the
subject of a decision to discontinue that work within 36 months, fixed-term contract
employment may be offered to work in that area provided that the letter of offer of
employment includes an undertaking that:

x.3.10.1 subject to satisfactory performance, should the decision to
discontinue the work area be reversed, or should for any other
reason the employee's position or substantially the same position
continue beyond a 36 month period, the employee shall be offered
that work on a continuing basis.

x.3.10.2 should a position not be offered under the dot point above, upon
request by the employee, the employer will, for three months prior to
the expiry of the contract, make reasonable attempts to identify other
employment opportunities within the University.

14. NTEU does not seek the insertion of such provisions now, but if the Commission were
minded to consider the matter of “uncertainty” further, the proposal put forward by the
Union in 2008 is at least a serious attempt to engage with the issue.

15. By contrast, the employer claim would so widen the scope of the circumstances in which
fixed-term employment can be used as to make the whole of the clause regulating the use
of fixed-term employment nugatory. Rather than limiting such employment to those
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17.

circumstances where there is an objective logic in the character of the circumstances giving
rise to the employment for the use of fixed-term appointments, the employer proposal
would provide university managements with a mechanism whereby they could artificially
create an excuse to avoid ongoing employment whenever and wherever they wished.

The track record of university employers prior to the making of the Higher Education
Contract of Employment (“HECE”) Award demonstrated their lack of restraint in the use of
fixed-term employment. Their conduct since the making of the HECE Award demonstrates
that they have not developed greater restraint, but rather will consistently prefer the use
of fixed-term employment at every opportunity and to the fullest extent available to them.
Introduction of a provision such as the proposed subclause would not result in a few
additional instances of fixed-term employment. Rather it would open the floodgates.

In relation to the employer claim, NTEU submits that while it may be reasonable and
appropriate for a party to modify its proposals during proceedings in light of what the
evidence discloses, or even as a result of mature reflection, the Commission should not in
this case allow the employers' to use this far-fetched and fanciful proposal as a
“bookmark” for some completely different later proposal, to which the Union has not had
a proper opportunity to respond.
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Witness Statement of Ken McAlpine

1. My name is Kenneth McAlpine and | am employed as a Union Education Officer at the
National Office of the National Tertiary Education Industry Union (“NTEU”). My work address
is 120 Clarendon Street South Melbourne. | make this Statement further to the Statement |
made in respect of these proceedings and lodged with the Fair Work Commission on 11
March 2016. My circumstances as set out in that earlier Statement have not changed.

2. Attached to this Statement are a number of Attachments, and | have continued the
alphabetical labelling of these so that they continue on from my previous Statement.

3. Attachment L is a document University of Queensland Annual Staff Profile Report 2015,
downloaded from the University of Queensland website, and produced by the Human
Resources Division of that University, which shows a range of important staff data in respect
of 2015, and in some cases other years, at the University and across most of the higher
education sector.

4. Attachment M is a statistical report HR Performance Indicators for Edith Cowan University
Compared with Australian Universities For the period 2008 — 2012 downloaded from the
University’s website, which shows a range of important staff data in respect of those years
at the University and across most of the higher education sector.

5. Both of these Attachments, as they claim, are prepared using rigorously determined
statistical procedures, as part of a joint data-comparison exercise across the sector, which |
understand is now in its thirteenth year. Considerable resources are devoted to ensuring the
integrity of the data and its analysis.

6. Maedical Research establishments advertise most or all of their vacant jobs on the internet, in
order to attract a wide field of applicants. During the period from late April and early May
2016, | caused to be performed an internet search of job advertisements for positions at
medical research institutes (not including those positions which are with universities)
Attachment N is a collation of those documents collected, being advertisements and some
related position descriptions for the 25 jobs found which were advertised during this period.
The documents include some positions within medical research institutes which do not
involve medical research but are for general, technical, administrative or managerial staff.
The positions shown in the Attachment are all those found. Unfortunately, some of the
documents were marked in pen in collection, but those obvious markings are not part of my
evidence.

7. Many universities conduct major organisational change processes frequently, and less often
on a whole-of-institution basis. These reviews, to the best of my knowledge based on my
experience can take from around one month (usually in a smaller area) to several months,
and a review taking over one year from announcement to implementation is not
uncommon. Attached are:

e Attachment O: A document prepared in March 2013 at James Cook University (“JCU”)
in March 2013 which was called Crystallising Our Purpose, which commences a review
process in relation to all or nearly all of the work areas in the University;
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15.

e Attachment P: A document prepared within JCU showing the Executive Structure of
JCU in February 2013;

e Attachment Q: An undated document prepared during the review process referred to
above, showing a Draft proposed University headline Structure; and

e Attachment R: A document dated October 2014 at JCU titled Proposed
Recommendation to Vice Chancellor Phase B of Change Process for the Division of
Tropical Environments and Societies and Division of Tropical Health and Medicine.

These documents support the proposition that | am advised is the case, that in one form or
another, most of JCU was under formal review for most of 2013 and 2014.

Since about 24 May 2016, | have made enquiries of experienced industrial and organising
staff to ascertain the practices of universities about their knowledge, one way or the other,
as to whether university employers pay out leave to employees upon the expiry of a fixed-
term contract, in circumstances where the employment is to continue by way of another
fixed-term contract.

| have received responses in respect of the direct knowledge of those union staff about the
University of Western Australia, Murdoch University, Curtin University, Edith Cowan
University, Flinders University, University of Queensland, RMIT University, Australian
National University, Federation University, Monash University and James Cook University.

These confirmed my own anecdotal knowledge that there is a widespread if not universal
practice of carrying over leave credits from one fixed-term contract to the next fixed-term
contract.

Each of these staff could confirm this practice, and while no-one ruled out the possibility
that staff may be “paid-out” for any unpaid leave in these circumstances, none of these
experienced union staff had any knowledge of this having occurred in the circumstances
described above. | received no report that any university pays out annual leave, as a
question of practice or policy when employment continues from one contract to the next.

Attachment S was received by the Union only in recent weeks and is, therefore, included as
an attachment to this Statement. It is a set of spreadsheets comes from the Transparent
Costing (TC) Survey collected by a predecessor of the Department of Education and Training
(DET) between May and Jul 2011 for the Staff Hours Survey.

The survey was undertaken for the purpose of quantifying the indirect costs of Australian
Competitive Grants (ACG) research in order to get a clearer picture of the potential shortfall
in the full cost of research funding provided by the Australian Government.

The survey was required to be completed by all academics employed by the University with
a Teaching and Research or Research Only classification or a professional staff member
undertaking research as part of your contract irrespective of whether they did or did not do
research and irrespective of whether they were employed on a fractional basis. Over a two
week period, academics and researchers were asked to record all hours that they actually
worked, including on the weekends.
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Since 2011, the data has been used as a moderator between institutions in the allocation of
the Sustainable Research Excellence (SRE) funds, a funding pool created to ensure higher
education providers are being better supported in relation to the indirect cost of research.
For instance, the 2011 Staff Hours Survey data and the 2012 indirect costs data was used for
calculating SRE Threshold 2 Transparent Costing (TC) grant amounts in 2016.

The background information to the spreadsheets states that the data has been ‘cleaned’ to
exclude individuals who worked for no hours over that period or individuals who worked
more than 168 hours in either week.

The data in each of spreadsheets depicts full time equivalence (FTE) broken down on the
basis of (1) an aggregate total, (2) Higher education provider (HEP) (3) Field of Research
(FoR) code.

Each spreadsheet depicts the total and average hours per FTE over a two week period and a
breakdown of the total hours worked according to a range of activity ‘categories’. The kinds
of work activities included in each category are depicted in the table below.

Higher education provider (HEP) refers to the 41 higher education institutions including the
public universities. “Field of Research” means the comprehensive breadth of academic
disciplines defined by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS).
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Attachment L
Annual Workforce Profile Report 2015

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The University of Queensland’s Annual Workforce Profile Report 2015 provides an overview of the
demographics and features of the University’s workforce to assist with University-wide strategic planning.
The report uses point-in-time data from the University’s official staff data snapshot as at 31 March 2015, full
year data (2014 calendar year) and trends which allow the University to measure the effectiveness of
particular workforce strategies over time and compare the status of the University’s workforce with peer and
industry benchmarks.

The data has been sourced from existing UQ databases and benchmarked against Go8 Universities and
Australian Universities, using data gathered from the Universities HR Benchmarking Program 2015,
produced by the Australian Higher Education Industrial Association (AHEIA). Note that the Universities’ HR
Benchmarking Program 2015 represents data from the 2014 calendar year or 31 March 2014 snapshot.

Key findings (point-in-time data as at 31 March 2015):
e UQ’s workforce FTE decreased in 2015 for the second consecutive year.

e From 31 March 2014 to 31 March 2015, the University’s continuing and fixed-term workforce FTE
decreased by 0.37 % to 6,791.0 (from 6,816.0 in 2014) following a 1.1% decrease in the previous
year. There was a slight increase in headcount to 7,385 in 2015 (from 7,371 in 2014).

e The percentage of UQ staff on Fixed-term appointments decreased from 50.1% of the non-Casual
workforce in 2014 to 48.1% in 2015, UQ’s lowest rate in five years. The latest Australian Universities
benchmarking figures (based on 2014 data) show that UQ continues to have one of the highest rates
in the sector (Table 3, p12).

o Professional staff FTE increased by 23.8 (0.6%) from 3,932.8 in 2014 to 3,956.6 in 2015.

e Academic staff FTE decreased by 48.8 in 2015 with decreases across all roles except Clinical
Academics. Teaching and Research (T&R) staff FTE decreased by 10.4, Research Focused (RF)
by 25.9 and Teaching Focused by 29.9. Clinical Academic (CA) staff FTE increased by 23.8. RF
Academic staff comprise 54.1% of the total Academic workforce (excluding Casuals) while T&R plus
Clinical Academics (CA) comprise 39.9%. TF Academics account for 5.3% (Table 7, page 16).

¢ The median age of UQ’s non-casual workforce remained constant at 42. The median age of
Academic staff is 42 and the median age of Professional staff is 41.

e The median age of RF Academic staff (37) is significantly lower than that of T&R Academics (50)
and TF Academics (51) (Table 15, p21).

e The large majority of RF Academic staff (74.3%) are employed at levels A and B while only 28.4% of
T&R Academics are employed at those levels (Table 8, p17).

e Females comprise 52.7% of UQ’s total non-casual workforce in 2015. They account for 62.0% of the
Professional workforce and 39.6% of the Academic workforce (excluding casuals). 53.9% of the
casual Academic workforce and 61.9% of the casual Professional workforce is female.

e The proportion of women employed at Academic Level D increased to 32.3% in 2015 from 30.8% in
2014 (Table 21, p6). In 2015 39.0% of level C, 32.3% of level D and 20.0% of level E Academics at
UQ are female but the University remains below Go8 and Australian Universities benchmarks for
senior levels.

Key findings (full year data, most recent year 2014):

e The University’s overall termination rate of 19.6% (including cessation of Fixed-term contracts,
voluntary and involuntary separations) in 2014 is higher than both the Go8 (15.4%) and Australian
Universities (15.2%) benchmarks (Table 35, p34), as would be expected with UQ’s higher proportion
of staff on Fixed-term contracts. Further analysis of the data indicates that the University is losing
level B and C Academics at significantly higher rates than the Go8 and Australian benchmarks.

e The promotion rate for Academics (at all levels) at UQ has been consistently lower than the
Australian Universities benchmarks, but UQ has improved to close the gap and in 2014 the gap was
the smallest for the last five years at 0.5%. In 2014, 4.7% of UQ Academics were successfully
promoted compared to the Australian Universities average of 5.2% (Table 45, p41).

e The promotion success rate for female Academics at UQ increased to 83.6% in 2014. 9.5% points
higher than the Australian benchmark of 74.1%. The female success rate of 83.6% is significantly
higher than the success rate for male Academics at UQ of 71.7%.
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2 WORKFORCE OVERVIEW

Total Staff FTE

e The estimated" total number of full time equivalent (FTE) staff for 2015 is 7,816.1, a 0.32% decrease on
the 2014 figure of 7,841.1.

Staff FTE (Excluding Casuals)
e Total staff FTE (excluding Casuals) decreased by 25.0 (0.37%) from 6,816.0 in 2014 to 6,791.0 in 2015.

Staff FTE by Employment Type (Excluding Casuals)?

e The proportion of non-casual staff who are Fixed-term decreased from 50.1% in 2014 to 48.1% in 2015.

e 64.1% of Academic staff and 36.7% of Professional staff are Fixed-term.

e The latest Australian Universities benchmarking figures (based on 2014 data) show that UQ continues to
have a higher proportion of Fixed-term staff than the Go8 and Australian Universities, but 48.1% for 2015
is UQ’s lowest rate in 5 years (Table 3, p12).

Unpaid Appointments
« The number of staff on unpaid appointments (headcount) increased by 501 (10.14%) in 2015.

Staff FTE by Function (Excluding Casuals)3

e Professional staff FTE increased by 23.8 (0.6%) to 3,956.6 in 2015 (3,932.8 in 2014).

e Academic staff FTE decreased by 48.8 (1.7%) to 2,834.4 (2,883.0 in 2014).

e The proportion of Academic staff employed as T&R, remained fairly stable at 37.7% (Table 7, p16).
e RF staff account for 54.1% of the Academic Workforce while T&R plus4 CA staff account for 39.9%.

Age Profile - Median Age (Excluding Casuals)

e The median age of staff at the University remained stable at 42.

e The median age of RF Academic staff (37) is significantly lower than that of T&R Academics (50) and TF
Academics (51).

Female Participation (Excluding Casuals)

e Women comprise 52.7% of all full-time equivalent (FTE) staff at UQ (excluding Casuals) in 2015.

e The Professional workforce is 62.0% Female compared to 39.6% of the Academic workforce.

e 65.8% of all female Academics at UQ are employed at the lower Academic levels (A and B) while 49.4%
of all male Academics are employed at these levels.

e At senior levels, women represent 32.3% of staff at Academic Level D, 20% at Academic Level E and
47.3% of Professional staff at HEW 10.

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander Employment (Excluding Casuals)

e The percentage of Continuing and Fixed-term staff at UQ that identified at 31 March 2015 as being of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander background remains low (50 staff — 10 Academic and 40
Professional).

Staff Terminations (Excluding Casuals)5

e The University’s total termination rate for 2014 (percentage of Continuing and Fixed-term staff that
ceased working for the University during the year) was 19.6%.

e UQ’s termination rate is significantly higher than the Australian Universities benchmarks of 15.4% for the
Go8 and 15.2% for Australian Universities.

e Cessation of Fixed-term contracts is higher at UQ (8.6%) than the Go8 (7.2%) and Australian
Universities (6.3%) averages.

e The Voluntary Employee Initiated (VEI) terminations rate is also higher at UQ (9.9%) than the Go8
(8.2%) and Australian Universities (7.7%).

e The VEI terminations rate is higher for Professional staff (10.7%) than for Academic staff (9.0%).

! This estimate is based on 31 March Fixed and Continuing staff, and estimated 2015 Casual staff FTE. The casual estimate is based
on the actual casual figures for 2014 (i.e. estimate no change).

Contributing to the decrease for 2015 is the exclusion of Executive Deans from the Fixed-term reporting category.

3 Based on “Workforce Function” which is used within UQ to categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles based on
their appointment.

4 . - . . . . .
Staff appointed to Clinical Academic roles are considered to be Teaching & Research (Australian Government Department Education
function).

Due to the nature of the data, it has been captured and reported based on a full calendar year (1 January to 31 December).
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Leave (Excluding Casuals)®

e The incidence of all planned paid leave (includes Recreation, Long Service, other e.g. Jury, excludes
Parental) decreased slightly from 21.8 days in 2013 to 21.5 days in 2014.

e Average number of days of Recreation Leave did not follow the upward trend of the previous five years,
showing a decrease to 18.5 days in 2014 from 19.1 days in 2013.

e Total occurrences of Parental Leave (both paid and unpaid) increased from 503 in 2013 to 562 in 2014,
continuing the steady year by year increase resulting in 48.7% increase since 2010.

Academic Promotions (Excluding Casuals)®

¢ Inatrend that has been consistent since 2008, a higher number of males than females apply for
promotion each year resulting in a higher number of males being promoted. In 2014, 113 (67.3%) of the
168 applicants that applied for promotion were male and 55 (32.7%) were female.

e 127 of the 168 Academic staff that applied for promotion in 2014 were promoted with an overall success
rate of 75.6%.

e The success rate for female applicants increased to 83.6% (46 of 55 applicants) from 79.3% in the
previous year, while the corresponding rate for males was 71.7% (81 of 113 applicants).

e The success rate for all staff applying for Level E was much higher (75.0%) than the Go8 rate (57.9%).

e The success rate for female staff applying for Level E was 87.5% compared to 70.8% for males.

e The success rate for all applicants at UQ in 2014 (75.6%) was higher than the Go8 (73.6%) and the
Australian Universities (71.0%).

Market Loading (Excluding Casuals)

e Asat 31 March 2015, 8.9% of all non-casual staff at UQ were receiving a market loading. 14.3% of all
Academic staff (excluding Casuals) had a market loading compared to 5.0% of Professional staff. 72.6%
of all Academic staff receiving a market loading were male (321 of 442) and 27.4% (121 of 442) were
female.

Highest Academic Qualifications (Excluding Casuals)

e 82.4% of all Academic staff at UQ hold a doctoral qualification in 2015.

e 85.4% of male Academics and 77.9% of female Academics at UQ have doctoral qualifications in 2015.

e Benchmarking data for 2014 show that a significantly higher percentage of UQ Academics (83.1%) held
a doctoral qualification than the Go8 average of 76.8% and Australian Universities average of 71.9%.

e Of particular note, in 2014, 85.1% of all Level B Academics at UQ held a doctoral qualification. This is
significantly higher than the Go8 average of 73.0% and the Australian average of 62.6%.

Occupational Health & Safety’

e The incidence rate remained at 0.2 per 100 employees in 2014.

The number of Workers Compensation claims decreased to 111 in 2014 from 113 in 2013.
The average time lost (days/injuries) was 12 days in 2014, well below the Go8 rate of 17 days.
Workers’ compensation costs (as a percentage of total salary costs) remained at 0.25%.

Casual FTE

UQ’s Casual workforce increased by 45.8 FTE in 2014.

Casual® staff comprised 13.1% of the University’s workforce in 2014.

Casual staff made up 14.6% of the University’s total Academic FTE, and 11.9% of the Professional FTE.
Females comprised 53.9% of the Casual Academic workforce and 61.9% of the casual Professional
workforce in 2014.

More than half (51.9%) of the Casual workforce is Professional.

e 77.4% of Casual staff (793.7 of the total 1025.1 FTE) are employed in Faculties.

® Due to the nature of the data, the information detailed has been captured and reported based on a full calendar year (1 January to 31
December).

Occupation Health and Safety data is reported based on the financial year (1July to 30 June) and recorded against the later year (e.g.
2013-14 is included in the later year — 2014).
8 2014 Casual data. 2015 data will be available in June 2016.
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3 SUMMARY WORKFORCE PROFILE

The information in the following section is based on snapshot data taken on 31 March in each year.

Attach

ment L

., . 2013 2014 2015
Total Staff FTE (including Casuals) FTE FTE FTE
Academic 3,356.4 3,376.2 3,327.3
Professional 4,514.5 4,438.7 4,488.8
Total FTE (note 2014 estimated Casuals) 7,870.9 7,795.3 7,816.1
Total Payment Summaries Produced 17,410 17,581 18,146
. 2013 2014 2015
Staff headcount (excluding Casuals) Female | Male Total | Female | Male Total | Female | Male Total
Academic 1,260 1,867 3,127 1,287 1,832 3,119 1,265 1,833 3,098
Professional 2,749 1,600 4,349 2,703 1,554 4,257 2,743 1,547 4,290
Total Headcount (unduplicated) 4,007 | 3,466 | 7,473 | 3,985 | 3,386 | 7,371 | 4,005 | 3,380 | 7,385
2013 2014 2015
Staff FTE by Function (excluding Casuals) % of Total % of Total % of Total
FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE
Teaching & Research 1,116.1 16.2% 1,080.2 15.8% 1,069.8 15.8%
Research Focused 1,553.9 22.5% 1,558.1 22.9% 1,532.2 22.6%
Academic Teaching Focused 155.9 2.3% 178.8 2.6% 148.9 2.2%
Clinical Academic 33.2 0.5% 38.7 0.6% 62.5 0.9%
Senior Executive 24.0 0.3% 27.5 0.4% 21.0 0.3%
Total Academic 2,883.0 41.8% 2,883.2 42.3% 2,834.4 41.7%
Administration 2,932.1 42.5% 2,903.8 42.6% 2,979.0 43.9%
Professional Prof Research/Technical 1,026.9 14.9% 982.7 14.4% 932.3 13.7%
Professional Other 46.6 0.7% 44.2 0.6% 43.3 0.6%
Senior Executive 3.0 0.0% 2.0 0.0% 2.0 0.0%
Total Professional 4,008.6 58.2% 3,932.8 57.7% 3,956.6 58.3%
Total FTE 6,891.6 6,816.0 6,791.0
X 2013 2014 2015
zzasf::;f by Employment Type (excluding ETE % of Total ETE % of Total ETE % of Total
FTE FTE FTE
Continuing Staff 3,331.0 48.3% 3,401.0 49.9% 3,521.3 51.9%
Fixed-term Staff 3,560.6 51.7% 3,415.0 50.1% 3,269.7 48.1%
Total FTE 6,891.6 6816.0 6,791.0
2013 2014 2015%*
Casual FTE (Per Year) % of Total % of Total % of Total
FTE ETE FTE ETE FTE FTE
Academic 473.4 14.1% 492.9 14.6% 492.9 14.8%
Professional 506.0 11.2% 532.2 11.9% 532.2 11.9%
Total FTE (*note 2014 estimated Casuals) 979.3 12.4% 1,025.1 13.1% 1,025.1 13.1%
Unpaid Appointments 2013 2014 2015
Headcount Headcount Headcount
Honorary/Adjunct Appointments 1,747 1,850 2,061
Academic titles 2,492 2,985 3,269
Conjoint Appointments 178 134 136
Total Unpaid Appointments 4,417 4,969 5,466
Total Unpaid Headcount (unduplicated) 4,393 4,942 5,443
. . 2013 2014 2015
Age Profile (excluding Casuals) Median Age Median Age Median Age
Academic 42 43 42
Professional 40 41 41
All Staff 41 42 42
. . 2013 2014 2015
gae::;;)- s Sl LB ETE % of Total ETE % of Total ETE % of Total
FTE FTE FTE
Academic 1,138.8 39.5% 1,164.2 40.4% 1,123.5 39.6%
Professional 2,465.1 61.5% 2,427.7 61.7% 2,454.9 62.0%
Total Female FTE 3,603.9 52.3% 3,592.0 52.7% 3,578.4 52.7%
November 2015 Annual Workforce Profile Report 2015 Page 6 of 60




Attachment L

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander 2013 2014 2015
B . Head- % of Total Head- % of Total Head- % of Total
Employment (excluding Casuals)
count Headcount count Headcount count Headcount
Academic Staff 10 0.3% 11 0.4% 10 0.3%
Professional Staff 34 0.8% 40 0.9% 40 0.9%
Total Staff (unduplicated) 44 0.6% 51 0.8% 50 0.7%
2013 2014 2015
Employees Receiving Market Loadings
R y. Wing ng Head- % of Total Head- % of Total Head- % of Total
(excluding Casuals)
count Headcount count Headcount count Headcount
Academic Male 357 19.1% 334 18.2% 321 17.5%
Female 119 9.4% 125 9.7% 121 9.6%
Total Academic 467 15.2% 459 14.7% 442 14.3%
Professional Male 108 6.8% 106 6.8% 97 6.3%
Female 102 3.7% 99 3.7% 119 4.3%
Total Professional 210 4.8% 205 4.8% 216 5.0%
Total Staff (unduplicated) 686 9.2% 664 9.0% 658 8.9%
2013 2014 2015
Highest Academic Qualifications (excludin
e Q ( e % of Academic % of Academic % of Academic
Casuals)
Headcount Headcount Headcount
Doctoral Qualification 83.5% 83.3% 82.4%
Masters Qualification 6.3% 6.0% 6.1%
Other 10.2% 10.7% 11.6%

The information in the following section is based on data for the full calendar years (1 January to 31 December) and using the snapshot headcount

taken on 31 March in each year.

2012 2013 2014
Staff Terminations Head- % of Total Head- % of Total Head- % of Total
count Headcount count Headcount count Headcount
Voluntary Employee Initiated 748 10.2% 779 10.4% 738 10.0%
Cessation of Fixed-term Contract 643 8.8% 633 8.5% 636 8.6%
Involuntary University Initiated 20 0.3% 41 0.5% 73 1.0%
Voluntary University Initiated 12 0.2% 2 0.0% 1 0.0%
Total Staff (unduplicated) 1,421 19.5% 1,452 19.4% 1,444 19.6%
2012 2013 2014
Leave (average days per FTE) Days p.a. Days p.a. Days p.a.
Planned Leave 20.0 21.8 21.5
Unplanned Leave 5.7 5.8 6.0
Total Leave 25.7 27.6 27.5
Parental Leave (occurrences per year) 2012 2013 2014
Paid Parental Leave 266 284 305
Unpaid Parental Leave 79 85 110
2" Year Parental Leave (Unpaid) 24 41 37
Short Term Partner Leave (up to 10 days) 99 93 110
Academic Promotions - Levels B to E 2012 2013 2014
(excluding Unpaid Appointments) AL W] L e AL WLl
count Headcount count Headcount count Headcount
Applications Male 66 4.5% 86 4.6% 113 6.2%
Received Female 48 4.2% 58 4.6% 55 4.3%
Total Applications 114 4.4% 144 4.6% 168 5.4%
successful Male 44 3.0% 61 3.3% 81 4.4%
.. Female 36 3.1% 46 3.7% 46 3.6%
Applications
Total Successful 80 3.1% 107 3.4% 127 4.1%
Occupational Health & Safety 2012 2013° 2014
Incidence Rate (per 100 employees)10 0.4 0.2 0.2
Frequency Rate (per million hrs worked) 2.2 0.9 1.2
Average Time Lost (days/injury) 16 16 12
Premium (percentage of payroll costs) 0.25% 0.25% 0.25%

® From 2013, all data is indicative of claims accepted (as opposed to claims lodged) and excludes journey claims.
1% |ncidence rate is based on calculation: (Number of lost time occurrences/University Headcount) x100. Casuals are excluded from headcount.
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4 STAFF DISTRIBUTION

Attachment L

The University’s staff, for the purpose of the profile, have been divided into three main areas; Central Services, Faculties and Institutes. More than half of all UQ staff
(3,971.4 of 6,791 or 58.5%) are employed in the Faculties. Data included in the tables and figures below is for all Continuing and Fixed-term staff employed as at 31 March
as reported to the Department of Education. Casual and Unpaid staff are excluded.

TABLE 1: DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF BY GENDER, HEADCOUNT AND FTE BY AREA (2015)11

Female Male Total
Area Central Services, Faculties and Institutes % FTE Female % FTE Male
Headcount FTE Headcount FTE Headcount FTE
Office of COO 365 339.2 551 544.4 916 883.7 38.4% 61.6%
Office of DVC (Academic) 369 333.2 126 116.2 495 449.4 74.1% 25.9%
Office of DVC (International) 131 119.5 44 43.3 175 162.8 73.4% 26.6%
. Office of DVC (Research) 149 135.9 99 93.9 248 229.8 59.1% 40.9%
Central Services
Office of Provost 35 321 37 36.0 72 68.1 47.1% 52.9%
Office of Vice-Chancellor 42 38.6 18 16.6 60 55.2 69.9% 30.1%
Independent Operations 14 11.0 4 4.0 18 15.0 73.3% 26.7%
All Central Services 1,105 1,009.5 879 854.4 1,984 1,863.9 54.2% 45.8%
Business, Economics Law 245 229.6 212 206.7 457 436.2 52.6% 47.4%
Eng, Arch and Info Tech 178 159.7 438 415.2 616 574.9 27.8% 72.2%
Health Behavioural Science 497 416.1 185 162.3 682 578.4 71.9% 28.1%
Faculties Humanities Social Science 292 268.2 191 180.7 483 448.8 59.7% 40.3%
Medicine Biomedical Science 676 565.1 349 294.8 1,025 859.9 65.7% 34.3%
Science 546 502.3 594 570.8 1,140 1,073.2 46.8% 53.2%
All Faculties 2,429 2,140.9 1,965 1,830.5 4,394 3,971.4 53.9% 46.1%
Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech 92 81.4 92 88.5 184 169.9 47.9% 52.1%
Global Change Institute 17 13.4 19 17.6 36 31.0 43.2% 56.8%
Inst Molecular Bioscience 136 127.3 170 164.0 306 291.3 43.7% 56.3%
Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov 48 43.1 69 66.4 117 109.4 39.4% 60.6%
Qld Brain Institute 98 88.4 118 111.5 216 200.0 44.2% 55.8%
Sustainable Minerals Institute 88 74.4 89 79.7 177 154.1 48.3% 51.7%
All Institutes 479 428.0 556 527.7 1,035 955.7 44.8% 55.2%
All University (headcount unduplicated) 4,005 3,578.4 3,380 3,212.6 7,385 6,791 52.7% 47.3%

11 . . ) - . .
Headcount totals are unduplicated. This means that each person who belongs to multiple categories is counted once per category (e.g. BEL, Science) but once only in the totals. Totals may therefore not reflect
the sum of the data in the body of the table.

November 2015

Annual Workforce Profile Report 2015

Page 8 of 60




Attachment L

5 STAFF SIZE BY EMPLOYMENT TYPE

Key points for 2015:

e Fixed-term contracts decreased by 2% to 48.1% of all non-casual staff at UQ

e 64.1% of Academic staff and 36.7% of Professional staff are Fixed-term

e The large majority (95.1%) of Academic Research Focused (RF) staff are Fixed-term

e The proportion of Fixed-term staff continued to decline in 2015 (48.1% compared to 50.1% in 2014 and
51.7% in 2013)

e UQ continues to have a higher proportion of Fixed-term staff than the Go8 and Australian Universities

The University’s total workforce (excluding Casuals) as at 31 March 2015 was 6,791 FTE with 48.1% of all
staff employed on Fixed-term appointments. The percentage of Fixed-term appointments decreased by 2%
points from 50.1% in 2014. UQ peaked at 52.2% in 2012 but has since shown a steady decline to 48.1% in
2015 (Table 2, page 10).

The analysis for workforce profile includes a breakdown based on the staff member’s substantive
appointment (as opposed to their actual appointment). This means that staff on Fixed-term secondments are
counted as Continuing if they have a substantive Continuing appointment. Casual and Unpaid staff are not
included.

64% of the University’s Academic staff population are on Fixed-term appointments. This is the lowest level in
5 years, but is still high and is influenced by the very high percentage of RF Academics (95.1%) on Fixed-
term appointments. Only 19.4% of T&R Academics are on Fixed-term appointments, a significant decrease
on the 2011 figure of 25.7%. The large proportion of RF Academics ensures the overall percentage remains
high.

The percentage of Professional staff on Fixed-term appointments has also decreased by 1.7% in 2015
(down to 36.7% in 2015 from 38.4% in 2014 and 40.6% in 2013). It should be noted that the very high
percentage of Fixed-term staff in the Professional Research/Technical (R/T) stream (70.7%) compared to the
Administration (Admin) stream (26.4%) drives up the overall percentage for Professional staff. All Senior
Executive staff are on Fixed-term appointments, reflecting the University’s practice of appointing all new
Senior Executives on Fixed-term contracts.

FIGURE 1: PERCENTAGE OF FIXED-TERM APPOINTMENTS BY CATEGORY (2011 - 2015)
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12

TABLE 2: FIXED-TERM APPOINTMENTS BY FUNCTION (2011 - 2015)

Teaching & Research 2921 | 25.7% | 2875 | 25.6% | 271.0| 243% | 2351 | 21.8% | 207.6| 19.4%
Research Focused 1,380.2 | 96.9% | 1,449.4 | 97.0% | 1,506.7 | 97.0% | 1,498.4 | 96.2% | 1,457.1 | 95.1%
Teaching Focused 108.3 | 69.1% | 1259 | 73.8% | 108.7 | 69.7% | 1179 | 65.9% 89.1 | 59.8%
Clinical Academic - - 227 | 91.9% 272 | 81.9% 282 | 72.9% 43.0 | 68.8%
Senior Executive 21.0 | 80.8% 21.0 | 91.3% 210 | 87.5% 245 | 89.1% 21.0 | 100.0%
All Academic 1,801.6 | 65.7% | 1,906.5 | 67.2% | 1,934.6 | 67.1% | 1,904.0 | 66.0% | 1,817.8 | 64.1%
Administration 7201 | 26.6% | 801.9 | 285% | 827.6| 282% | 760.8| 262% | 785.4 | 26.4%
Prof Research/Tech 8121 | 77.7% | 8112 | 77.4% | 7935 | 773% | 7432 | 756% | 659.6 | 70.7%
Professional Other 4.0 7.4% 4.0 7.4% 20|  43% 50 | 11.3% 50 | 11.5%
Senior Executive 2.0 | 100.0% 3.0 | 100.0% 3.0 | 100.0% 2.0 | 100.0% 2.0 | 100.0%
All Professional 1,538.2 | 40.4% | 1,620.1 | 41.4% | 1,626.0 | 40.6% | 1,511.0 | 38.4% | 1,451.9 | 36.7%

FIGURE 2: EMPLOYMENT TYPE - ACADEMIC STAFF FTE BY FUNCTION (2015)™

12 Based on “Workforce Function” which is used within UQ to categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles based on
their appointment.

3 Excludes Clinical Academic (Fixed 43.0) and Senior Executive (Fixed 21.0). Based on “Workforce Function” which is used within UQ
to categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles based on their appointment.
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FIGURE 3: EMPLOYMENT TYPE - PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE BY FUNCTION (2015)14
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FIGURE 4: PERCENTAGE OF ACADEMIC APPOINTMENTS THAT ARE FIXED-TERM BY LEVEL (2011 — 2015)"
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14 Excludes Senior Executive (Fixed 2.0) and Professional Other (Fixed 5.0). Based on “Workforce Function” which is used within UQ to
categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles based on their appointment.

Academic Senior Executive staff are classified as Level E, and Professional Senior Executive staff are classified as
HEW 10. Based on FTE.
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FIGURE 5: PERCENTAGE OF PROFESSIONAL APPOINTMENTS THAT ARE FIXED-TERM BY LEVEL (2011 - 2015)"°
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TABLE 3: BENCHMARKING - PERCENTAGE APPOINTMENTS THAT ARE FIXED-TERM (2010 - 2014)16

2010 49.8% 43.4% 35.8%
2011 51.0% 44.2% 36.4%
2012 52.2% 44.2% 35.8%
2013 51.7% 44.0% 35.6%
2014 48.8%"° 43.0% 34.6%

Despite the proportion of Fixed-term staff at UQ declining in 2014, benchmarking figures show that the
University continues to have a higher proportion of Fixed-term appointments than the Go8 and Australian
Universities averages, but this is primarily due to Research Focused Fixed-term appointments.

16 Discrepancy between the Staff Official 2014 UQ data and the UQ data reported for HR Benchmarking will be due to rounding.
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TABLE 4: EMPLOYMENT TYPE BY AREA AND LEVEL (2015)"

Attachment L

Area Employment Academic Professional Area Total
Type Level A Level B Level C Level D Level E Total HEW 1-5 HEW 6-9 HEW 10 TESOL Total
Continuing - 7.7% 25.0% - 10.6% 8.5% 77.6% 82.5% 55.4% 100.0% 79.4% 77.2%
Central Services Fixed-term 100.0% 92.3% 75.0% 100.0% 89.4% 91.5% 22.4% 17.5% 44.6% - 20.6% 22.8%
Total FTE 13.4 13.0 8.0 5.5 18.8 58.7 767.9 927.0 84.3 26.0 1,805.2 1,863.9
Continuing 4.1% 41.3% 65.1% 78.4% 67.0% 44.8% 60.9% 55.3% 28.1% - 57.5% 50.3%
Faculties Fixed-term 95.9% 58.7% 34.9% 21.6% 33.0% 55.2% 39.1% 44.7% 71.9% - 42.5% 49.7%
Total FTE 589.9 588.6 422.7 291.4 343.6 2,236.2 833.8 869.5 32.0 - 1,735.2 3,971.4
Continuing - - 1.6% 2.9% 13.5% 1.9% 11.2% 21.6% 22.1% - 17.7% 8.8%
Institutes Fixed-term 100.0% 100.0% 98.4% 97.1% 86.5% 98.1% 88.8% 78.4% 77.9% - 82.3% 91.2%
Total FTE 265.5 114.0 63.4 34.8 61.7 539.4 155.7 247.0 13.6 - 416.2 955.7
Continuing 2.8% 34.1% 56.3% 69.2% 56.7% 35.9% 63.8% 63.6% 45.2% 100.0% 63.3% 51.9%
All University Fixed-term 97.2% 65.9% 43.7% 30.8% 43.3% 64.1% 36.2% 36.4% 54.8% - 36.7% 48.1%
Total FTE 868.9 715.6 494.1 331.7 424.1 2,834.4 1,757.3 2,043.4 129.9 26.0 3,956.6 6,791.0

The Institutes have the highest proportion of appointments that are Fixed-term (91.2%) with 100% of Academic staff employed at Levels A and B, and 98.4% of Level C

Academics on Fixed-term appointments (Table 5, p14).

Faculties (which represent 58.5% of total University FTE) have 49.7% of their staff employed on Fixed-term contracts, with the highest percentages being in Academic
Level A (95.9%) and Professional HEW 10 (71.9%) (Table 6, p15).

Within Central Services the majority of staff are funded from the operating budget rather than external funding. This allows a larger contingent of staff to be employed on
Continuing appointments (77.2%), with a lower percentage of staff employed on Fixed-term contracts (21.8%).

Areas of the University with a high percentage of Fixed-term appointments include the Institutes and School or Faculty-based Centres, where funding is mainly based on
grants or Fixed-term funding. A further breakdown of these results by Faculty and Institute is on the following pages.

1 Percentages refer to the proportion of staff employed on the Employment Types within each Area (based on FTE).

November 2015

Annual Workforce Profile Report 2015

Page 13 of 60




TABLE 5: EMPLOYMENT TYPE - INSTITUTES BY LEVEL (2015)"®

Attachment L

T e Employment Academic Professional Institute
Type Level A Level B Level C Level D Level E Total HEW 1-5 | HEW 6-9 HEW 10 Total Total
Australian Institute for Continuing - - - - - - 23.7% 32.8% - 28.6% 13.3%
Bioengineering and Fixed-term 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 76.3% 67.2% 100.0% 71.4% 86.7%
Nanotechnology Total FTE 51.1 22.6 5.8 3.0 8.4 90.9 33.0 45.1 0.9 79.0 169.87
Continuing - - - 100.0% - 7.1% - - - - 3.2%
Global Change Institute Fixed-term 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - 100.0% 92.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 96.8%
Total FTE 9.5 2.0 0.6 1.0 1.0 14.1 3.2 13.5 0.2 16.9 30.97
. Continuing - - 7.6% - - 0.6% 22.3% 37.6% 33.3% 32.9% 15.0%
Institute for Molecular :
Bioscience Fixed-term 100.0% 100.0% 92.4% 100.0% 100.0% 99.4% 77.7% 62.4% 66.7% 67.1% 85.0%
Total FTE 95.3 31.0 13.2 4.2 18.2 161.9 38.5 87.9 3.0 129.4 291.34
Continuing - - - - 30.8% 2.6% - 6.5% - 3.2% 2.7%
Qld Alliance for Agriculture :
and Food Innovation Fixed-term 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 69.2% 97.4% 100.0% 93.5% 100.0% 96.8% 97.3%
Total FTE 25.6 11.4 22.8 11.5 6.5 77.8 15.3 15.4 1.0 31.7 109.43
Continuing - - - - 27.5% 3.0% 2.5% 6.6% 52.6% 6.7% 4.7%
Qld Brain Institute Fixed-term 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 72.5% 97.0% 97.5% 93.4% 47.4% 93.3% 95.3%
Total FTE 63.2 27.2 2.0 5.5 12.1 110.0 40.3 45.8 3.8 89.9 199.96
Continuing - - - - 19.4% 3.5% - 4.1% - 2.3% 3.0%
Sustainable Minerals Institute Fixed-term 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 80.6% 96.5% 100.0% 95.9% 100.0% 97.7% 97.0%
Total FTE 20.9 19.8 19.0 9.6 15.5 84.8 25.4 39.3 4.7 69.3 154.09
Continuing - - 1.6% 2.9% 13.5% 1.9% 11.2% 21.6% 22.1% 17.7% 8.8%
All Institutes Fixed-term 100.0% 100.0% 98.4% 97.1% 86.5% 98.1% 88.8% 78.4% 77.9% 82.3% 91.2%
Total FTE 265.5 114.0 63.4 34.8 61.7 539.4 155.7 247.0 13.6 416.2 955.66

18 Percentages refer to the proportion of staff employed on the Employment Types within each Institute and Classification Level (based on FTE).
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TABLE 6: EMPLOYMENT TYPE - FACULTIES BY LEVEL (2015)™

Attachment L

Faculty Employment Academic Professional Faculty
Type Level A Level B Level C Level D Level E Total HEW1-5 | HEW6-9 | HEW 10 Total Total
Continuing 12.1% 67.7% 89.8% 93.9% 79.2% 72.3% 79.9% 73.6% - 74.8% 73.2%
Business, Economics & Law | Fixed-term 87.9% 32.3% 10.2% 6.1% 20.8% 27.7% 20.1% 26.4% 100.0% 25.2% 26.8%
Total FTE 33.0 80.5 55.9 46.7 51.8 267.8 77.9 86.5 4.0 168.4 436.21
Continuing 2.7% 38.8% 64.0% 80.5% 82.2% 42.8% 56.1% 59.4% 75.0% 58.3% 49.1%
Eng, Arch and Info Tech Fixed-term 97.3% 61.2% 36.0% 19.5% 17.8% 57.2% 43.9% 40.6% 25.0% 41.7% 50.9%
Total FTE 110.2 89.1 42.2 34.3 65.5 341.2 96.1 133.6 4.0 233.7 574.92
Continuing 9.5% 42.6% 74.7% 78.6% 63.0% 48.9% 76.6% 52.4% 25.0% 63.8% 56.1%
Health Behavioural Science | Fixed-term 90.5% 57.4% 25.3% 21.4% 37.0% 51.1% 23.4% 47.6% 75.0% 36.2% 43.9%
Total FTE 69.7 86.9 58.1 40.2 41.6 296.4 137.6 140.5 4.0 282.0 578.41
Continuing 10.9% 63.3% 87.1% 99.1% 71.5% 68.6% 78.1% 66.1% 25.0% 70.5% 69.2%
Humanities Social Science Fixed-term 89.1% 36.7% 12.9% 0.9% 28.5% 31.4% 21.9% 33.9% 75.0% 29.5% 30.8%
Total FTE 41.4 100.3 81.1 43.4 38.8 305.0 66.5 73.4 4.0 143.9 448.84
Medicine Biomedical Continuing 0.8% 18.1% 31.6% 37.7% 32.5% 19.7% 40.0% 33.4% 11.1% 36.0% 28.7%
edicine biomedica
Science Fixed-term 99.2% 81.9% 68.4% 62.3% 67.5% 80.3% 60.0% 66.6% 88.9% 64.0% 71.3%
Total FTE 118.0 93.9 81.6 39.3 55.9 388.7 221.2 241.0 9.0 471.2 859.87
Continuing 2.3% 26.5% 56.2% 77.4% 70.1% 36.2% 62.2% 69.4% 42.9% 65.1% 48.0%
Science Fixed-term 97.7% 73.5% 43.8% 22.6% 29.9% 63.8% 37.8% 30.6% 57.1% 34.9% 52.0%
Total FTE 217.8 138.0 103.9 87.5 90.1 637.2 234.5 194.5 7.0 436.0 | 1,073.15
Continuing 4.1% 41.3% 65.1% 78.4% 67.0% 44.8% 60.9% 55.3% 28.1% 57.5% 50.3%
All Faculties Fixed-term 95.9% 58.7% 34.9% 21.6% 33.0% 55.2% 39.1% 44.7% 71.9% 42.5% 49.7%
Total FTE 589.9 588.6 422.7 291.4 343.6 2,236.2 833.8 869.5 32.0 1,735.2 3,971.4

19 Percentages refer to the proportion of staff of each Employment Type within each Faculty and Classification Level (based on FTE).
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Attachment L

6 WORKFORCE FUNCTION

Key points for 2015:

e Academic staff FTE had a 1.7% decrease between 2014 (2,883.2) and 2015 (2,834.4)

o 54.1% of Academic staff are employed as RF and only 37.7% are employed as T&R

e The proportion of Academic staff employed as T&R had a small increase in 2015, from 37.5% to 37.7%, after it
had decreased over the preceding 5 years

e There were small increases in the percentage of Academic staff employed as T&R, RF and CA in 2015

e Professional staff FTE increased by 23.8 in 2015

e 75.3% of Professional staff are employed in the Administration stream

Workforce Function is used within UQ to categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles
based on their appointment. The workforce function reflects the actual role filled on 31 March.

Academic staff can be appointed to the following functional roles: Teaching and Research (T&R), Research
Focused (RF), Teaching Focused (TF), Clinical Academic (CA) and Senior Executive.

Professional staff are broken down into functional roles based on the Job Family of their appointment.
Professional staff functional groups are: Administration, Research/Technical, Professional Other and Senior
Executive (see page 49 for detailed definitions).

Data included in the tables and figures below is for all Continuing and Fixed-term staff employed as at
31 March as reported to the Department of Education. Casual and Unpaid staff are excluded.

No AHEIA HR benchmarking data exists for Workforce Function.
TABLE 7: WORKFORCE FUNCTION - FTE AND PERCENTAGE (2011 — 2015)

Function 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

% % % % %
Academic FTE Acad FTE Acad FTE Acad FTE Acad FTE Acad

FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE
Teaching & Research 1,135.8 | 41.4% | 1,123.6 | 39.6% | 1,116.1 | 38.7% | 1,080.2 | 37.5% | 1,069.8 | 37.7%
Research Focused 1,424.6 | 51.9% | 1,493.7 | 52.7% | 1,553.9 | 53.9% | 1,558.1 | 54.0% | 1,532.2 | 54.1%
Teaching Focused 156.9 5.7% 170.7 6.0% 155.9 5.4% 178.8 6.2% 148.9 5.3%
Clinical Academic - - 24.7 0.9% 33.2 1.2% 38.7 1.3% 62.5 2.2%
Senior Executive 26.0 0.9% 23.0 0.8% 24.0 0.8% 27.5 1.0% 21.0 0.7%
Total Academic 2,743.2 2,835.7 2,883.0 2,883.2 2,834.4

% % % % %
Professional FTE Prof FTE Prof FTE Prof FTE Prof FTE Prof

FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE
Administration 2,703.8 | 71.1% | 2,809.3 | 71.8% | 2,932.1 | 73.1% | 2,903.8 | 73.8% | 2,979.0 | 75.3%
Prof Research/Technical 1,044.8 | 27.5% | 1,048.7 | 26.8% | 1,026.9 | 25.6% 982.7 | 25.0% 932.3 | 23.6%
Professional Other 54.4 1.4% 54.2 1.4% 46.6 1.2% 44.2 1.1% 43.3 1.1%
Senior Executive 2.0 0.1% 3.0 0.1% 3.0 0.1% 2.0 0.1% 2.0 0.1%
Total Professional 3,804.9 3,915.1 4,008.6 3,932.8 3,956.6
Total University 6,548.2 6,750.8 6,891.6 6,816.0 6,791.0

Academic staff FTE decreased by 48.8 (1.7%) to 2,834.4 in 2015 from 2,883.2 in 2014 with decreases
across all roles except Clinical Academics. Teaching and Research (T&R) staff FTE decreased by 10.4,
Research Focused (RF) by 25.9 and Teaching Focused (TF) by 29.9. Clinical Academic staff FTE increased
by 23.8.

The proportion of Academic staff employed as T&R (37.7%) and TF (54.1%) in 2015 showed little change
from 2014 following a downward trend in the proportion of T&R staff and an upward trend in the proportion of
RF staff over the preceding 4 years.

The relative proportion of staff that are employed as T&R and RF has changed over the five year period
(2011 — 2015). T&R Academics accounted for 41.4% of the Academic workforce in 2011, by 2015 they
comprised only 37.7% (or 39.9% when Clinical Academics are included). While the Research Institutes at
UQ have by far the greatest proportion of Academic staff that are RF, it is interesting to note that 63.4% of all
RF staff at UQ are based in the Faculties. (Table 10, p17).

Professional staff FTE increased by 23.8 FTE from 3,932.8 in 2014 to 3,956.6 in 2015, however the
Professional Research/Technical staff FTE decreased by 50.4 while FTE for staff in the Administration
function increased by 75.2. Administrative staff now comprise 75.3% of all Professional staff.
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TABLE 8: ACADEMIC LEVEL - FTE AND PERCENTAGE BY WORKFORCE FUNCTION (2015)

Function Level A Level B Level C Level D Level E Total Academics
FTE % FTE FTE % FTE FTE % FTE FTE % FTE FTE % FTE FTE % FTE
Teaching & Research 45.4 4.2% 259.2 24.2% 267.2 25.0% 216.8 20.3% 281.2 26.3% 1,069.8 37.7%
Research Focused 767.7 50.1% 372.1 24.3% 181.5 11.8% 91.7 6.0% 119.3 7.8% 1,532.2 54.1%
Teaching Focused 34.4 23.1% 70.3 47.2% 26.7 18.0% 15.5 10.4% 2.0 1.3% 148.9 5.3%
Clinical Academic 21.4 34.3% 14.0 22.4% 18.7 29.9% 7.7 12.3% 0.7 1.1% 62.5 2.2%
Senior Executive - - - - - - - - 21.0 100.0% 21.0 0.7%
All Academic 868.9 30.7% 715.6 25.2% 494.1 17.4% 331.7 11.7% 424.1 15.0% 2,834.4 100.0%

Attachment L

The distribution of staff by classification level varies significantly between the Academic functions. 74.4% of all RF Academic staff are employed at the junior levels (A and
B) while only 28.4% of T&R Academic staff are employed at the same levels. A correspondingly small proportion of RF Academic staff are employed at senior levels with
the difference being most noticeable at Levels D and E. Only 6.0% of RF Academic staff are employed at Level D compared to 20.3% of T&R Academics. These figures

may signal a challenge to the University in terms of promotion and retention of Academic staff on RF appointments.

TABLE 9: PROFESSIONAL LEVEL - FTE AND PERCENTAGE BY WORKFORCE FUNCTION (2015)

Function HEW 1-5 HEW 6-9 HEW 10 TESOL Total Professionals
FTE % FTE FTE % FTE FTE % FTE FTE % FTE FTE % FTE
Administration 1,290.0 43.3% 1,561.2 52.4% 127.9 4.3% - - 2,979.0 75.3%
Professional Research/Tech 454.1 48.7% 478.2 51.3% - - - - 932.3 23.6%
Professional Other 13.3 30.7% 4.0 9.2% - - 26.0 60.0% 43.3 1.1%
Senior Executive - - - - 2.0 100.0% - - 2.0 0.1%
All Professional 1,757.3 44.4% 2,043.4 51.6% 129.9 3.3% 26.0 0.7% 3,956.6 100.0%
TABLE 10: WORKFORCE FUNCTION - FTE AND PERCENTAGE BY AREA (2015)
Area Academic Professional Area
Teach & Res Research Teaching Clinical Senior Total Admin Prof Prof Other Senior Total Total
Central Services FTE 9.1 36.6 2.0 - 11.0 58.7 1,662.8 97.0 43.3 2.0 1,805.2 1,863.9
% 0.9% 2.4% 1.3% - 52.4% 2.1% 55.8% 10.4% 100.0% 100.0% 45.6% 1,863.9
Faculties FTE 1,049.2 971.9 146.7 62.5 6.0 2,236.2 1,121.4 613.9 - - 1,735.2 3,971.4
% 98.1% 63.4% 98.5% 100.0% 28.6% 78.9% 37.6% 65.8% - - 43.9% 3,971.4
Institutes FTE 11.5 523.7 0.2 - 4.0 539.4 194.9 221.4 - - 416.2 955.7
% 1.1% 34.2% 0.1% - 19.0% 19.0% 6.5% 23.7% - - 10.5% 955.7
Al University FTE 1,069.8 1,532.2 148.9 62.5 21.0 2,834.3 2,979.0 932.3 43.3 2.0 3,956.6 6,791.0
% 37.7% 54.1% 5.3% 2.2% 0.7% 100.0% 75.3% 23.6% 1.1% 0.1% 100.0% 100.0%
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Attachment L

7  AGE PROFILE

Key points for 2015:

e The median age of staff at the University stayed steady at 42 in 2015

e There is a significant difference in the median age of T&R Academics (50) compared to RF Academics (37)
e 50.3% of T&R Academics are aged 50 or older but only 17.9% of RF Academics are aged 50 or older

e The median age of staff in Institutes is 38 compared to 42 in Faculties and 43 in Central Services

The ageing of the Academic workforce is an issue for Australian Universities. The latest benchmark figures
for Australian Universities show that 39.5% of the Academic workforce nationally is aged 50 or older. UQ
differs from the Australian benchmark with 29.6% of its Academic workforce in this bracket (Table 17, p23).
However, when UQ’s age data is broken down by Workforce Function (Table 15, p19) significant
differences emerge. Half of the University’s T&R Academics are aged 50 or older while only 17.9% of RF
staff are in this age bracket.

Similarly, within the Professional workforce the Research/Technical stream is a much younger population
than the Administration stream. 32.1% of Professional Administration staff are aged 50 or older compared
to 22.6% of Professional Research/Technical staff.

The distribution of staff within classification levels broadly correlates with age (Table 12, page 19).

In both Academic and Professional categories, the highest numbers of staff are recorded in the 30 — 34
year old age bracket.

Data included in the tables and figures below is for all Continuing and Fixed-term staff employed as at 31
March as reported to the Department of Education. Casual and Unpaid staff are excluded.

TABLE 11: HEADCOUNT BY AGE GROUP (2013-2015)%°

Category Year <25 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | 40-44 | 45-49 | 50-54 | 55-59 | 60-64 >=65 Total

2013 | 11 223 | 570 | 520 | 393 | 455 | 380 | 272 | 215 88 | 3,127

% | 04% | 7.1% | 18.2% | 16.6% | 12.6% | 14.6% | 12.2% | 8.7% | 6.9% | 2.8% | 100%

Aeademic 2014 | 8 200 | 560 | 535 | 384 | 423 | 395 | 284 | 210 119 | 3,119
% | 03% | 6.4% | 18.0% | 17.2% | 12.3% | 13.6% | 12.7% | 9.1% | 6.7% | 3.8% | 100%

2015 9 178 | 600 | 538 | 368 | 389 | 38 | 300 | 196 134 | 3,008

% | 03% | 57% | 19.4% | 17.4% | 11.9% | 12.6% | 12.5% | 9.7% | 6.3% | 4.3% | 100%

2013 | 228 | 593 | 680 | 573 | 560 | 480 | 483 | 384 | 274 94 | 4,349

% | 5.2% | 13.6% | 15.6% | 13.2% | 12.9% | 11.0% | 11.1% | 8.8% | 6.3% | 2.2% | 100%

2014 | 171 | 532 | 695 | 58 | 541 | 505 | 474 | 393 | 273 87 | 4,257

Professional
% 4.0% 12.5% | 16.3% | 13.8% | 12.7% | 11.9% | 11.1% 9.2% 6.4% 2.0% 100%

2015 | 160 | 497 700 | 600 | 575 | 482 | 474 | 422 277 103 | 4,290
% | 3.7% | 11.6% | 16.3% | 14.0% | 13.4% | 11.2% | 11.0% | 9.8% | 6.5% | 2.4% | 100%
2013 | 239 | 816 | 1250 | 1093 | 953 934 | 82 | 656 | 488 182 | 7,473
% | 3.2% | 10.9% | 16.7% | 14.6% | 12.8% | 12.5% | 11.5% | 8.8% | 6.5% | 2.4% | 100%
2014 | 179 | 733 | 1254 | 1120 | 925 | 927 | 868 | 677 | 482 206 | 7,371
% | 24% | 9.9% | 17.0% | 152% | 12.5% | 12.6% | 11.8% | 9.2% | 6.5% | 2.8% | 100%
2015 | 169 | 675 | 1299 | 1137 | 942 | 871 | 860 | 722 | 473 237 | 7,385
% | 23% | 9.1% | 17.6% | 15.4% | 12.8% | 11.8% | 11.6% | 9.8% | 6.4% | 3.2% | 100%

All staff

0 Headcount figures used will not match benchmarking figures (Table 17), which is based on FTE.
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TABLE 12: HEADCOUNT BY LEVEL AND AGE GROUP (2015)21

Attachment L

Category Level <25 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | 40-44 | 45-49 | 50-54 | 55-59 | 60-64 | >=65 | Total
Level A 9 155 387 204 66 52 37 13 13 6 942
% | 1.0% | 16.5% | 41.1% | 21.7% | 7.0% | 5.5% 3.9% 1.4% | 1.4% | 0.6% | 100.0%
Level B - 23 189 193 121 100 73 41 21 13 774
% - 3.0% | 24.4% | 24.9% | 15.6% | 12.9% | 9.4% | 53% | 2.7% | 1.7% | 100.0%
Level C - - 21 106 102 101 91 71 43 22 557
R % - - 3.8% | 19.0% | 18.3% | 18.1% | 16.3% | 12.7% | 7.7% | 3.9% | 100.0%
Level D - - 2 30 60 72 78 61 40 29 372
% - - 0.5% 81% | 16.1% | 19.4% | 21.0% | 16.4% | 10.8% | 7.8% | 100.0%
Level E - - 1 6 19 65 107 114 79 65 456
% - - 0.2% 13% | 4.2% | 14.3% | 23.5% | 25.0% | 17.3% | 14.3% | 100.0%
All Acad. 9 178 600 538 368 389 386 300 196 134 3,098
% | 03% | 57% | 19.4% | 17.4% | 11.9% | 12.6% | 12.5% | 9.7% | 6.3% | 4.3% | 100.0%
HEW 1-5 141 317 303 212 203 160 186 193 147 65 1,927
% | 7.3% | 16.5% | 15.7% | 11.0% | 10.5% | 8.3% 9.7% | 10.0% | 7.6% | 3.4% | 100.0%
HEW 6-9 19 182 392 367 347 295 255 201 112 32 2,202
% | 09% | 83% | 17.8% | 16.7% | 15.8% | 13.4% | 11.6% | 9.1% | 5.1% | 1.5% | 100.0%
: HEW 10 - - 4 16 19 22 27 25 16 5 134
Professional
% - - 3.0% | 11.9% | 14.2% | 16.4% | 20.1% | 18.7% | 11.9% | 3.7% | 100.0%
TESOL - - 1 5 6 6 6 3 2 1 30
% - - 3.3% | 16.7% | 20.0% | 20.0% | 20.0% | 10.0% | 6.7% | 3.3% | 100.0%
All Prof. 160 | 497 700 600 575 482 474 422 277 103 4,290
% | 3.7% | 11.6% | 16.3% | 14.0% | 13.4% | 11.2% | 11.0% | 9.8% | 6.5% | 2.4% | 100.0%
All University 169 | 675 | 1299 | 1137 | 942 | 871 | 80 | 722 | 473 | 237 | 7385
(unduplicated)
% | 2.3% | 9.1% | 17.6% | 15.4% | 12.8% | 11.8% | 11.6% | 9.8% | 6.4% | 3.2% | 100.0%
TABLE 13: HEADCOUNT BY WORKFORCE FUNCTION AND AGE GROUP (2015)22
Category Function <25 |25-29 |[30-34 |35-39 |40-44 |45-49 |50-54 |55-59 |60-64 | >=65 | Total
Teach & Res - 26 88 126 146 178 190 183 120 78 1,135
% | - 23% | 7.8% |11.1% [12.9% |15.7% |16.7% |16.1% |10.6% | 6.9% |100.0%
Res Focused 5 138 482 378 189 175 144 71 53 29 1,664
% |0.3% | 8.3% [29.0% |22.7% |11.4% |10.5% | 8.7% | 43% | 3.2% | 1.7% |100.0%
Teach Focused - 7 16 22 20 26 39 35 20 20 205
Academic % | - 34% | 7.8% |10.7% | 9.8% |12.7% |19.0% |[17.1% | 9.8% | 9.8% |100.0%
Clinical Acad 4 8 15 14 15 11 10 4 4 4 89
% |4.5% | 9.0% |16.9% |15.7% |16.9% |12.4% |11.2% | 4.5% | 45% | 4.5% |100.0%
Senior Exec - - - - - 3 5 9 - 4 21
% | - - - - - 14.3% |23.8% |42.9% - 19.0% | 100.0%
All Acad. 9 178 600 538 368 389 386 300 196 134 3,098
% |0.3% | 5.7% |19.4% |17.4% |11.9% |12.6% |12.5% | 9.7% | 6.3% | 4.3% |100.0%
Admin 89 306 495 463 446 375 376 342 228 79 3,199
% |2.8% | 9.6% |15.5% |14.5% [13.9% |11.7% |11.8% [10.7% | 7.1% | 2.5% |100.0%
Prof Res/Tech 70 187 201 129 122 99 91 76 46 23 1,044
% |6.7% |17.9% [19.3% |12.4% |11.7% | 95% | 87% | 7.3% | 4.4% | 2.2% |100.0%
; Prof Other 1 5 5 9 7 8 7 3 2 1 48
Professional s o s o s s 5 s s s s -
% |2.1% |10.4% |10.4% |18.8% |14.6% |16.7% |14.6% | 6.3% | 4.2% | 2.1% |100.0%
Senior Exec - - - - - - - 1 1 - <2
% | - - - - - - - 50.0% |50.0% - 100.0%
All Prof. 160 | 497 700 600 575 482 474 422 277 103 4,290
% |3.7% |11.6% |16.3% |14.0% |13.4% |11.2% |11.0% | 9.8% | 6.5% | 2.4% |100.0%
All University (unduplicated) | 169 | 675 | 1,299 | 1,137 | 942 871 860 722 473 237 7,385
% |23% | 9.1% |17.6% |15.4% |12.8% |11.8% |11.6% | 9.8% | 6.4% | 3.2% |100.0%

2 Headcount totals are unduplicated. This means that each person who belongs to multiple categories is counted once per category
e.g. BEL, Science) but once only in the totals. Totals may therefore not reflect the sum of the data in the body of the table.
Based on “Workforce Function” which is used within UQ to categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles based on
their appointment. Headcount totals are unduplicated. This means that each person who belongs to multiple categories is counted
once per category (e.g. BEL, Science) but once only in the totals. Totals may therefore not reflect the sum of the data in the body of

the table.
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Attachment L

FIGURE 6: HEADCOUNT BY AGE GROUP - ALL UQ (2013 - 2015)

FIGURE 7: HEADCOUNT BY AGE GROUP - ACADEMIC STAFF (2013 - 2015)

FIGURE 8: HEADCOUNT BY AGE GROUP - PROFESSIONAL STAFF (2013 - 2015)
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Attachment L

University Median Age

The median age of Continuing and Fixed-term staff increased to 42 in 2014 and has remained stable in
2015, having been 41 for the 4 years prior. In 2015 the median age is 42 for Academic staff and 41 for

Professional staff. RF Academics are a younger population with a median age of 37, compared to T&R
staff with a median age of 50 (Table 15).

TABLE 14: MEDIAN AGE - ALL STAFF BY LEVEL (2011 - 2015)*

2011 34 40 46 51 54 38 41 52 45.5 41
2012 33 39 46 51 54 38 41 51 46.5 41
2013 33 39 46 52 55 38 41 50 47 41
2014 33 39 47 52 55 39 42 49 46.5 42
2015 33 39 47 51 55 39 42 51 45.5 42

FIGURE 9: MEDIAN AGE - ACADEMIC STAFF BY LEVEL (2011 — 2015)%
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TABLE 15: MEDIAN AGE BY WORKFORCE FUNCTION (2011 - 2015)24

Teaching & Research 48 48.5 49 49 50
Research Focused 38 37 37 37 37
Academic Teaching Focused 48 a7 47 49 51
Clinical Academic - 34.5 38.5 40 41
Senior Executive 55 54 55 55 56
All Academic 43 43 42 43 42
Administration 42 42 42 42 42
Prof Res /Technical 35 35 36 36 37
Professional Professional Other 40 40 43 43 42
Senior Executive 49 60 61 59 60
All Professional 40 40 40 41 41
All University 42 41 41 42 42

2 Academic Senior Executive staff are classified as Level E, and Professional Senior Executive staff are classified as
HEW 10.

24 Data not included where there are 2 or less staff meeting criteria (N/A). Based on “Workforce Function” which is used within UQ to
categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles based on their appointment.
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TABLE 16: MEDIAN AGE BY AREA AND LEVEL (2015)%

Attachment L

Area Central Services, Faculties and Academic Professional Total
Institutes Level A Level B Level C Level D Level E HEW 1-5 HEW 6-9 HEW 10

Office of COO - - - - - 45 41 50 43

Office of DVC (Academic) 36 N/A 48 N/A 56 44 43 56.5 44

Office of DVC (International) - - - - N/A 36 39.5 51 39

Central Office of DVC (Research) 33 44 41 43 54 35.5 42 50.5 41
Services Office of Provost - - - - N/A 50 46 58 50.5
Office of Vice-Chancellor - - - - 57 37 43.5 50 44.5

Independent Operations - - - - - 33 39 N/A 39

All Central Services 34 43 44.5 43.5 55 43 42 51.5 43

Business, Economics Law 38 39 47 51 55 38.5 40 455 45

Eng, Arch and Info Tech 32 36 44 50 54.5 36 43 50.5 39

Health Behavioural Science 34 36 48 53 55 35 42 47.5 43

Faculties Humanities Social Science 37 42 49 54 58 38 41 41.5 46

Medicine Biomedical Science 34 41 45 52 58 36 41 50 42

Science 33 39 46 50 54.5 39 44 52 41

All Faculties 33 39 47 51 56 37 42 48.5 42

Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech 32 37 37 44 49.5 31 38 N/A 35

Global Change Institute 345 N/A N/A N/A N/A 45 39 N/A 39

Inst Molecular Bioscience 34 40 37 49 55 33 40 60 37

Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov 35 43.5 51 57.5 59 34 44 N/A 45

Qld Brain Institute 32 38 42 44.5 52 35 39.5 42,5 36

Sustainable Minerals Institute 36 38 48 56 54 32 42 55.5 42

All Institutes 33 38 46 53 53 33 40 51 38

Of the Faculties, Business, Economics and Law and Humanities and Social Science have the highest median age at 45 and 46 respectively, while the Faculty of
Engineering, Architecture and Information Technology has the lowest median age at 39. The Faculties with the highest median age are those with the highest proportion of
T&R staff and lowest proportion of RF staff. The Institutes have a much younger population generally, with an overall median age of 38.

> Data not included where there are 2 or less staff meeting criteria (N/A). Academic Senior Executive staff are classified as Level E, and Professional Senior Executive staff are classified as HEW 10. TESOL staff
have been excluded in this table.
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Benchmarking

Attachment L

e UQ has a higher proportion of Academics under the age of 35, and a lower proportion of Academics over the age of 50 than both the Go8 and Australian
Universities benchmarks.
e The median age of UQ’s Academic staff when broken down by Level is roughly equivalent to the Go8. It is likely that UQ’s high proportion of Academic staff
employed at Levels A and B (particularly within the RF function) accounts for its overall median age being lower.

TABLE 17: BENCHMARKING - AGE GROUP PROFILE (FTE) BY ACADEMIC LEVEL (2014)*°

e Academic Level A Academic Level B Academic Level C Academic Level D Academic Level E All Academics
uQ Aus uQ Aus uQ Aus uQ Aus uQ Aus uQ Go8 Aus
<25 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%
25-29 18.6% 17.9% 4.1% 3.7% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.8% 5.5% 4.3%
30-34 38.8% 33.8% 23.8% 19.3% 4.3% 4.6% 0.3% 0.8% 0.0% 0.2% 19.3% 16.4% 13.4%
35-39 20.7% 18.9% 25.9% 20.7% 19.4% 15.2% 6.0% 6.8% 1.5% 1.6% 18.0% 17.2% 14.9%
40-44 7.6% 9.9% 16.3% 16.1% 17.7% 18.5% 16.9% 14.8% 6.3% 6.6% 12.7% 14.4% 14.3%
45-49 5.8% 7.1% 12.8% 12.6% 21.9% 16.9% 16.3% 19.1% 18.0% 13.9% 13.3% 12.9% 13.7%
50-54 4.3% 5.1% 8.4% 11.7% 15.4% 17.5% 23.2% 21.3% 23.6% 21.0% 11.9% 12.5% 14.4%
55-59 1.7% 4.1% 5.2% 9.3% 9.8% 14.4% 19.6% 19.2% 20.2% 24.0% 8.4% 10.5% 12.7%
60-64 1.2% 1.9% 2.4% 4.5% 9.1% 8.8% 12.9% 12.3% 16.6% 19.8% 6.2% 6.6% 8.0%
65+ 0.6% 0.8% 1.1% 2.2% 2.4% 4.0% 4.8% 5.9% 13.8% 14.3% 3.1% 3.9% 4.4%
TABLE 18: BENCHMARKING — MEDIAN AGE (2014)%

Category Level uQ Go8 Aus

Level A 33 33 36

Level B 39 39 42
Academic Level C 47 47 48.8

Level D 52 51 51.4

Level E 55 56 56.8

All Academic 42 43.4 46.3

HEW 1-5 39 38.7 42
Professional HEW 6-10 42 42 43.0

All Professional 41 41 42.6
Senior Management All Senior Mgmt 53 53 53
All Staff Categories 42 42 45

2 Benchmarking data is based on the official staff data snapshot of 31 March each year. The benchmark data separates the “Senior Management” group from the “Academic” and “Professional” groups e.g.
Executives, Heads of Schools. The Workforce Profile analysis does not separate this group therefore “Academic” and “Professional” include these staff. Minor discrepancies may result.
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8 GENDER PROFILE

Attachment L

Key points for 2015:
e Women comprise 52.7% of all Continuing and Fixed-term staff at UQ

e  62.0% of Professional staff and 39.9% of Academic staff are female in 2015 (compared to 61.7% and 40.4%

respectively in 2014)

65.8% of all female Academics at UQ are employed at junior levels (A and B)

The proportion of women in senior Academic levels (D and E) continues to improve
32.3% of level D Academics are female (an increase from 30.8% in 2014)

20.0% of Level E Academics are female (a slight decrease from 20.3% in 2014)

Women comprise 52.7% of all Continuing and Fixed-term staff at UQ in 2015 with the proportion remaining
quite stable over the last five years. There are significant differences in the female participation rate for

Professional staff (62.0 %) and Academic staff (39.6%) (Table 21, p26).

Within the Academic workforce, women are under-represented at senior levels. Less than one in three
(32.3%) Level D Academics are female and one in five (20.0%) Level E Academics are female (Table 21,

page 26).

The proportion of female Academic staff at the University is lower than both the Go8 and the Australian
Universities’ HR benchmarks (Table 25, p29)27 across all levels with the lowest rate occurring for Level E
Academics (19.7% in 2014, compared to 21.9% for the Go8 and 24.9% for Australian Universities). Continuing
a 5-year trend, the proportion of female Academic staff at level D increased to 32.3% in 2015, up from 30.8%
in 2014 and 25.8% in 2011. The University introduced an annual Career Progression for Women Program in
2010, particularly focused on supporting women at Academic Level C. Data relating to promotions, available in
Chapter 13, (Table 44, p40) shows that the number of women applying for promotions at Level C improved in
2014. This coupled with the high success rate of 83.6% for female Academics applying for promotion in 2014,

may have contributed to the noted increase in the proportion of female Academic staff at level D.

Data included in the tables and figures below are for all Continuing and Fixed-term staff employed as at 31
March as reported to the Department of Education. Casual and Unpaid staff are excluded.

TABLE 19: FEMALE FTE BY AREA (2011 - 2015)

Area Female FTE 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Female FTE 927.0 923.6 954.4 982.0 1,009.5
Central Services Total FTE 1,691.0 1,706.3 1,792.4 1,810.7 1,863.9
% FTE Female 54.8% 54.1% 53.2% 54.2% 54.2%
Female FTE 2,124.2 2,175.5 2,165.7 2,137.1 2,140.9
Faculties Total FTE 3,956.2 4,026.0 4,051.3 3,981.7 3,971.4
% FTE Female 53.7% 54.0% 53.5% 53.7% 53.9%
Female FTE 398.3 459.1 483.8 472.9 428.0
Institutes Total FTE 900.9 1,018.5 1,047.8 1,023.6 955.7
% FTE Female 44.2% 45.1% 46.2% 46.2% 44.8%
Female FTE 3,449.5 3,558.2 3,603.9 3,592.0 3,578.4
All University Total FTE 6,548.2 6,750.8 6,891.6 6,816.0 6,791.0
% FTE Female 52.7% 52.7% 52.3% 52.7% 52.7%

27 Benchmarking data is based on the official staff data snapshot of 31 March each year. The benchmark data separates the “Senior
Management” group from the “Academic” and “Professional” groups e.g. Executives, Heads of Schools. The Workforce Profile analysis

does not separate this group, therefore “Academic” and “Professional” include these staff. Minor discrepancies may result.
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FIGURE 11: PROPORTION OF STAFF FTE THAT ARE FEMALE BY AREA (2011 - 2015)

TABLE 20: FEMALE FTE BY CATEGORY AND AREA (2011 - 2015)

Attachment L

Category Area Female FTE 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Female FTE 29.4 19.6 18.9 18.7 15.0
Central Total FTE 67.2 62.5 61.7 65.3 58.7
Services
% FTE Female 43.7% 31.4% 30.6% 28.6% 25.6%
Female FTE 900.4 907.4 919.6 939.8 917.4
Faculties Total FTE 2,191.1 2,219.3 2,250.2 2,263.0 2,236.2
% FTE Female 41.1% 40.9% 40.9% 41.5% 41.0%
Academic
Female FTE 163.9 192.8 2003 205.7 191.0
Institutes Total FTE 484.9 553.9 571.1 554.9 539.4
% FTE Female 33.8% 34.8% 35.1% 37.1% 35.4%
Female FTE 1,093.62 1,119.79 1,138.75 1,164.24 1,123.48
University Total FTE 2,743.2 2,835.7 2,883.0 2,883.2 2,834.4
% FTE Female 39.9% 39.5% 39.5% 40.4% 39.6%
Female FTE 897.7 904.0 935.5 963.3 994.4
Central Total FTE 1,623.9 1,643.8 1,730.7 1,745.4 1,805.2
Services
% FTE Female 55.3% 55.0% 54.1% 55.2% 55.1%
Female FTE 1,223.8 1,268.1 1,246.2 1,197.3 1,223.5
Faculties Total FTE 1,765.1 1,806.7 1,801.1 1,718.7 1,735.2
% FTE Female 69.3% 70.2% 69.2% 69.7% 70.5%
Professional
Female FTE 2343 266.3 2835 267.1 236.9
Institutes Total FTE 416.0 464.6 476.7 468.7 416.2
% FTE Female 56.3% 57.3% 59.5% 57.0% 56.9%
Female FTE 2,355.86 2,438.41 2,465.14 2,427.74 2,454.87
University Total FTE 3,804.9 3,915.1 4,008.6 3,932.8 3,956.6
% FTE Female 61.9% 62.3% 61.5% 61.7% 62.0%
Female FTE 3,449.5 3,558.2 3,603.9 3,592.0 3,578.4
All University Total FTE 6,548.2 6,750.8 6,891.6 6,816.0 6,791.0
% FTE Female 52.7% 52.7% 52.3% 52.7% 52.7%

November 2015

Annual Workforce Profile Report 2015

Page 25 of 60



TABLE 21: PERCENTAGE OF STAFF FTE THAT ARE FEMALE BY LEVEL (2011- 2015)

Attachment L

Level A 50.8% 48.5% 46.9% 50.4% 48.0%

Level B 46.4% 45.9% 46.7% 44.5% 45.0%

. Level C 39.1% 39.4% 39.5% 40.2% 39.0%

Academic

Level D 25.8% 26.5% 28.9% 30.8% 32.3%

Level E 18.7% 19.9% 19.4% 20.3% 20.0%

All Academic 39.9% 39.5% 39.5% 40.4% 39.6%

HEW 1-5 67.2% 67.3% 67.0% 66.8% 66.9%

HEW 6-9 57.9% 58.3% 57.2% 58.3% 59.0%

Professional | HEW 10 39.9% 46.8% 48.2% 46.6% 47.3%
TESOL 59.8% 62.8% 53.9% 51.8% 48.1%

All Professional 61.9% 62.3% 61.5% 61.7% 62.0%

All University 52.7% 52.7% 52.3% 52.7% 52.7%

FIGURE 12: PERCENTAGE OF ACADEMIC STAFF FTE THAT ARE FEMALE BY LEVEL (2011 - 2015)28
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FIGURE 13: PERCENTAGE OF PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE THAT ARE FEMALE BY LEVEL (2011 - 2015)28
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TABLE 22: PERCENTAGE OF STAFF FTE THAT ARE FEMALE BY WORKFORCE FUNCTION® (2011 - 2015)

Category Function 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Teaching & Research 36.8% 36.0% 37.6% 38.3% 37.3%
Research Focused 40.6% 40.0% 39.1% 39.6% 38.8%
. Teaching Focused 59.9% 58.9% 57.5% 57.3% 56.0%
ACBAEMIERE™ (), i cal Academic - 55.5% 56.9% 65.4% 66.2%
Senior Executive 15.4% 17.4% 12.5% 18.2% 23.8%
All Academic 39.9% 39.5% 39.5% 40.4% 39.6%
Administration 63.6% 64.4% 63.6% 64.2% 64.4%
Prof Res/Tech 58.3% 57.0% 56.2% 55.0% 55.5%
Professional | Professional Other 52.2% 53.8% 42.1% 46.9% 41.1%
Senior Executive - 66.7% 66.7% 50.0% 50.0%
All Professional 61.9% 62.3% 61.5% 61.7% 62.0%
All University 52.7% 52.7% 52.3% 52.7% 52.7%

FIGURE 14: PERCENTAGE OF ACADEMIC STAFF FTE THAT ARE FEMALE BY WORKFORCE FUNCTION (2011 - 2015)30
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FIGURE 15: PERCENTAGE OF PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE THAT ARE FEMALE BY WORKFORCE FUNCTION (2011- 2015)30
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29 Based on “Workforce Function” which is used within UQ to categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles based on
tf(])eir appointment.

Senior Executive figures are not included due to the small number of FTE. Based on “Workforce Function” which is used within UQ to
categorise Academic and Professional staff by functional roles based on their appointment.
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TABLE 23: PERCENTAGE OF ACADEMIC STAFF FTE BY GENDER AND LEVEL COMPARED TO TOTAL (ALL UQ - 2015)

Gender | Academic FTE % of Total Gender | Academic FTE % of Total
Level Female Level Male
Level A 416.9 37.1% Level A 452.1 26.4%
Level B 322.3 28.7% Level B 393.3 23.0%
Level C 192.5 17.1% Level C 301.6 17.6%
Female Male
Level D 107.1 9.5% Level D 224.6 13.1%
Level E 84.8 7.5% Level E 3394 19.8%
Total 1,123.5 100.0% Total 1,710.9 100.0%

Within the Academic workforce, women are over-represented at lower levels and under-represented at senior
levels. Approximately two-thirds of all female Academics at UQ (65.8%) are employed at levels A and B while
only about half of all male Academics (49.4%) are employed at these levels (Table 23).

TABLE 24: FTE BY GENDER AND AREA (2015)

Area fnes't'it::t'::"'ces' Facultiesand | ¢ ale FTE | Male FTE | Total FTE Ffr::fe
Office of COO 339.2 544.4 883.7 38.4%
Office of DVC (Academic) 333.2 116.2 449.4 74.1%
Office of DVC (Intntl) 119.5 43.3 162.8 73.4%
Central Office of DVC (Research) 135.9 93.9 229.8 59.1%
Services Office of Provost 321 36.0 68.1 47.1%
Office of Vice-Chancellor 38.6 16.6 55.2 69.9%
Independent Operations 11.0 4.0 15.0 73.3%
All Central Services 1,009.5 854.4 1,863.9 54.2%
Business, Economics Law 229.6 206.7 436.2 52.6%
Eng, Arch and Info Tech 159.7 415.2 574.9 27.8%
Health Behavioural Science 416.1 162.3 578.4 71.9%
Faculties Humanities Social Science 268.2 180.7 448.8 59.7%
Medicine Biomedical Science 565.1 294.8 859.9 65.7%
Science 502.3 570.8 1,073.2 46.8%
All Faculties 2,140.9 1,830.5 3,971.4 53.9%
Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech 81.4 88.5 169.9 47.9%
Global Change Institute 13.4 17.6 31.0 43.2%
Inst Molecular Bioscience 127.3 164.0 2913 43.7%
Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov 43.1 66.4 109.4 39.4%
Qld Brain Institute 88.4 1115 200.0 44.2%
Sustainable Minerals Institute 74.4 79.7 154.1 48.3%
All Institutes 428.0 527.7 955.7 44.8%
All University 3,578.4 3,212.6 6,791.0 52.7%

Within Central Services, 54.2% of Continuing and Fixed-term staff are female. The majority of the Central
Services areas have a higher proportion of female to male staff than the University average with the notable
exception being the Office of Chief Operating Officer (COO) where only 38.4% of staff are women.

Although the proportion of female staff FTE is 53.9% for Faculties, there are some distinct variances across
the Faculties. Health and Behavioural Sciences, Humanities and Social Sciences and Medicine and
Biomedical Sciences all have a high proportion of female staff (greater than 60% of total FTE) while at the
other extreme the Faculties that encompass subject areas that have traditionally been male dominated have
much lower female participation rates. The Faculty of Engineering, Architecture and Information Technology
has the lowest proportion of women at only 27.8%.

The overall female participation rate for the Institutes is lower than for Faculties and Central Areas.
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Benchmarking
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TABLE 25: BENCHMARKING — PERCENTAGE OF STAFF FTE WHO ARE FEMALE BY LEVEL (2014)%

Category Level uQ Go8 Aus
Level A 50.4% 47.5% 50.2%
Level B 44.5% 48.0% 52.0%
. Level C 40.1% 42.1% 43.8%
Academic
Level D 30.7% 32.7% 36.6%
Level E 19.7% 21.9% 24.9%
All Academic 41.0% 40.9% 44.4%
HEW 1-5 66.8% 69.5% 72.5%
Professional HEW 6-10 58.1% 59.6% 60.2%
All Professional 62.1% 63.2% 65.0%
Senior Management All Senior Mgmt 30.8% 32.9% 36.8%
All Staff Categories 52.7% 53.1% 55.7%

Although the proportion of female staff at the University has increased over the last five years, UQ still rates
below both the Go8 and Australian Universities across all levels. For 2014, the University’s overall proportion
of female staff (52.7%) is sitting below the Go8 and Australian Universities averages (53.1% and 55.7%

respectively).

The 2014 benchmarking figures for Academic staff show the University is below the Go8 average for all
Academic classification levels except Level A. The University is sitting 2.0% below the Go8 average and 5.9%
below the Australian average for Academic Level D while for Academic Level E the University is 2.2% below

the Go8 average and 5.2% below the Australian average.

8 Benchmarking data is based on the official staff data snapshot of 31 March each year. The benchmark data separates the “Senior
Management” group from the “Academic” and “Professional” groups e.g. Executives, Heads of Schools. The Workforce Profile analysis
does not separate this group, therefore “Academic” and “Professional” include these staff. Minor discrepancies may result.
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9 ABORIGINAL AND/OR TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER EMPLOYMENT

Attachment L

Key points for 2015:

e 0.32% of the Academic workforce and 0.93% of the Professional staff workforce identifies as Aboriginal and/or

Torres Strait Islander

e There has been a small decrease in the number of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander staff (0.7% in 2015

compared to 0.8% in 2014)

The University’s Strategic Plan 2014 — 2017 (Equity and Diversity) outlines our aspirations to improve the
recruitment, retention and career progression of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander staff. Our Enterprise
Agreement commits the University to increasing the employment of Indigenous Australians to 1.4% of FTE by
31 March 2017 within a longer term aspirational target of 2.8%. A concerted effort across UQ is required to
demonstrate progress against these targets. A revised Indigenous Employment Strategy 2016 — 2017
incorporates strategies and actions to support progress toward these targets.

The proportion of Continuing and Fixed-term staff who identify as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander is
0.7% in 2015, down from 0.8% in 2014.

Data included in the tables below includes Continuing and Fixed-term staff employed as at 31 March as
reported to the Department of Education. Casual and Unpaid staff are excluded.

TABLE 26: PROPORTION OF STAFF THAT IDENTIFY AS AN ABORIGINAL AND/OR TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER

BACKGROUND (2011 - 2015)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Category Head- Head- Head- Head- Head-
count % count % count % count % count %
Academic 11 0.4% 7 0.2% 10 0.3% 11 0.4% 10 0.32%
Professional 38 0.9% 31 0.7% 34 0.8% 40 0.9% 40 0.93%
All University 49 0.7% 38 0.5% 44 0.6% 51 0.8% 50 0.7%

TABLE 27: PROPORTION OF STAFF BY ABORIGINAL AND/OR TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER STATUS (2011 - 2015)32

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Status Head- Head- Head- Head- Head-
count % count % count % count % count %

A&TSI 49 0.7% 38 | 0.5% 44 0.6% 51 0.7% 50 0.7%

Non-A&TSI 5,146 72.8% 5,501 | 75.4% 5,766 77.2% 5,786 78.5% 5,917 80.1%

No info 1,878 26.6% 1,761 | 24.1% 1,663 22.3% 1,534 20.8% 1,418 19.2%

All University 7,073 100.0% 7,300 | 100.0% 7,473 100.0% | 7,371 100.0% 7,385 100.0%
TABLE 28: PROPORTION OF STAFF THAT IDENTIFY AS AN ABORIGINAL AND/OR TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER

BACKGROUND BY AREA (2011- 2015)*
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Category Head- Head- Head- Head- Head-
count % count % count % count % count %

Central Services 26 1.5% 15 0.8% 21 1.1% 23 1.2% 23 1.2%

Faculties 21 0.5% 21 0.5% 21 0.5% 26 0.6% 24 0.5%

Institutes 2 0.2% 2 0.2% 2 0.2% 2 0.2% 3 0.3%

All University 49 0.7% 38 0.5% 44 0.6% 51 0.8% 50 0.7%

3 The University currently retains staff records within the HR Information System, including whether staff have identified as Aboriginal
and/or Torres Strait Islander. For 2015, 19.2% of staff have not provided advice in relation to their Indigenous or non-Indigenous status.
33 . . . e

Headcount totals are unduplicated. This means that each person who belongs to multiple categories is counted once per category (e.g.
BEL, Science) but once only in the totals. Totals may therefore not reflect the sum of the data in the body of the table.
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TABLE 29: BENCHMARKING - PROPORTION OF STAFF THAT IDENTIFY AS AN ABORIGINAL AND/OR TORRES STRAIT
ISLANDER BACKGROUND (2014)**

Category Gender uQ Go8 Aus
Male 0.2% 0.3% 0.5%
Academic Female 0.6% 0.7% 1.2%
All Academic 0.3% 0.5% 0.9%
Male 0.4% 0.8% 1.2%
Professional Female 1.3% 0.9% 1.4%
All Professional 1.0% 0.9% 1.3%
Male 0.3% 0.5% 0.8%
All Staff Categories Female 1.0% 0.9% 1.3%
All Staff Categories 0.7% 0.7% 1.1%

The proportion of Staff who identify as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander at UQ in 2014 (0.7%) was equal

to the Go8 average (0.7%) but below the Australian Universities (1.1%) average.

Notably, documented in the Universities’ HR Benchmarking Program Report, the highest proportion of
Indigenous employment within an individual Australian University is 4.7% comprised of 5.5% female and 3.6%

male and within a Go8 University is 1.0% (1.1% female and 0.9% male).

3 Benchmarking data is based on the official staff data snapshot of 31 March each year. The benchmark data for the “Academic” and
“Professional” groups do not include staff classified as “senior” by AHEIA e.g. Executives, Heads of Schools. This may lead to minor

discrepancies with Workforce Profile data, which includes figures for senior staff in these categories.
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10 STAFF TERMINATIONS

Key points for 2014 (whole year data):

e The terminations rate has been relatively stable for last three years (19.6% in 2014 compared to 19.4% in 2013
and 19.5% in 2012)

The terminations percentage rate (as used by the Universities HR Benchmarking Program) is calculated by
dividing the headcount of all Continuing and Fixed-term staff that ceased working for the University between 1
January and 31 December of a given year by the headcount of Continuing and Fixed-term staff as at 31 March
of that year.

FIGURE 16: TERMINATIONS RATE TREND BY TERMINATION REASON (2010 — 2014)35
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The total terminations rate for 2014 was 19.6%, slightly up from the 2013 rate of 19.4%. The University is still
well above the national benchmarks. (Table 35, p34).

TABLE 30: TERMINATIONS RATE BY AREA AND REASON (2010 - 2014)35

Area Termination Reason 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Voluntary Employee Initiated 13.2% 12.3% 9.5% 9.4% 9.6%
Cessation of fixed-term contract 4.4% 3.6% 4.6% 3.7% 2.9%
(S:::vtircaels Involuntary University Initiated 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 2.2%
Voluntary University Initiated 0.2% 0.9% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
Total Central Services 18.0% 17.2% 14.9% 13.5% 14.7%
Voluntary Employee Initiated 12.7% 11.2% 10.5% 10.3% 10.0%
Cessation of fixed-term contract 10.9% 9.5% 10.5% 10.2% 10.6%
Faculties Involuntary University Initiated 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.7% 0.6%
Voluntary University Initiated 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% -
Total Faculties 24.2% 21.1% 21.3% 21.3% 21.2%
Voluntary Employee Initiated 10.5% 9.8% 10.5% 12.3% 10.7%
Cessation of fixed-term contract 11.6% 9.6% 9.0% 9.5% 10.4%
Institutes Involuntary University Initiated 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4%
Voluntary University Initiated - - 0.1% - -
Total Institutes 22.2% 19.5% 19.7% 21.9% 21.5%
Voluntary Employee Initiated 12.6% 11.3% 10.2% 10.4% 10.0%
Cessation of fixed-term contract 9.4% 8.0% 8.8% 8.5% 8.6%
University Involuntary University Initiated 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 1.0%
Voluntary University Initiated 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Total University 22.4% 19.9% 19.5% 19.4% 19.6%

= Data submitted for the AHEIA benchmarking program for 2008-2011 was based on any/all terminations (excluding casuals). For 2012
this changed - only staff terminating from ALL positions (apart from casual) were included —i.e. left UQ entirely.
Since terminations data is based on headcount, a staff member cannot be recorded as terminating more than once per year.
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TABLE 31: TERMINATIONS BY CATEGORY AND REASON (2010- 2014)

Category Termination Reason 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Voluntary Employee Initiated 3.9% 3.7% 3.5% 3.4% 3.8%
Cessation of fixed-term contract 4.0% 3.7% 4.2% 3.9% 4.3%
Academic Involuntary University Initiated 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2%
Voluntary University Initiated 0.1% - - - -
Total Academic 8.0% 7.4% 7.7% 7.5% 8.4%
Voluntary Employee Initiated 8.7% 7.6% 6.8% 7.0% 6.2%
Cessation of fixed-term contract 5.4% 4.3% 4.7% 4.6% 4.3%
Professional | Involuntary University Initiated 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 0.8%
Voluntary University Initiated 0.1% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Total Professional 14.4% 12.5% 11.8% 12.0% 11.3%
Voluntary Employee Initiated 12.6% 11.3% 10.2% 10.4% 10.0%
Cessation of fixed-term contract 9.4% 8.0% 8.8% 8.5% 8.6%
University Involuntary University Initiated 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 1.0%
Voluntary University Initiated 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Total University 22.4% 19.9% 19.5% 19.4% 19.6%

TABLE 32: CESSATION OF FIXED-TERM CONTRACTS & VEI TERMINATIONS BY AREA (2014)36

Area Central Services, Faculties and 2014;?::?:&:2:““' 2014 Volrnr;::\al;\gzmployee
Institutes
Headcount % Headcount %
Office of COO 11 1.3% 67 7.7%
Office of DVC (Academic) 16 3.2% 47 9.5%
Office of DVC (Intntl) 10 6.0% 14 8.4%
. Office of DVC (Research) 18 7.1% 36 14.2%
Central Services -
Office of Provost - - 13 16.5%
Office of Vice-Chancellor 2 3.8% 6 11.5%
Independent Operations 1 6.7% 2 13.3%
All Central Services 57 2.9% 185 9.6%
Business, Economics Law 18 4.0% 32 7.1%
Eng, Arch and Info Tech 57 9.7% 66 11.2%
Health Behavioural Science 68 10.1% 71 10.5%
Faculties Humanities Social Science 58 11.7% 39 7.9%
Medicine Biomedical Science 123 11.8% 122 11.7%
Science 141 12.4% 106 9.3%
All Faculties 465 10.6% 436 10.0%
Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech 26 14.0% 25 13.4%
Global Change Institute 8 23.5% 6 17.6%
Inst Molecular Bioscience 35 9.7% 44 12.2%
Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov 11 10.2% 3 2.8%
Qld Brain Institute 11 5.7% 16 8.3%
Sustainable Minerals Institute 23 10.7% 23 10.7%
All Institutes 114 10.4% 117 10.7%
All University 636 8.6% 738 10.0%

The Voluntary Employee Initiated (VEI) terminations rate for Professional staff remains higher than that of
Academic staff, but the gap has reduced to 1.7% in 2014 from a 4% gap in 2013 (Table 33, p34).

%6 Data submitted for the AHEIA benchmarking program for 2008-2011 was based on any/all terminations (excluding casuals). For 2012
this changed - only staff terminating from ALL positions (apart from casual) were included —i.e. left UQ entirely.

Headcount totals are unduplicated. This means that each person who belongs to multiple categories is counted once per category (e.g.
BEL, Science) but once only in the totals. Totals may therefore not reflect the sum of the data in the body of the table.
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TABLE 33: CESSATION OF FIXED-TERM CONTRACTS & VEI TERMINATIONS BY CATEGORY (2014)36

Cessation of fixed-term Voluntary Employee
Category contract Initiated
Headcount % Headcount %
Academic 317 10.2% 282 9.0%
Professional 320 7.5% 456 10.7%
All University (unduplicated) 636 8.6% 738 10.0%

Benchmarking

TABLE 34: BENCHMARKING — TERMINATION RATE OF CONTINUING AND FIXED-TERM STAFF (2014)37

Category Level uQ Go8 Aus
Level A 30.0% 27.8% 28.1%
Level B 23.7% 16.1% 15.0%
Academic Level C 12.4% 8.4% 8.9%
Level D 7.9% 6.7% 7.4%
Level E 11.0% 8.1% 10.0%
All Academic 20.0% 14.7% 14.2%
HEW 1-5 23.8% 19.3% 19.1%
Professional HEW 6-10 16.5% 14.5% 14.3%
All Professional 19.9% 16.3% 16.2%
Senior Management All Senior Mgmt 2.8% 6.1% 10.4%
All Staff Categories 19.5% 15.4% 15.2%

TABLE 35: BENCHMARKING - TERMINATION TYPES (CONTINUING AND FIXED-TERM STAFF) (2014)37

uQ Go8 Aus
Voluntary Employee Initiated 9.9% 8.2% 7.7%
Cessation of fixed-term contract 8.6% 7.2% 6.3%
Involuntary University Initiated 1.0% 0.5% 0.7%
Voluntary University Initiated 0.0% 0.7% 1.1%
All Termination Types 19.5% 15.4% 15.2%

The University has higher rates of terminations than the Go8 and Australian Universities:

The overall terminations rate is 4.1% points higher at UQ (19.5%) than the Go8 average (15.4%) and
4.3% points higher than the Australian Universities average (15.2%).

Cessation of Fixed-term contracts is higher at UQ than the Go8 and Australian Universities averages as
would be expected with UQ’s much higher percentage of Fixed-term appointments.

The VEI terminations rate is also higher at UQ (9.9%) than Go8 (8.2%) and Australian Universities (7.7%).
The University is losing staff at all Academic and Professional Levels (except Senior Management) at a
higher rate than the Go8 and Australian Universities benchmarks.

The terminations rate for Academics at level A is very high throughout the sector, UQ (30.0%), Go8
(27.8%) and Australian Universities (28.1%) benchmarks.

UQ has a lower terminations rate for Senior Management than both the Go8 and Australian Universities
benchmark averages.

37 Data submitted for the AHEIA benchmarking program for 2008-2011 was based on any/all terminations (excluding casuals). For 2012
this changed - only staff terminating from ALL positions (apart from casual) were included —i.e. left UQ entirely.
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11 RECRUITMENT

Key points for 2014 (whole year data):

e Atotal of 1,163 jobs were processed in the UQ jobs system
e Atotal of 42,065 applications were submitted for the 1,163 jobs
e The average number of applications per job was 36

In March 2011, the University implemented the UQ Jobs electronic recruitment system. Previously, recruitment
at UQ was paper-based and complete corporate data was not contained in any system.

Data below is for the period 1 January to 31 December 2014. Data includes Continuing and Fixed-term
positions that were advertised via UQ Jobs, however excludes jobs where all applications were incomplete or
ineligible, or where no applications were received. Secondments or Fixed-term positions of 12 months or less
are usually not processed via UQ Jobs. Some Senior Executive positions may also be managed outside of UQ
Jobs, so data may not be included. A small number of Casual positions are included in the data.

Note that an individual may apply for several positions. For this reason, two measures have been included
e Number of Applicants (distinct number of people applying)
o Number of Applications (count of applications)

1,163 jobs were processed via UQ jobs in 2014, an increase of 40 from the 2013 figure of 1,123.

A total of 42,065 applications were submitted for the 1,163 jobs with the average number of applications per
job increasing from 33 in 2013 to 36 in 2014.

TABLE 36: NUMBER OF JOBS, APPLICANTS AND APPLICATIONS BY AREA (2014)

. . No. % Av.
Area I(;::ittr:tlesserwces, Racultiess Advertised Advertised Appl\lli::;nts AppI:::;:ions Applications
Jobs Jobs (Area) /job
Office of COO 139 41.5% 4,104 4,606 33
Office of DVC (Academic) 82 24.5% 2,844 3,336 41
Office of DVC (Intntl) 33 9.9% 1,219 1,373 42
. Office of DVC (Research) 44 13.1% 1,500 1,757 40
Central Services
Office of Provost 13 3.9% 259 317 24
Office of Vice-Chancellor 18 5.4% 373 392 22
Independent Operations 6 1.8% 109 119 20
All Central Services 335 28.8% 9,300 11,900 36
Business, Economics Law 63 9.7% 2,248 2,432 39
Eng, Arch and Info Tech 84 12.9% 2,895 3,167 38
Health Behavioural Science 91 14.0% 2,945 3,388 37
Faculties Humanities Social Science 80 12.3% 2,353 2,540 32
Medicine Biomedical Science 153 23.5% 4,442 5,543 36
Science 181 27.8% 5,703 6,791 38
All Faculties 652 56.1% 17,370 23,861 37
Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech 37 21.0% 1,437 1,639 44
Global Change Institute 13 7.4% 291 296 23
Inst Molecular Bioscience 28 15.9% 998 1,121 40
Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov 28 15.9% 796 870 31
Qld Brain Institute 40 22.7% 1,572 1,604 40
Sustainable Minerals Institute 30 17.0% 711 774 26
All Institutes 176 15.1% 5,212 6,304 36
All University 1,163 100.0% 27,679 42,065 36
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12 LEAVE

Key points for 2014 (whole year data):

e The total days of Planned Leave taken decreased slightly to 21.5 in 2014 (from 21.8 in 2013)

e The average number of days of Recreation Leave taken decreased in 2014 (18.5 compared to 19.1 in 2013)

e The average days of LSL taken increased to 2.7 days in 2014 from 2.2 days in 2013

e The occurrences of Parental Leave (both Paid and Unpaid) increased by 48.7% over the last 5 years (562
occurrences of Parental Leave in 2014 compared to 378 in 2010)

Leave is divided into the categories Parental, Planned Paid and Unplanned Paid:

Parental Leave: Absences associated with the birth or adoption of a child, broken down into the following
leave types:

« Paid Parental Leave — used by the primary caregiver these leave occurrences combine paid (26 weeks)
and unpaid leave for a period of up to 12 months.

« Unpaid Parental Leave — used by eligible staff where no paid leave is available (e.g. under 12 months
service) for a period of up to 12 months.

« Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) —a further 12 months of unpaid leave may be available after the initial
period of parental leave has been taken.

e Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days — used by the non-primary caregiver, this leave type must be
used within six weeks of the child’s birth or adoption.

Planned Paid Leave: Planned absences (other than Parental Leave) - Recreation, Long Service and other
absences not designated within unplanned leave (such as leave to attend exams, jury/court, and other special
leave).

Unplanned Paid Leave: Unplanned absences taken as Personal Leave including Sick, Carer’s Pre-natal,
Compassionate and Bereavement.

Absences due to Workers’ Compensation, Special Studies Program (SSP), Flexi-time, Time off in Lieu (TOIL),
Leave Without Pay, Conference Leave, Emergency/Flood leave and Strike action are excluded.

TABLE 37: PARENTAL LEAVE — OCCURRENCES PER YEAR BY CATEGORY (2010 —2014)

Category Parental Leave Type 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Paid Parental Leave 78 69 86 83 90
Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days 38 34 53 50 55
Total Paid Parental Leave 116 103 139 133 145
Academic Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) 1 5 2 2 3
Unpaid Parental Leave 10 19 18 28 30
Total Unpaid Parental Leave 11 24 20 30 33
Total Academic 127 127 159 163 178
Paid Parental Leave 165 181 180 201 216
Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days 48 39 46 43 55
Total Paid Parental Leave 213 220 226 244 271
Professional | Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) 12 25 22 39 34
Unpaid Parental Leave 26 48 61 57 80
Total Unpaid Parental Leave 38 73 83 96 114
Total Professional 251 293 309 340 385
Paid Parental Leave 243 250 266 284 305
Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days 86 73 99 93 110
Total Paid Parental Leave 329 323 365 377 415
University Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) 13 30 24 41 37
Unpaid Parental Leave 36 67 79 85 110
Total Unpaid Parental Leave 49 97 103 126 147
Total University 378 420 468 503 562
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The total number of occurrences of Parental Leave has increased by 48.7% over the last five years (2010 —

2014). Parental Leave occurrences increased in 2014 to 562 (up from 503 in 2013).

TABLE 38: PARENTAL LEAVE - OCCURRENCES PER YEAR BY AREA (2010 — 2014)*

Area Parental Leave Type 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Paid Parental Leave 75 80 76 80 91
Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days 24 19 18 20 26
Total Paid Parental Leave 99 99 94 100 117
g::\/tircaels Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) 7 13 9 17 15
Unpaid Parental Leave 19 19 29 33
Total Unpaid Parental Leave 16 32 28 46 48
Total Central Services 115 131 122 146 165
Paid Parental Leave 140 133 145 162 167
Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days a7 38 59 47 57
Total Paid Parental Leave 187 171 204 209 224
Faculties Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) 6 14 14 22 19
Unpaid Parental Leave 22 38 43 41 66
Total Unpaid Parental Leave 28 52 57 63 85
Total Faculties 215 223 261 272 309
Paid Parental Leave 28 38 46 42 49
Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days 15 17 22 27 27
Total Paid Parental Leave 43 55 68 69 76
Institutes Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) 3 1 2 3
Unpaid Parental Leave 5 10 17 15 12
Total Unpaid Parental Leave 5 13 18 17 15
Total Institutes 48 68 86 86 91
Paid Parental Leave 243 250 266 284 305
Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days 86 73 99 93 110
Total Paid Parental Leave 329 323 365 377 415
University Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) 13 30 24 41 37
Unpaid Parental Leave 36 67 79 85 110
Total Unpaid Parental Leave 49 97 103 126 147
Total University 378 420 468 503 562

3 Staff with leave spanning years (e.g. November 2012 to March 2013) are counted once for each year (e.g. 2012 and 2013).1t is also

possible for individuals to take more than one type of leave in a given year — for this report, each occurrence is counted.
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TABLE 39: PLANNED PAID LEAVE — AVERAGE DAYS TAKEN PER FTE PER ANNUM (2010 — 2014)

. 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Area Central Services, R
Faculties and Institutes ec Long Other Total | Rec Long Other Total | Rec Long S Total | Rec Long Other Total | Rec Long Other Total
Leave | Service Leave | Leave | Service Leave | Leave | Service Leave | Leave | Service Leave | Leave | Service Leave
Office of COO 17.1 3.3 0.2 20.5 | 17.5 3.1 0.3 20.8 | 17.6 2.3 0.3 20.2 | 18.5 4.1 0.3 229 | 185 4.1 0.2 22.8
Office of DVC (Academic) 18.5 3.4 0.1 220 | 173 3.4 0.3 21.1 | 18.9 3.7 0.2 22.8 | 20.3 4.3 0.6 25.2 | 19.2 4.9 0.4 24.5
Office of DVC (Intntl) 17.9 1.2 0.2 19.3 | 18.2 1.8 0.3 20.2 | 184 4.2 0.2 22.8 | 19.9 2.5 0.2 22.7 | 195 2.5 0.1 22.1
Central Office of DVC (Research) 18.6 1.9 0.3 20.8 | 17.8 2.4 0.2 20.3 | 184 2.3 0.4 21.1 | 20.1 2.0 0.3 22.3 | 19.9 3.1 0.1 23.1
Services Office of Provost 18.8 4.3 - 23.1 | 18.1 2.6 0.4 21.1 | 16.9 2.7 0.1 19.8 | 19.0 2.4 0.8 22,1 | 17.7 4.2 1.1 229
Office of Vice-Chancellor 13.9 2.1 0.3 16.3 | 17.5 2.2 0.3 20.0 | 19.3 0.9 0.1 20.3 | 19.6 2.3 0.2 22.2 | 19.1 1.7 0.2 21.1
Independent Operations 20.5 0.6 0.2 21.3 | 18.6 - 0.7 19.3 | 16.3 - 0.6 16.9 | 16.6 1.1 0.5 18.2 | 20.3 4.1 0.4 24.8
Total Central Services 17.7 2.9 0.2 20.8 | 17.6 2.9 0.3 20.8 | 18.1 2.8 0.3 21.1 | 193 3.6 0.4 23.3 | 18.9 4.0 0.3 23.2
Business, Economics Law 16.5 2.0 0.1 18.6 | 17.8 2.1 0.3 20.2 | 16.8 1.6 0.2 185 | 17.7 1.5 0.3 19.6 | 17.0 2.6 0.1 19.7
Eng, Arch and Info Tech 16.8 1.4 0.6 18.8 | 17.7 1.5 0.2 194 | 17.6 1.6 0.2 194 | 195 1.7 0.4 215 | 194 2.8 0.3 22.5
Health Behavioural Sci 16.9 1.6 0.6 19.1 | 175 2.0 0.3 19.8 | 18.2 2.0 0.6 20.9 | 19.3 1.9 0.8 220 | 17.8 2.4 0.7 20.8
Faculties Humanities Social Science 17.8 3.3 0.1 21.2 | 17.9 3.3 0.4 216 | 17.2 3.1 0.1 204 | 18.6 3.1 0.6 22.3 | 185 3.1 0.5 22.1
Medicine Biomedical Sci 17.7 1.1 0.1 18.9 | 18.1 1.1 0.5 19.6 | 18.5 1.3 0.3 20.1 | 19.3 1.5 0.6 214 | 18.8 1.6 0.3 20.7
Science 17.5 1.7 0.2 19.3 | 173 1.4 0.2 19.0 | 17.7 2.0 0.1 19.7 | 19.0 2.2 0.3 214 | 184 2.6 0.2 21.3
Total Faculties 17.3 1.7 03 | 193 | 17.7 1.7 03 | 19.7 | 17.8 1.9 0.2 | 19.9 | 19.0 2.0 0.5 | 214 | 184 24 03 | 21.2
Aust Inst Bioeng 177 | 04 | 06 | 187|166 | 01 | 03 | 170|180 | 07 | 02 | 189|187 | 06 | 03 | 195|199 | 1.5 | 00 | 214

Nanotech

Global Change Institute 27.2 - - 27.2 | 143 2.9 1.1 18.3 | 15.2 - - 15.2 | 21.0 - 0.0 21.1 | 194 1.7 - 21.1
. Inst Molecular Bioscience 17.3 0.8 0.2 18.3 | 17.2 0.5 0.1 17.9 | 18.0 0.9 0.1 19.1 | 19.6 1.0 0.6 21.2 | 18.6 0.9 0.4 19.9
Institutes =0 A1l Agr Food Innov 21.2 - - 212 1a5 | - - |15 165 05 | 01 |1721 179 | 04 | 01 | 185|163 | 08 | 01 | 17.2
Qld Brain Institute 16.4 0.3 0.1 16.8 | 17.9 0.4 0.3 18.7 | 17.9 0.2 0.6 18.6 | 20.1 0.7 0.3 21.2 | 173 0.6 0.4 18.3
Sustainable Minerals Inst 17.7 2.9 0.4 21.0 | 18.7 1.4 0.0 20.2 | 18.2 1.1 0.4 19.7 | 18.8 2.3 0.2 21.3 | 184 2.6 0.4 21.5
Total Institutes 17.5 0.9 0.3 | 18.7 | 17.3 0.6 0.2 | 18.0 | 17.8 0.7 0.3 | 18.9 | 19.2 1.1 04 | 20.7 | 18.3 1.3 0.3 | 19.9
Total University 17.4 1.9 0.2 19.6 | 17.6 1.9 0.3 19.8 | 17.9 1.9 0.2 20.0 | 19.1 2.2 0.4 21.8 | 18.5 2.7 0.3 21.5

There was a slight decrease in the average days of Planned Leave taken in 2014 (down to 21.5 from 21.8 in 2013). Increase was evident in LSL, possibly due to the
University’s increased focus on managing leave. The data shows that Professional staff take more Planned Leave on average than Academic staff.

TABLE 40: PLANNED PAID LEAVE - AVERAGE DAYS TAKEN PER FTE PER ANNUM BY CATEGORY (2010 — 2014)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Category Rec Long | Other | Total Rec Long | Other | Total Rec Long | Other | Total Rec Long | Other | Total Rec Long | Other | Total
Leave | Service | Leave | Leave | Leave | Service | Leave | Leave | Leave | Service | Leave | Leave | Leave | Service | Leave | Leave | Leave | Service | Leave | Leave
Academic 17.3 1.6 0.3 19.3 17.6 1.5 0.2 19.3 17.5 1.6 0.2 19.3 18.6 1.7 0.6 20.9 18.4 2.2 0.4 21.0
Professional 17.5 2.1 0.2 19.8 17.6 2.1 0.3 20.1 18.2 2.1 0.3 20.6 19.5 2.6 0.3 224 18.7 3.0 0.2 219
Total: 17.4 1.9 0.2 19.6 17.6 1.9 0.3 19.8 17.9 1.9 0.2 20.0 19.1 2.2 0.4 21.8 18.5 2.7 0.3 21.5
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TABLE 41: UNPLANNED PAID LEAVE - AVERAGE DAYS TAKEN PER FTE PER ANNUM (2010 — 2014)39

Area Cen.tral Services, Faculties and 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Institutes
Office of COO 8.9 8.1 8.6 9.1 9.8
Office of DVC (Academic) 9.2 8.4 9.5 8.8 9.3
Office of DVC (Intntl) 7.7 7.6 8.0 7.8 8.7
. Office of DVC (Research) 7.5 6.8 7.3 7.3 7.8
Central Services -
Office of Provost 4.4 6.7 5.6 6.1 7.1
Office of Vice-Chancellor 5.2 5.4 9.3 9.0 7.5
Independent Operations 6.7 5.7 10.1 9.1 6.9
Total Central Services 8.5 7.8 8.5 8.6 9.1
Business, Economics Law 3.1 3.1 3.9 4.0 3.4
Eng, Arch and Info Tech 4.4 4.1 4.4 4.6 4.5
Health Behavioural Science 4.8 4.9 5.7 5.7 5.2
Faculties Humanities Social Science 43 4.4 4.2 3.8 4.8
Medicine Biomedical Science 5.0 5.1 5.3 5.4 5.7
Science 4.3 4.2 4.6 4.5 4.7
Total Faculties 4.5 4.4 4.8 4.7 4.8
Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech 4.3 4.2 5.9 53 6.1
Global Change Institute 3.9 3.5 1.3 2.7 2.4
Inst Molecular Bioscience 4.8 4.7 4.8 5.0 5.1
Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov 5.5 3.5 4.8 5.3 33
Qld Brain Institute 3.6 4.6 4.1 4.1 4.0
Sustainable Minerals Institute 4.4 4.2 4.7 5.5 5.1
Total Institutes 4.4 4.4 4.8 5.0 4.8
Total University 5.5 5.3 5.7 5.8 6.0

The incidence of Unplanned Leave has increased in 2014 with University staff taking an average of 6.0 days
Unplanned Leave per FTE in the period 1 January to 31 December 2014 compared to 5.8 days in 2013 and
5.7 days in 2012. Staff in the Central Services area took significantly more days of Unplanned Leave in 2014
(9.1 days per FTE) than staff employed in Faculties (4.8 days per FTE) and Institutes (4.8 days per FTE).
There are far fewer instances of Unplanned Leave recorded in the HR System for Academic staff (average of
2.9 per person) than for Professional staff (average of 8.2 per person).

TABLE 42: UNPLANNED LEAVE - AVERAGE DAYS TAKEN PER FTE PER ANNUM BY CATEGORY

Category 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Academic 2.4 2.3 2.7 2.8 2.9
Professional 7.7 7.5 7.9 7.9 8.2
Total University 5.5 5.3 5.7 5.8 6.0

Benchmarking39

TABLE 43: BENCHMARKING - UNSCHEDULED ABSENCES TAKEN PER EMPLOYEE (2010- 2014)

Year uQ Go8 Aus
2010 5.4 4.7 5.6
2011 5.2 4.8 5.5
2012 5.5 5.0 5.9
2013 5.5 5.1 5.8
2014 5.8 5.2 6.0

Based on the headcount benchmarking figures above, the University average of 5.8 days is higher than the
Go8 benchmarking average (5.2) and less than the Australian Universities average of 6.0.

%9 The Workforce Profile analysis (Table 41) is based on FTE and therefore differs slightly from the benchmarking data which is based
on headcount (Table 43).
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13 ACADEMIC PROMOTIONS

Key points for 2014 (whole year data):

Increase in number of staff applying for promotion (168 applications in 2014 compared to 144 in 2013)

Increase in promotion success rate (75.6% in 2014 compared to 74.3% in 2013)

Success rate for Level D - E Academics was 75.0% compared to the Go8 rate 57.9% and Australian Universities rate of 61.0%
Application rate is 7.7% for male Academics and 4.6% for female Academics

Success rate for females (83.6%) is higher than for males (71.7%)

Success rate for all applicants at UQ in 2014 (75.6%) was higher than the Go8 (73.6%) and the Australian Universities (71.0%)
Promotion Rate at UQ (4.7%) is lower than both the Go8 (5.5%) and Australian Universities (5.2%)

The data included in the tables below include Academic Continuing and Fixed-term staff who applied for promotion between 1 January to 31 December of a given year.
Percentages are calculated by dividing total number of applicants by the headcount of all Academic Continuing and Fixed-term staff employed on 31 March of that year.
Casual and Unpaid staff are excluded. Total Academic promotions for benchmarking is based on the headcount of Academic Levels A-D.

TABLE 44: ACADEMIC APPLICATION AND PROMOTION RATES BY LEVEL (2010 - 2014)40

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
. . Success . Success . Success . Success . Success
Promotion Level Gender Applied | Promoted Rate Applied | Promoted Rate Applied | Promoted Rate Applied | Promoted Rate Applied | Promoted Rate
No. No. % No. No. % No. No. % No. No. % No. No. %

Female 9 9 100.0% 11 10 90.9% 10 9 90.0% 14 13 92.9% 4 4 100.0%

Level Ato B Male 17 12 70.6% 12 11 91.7% 5 4 80.0% 19 14 73.7% 19 18 94.7%
AllAto B 26 21 80.8% 23 21 91.3% 15 13 86.7% 33 27 81.8% 23 22 95.7%

Female 21 12 57.1% 17 13 76.5% 17 12 70.6% 21 15 71.4% 22 19 86.4%

Level Bto C Male 22 18 81.8% 28 18 64.3% 21 19 90.5% 25 18 72.0% 24 20 83.3%
AllBto C 43 30 69.8% 45 31 68.9% 38 31 81.6% 46 33 71.7% 46 39 84.8%

Female 11 10 90.9% 17 12 70.6% 16 12 75.0% 19 15 78.9% 21 16 76.2%

Level Cto D Male 28 24 85.7% 23 19 82.6% 22 13 59.1% 28 20 71.4% 46 26 56.5%
AllCtoD 39 34 87.2% 40 31 77.5% 38 25 65.8% 47 35 74.5% 67 42 62.7%

Female 6 6 100.0% 6 5 83.3% 5 3 60.0% 4 3 75.0% 8 7 87.5%

Level D to E Male 10 6 60.0% 22 15 68.2% 18 8 44.4% 14 9 64.3% 24 17 70.8%
AllD to E 16 12 75.0% 28 20 71.4% 23 11 47.8% 18 12 66.7% 32 24 75.0%

Female 47 37 78.7% 51 40 78.4% 48 36 75.0% 58 46 79.3% 55 46 83.6%

All Levels Male 77 60 77.9% 85 63 74.1% 66 44 66.7% 86 61 70.9% 113 81 71.7%
All University 124 97 78.2% 136 103 75.7% 114 80 70.2% 144 107 74.3% 168 127 75.6%

40 Benchmarking data is based on headcount as at 31 March each year (promotions data includes all applications for promotion between 1 January and 31 December each year). The benchmark data separates the
“Senior Management” group from the “Academic” and “Professional” groups e.g. Executives, Heads of Schools. The Workforce Profile analysis does not separate this group, therefore “Academic” and “Professional”
include these staff. Minor discrepancies may result.
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In 2014, 168 of 3,119 (5.4% which is a 0.8% point increase from 2013 as shown in the Summary Workforce Profile table) Continuing and Fixed-term Academic staff
applied for promotion. Of these a total of 127 applicants were promoted with an overall success rate of 75.6% compared to 144 applications received from 3127 staff in
2013 with a success rate of 74.3%.

In a trend that has been consistent since 2010, a higher number of males than females apply for promotion each year, resulting in higher number of males being promoted.
When the data is analysed further it is apparent that the success rate for female Academics is higher than that of their male counterparts. The success rate for females in
2014 was 83.6% (46 of 55 applicants) and the corresponding rate for males was 71.7% (81 of 113 applicants).

Benchmarking

TABLE 45: BENCHMARKING - ACADEMIC PROMOTION RATES BY LEVEL (2010- 2014)41

) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Promotion Level

uQ Go8 Aus uQ Go8 Aus uQ Go8 Aus uQ Go8 Aus uQ Go8 Aus
Level Ato B 2.6% 2.8% 3.0% 2.5% 3.0% 3.3% 1.5% 3.0% 3.3% 2.9% 3.0% 3.4% 2.4% 3.8% 3.7%
Level Bto C 3.9% 5.5% 4.8% 3.9% 5.8% 5.0% 3.8% 5.2% 4.6% 4.0% 5.7% 5.4% 4.6% 6.1% 5.6%
Level Cto D 6.3% 6.4% 5.6% 5.6% 5.8% 4.8% 4.5% 5.9% 5.0% 6.2% 6.3% 5.6% 7.3% 6.8% 5.5%
Level D to E 4.3% 6.3% 5.7% 5.9% 6.5% 5.7% 3.3% 5.6% 5.2% 3.7% 5.7% 4.9% 6.7% 5.2% 5.4%
All Levels 4.0% 5.1% 4.7% 4.1% 5.2% 4.7% 3.1% 4.8% 4.5% 4.0% 5.1% 4.9% 4.7% 5.5% 5.2%

Overall, UQ’s Academic Promotion Success Rate (75.6%) for 2014 was higher than the Go8 (73.6%) and Australian Universities (71.0%) success rate (Table 47, p42).
The University continues to have a lower application and promotion rate but higher success rate for junior Academics (levels A and B) than the Go8 and Australian
Universities. This was particularly noticeable for Level A Academics applying for promotion to Level B in 2014. Only 2.5% of Level A Academics at UQ applied for
promotion in 2014 with a success rate of 95.7%. In comparison 4.7% of Go8 and 4.4% of Australian Universities Level A Academics applied for promotion with success

rates of 79.6% and 83.5% respectively.

At the other end of the scale, UQ'’s application, promotion and success rates improved markedly for Level D — E in 2014. The University’s application rate for Level D — E
Academics in 2014 was 9% compared to 8.9% for both the Go8 and Australian Universities with a significantly higher success rate of 75% compared to 57.9% for the Go8

and 61.0% for Australian Universities.
TABLE 46: BENCHMARKING - ACADEMIC PROMOTION SUCCESS RATES (2010- 2014)

Year uQ Go8 Aus

2010 77.8% 79.5% 72.5%
2011 75.7% 79.0% 71.6%
2012 70.2% 77.4% 71.1%
2013 74.3% 80.4% 74.3%
2014 75.6% 73.6% 71.0%

4 Benchmarking data is based on headcount as at 31 March each year (promotions data includes all applications for promotion between 1 January and 31 December each year). The benchmark data separates the
“Senior Management” group from the “Academic” and “Professional” groups e.g. Executives, Heads of Schools. The Workforce Profile analysis does not separate this group, therefore “Academic” and “Professional”
include these staff. Minor discrepancies may result.

November 2015 Annual Workforce Profile Report 2015 Page 41 of 60




Attachment L

TABLE 47: BENCHMARKING - ACADEMIC APPLICATION, PROMOTION AND SUCCESS RATES BY LEVEL (2014)42

. uQ Go8 Aus
Promotion Level % - %

Applied Promoted Success Applied Promoted Success Applied Promoted Success

Male 4.4% 4.1% 94.7% 5.1% 4.0% 77.9% 4.6% 3.9% 83.6%

Level Ato B Female 0.8% 0.8% 100.0% 4.3% 3.5% 81.5% 4.2% 3.5% 83.4%
AllAto B 2.5% 2.4% 95.7% 4.7% 3.8% 79.6% 4.4% 3.7% 83.5%

Male 5.3% 4.4% 83.3% 8.5% 6.7% 79.1% 8.6% 6.3% 73.3%

Level Bto C Female 5.7% 4.9% 86.4% 6.5% 5.5% 84.9% 6.4% 5.1% 79.2%
AllBto C 5.5% 4.6% 84.8% 7.5% 6.1% 81.6% 7.4% 5.6% 76.0%

Male 13.5% 7.6% 56.5% 9.9% 6.8% 68.2% 8.6% 5.4% 62.6%

Level Cto D Female 9.0% 6.9% 76.2% 9.0% 6.8% 75.2% 8.3% 5.7% 68.9%
AllCto D 11.7% 7.3% 62.7% 9.5% 6.8% 71.0% 8.5% 5.5% 65.4%

Male 9.8% 7.0% 70.8% 8.8% 5.1% 57.1% 9.3% 5.7% 61.1%

Level D to E Female 7.1% 6.3% 87.5% 9.1% 5.4% 59.4% 8.3% 5.0% 60.8%
AllD to E 9.0% 6.7% 75.0% 8.9% 5.2% 57.9% 8.9% 5.4% 61.0%

Male 7.7% 5.5% 71.7% 8.1% 5.8% 70.9% 8.0% 5.5% 68.6%

All Levels Female 4.6% 3.8% 83.6% 6.8% 5.3% 77.4% 6.6% 4.9% 74.1%
All University 6.3% 4.7% 75.6% 7.5% 5.5% 73.6% 7.3% 5.2% 71.0%

42 Benchmarking data is based on headcount as at 31 March each year (promotions data includes all applications for promotion between 1 January and 31 December each year). The benchmark data separates the
“Senior Management” group from the “Academic” and “Professional” groups e.g. Executives, Heads of Schools. The Workforce Profile analysis does not separate this group, therefore “Academic” and “Professional”
include these staff. Minor discrepancies may result.
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14 HIGHEST ACADEMIC QUALIFICATIONS

Key points for 2015:

e 82.4% of Academics at UQ have doctoral qualifications

¢ In 2014 HR Benchmarking statistics, UQ has a higher proportion of Academic staff with doctoral qualifications
at 83.1% than the Go8 (76.8%) and Australian Universities (71.9%) average

e 85.4% of male Academics and 77.9% of female Academics at UQ have doctoral qualifications

Highest academic qualifications, and in particular doctoral qualifications, are used across the Higher
Education sector as a means of comparing and rating Universities and other Higher Education providers. A
concerted effort has been made at the University in the last few years to ensure that all qualifications data
are accurately recorded in the HR Information System.

Data in the tables and figures below includes Continuing and Fixed-term staff employed as at 31 March as
reported to the Department of Education. Casual and Unpaid staff are excluded.

The data shows that a higher percentage of male Academics (85.4%) than female Academics (77.9%) at UQ
have doctoral qualifications. This may be explained by the much higher proportion of female Academics
employed at junior levels, particularly Level A, where staff are less likely to have completed their PhD (Table
50).

TABLE 48: ACADEMIC STAFF HEADCOUNT - HIGHEST ACADEMIC QUALIFICATIONS BY GENDER (2015)

. Female Male Total
Qualification Type
Headcount % Headcount % Headcount %

Doctorate 986 77.9% 1,566 85.4% 2,552 82.4%
Masters 97 7.7% 91 5.0% 188 6.1%
Other Postgraduate 27 2.1% 8 0.4% 35 1.1%
Bachelor's 101 8.0% 81 4.4% 182 5.9%
Other 3 0.2% 1 0.1% 4 0.1%
No information 51 4.0% 86 4.7% 137 4.4%
Total 1,265 100.0% 1,833 100.0% 3,098 100.0%

Benchmarking

UQ’s Level B and C Academics rate particularly well compared to the Go8 and Australian Universities. Of all
Level B Academics at UQ, 85.1% hold a doctoral qualification compared to the Go8 average of 73.0% and
the Australian Universities’ average of 62.6%. Of all Level C Academics at UQ, 88.0% hold a doctoral
qualification compared to the Go8 Universities average of 78.1% and the Australian Universities average of
79.6% (Table 51, p44).

TABLE 49: BENCHMARKING - PERCENTAGE OF ACADEMICS WITH A DOCTORAL QUALIFICATION (2010 - 2014)

Year uQ Go8 Aus

2010 77.9% 68.5% 63.3%
2011 82.0% 71.1% 66.4%
2012 82.4% 73.2% 68.9%
2013 83.1% 74.6% 70.4%
2014 83.1% 76.8% 71.9%
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TABLE 50: ACADEMIC STAFF — HEADCOUNT HIGHEST ACADEMIC QUALIFICATIONS BY LEVEL (2015)43

. Level A Level B Level C Level D Level E
Qualification Type
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Doctorate 639 67.8% 655 84.6% 481 86.4% 344 92.5% 436 95.6%
Masters 83 8.8% 54 7.0% 32 5.7% 10 2.7% 9 2.0%
Other Postgraduate 19 2.0% 5 0.6% 9 1.6% 2 0.5% - -
Bachelor's 96 10.2% 41 5.3% 25 4.5% 14 3.8% 6 1.3%
Other 4 0.4% - - - - - - - -
No information 101 10.7% 19 2.5% 10 1.8% 2 0.5% 5 1.1%
Total 942 | 100.0% 774 | 100.0% 557 | 100.0% 372 | 100.0% 456 | 100.0%

As expected, the percentage of academic staff with doctoral qualifications broadly correlates with
classification level (Table 50, p44)

TABLE 51: BENCHMARKING - PERCENTAGE OF ACADEMICS WITH A DOCTORAL QUALIFICATION BY LEVEL (2014)44

Level uQ Go8 Aus

Level A 69.3% 65.2% 54.5%
Level B 85.1% 73.0% 62.6%
Level C 88.0% 78.1% 79.6%
Level D 91.9% 86.9% 87.6%
Level E 95.8% 91.8% 91.2%
All Levels 83.1% 76.8% 71.9%

a3 Academic Senior Executive staff are classified as Level E, and Professional Senior Executive staff are classified as HEW 10

a4 Benchmarking data is based on headcount as at 31 March each year (promotions data includes all applications for promotion
between 1 January and 31 December each year). The benchmark data separates the “Senior Management” group from the “Academic”
and “Professional” groups e.g. Executives, Heads of Schools. The Workforce Profile analysis does not separate this group, therefore
“Academic” and “Professional” include these staff. Minor discrepancies may result.
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15 OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY

Key points for 2014 (whole year data):

e The incident rate remained at 0.2 per 100 employees in 2014

e  The number of Workers Compensation claims decreased to 111 in 2014 from 113 in 2013

e The average time lost (days/injuries) decreased in 2014 to 12 days, well below the Go8 rate of 17 days
e Workers’ Compensation costs (as a percentage of total salary costs) remained at 0.25%

The University has maintained workers’ compensation claim costs within 0.25% of the salary and wages
totals for at least the last 10 years. The Go8 average for 2014 is 0.6% of payroll. The incidence rate was
maintained at 0.2 per 100 employees in 2014. This is half of the 2012 rate and significantly lower than the
peak of 0.8 in 2010. The number of accepted workers compensation claims in 2014 was 111 (excludes
journey claims).

The average time lost rate (days/injury) decreased from 16 days in 2013 to 12 days in 2014. UQ’s average
time lost rate of 12 days is significantly lower the Go8 Universities’ average of 17.

In summary, 2014 maintained the trend of achieving the lowest number of accepted claims and the lowest
claims rate over previous years (i.e. the last decade). The average claims cost of statutory claims and
damages claims remain considerably lower than the Queensland State Scheme average. The average time
to assess a claim was 4.4 days in 2014 (5.2 days in 2013), compared to the Scheme average of 7.4 days.

UQ continued to maintain a high level of customer service to its clients and injured workers with emphasis on
early intervention, efficient claims and medical management and a productive rehabilitation program to return
injured workers to full employment. In 2014, 100% of workers who made an accepted claim were
successfully returned to work and the claim resolved. There were no Court appeals against any decision
made by the Work Injury Management team in 2014.

TABLE 52: SUMMARY OF OH&S INDICATORS (2011 - 2014)*

2011 2012 2013% 2014
Incidents (Hazards) Reported 1,140 1,244 1,143 1,196
No of workers’ compensation claims 199 222 113 111
No of lost time injuries 36 30 14 19
Incidence rate (per 100 employees)47 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.2
Frequency rate (per million hours worked) 2.5 2.2 0.9 1.2
Average cost per claim ($) 3,190 1,916 6,301% 3,904
Lost time days 542 485 230 238
Average time lost rate (days/injury) 15 16 16 12
Premium % of payroll 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25%
Benchmarking
TABLE 53; BENCHMARKING - OH&S UQ AND GO8 AVERAGE RATES (2011 - 2014)*
2011 2012 2013 2014

uQ Go8 uQ Go8 uQ Go8 uQ Go8
Incidence rate (per 100 employees) 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.3
Average time lost rate (days/injury) 15 26 16 22 16 20 12 17
Premium % of payroll 0.25% | 0.4% | 0.25% 0.4% 0.25% | 0.3% | 0.25% 0.6%

* Data provided from OH&S systems.

“ From 2013, all data is indicative of claims accepted (as opposed to claims lodged) and excludes journey claims.
" Incidence rate is based on calculation: (Number of lost time occurrences/University Headcount) x100. Casuals are excluded from
headcount.

48 | . . . . .
High amount largely attributed to a single, extraordinary claim.
“9 Financial year data (e.g. 2006-07 is included in the later year — 2007). Average of rates only taken.
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Key points for 2014 (whole year data):

e Casual staff FTE increased by 45.8 (4.7%) in 2014

e Casual staff comprise 13.1% of the University’s workforce

e Women comprise 53.9% of the Casual Academic workforce compared to 39.6% of Continuing/Fixed-term
Academic workforce

e Casual staff make up 14.6% of the University’s total Academic FTE and 11.9% of total Professional FTE

e More than half (51.9%) of the Casual workforce is Professional

e 77.4% of Casual staff (793.7 of a total 1025.1 FTE) are employed in Faculties

The data below is for all Casual staff for an entire year (1 January to 31 December) and is based on hours
worked. The data in the following tables is the data that was reported to the Department of Education.

TABLE 54: TOTAL FTE (CASUALS (2011 —2014)

Category 2011 2012 2013 2014
Academic 451.3 447.2 473.4 492.9
Professional 447.3 476.7 506.0 532.2
Total 898.5 923.9 979.3 1,025.1

Casual staff increased by 45.8 FTE in 2014, a 4.7% increase in the Casual workforce. The total Casual staff
FTE of 1,025.1 represents 13.1% of the 2014 UQ’s workforce.

TABLE 55: CASUAL FTE (2011 —2014)

Academic Professional Total
Year % Casual % total % Casual % total % Casual % total
FTE FTE Acad FTE FTE FTE Prof FTE FTE FTE FTE
2011 451.3 50.2% 14.1% 447.3 49.8% 10.5% 898.5 100.0% 12.1%
2012 447.2 48.4% 13.6% 476.7 51.6% 10.9% 923.9 100.0% 12.0%
2013 473.4 48.3% 14.1% 506.0 51.7% 11.2% 979.3 100.0% 12.4%
2014 492.9 48.1% 14.6% 532.2 51.9% 11.9% 1,025.1 100.0% 13.1%

Female participation in the Casual Academic staff workforce at 53.9% is much higher than the level for
Continuing and Fixed-term Academics (39.6%), while the Casual Professional staff participation (61.9%) is
proportional to the Continuing and Fixed-term Professionals (62.0%).

TABLE 56: CASUAL FTE - FEMALE PROPORTION (2011 —2014)

2011 2012 2013 2014
Category FTE % Casual FTE % Casual FTE % Casual FTE % Casual
Female FTE Female FTE Female FTE Female FTE
Academic 253.3 56.1% 247.8 55.4% 260.7 55.1% 265.9 53.9%
Professional 274.1 61.3% 290.3 60.9% 3134 61.9% 329.4 61.9%
All University 527.4 58.7% 538.1 58.2% 574.1 58.6% 595.3 58.1%
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TABLE 57: CASUAL STAFF FTE BY AREA (2011 —2014)
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Area Central ?ervices, Faculties 2011 2012 2013 2014
and Institutes
Office of COO 54.6 54.5 53.8 57.0
Office of DVC (Academic) 52.0 52.5 56.1 57.6
Office of DVC (International) 311 314 33.7 35.8
. Office of DVC (Research) 8.5 14.8 16.0 16.8
BN fice of Provost 19.6 186 17.8 20.2
Office of Vice-Chancellor 1.0 1.3 1.2 1.4
Independent Operations 3.0 2.5 2.7 2.8
Total Central Services 169.9 175.6 181.4 191.6
Business, Economics Law 80.6 80.6 85.3 83.9
Eng, Arch and Info Tech 51.2 61.7 73.0 78.2
Health Behavioural Science 107.0 121.5 134.6 134.5
Faculties Humanities Social Science 156.5 165.5 178.9 203.1
Medicine Biomedical Science 158.5 135.8 131.7 128.0
Science 138.9 142.6 153.9 166.0
Total Faculties 692.7 707.8 757.5 793.7
Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech 7.9 6.1 6.4 4.0
Global Change Institute 0.2 11 1.5 3.1
Inst Molecular Bioscience 7.2 8.8 6.4 5.7
Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov 5.2 6.5 6.5 8.6
Qld Brain Institute 6.8 53 3.7 6.9
Sustainable Minerals Institute 8.7 12.7 15.9 11.5
Total Institutes 36.0 40.5 40.4 39.8
Total University 898.5 923.9 979.3 1,025.1
FIGURE 17: CASUAL FTE BY AREA (2011 - 2014)
1,000 5
800 T
E 600 W 2011
5 2012
& 4007 2013
2014
200 +
0 m T T T .
Central Admin Facutty Institute
WP Aurion Area

November 2015

Annual Workforce Profile Report 2015

Page 47 of 60



TABLE 58: ACADEMIC CASUAL STAFF FTE BY AREA AND FUNCTION (2014)

Area Central Servic?s, Faculties and Other Teaching Total
Institutes Focused
Office of COO - - -
Office of DVC (Academic) - 0.6 0.6
Office of DVC (International) - - -
. Office of DVC (Research) - 0.1 0.1
Central Services -
Office of Provost - 1.1 1.1
Office of Vice-Chancellor - - -
Independent Operations - - -
Total Central Services - 1.8 1.8
Business, Economics Law - 63.5 63.5
Eng, Arch and Info Tech - 50.7 50.7
Health Behavioural Science 6.3 75.1 81.4
Faculties Humanities Social Science 50.5 101.1 151.6
Medicine Biomedical Science 0.1 69.8 70.0
Science - 73.9 73.9
Total Faculties 56.9 434.2 491.1
Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech - - -
Global Change Institute - - -
Inst Molecular Bioscience - - -
Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov - - -
Qld Brain Institute - - -
Sustainable Minerals Institute - - -
Total Institutes - - -
Total University 56.9 436.1 492.9
TABLE 59: PROFESSIONAL CASUAL STAFF FTE BY AREA AND FUNCTION (2014)
Area Cen.tral Services, Faculties and Other Research Total
Institutes Focused
Office of COO 57.0 - 57.0
Office of DVC (Academic) 56.8 0.2 57.0
Office of DVC (International) 35.8 - 35.8
. Office of DVC (Research) 15.6 1.1 16.7
Central Services -
Office of Provost 18.5 0.7 19.1
Office of Vice-Chancellor 14 - 1.4
Independent Operations 2.8 - 2.8
Total Central Services 187.8 2.0 189.8
Business, Economics Law 6.4 14.0 20.4
Eng, Arch and Info Tech 7.6 19.9 27.5
Health Behavioural Science 13.6 39.5 53.1
Faculties Humanities Social Science 16.6 34.9 51.4
Medicine Biomedical Science 21.1 37.0 58.1
Science 50.5 41.6 92.1
Total Faculties 115.7 186.9 302.6
Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech 1.0 3.0 4.0
Global Change Institute 2.0 1.1 3.1
Inst Molecular Bioscience 0.8 4.9 5.7
Institutes Qld All Agr Food Innov 1.1 7.5 8.6
Qld Brain Institute 3.4 3.4 6.9
Sustainable Minerals Institute 3.8 7.7 11.5
Total Institutes 12.1 27.7 39.8
Total University 315.6 216.6 532.2
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17 DEFINITIONS

Measure of Staff

Two specific measures are used throughout the report relating to the number of staff:

FTE (Full Time Equivalent): Full-time means the standard duration of service required of a position
(FTE 1.0). Part-time service or positions are expressed as a fraction of the equivalent full-time
service i.e. FTE of 0.5 means half of the full-time equivalent.

Headcount: The actual number of staff employed by the University, irrespective of their service
fraction.

Employment Type

The University’s paid staff can be separated into three distinct employment types:

Continuing: Employment other than Fixed-term or Casual employment on an ongoing basis.

Fixed-term: Employment for a specified term or ascertainable period for which there are agreed
starting and finishing dates; or for a specific task or project.

Casual: Irregular and intermittent employment by the hour with no expectation of ongoing
employment.

Non-Casual Staff

Non-Casual staff includes all Continuing and Fixed-term staff and excludes Casual and Unpaid staff.

Unpaid Staff

Unpaid staff includes those on unpaid appointments that meet the following criteria:
Honorary/Adjunct: Includes Honorary and Adjunct appointments plus Emeritus Professors
Academic title holders: The University recognises health professionals who are regular and
significant contributors to the University’s teaching, research and/or engagement programs by
awarding an Academic title at a level consistent with that used for the University’s Academic staff.
Conjoint appointments: Conjoint appointments occur where there is a joint arrangement between
the University and an external employer for the employee to perform a particular role for the
University for a fixed period of time. The appointment will involve reimbursement to the external
employer for a portion of the employee’s salary costs. This category was introduced in 2012.

This category does not include Unpaid staff who are volunteers, visiting Academics or affiliates.

Staff Categories — Workforce Function

Staff have been categorised using a combination of the Department of Education’s designation (for
Academic staff) or the Department of Education’s designation and Job Family (Professional staff). This
allows a useful grouping of staff according to the function performed.

Academic Staff: Where relevant Academic staff will be broken down into their specific function:

Teaching-and-Research (T&R): The T&R Academic will contribute principally to teaching and
research. A contribution to the scholarship of teaching is encouraged and contribution to service is
expected.
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Research Focused (RF): The RF Academic will focus effort on research, including supervision of
RHD students consistent with the University’s rules about supervision. Some participation in
undergraduate and postgraduate teaching is encouraged and contribution to service is expected.

Teaching Focused (TF): The TF Academic will contribute principally to teaching and to the
scholarship of teaching. Maintenance of currency within the discipline or professional practice and a
contribution to service is expected.

Clinical Academic (CA): The Clinical Academic will contribute principally to clinical teaching in an
undergraduate, postgraduate and/or professional teaching setting and to clinical research.
Contributions to engagement with the relevant clinical profession are expected. Where engagement
includes clinical innovation, evidence of dissemination and impact of the innovation is expected.

Senior Executive: This is the small group of the University Senior Management Group (USMG).
These are primarily Academic position holders however there are a small number of Professional
staff in this category.

Professional Staff: This group includes all staff whose functions are Administration,
Research/Technical or Other and for the purpose of this report includes TESOL Language
Instructors. In certain benchmarking Professional staff may be referred to as General staff.

Administration (Admin): Staff whose primary role is the management, administration or general
maintenance of the University.

Prof Research/Technical (Prof Res/Tech): Staff whose primary role is the support of technical or
research functions. It includes IT Professionals.

Professional Other: Staff whose role falls outside the Academic, Administration and
Research/Technical functions including, Catering Staff and TESOL Language Teachers.

Staff Terminations

Total Terminations Rate: Percentage of Continuing and Fixed-term staff that ceased working for
the University, irrespective of reason, during the year. It is the sum of all terminations resulting from
voluntary and involuntary separations, and includes expiry of Fixed-term contracts.

Voluntary Employee Initiated Termination Rate: Percentage of ongoing and Fixed-term staff who
voluntarily initiated their separation from the University. This does not include redundancies
(voluntary or involuntary).

Voluntary University Initiated Termination Rate: Percentage of Continuing and Fixed-term staff
that ceased working for the University as a result of organisational change or early retirement during
the year (includes voluntary redundancies).

The Involuntary University Initiated Termination Rate: Percentage of Continuing and Fixed-term
staff whose employment terminated at the initiative of the employer including by dismissal and forced
retrenchment.

Cessation of Fixed-term Contract Rate: Percentage of staff that have left the University owing to
the expiration of a Fixed-term contract. This does not include staff on Fixed-term contracts that
separate through other means (i.e. Voluntary Employee or University Initiated Terminations and
Involuntary University Initiated Terminations).

Leave
Leave is divided into the categories Parental, Planned Paid and Unplanned Paid:

Parental Leave: Absences associated with the birth or adoption of a child, broken down into the
following leave types:

e Paid Parental Leave — used by the primary caregiver these leave occurrences combine paid (26
weeks) and unpaid leave for a period of up to 12 months.
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e Unpaid Parental Leave — used by eligible staff where no paid leave is available (e.g. under 12
months service) for a period of up to 12 months.

e Additional Parental Leave (Unpaid) —a further 12 months of unpaid leave may be available after
the initial period of Parental Leave has been taken.

e Short Term Partner Leave up to 10 days — used by the non-primary caregiver, this leave type
must be used within six weeks of the child’s birth or adoption.

Planned Paid Leave: Planned absences (other than Parental Leave) - Recreation, Long Service
and other absences not designated within unplanned leave (such as leave to attend exams,
jury/court, and other special leave).

Unplanned Paid Leave: Unplanned absences taken as Personal Leave including Sick, Carer’s Pre-
natal, Compassionate and Bereavement.

NOTE that absences due to Workers’ Compensation, Special Studies Program (SSP), Flexi-time, Time off in
Lieu (TOIL), Leave Without Pay, Conference Leave, Emergency/Flood leave and Strike action are excluded.

Market Loadings

A market loading is a market-based salary loading used to attract staff with appropriate expertise to fill
positions in hard-to-fill areas or to retain staff in critical roles.

Occupation Health & Safety

No of Workers’ Compensation claims: The number of new Workers’ Compensation claims
accepted by the insurer in a given year, excluding claims associated with travel (unless noted
otherwise).

No of lost time injuries (LTI): Accepted Workers’ Compensation claims where the employee has
been on Personal (Sick) Leave for a period of more than one working day.

Total Employees: The total number of employees employed by the University which is equal to the
total number of group certificates issued for the financial year ending 30 June of that year.

FTE Employees: The Full Time Equivalent employees as published by the Department of Education
(previously DEST) and including Casuals.

Incidence Rate: (per 100 employees) — LTI/headcount multiplied by 100.

Frequency Rate: (per million LTI)/(FTE employees x total annual hours in units of million hours),
with 37.5 hours being the standard weekly rate.

Lost time in days: Total number of claimed working days lost through injury or disease.
Average time lost rate: (days/injury) — lost time days / LTI.

Premium % of payroll: Estimated Workers’ Compensation insurance premiums per $100 of total
payroll or for self-insurance programs both (in separate rows) the actual claim costs (lost time,
medical rehabilitation) and also total program costs (claim costs, Workers’ Compensation self-insurer
expenses and additional internal costs of managing the self-insurance program) per $100 of total
payroll.

Data Snapshot

Unless indicated in the specific category, data contained in this report should be regarded as being
representative of the following snapshot period:

Continuing and Fixed-term employee data has been taken from the DEEWR snapshot dated 31 March
of the year indicated. This includes Headcount, Full Time Equivalent and Median Age.

Casual data is based on hours worked from 1 January to 31 December of the year indicated.
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e  The Universities’ HR Benchmarking Program 2015 represents data from the 2014 calendar year or 31
March 2014 snapshot.

e Terminations, Recruitment and Leave data are based on calendar years. As such, there are no figures
shown for 2014.

e  Academic promotion data is only available up until the end of 2014 as it is an annual process and has
not been completed for 2015.

e Unless specifically indicated, tables and data demonstrating Professional staff within this report include
results for TESOL Language Teachers staff.

This report is compiled from the University’s primary data sources, being the Aurion HR Information System
and the Management Information System UQ Data Warehouse. Comparative benchmarks are from
contributions to the Universities’ HR Benchmarking Program 2015 which contains samples of between 30
and 36 Australian Universities; as well as results from the Department of Education annual staff submission.
OH&S data is provided by the OH&S unit.

Organisational Context

Definitions and descriptions of terms and organisational structure are included in the following section of this
report.

Any detailed views of the University’s organisational structure over time have been converted to represent
the organisational structure in place as at 31 March 2015. This enables trend analysis to compare like with
like.

The following major changes were made to the University’s Organisational structure between 2008 and
March 2015:

e  The Faculty of Biological and Chemical Sciences and the Faculty of Engineering, Physical Sciences and
Architecture were restructured to form the Faculty of Science and the Faculty of Engineering,
Architecture and Information Technology, respectively

e  The disestablishment of the University Bookshop

e  The disestablishment of Printery

e  The transmission of business involving JK Tech

e  The restructuring of TEDI

e  The restructuring of the School of Dentistry

e Relocation of Veterinary School staff to Gatton

e  The Faculty of Natural Resources, Agriculture and Veterinary Sciences becoming part of the Faculty of
Science

e  Creation of the Global Change Institute (GCI)

e  Creation of the Queensland Alliance for Agriculture and Food Innovation (QAAFI)

e Restructure of Student Affairs Division

e Disestablishment of the Office of DVC (External Relations)

e Some amendments were made to units reporting to Central Areas in 2013 (e.g. SDVC and
DVC(Research) — see the list below for the Organisational structure current as at 31 March 2015)

e Faculty Restructure of Arts, Social Behavioural Sciences and Health Sciences to the new Faculties of
Humanities and Social Sciences, Health and Behavioural Sciences and Medical and Biomedical
Sciences.

e Creation of the Mater Research Institute

e Restructure of UQ Library

e Restructure of CEIT, CIPL, and TEDI to the Office of PVC (Teaching and Learning). Creation of
associated Institute of Teaching and Learning Innovation
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18 UNIVERSITY ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE

Throughout the report, three major organisational groupings (Areas) are used. These are Central Services,
Faculties and Institutes. The list of organisational units included in each of the Areas is based on the Aurion
HRIS organisational structure.

CENTRAL SERVICES AREAS

The following table provides further detail of organisational units included in Central Services Areas:

Central Service Area Divisions

Office of DVC (Academic) Academic Services Division

Centre for Educational Innovation & Technology

Centre for Innovation in Professional Learning
Office of DVC (Academic)
Office of Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Indigenous Edu)

Office of Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning)

Prospective Students & Student Equity

Research Information Service
Student Affairs Division
Teach and Learn Service

uQ Library

Office of DVC (Intntl) Institute of Continuing & TESOL Education
Office of DVC (International)
uUQ International

Office of DVC (Research) Centre for Advanced Imaging

Office of DVC (Research)

Office of PVC (Research International)
Research Computing Centre

Research Data Storage Infrastructure

Research Management Office

Research Partnerships Office

University of Queensland Graduate School

UQ Biological Resources

Office of Chief Operating Officer Corporate Operations

Finance & Business Services

Human Resources Division

Information Technology Services

Legal Office

Occupational Health and Safety

Office of Marketing & Communications
Office of COO
Planning Office

Property & Facilities Division

Independent Operations Alumni Association Of Uni QLD Inc

University of Queensland Bookshop

University of Queensland Press

Office of Provost Office of Provost

Office of Pro-Vice-Chancellor

Office of Vice-Chancellor Office of President, Academic Board
Office of PVC (Advancement)
Office of Vice-Chancellor
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FACULTIES

The following table provides further detail of those areas defined as Faculties within the report:

Faculty School/Centres

Business, Economics & Law Office of the Faculty of Business, Economics & Law

School of Economics

T.C. Beirne School of Law

UQ Business School

Australian Institute for Business and Economics

Eng, Arch & Info Tech Advanced Water Management Centre

Office of the Faculty Of Engineering, Architecture & Info Tech

School of Architecture

School of Chemical Engineering

School of Civil Engineering

School of Information Technology and Electrical Engineering

School of Mechanical and Mining Engineering

Health and Behavioural Sciences | Centre for Youth Substance Abuse

Office of the Faculty of Health Behavioural Sciences

National Res Centre For Environmental Toxicology

School of Dentistry
School of Health & Rehabilitation Science

School of Human Movement Studies

School of Nursing & Midwifery

School of Pharmacy

School of Psychology

Humanities and Social Sciences Confucius Institute

Centre for Critical and Cultural Studies

Centre for History of European Discourses

Centre for History of Emotions

ARC Centre of Excellence for the History of Emotions

Office of the Faculty Of Humanities and Social Sciences

Institute of Modern Languages

School of Communication & Arts

School of Education

School of History and Philosophical Inquiry

School of Communication

School of Languages and Cultures

School of Music

School of Political Science & International Studies

School of Social Science

Institute for Social Science Research
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FACULTIES CONTINUED

Faculty Schools/Centres

Medicine Biomedical Sciences Centre for Integrated Preclinical Drug Development

Centre for Clinical Research

Mater Research Institute

Office of the Faculty of Medicine Biomedical Sciences

Queensland Children's Medical Research Institute

School of Biomedical Sciences

School of Medicine
School of Public Health

UQ Diamantina Institute

Science Biodiversity and Conservation Science Centre

Central Glasshouse Services

Centre Microscopy & Microanalysis

Australian Equine Genetics Research Centre

Heron Island Research Station

Moreton Bay Research Station

School of Agriculture & Food Science

School of Biological Sciences

School of Chemical & Molecular BioScience

School of Earth Sciences

School Geography, Planning & Environmental Management
School of Maths & Physics
School of Veterinary Science

Office of the Faculty of Science

Terrestrial Ecosystem Research Network
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The following table provides further detail of those areas defined as Institutes within the report:

Institute

Centres/Divisions

Aust Inst Bioeng Nanotech

Australian Institute for Bioengineering & Nanotechnology

Global Change Institute

Global Change Institute

Inst Molecular Bioscience

Institute of Molecular Bioscience

Qld All Agr & Food Innov

Centre for Animal Science

Centre for Nutrition and Food Sciences

Centre for Plant Science

Qld Alliance for Agriculture and Food Innovation

Qld Brain Institute

Centre for Ageing Dementia Research

Queensland Brain Institute

Sustainable Minerals Institute

CRC for Optimising Resource Extraction

Centre for Coal Seam Gas

Centre for Mined Land Rehabilitation

Centre for Social Responsibility in Mining

Centre for Water in the Minerals Industry

Julius Kruttschnitt Mineral Research Centre (JKMRC)

Minerals Industry Safety and Health Centre

Sustainable Minerals Institute

WH Bryan Mining and Geology Centre
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Universities HR Benchmarking Program 2013

Introduction

The Universities HR Benchmarking Program was established in 2004 as a result of collaboration between
a number of Australian Universities who wanted to be able to compare and contrast human resource data
with like institutions. The program has expanded substantially and in 2013 consists of 39 members from
Australia and New Zealand. 38 members contributed data for this year’s report.

Members collate and submit information about their university, which is analysed and reported across a
number of measures, drawing comparisons to the university sector as a whole or a defined sub-group of
universities.

This report contains results across 42 measures which fall into one of the following categories:
+ Staff Profiles

Academic Workforce Profile

Turnover

Absence

Recruitment Efficiency and Effectiveness

Age

Length of Service

Occupational Health and Safety

Employment Costs

The ability to draw comparisons relevant to each member’s university can offer great insight into individual
and sector-wide practices. Importantly, this data can add significant value through informing human
resources-related strategy and policy decisions.

Comparisons

Each member will, as part of its membership, receive three reports as well as the Report Companion
which provides useful information on the report process and how to read the reports. The first provides
comparative results against the sector as a whole (ie all contributing members). The second provides
comparative results against a specific sub-group of the sector (eg Go8, ATN and IRU). Members were
asked to nominate the sub-group with which they wish to be compared when registering for the program.
The third provides comprehensive data relating to age and length of service for employees.

Each of these reports is identified clearly on the title page of the report, as well as the header of each
page of the report. The number of members contributing to the results for a particular measure (the
sample size) is also shown within the relevant report.

Additional reports, comprising either a customised sub-group of universities or an existing formalised
sector grouping, may be purchased. For further information, including costs, please contact Henry Wong,
by phoning +61 3 9614 5550 or emailing <hrbenchmarking@aheia.edu.au>.

Group Reports

As part of subscription, members are entitled to a sector/program report and one other group report. The
available group reports are based on the formal and informal University groupings - Australian Technology
Network (ATN), the Group of 8 (Go8), Innovative Research, New Generation, Regional Universities and
New Zealand Universities.

Members may also request that additional groups be created that are a logical comparison to benchmark
against. New groups are required to have at least 5 or more members.

Report Time Frames

Data is collected for the previous 5 calendar years. Where cumulative data is required, the period used is
1 January to 31 December for each calendar year, with 31 March for that particular year being used for
the snapshot data.
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Summary of Results

Please refer to Section 3 - Program Results - for definitions of each measure.

Workforce Profile

Workforce Profile: by Employment Kind (Excluding Casuals)

Attachment M

Edith Cowan University

AUS Average

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
General Total 60.72 % | 59.37 % | 59.10 % | 60.68 % | 62.15 %| 55.46 %| 55.37 %| 55.39 %| 55.59 %| 55.91 %
Academic Total 34.17 % | 35.57 % | 36.30 % | 34.84 % | 33.21 %| 41.09 %| 40.94 %| 40.96 %| 40.76 %| 40.53 %
Senior Staff/Mgt 5.10 % 5.06 % 4.60 % 4.48 % 4.64 % 3.45 % 3.70 % 3.65 % 3.65 % 3.55 %
Workforce Profile: by Employment Kind (Including Casuals) Edith Cowan University AUS Average

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
General Total 57.15% | 55.51 % | 55.05 % | 56.76 % | 58.17 %| 53.73 %| 53.52 %| 53.42 %| 53.29 %| 53.58 %
Academic Total 38.39 % | 40.05 % | 41.00 % | 39.38 % | 37.86 %| 43.28 %| 43.31 %| 43.65%| 43.70 %| 43.37 %
Senior Staff/Mgt 4.46 % 4.44 % 3.95 % 3.86 % 3.97 % 2.99 % 3.17 % 3.06 % 3.01 % 3.05 %
Workforce Profile: by Faculty and Division (Excluding Casuals) Edith Cowan University AUS Average

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Division - Total 4219 % | 41.04 % | 41.38 % | 44.12 % | 45.37 %| 34.87 %| 35.07 %| 34.92 %| 35.04 %| 35.01 %
Faculty - Total 57.81% | 58.96 % | 58.62 % | 55.88 % | 54.63 %| 65.13 %| 64.93 %| 65.08 %| 64.96 %| 64.99 %
Workforce Profile: by Faculty and Division (Including Casuals) Edith Cowan University AUS Average

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Division - Total 39.38 % [ 38.39 % | 37.09 % | 40.88 % | 42.01%| 34.77 %| 33.95%| 33.53 %| 33.44 %| 33.13%
Faculty - Total 60.62 % | 61.61% | 62.91% | 59.12 % | 57.99 %| 65.23 %| 66.05%| 66.47 %| 66.56 %| 66.87 %
Workforce Profile of Faculty: by Employment Kind (Excluding Casual) Edith Cowan University AUS Average

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Faculty - General 38.73% | 37.93 % | 36.83 % | 35.64 % | 36.92 %| 36.81 %| 37.03 %| 36.78 %| 37.23 %| 37.73 %
Faculty - Academic 61.27 % | 62.07 % | 63.17 % | 64.36 % | 63.08 %| 63.19 %| 62.97 %| 63.22 %| 62.77 %| 62.27 %
Workforce Profile of Faculty: by Employment Kind (Including Casual) Edith Cowan University AUS Average

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Faculty - General 35.39% | 34.12% | 32.38 % | 32.39 % | 33.09 %| 35.86 %| 35.57 %| 35.31 %| 35.16 %| 35.85 %
Faculty - Academic 64.61 % | 65.88 % | 67.62 % | 67.61 % | 66.91 %| 64.14 %| 64.43 %| 64.69 %| 64.84 %| 64.15%
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Summary of Results

Attachment M

Workforce Profile: by Contract Type Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Fixed Term) 26.19 % | 28.45% | 26.33 % | 27.68 % | 30.03 % | 33.71 %| 35.80 %| 35.81 %| 36.36 %| 35.80 %
Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Ongoing) 73.81% | 71.55% | 73.67 % | 72.33 % | 69.91 %| 66.00 %| 64.20 %| 64.17 %| 63.61 %| 64.19 %
Workforce Profile: by Employment Status Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Full Time) 84.73 % | 83.90 % | 83.87 % | 83.53 % | 82.69 %| 86.44 %| 86.66 %| 86.44 %| 86.18 %| 86.19 %
Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Part Time) 15.27 % | 16.10% | 16.13% | 16.47 % | 17.31 %| 13.25 %| 13.32 %| 13.53 %| 13.80 %| 13.80 %
Other Workforce Profile Measures Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Female Participation 57.68 % | 58.06 % | 59.70 % | 59.98 % | 60.78 % | 53.77 %| 54.25%| 54.72 %| 55.00 %| 55.24 %
HR Function Staffing Ratio 1.60 % 1.60 % 1.67 % 1.67 % 1.62 % 1.84 % 1.82 % 1.88 % 1.89 % 1.94 %
Indigenous Staffing (Aust) 1.21 % 1.06 % 1.16 % 1.42 % 1.34 % 1.20 %| 0.97 % 1.00 % 1.03 % 1.05 %
Turnover
Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Fixed Term Contract Expiration 9.89 % 8.17 % 8.26 % 7.49 % 3.11 % 6.25 % 6.62 % 6.44 % 6.29 % 6.41 %
Involuntary University Initiated Turnover 0.24 % 0.00 % 0.22 % 0.71 % 0.54 % 0.49 % 0.67 % 0.64 % 0.59 % 0.66 %
Total Turnover 24.67 % | 17.07 % | 20.84 % | 21.32% | 13.03%| 17.98 %| 16.68 %| 17.52 %| 16.29 %| 15.89 %
Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover 13.75% | 7.16 % 870% | 11.10% | 8.15% | 10.47 % 8.13 % 9.22 % 8.79 % 7.95 %
Voluntary University Initiated Turnover 0.78 % 1.73 % 3.60 % 2.02 % 1.23 % 0.93 % 1.50 % 1.31 % 0.72 % 0.96 %
Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover < 12 months 0.50 % 2.62% | 2.09 % 1.97 % 1.45 % 2.43 % 2.02%| 2.34%
Absence
Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
| Unscheduled Absence Taken per Employee 4.97 5.54 5.60 6.32 6.80 5.15 5.31 5.61 5.57 6.04
Page 8 of 97
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Summary of Results

Attachment M

Recruitment
Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Applicant Interest 8.76 16.34 21.38 23.96 12.00 17.59 17.44 18.22 22.40
Recruitment Days to Offer 46.02 51.41 32.22 63.84 51.67 48.33 49.38 40.22
Recruitment Days to Start 63.49 73.46 70.68 88.72 84.53 71.92 80.56 60.13
Recruitment Rate 1441 % | 856 % | 14.75% | 492% | 11.21 % | 16.40 %| 11.85%| 13.22%| 13.60 %| 13.73 %
Recruitment Source 59.83 % | 58.82 % 41.11 % 40.70 %| 41.47 %| 43.75%| 42.02%| 43.41 %
Academic
Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Academic Promotion Rate 7.06% | 587% | 3.16% | 3.66% | 3.32% 489%| 424%| 452%| 449%| 441 %
Academic Promotions Success Rate 62.71 % | 60.71 % | 67.86 % | 57.89 % | 57.58 % | 69.35 %| 70.45%| 70.95%| 70.49 %| 70.19 %
Applications for Promotion Rate 1126 % | 967 % | 465% | 6.32% | 577 % 7.05%| 6.02%| 6.37%| 6.37%| 6.28%
Doctoral Qualifications 46.44 % | 46.82 % | 45.50 % | 53.19 % | 57.48 % | 62.11 %| 62.70 %| 63.31 %| 66.60 %| 69.09 %
Honorary/Visiting Academics 49.91 % | 40.13% | 39.65 % | 39.78 % | 53.82 %| 87.03 %| 91.03 %| 92.55%| 99.28 %| 97.21 %
Age Profile
Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Age Profile < 25 Years of Age 451% | 429% | 3.75% | 436% | 3.49% 3.21 % 323%| 284%| 258%| 237%
Age Profile 25 - 29 Years of Age 775% | 810% | 824% | 9.19% | 8.80% 8.69%| 9.26%| 9.13%| 9.05%| 8.95%
Age Profile 30 - 34 Years of Age 9.90% | 10.62% | 11.72% | 11.25% | 11.27 % | 12.14 %| 12.57 %| 12.89 %| 13.25%| 13.84 %
Age Profile 35 - 39 Years of Age 1214 % | 11.44% | 11.53 % | 13.01 % | 12.12 % | 13.04 %| 13.07 %| 13.10 %| 13.23 %| 13.33 %
Age Profile 40 - 44 Years of Age 12.91 % | 14.56 % | 12.42% | 11.91 % | 12.71 % | 13.20 %| 12.88 %| 12.89 %| 13.08 %| 13.33 %
Age Profile 45 - 49 Years of Age 15.95% | 13.79% | 14.26 % | 14.44 % | 14.85%| 15.01 %| 14.51 %| 14.15%| 13.93 %| 13.68 %
Age Profile 50 - 54 Years of Age 16.70 % | 16.41% | 15.52 % | 14.47 % | 15.30 % | 14.94 %| 14.45%| 14.25%| 14.03 %| 13.90 %
Age Profile 55 - 59 Years of Age 12.65% | 1279% | 12.35% | 1279 % | 12.50 % | 12.14 %| 11.81%| 11.74 %| 11.82%| 11.77 %
Age Profile 60 -64 Years of Age 6.37% | 706% | 7.73% | 7.05% | 6.78 % 6.50 %| 6.78%| 6.85%| 7.12%| 6.92%
Age Profile 65 + Years of Age 1.13% | 0.94% 1.58 % 152% | 218 % 1.60 % 1.77%| 2.02%| 228%| 2.55%
Median Age of New Recruits 36.57 37.11 40.19 35.03 37.05 na na na na na
Median Age of Separated Staff 41.97 42.75 52.00 39.82 40.90 na na na na na
Median Age of Current Staff 45.93 39.40 42.26 na na na na na
Page 9 of 97
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Summary of Results
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Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
LOS Profile <1 13.94% | 1214 % | 13.22% | 17.89 % | 15.38 % | 14.65%| 13.92%| 12.14 %| 13.54 %| 13.10 %
LOS Profile 1-3 1359 % | 17.67 % | 26.81 % | 22.87 % | 21.27 %| 19.65 %| 20.99 %| 22.92 %| 20.45%| 20.09 %
LOS Profile 3-5 12.38% | 11.12% | 10.66 % | 14.76 % | 19.12 % | 12.54 %| 12.48 %| 13.69 %| 14.78 %| 15.39 %
LOS Profile 5-10 21.47 % | 22.03 % | 22.07 % | 18.28 % | 17.72%| 21.93 %| 21.27 %| 20.96 %| 20.64 %| 20.79 %
LOS Profile 10-15 16.89 % | 14.76 % | 10.95% | 11.57 % | 11.68 %| 12.62 %| 12.25%| 11.50 %| 12.04 %| 12.52 %
LOS Profile 15-20 11.51% | 11.88% | 12.52% | 6.77 % | 6.37 % 9.72%| 917 %| 8.48%| 8.00%]| 7.60%
LOS Profile 20-25 578% | 547 % | 3.60% | 7.87% | 557 % 5.07%| 535%| 562%| 599%| 5.90%
LOS Profile 25-30 247% | 284% | 010% | 0.06% | 1.75% 217 %| 220%| 212%| 226 %| 247 %
LOS Profile 30+ 1.97% | 209% | 0.06% | 0.00% | 1.14% 243 %] 229%| 2.08%| 2.04%| 1.99%
Median LOS - Current Staff 8.83 8.36 4.37 4.18 na na na na na
Median LOS - Separating Staff 5.90 6.82 4.01 2.13 na na na na na
Employment Cost
Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
|Employment Costs as a % of Revenue 51.31 % | 52.71 % | 57.08 % | 59.94 % | 60.61 % | 57.53 %| 53.18 %| 50.71 %| 53.14 %| 53.79 %
WH&S
Edith Cowan University AUS Average
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Average Time Lost 3.29 3.00 9.40 25.00 4.80 20.15 21.67 23.29 25.13 27.14
WH&S Compensation Costs as a percentage of Employment Costs 0.19 % 0.19 % 0.10 % 0.11 % 0.11 % 0.33 % 0.37 % 0.32 % 0.29 % 0.29 %
WH&S Incident Rate 042% | 022% | 028% | 0.16% | 0.27 % 0.77%| 0.79%| 0.76%| 0.65%| 0.57 %
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Kind (Excluding Casuals)

Total Academic/General/Senior Staff FTE
Total Staff FTE

DEFINITION

This measure compares the proportions of Academic and General staff (FTE) of the total staff FTE
excluding casual staff. Results indicate the concentration of support and corporate staff compared

to core-business staff (academics). This measure gives an indication of the level of support
(corporate and other service delivery) provided to enable the academic work of the university.

Factors that may affect this measure include outsourcing of certain functions, service delivery
differentiation and multi-campus operations.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

70 %

50 %

30 %

20 %

10 %
0%

—a

T T
Academic Total General Total Senior Staff/Mgt

ECU results by Classification for 2012

62.15 %

4.64 %

D Top Quartile - Third Quartile -Second Quartile

[ ] General Total [ Academic Total [J] Senior StaffiMgt

D First Quartile - B University
Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
Academic Total 33.21 %| 33.21 %| 34.86 %| 37.59 %| 40.48 %| 43.03 %| 44.50 %| 46.69 %| 40.53 % 36
Academic Total (M)| 41.36 %| 41.36 %| 44.18 %| 46.22 %| 50.96 %| 52.68 %| 54.62 %| 61.95%| 50.87 % 36
Academic Total (F)| 27.95 %| 24.31 %| 27.95%| 28.60 %| 31.35%| 35.31 %| 36.69 %| 40.24 %| 32.16 % 36
General Total 62.15 %| 51.47 %| 52.03 %| 53.31 %| 55.98 %| 58.80 %| 61.04 %| 62.93 %| 55.91 % 36
General Total (M)| 50.69 %| 32.78 %| 39.99 %| 41.82 %| 44.22 %| 46.42 %| 49.26 %| 51.58 %| 43.97 % 36
General Total (F)| 69.54 %| 56.89 %| 60.87 %| 62.67 %| 65.79 %| 68.64 %| 69.99 %| 74.13 %| 65.59 % 36
Senior Staff/Mgt 4.64%| 1.47%| 2.09%| 2.79%| 3.81%| 4.17%| 4.83%| 9.66%| 3.55% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)|  7.95%| 2.33%| 343%| 4.05%| 654%| 633%| 7.50%| 11.96%| 5.16% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)] 2.51%| 0.69%| 0.87%| 1.73%| 246%| 288%| 338%| 749%| 225% 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Kind (Including Casuals)

DEFINITION

Total Academic/General/Senior Staff FTE

Total Staff FTE

This measure compares the proportions of Academic and General staff (FTE) of the total staff FTE
including casual staff. Results indicate the concentration of support and corporate staff compared
to core-business staff (academics). This ratio gives an indication of the level of support (corporate

and other service delivery) provided to enable the academic work of the university.

Factors that may affect this measure include outsourcing of certain functions, service delivery
differentiation and multi-campus operations.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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ECU results by Classification for 2012

58.17 %

37.86 %

3.97 %

D Top Quartile - Third Quartile -Second Quartile

[ ] General Total [ Academic Total [J] Senior StaffiMgt

D First Quartile - B University
Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
Academic Total 37.86 %| 37.02%| 38.33 %| 40.81 %| 43.17 %| 45.90 %| 47.83 %| 54.66 %| 43.37 % 33
Academic Total (M)| 45.75 %| 45.07 %| 47.05%| 48.19 %| 51.90 %| 53.77 %| 58.86 %| 70.46 %| 52.65 % 33
Academic Total (F)| 32.93 %| 28.49 %| 31.38 %| 32.93 %| 35.86 %| 38.72 %| 41.73 %| 48.42 %| 36.00 % 33
General Total 58.17 %| 42.20 %| 49.16 %| 51.25%| 53.28 %| 57.15%| 57.97 %| 59.77 %| 53.58 % 33
General Total (M)| 47.31 %| 25.45%| 38.91 %| 41.09 %| 43.32%| 45.58 %| 47.27 %| 50.33 %| 42.89 % 33
General Total (F)| 64.94 %| 49.26 %| 57.37 %| 59.15 %| 62.08 %| 64.94 %| 66.54 %| 70.82 %| 62.07 % 33
Senior Staff/Mgt 397%| 1.27%| 1.72%| 2.34%| 3.18%| 3.52%| 4.42%| 7.69%| 3.05% 33
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)| 6.94%| 1.99%| 3.06%| 355%| 4.60%| 582%| 636%| 939%| 446% 33
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)] 2.12%| 056 %| 0.70%| 1.45%| 216%| 236%| 321%| 6.05%| 1.93% 33
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities
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Workforce Profile: Composition by Faculty and Division (Excluding Casuals)

DEFINITION

Total Faculty/Division Staff FTE
Total Staff FTE

This measure compares the proportions of Faculty and Division staff (FTE) of the total staff FTE
excluding casual staff. This result indicates the proportion of centralised divisional support staff
compared to staff appointed to deliver core business and decentralised support services within

faculties.

Factors that may impact on the result include centralisation of corporate support, outsourcing and
service delivery differentiation.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

ECU results by Classification for 2012

80 %
70 %
45.37 %
60 %
50 %
40 %
30 %
20 %
10% 54.63 %
0%
Faculty - Total Division - Total
D Top Quartile - Third Quartile - Second Quartile |:| Division - Total - Faculty - Total
D First Quartile - B University
Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
Faculty - Total 54.63 %| 45.68 %| 53.46 %| 54.92 %| 60.89 %| 70.18 %| 74.68 %| 75.80 %| 64.99 % 33
Faculty - Total (M)| 55.90 %| 50.42 %| 55.94 %| 59.43 %| 63.98 %| 74.98 %| 76.55 %| 79.51 %| 68.35% 33
Faculty - Total (F)| 53.81 %| 41.30 %| 49.88 %| 52.61 %| 59.51 %| 65.32 %| 72.01 %| 75.29 %| 62.28 % 33
Division - Total 45.37 %| 24.20 %| 25.32 %| 29.82 %| 39.11 %| 45.08 %| 46.54 %| 54.32%| 35.01 % 33
Division - Total (M)| 44.10 %| 20.49 %| 23.45%| 25.02 %| 36.02 %| 40.57 %| 44.06 %| 49.58 %| 31.65% 33
Division - Total (F)| 46.19 %| 24.71 %| 27.99 %| 34.68 %| 40.49 %| 47.39 %| 50.12 %| 58.70 %| 37.72 % 33
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities
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Workforce Profile: Composition by Faculty and Division (Including Casuals)

DEFINITION

Total Faculty/Division Staff FTE

Total Staff FTE

This measure compares the proportions of Faculty and Division staff (FTE) of the total staff FTE
including casual staff. This result indicates the proportion of centralised divisional support staff
compared to staff appointed to deliver core business and decentralised support services within

faculties.

Factors that may impact on the result include centralisation of corporate support, outsourcing and
service delivery differentiation.

ECU results versus Australian Universities

2012 Quartiles and Range

80 %

ECU results by Classification for 2012

50 %
40 %1
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70 %
60 %

Faculty - Total

Division - Total

42.01 %

57.99 %

D Top Quartile - Third Quartile -Second Quartile

[ ] Division - Total [ Faculty - Total

D First Quartile - B University
Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample

Faculty - Total 57.99 %| 0.00 %| 54.46 %| 58.16 %| 62.81 %| 70.93 %| 74.81 %| 75.98 %| 66.87 % 31
Faculty - Total (M)| 59.50 %| 0.00 %| 57.91 %| 60.21 %| 66.16 %| 74.51 %| 77.37 %| 81.75 %| 69.69 % 31
Faculty - Total (F)| 57.06 %| 0.00 %| 52.01 %| 55.65 %| 61.95%| 67.81 %| 71.98 %| 75.79 %| 64.66 % 31
Division - Total 42.01 %| 0.00 %| 24.35%| 27.80 %| 34.73 %| 41.11 %| 43.87 %| 49.36 %| 33.13 % 31
Division - Total (M)| 40.50 %| 0.00 %| 22.50 %| 24.66 %| 31.57 %| 38.38 %| 41.74 %| 46.23 %| 30.31 % 31
Division - Total (F)| 42.94 %| 0.00 %| 24.93 %| 31.35%| 36.63 %| 43.94 %| 47.51 %| 53.97 %| 35.34 % 31
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Workforce Profile of Faculty: Composition by Employment Kind (Excluding Casuals’

Faculty General/Academic Staff FTE
DEFINITION Total Faculty Staff FTE

This measure compares the proportions of Academic and General staff (FTE) of the total Faculty
staff FTE excluding casual staff. Results indicate the proportion of support/general staff appointed
within the Faculties to provide support services to Academic staff. This support service is defined
as decentralised service support as opposed to support services delivered by Divisional staff which
is defined a centralised services.

The result may be impacted by factors such as an increased need for service support as a result of
the increase in research activities within faculties, realignment of staffing structures and specific
university targets, centralisation of corporate and support functions, outsourcing of certain functions
and service delivery differentiation.

ECU results versus Australian Universities ot
2012 Quartiles and Range ECU results by Classification for 2012
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[] TopQuartiie [Jli] Third Quartie [ Second Quartile [ ] Facutty - General [JJjj Facutty - Academic
D First Quartile - B University

Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
Faculty - Academic 63.08 %| 52.35%| 56.11 %| 60.12 %| 65.95%| 68.92 %| 71.44 %| 75.36 %| 62.27 % 33

Faculty - Academic (M,| 77.76 %| 62.92 %| 68.75%| 73.17 %| 79.37 %| 81.62 %| 83.73 %| 88.41 %| 75.41 % 33
Faculty - Academic (F)| 53.24 %| 40.88 %| 43.24 %| 48.32 %| 53.53 %| 57.71 %| 62.00 %| 71.20 %| 50.66 % 33
Faculty - General 36.92 %| 24.64 %| 28.56 %| 31.08 %| 34.05%| 39.88 %| 43.89 %| 47.65%| 37.73 % 33
Faculty - General (M)| 22.24 %| 11.59 %| 16.27 %| 18.38 %| 20.63 %| 26.83 %| 31.25 %| 37.08 %| 24.59 % 33
Faculty - General (F)| 46.76 %| 28.80 %| 38.00 %| 42.29 %| 46.47 %| 51.68 %| 56.76 %| 59.12 %| 49.34 % 33
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Workforce Profile of Faculty: Composition by Employment Kind (Including Casuals)

Faculty General/Academic Staff FTE
DEFINITION Total Faculty Staff FTE

This measure compares the proportions of Academic and General staff (FTE) of the total Faculty
staff FTE including casual staff. Results indicate the proportion of support/general staff appointed
within the Faculties to provide support services to Academic staff. This support service is defined
as decentralised service support as opposed to support services delivered by Divisional staff which
is defined a centralised services.

The result may be impacted by factors such as an increased need for service support as a result of
the increase in research activities within faculties, realignment of staffing structures and specific
university targets, centralisation of corporate and support functions, outsourcing of certain functions
and service delivery differentiation.

B2 coats versus éuns;:f"an Universities ECU results by Classification for 2012
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0% |_|: 33.09 %
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0% I
Faculty - General Faculty - Academic
|:| Top Quartile - Third Quartile -Second Quartile |:| Faculty - General -Faculty-Academic
D First Quartile - B University
Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample

Faculty - Academic 66.91 %| 0.00 %| 54.21 %| 62.12 %| 67.78 %| 69.89 %| 73.74 %| 80.71 %| 64.15% 30

Faculty - Academic (M,| 79.74 %| 0.00 %| 67.05%| 74.43 %| 79.04 %| 81.85%| 83.83%| 90.97 %| 75.78 % 30

Faculty - Academic (F)| 58.57 %| 0.00 %| 43.14 %| 52.66 %| 57.77 %| 60.86 %| 64.73 %| 76.21 %| 54.33 % 30

Faculty - General 33.09 %| 0.00 %| 25.44 %| 29.80 %| 32.04 %| 37.30 %| 45.36 %| 47.86 %| 35.85% 30

Faculty - General (M)| 20.26 %| 0.00 %| 14.94 %| 17.96 %| 20.81 %| 24.79 %| 30.81 %| 37.79 %| 24.22 % 30

Faculty - General (F)| 41.43%| 0.00 %| 34.56 %| 38.88 %| 41.79 %| 46.56 %| 54.49 %| 60.75 %| 45.67 % 30
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Fixed Term)

Number of Fixed Term Staff (FTE)
Total Staff Count

DEFINITION

This measure describes the proportion of total staff (FTE) who are employed on a fixed term basis.
The circumstances for engaging employees on a fixed term may include specific budget allocation
for a particular project, additional assistance required to meet peak workloads, or replacing
permanent employees who are absent from their substantive position.

The rate of fixed term appointments can reflect the need for a flexible work environment allowing
the University to meet certain business requirements. A high percentage of fixed term
appointments may be reflective of a flexible workforce or an increase in project work or a need for
specific expertise for a defined period. A high result should be considered within the context of the
universities business objectives and longer term workforce strategies.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Fixed Term)

Min 25th 50th Avg

Total 30.0%| 15.3%| 19.1%| 26.1%| 34.1%| 39.0%| 453%| 522%| 358% 36
Total M)| 25.7%| 16.7%| 20.2%| 269%| 33.5%| 389%| 447%| 51.9%| 358% 36
Total (F)| 32.8%| 14.3%| 182%| 253%| 32.7%| 40.1%| 464%| 526%| 358% 36

Faculty - Total 14.4 % 6.4%| 181%| 252%| 36.4%| 444%| 52.8%| 628%| 41.0% 33
Faculty - Total (M) 8.1% 50%| 17.7%| 24.5%| 37.0%| 425%| 561.1%| 622%| 39.7% 33
Faculty - Total (F) 18.6 % 7.5%| 19.0%| 253%| 37.7%| 47.8%| 55.0%| 633%| 422% 33

Division - Total 23.1%| 109%| 139%| 18.4%| 231%| 29.6%| 31.4%| 405%| 23.6% 33

Division - Total (M)| 25.8 %| 10.0%| 15.1%| 17.7%| 258%| 32.7%| 362%| 459%| 249% 33
Division - Total (F)| 21.56%| 11.3%| 13.1%| 19.1%| 220%| 26.8%| 327%| 39.5%| 228% 33

Academic Total 293%| 153 %| 225%| 29.6%| 36.8%| 446%| 53.9%| 673%| 431% 36
Academic Total (M)| 25.0%| 14.1%| 21.1%| 26.1%| 36.0%| 41.8%| 561.8%| 650%| 41.2% 36
Academic Total (F)| 33.4%| 17.0%| 23.1%| 323%| 380%| 47.0%| 582%| 70.7%| 454% 36

Academic A 56.6 %| 44.6%| 56.2%| 659%| 825%| 90.0%| 954%| 98.2%| 86.7% 36

Academic A (M)| 59.2%| 45.3%| 57.5%| 683%| 859%| 94.7%| 97.9%| 100.0%| 88.6% 36
Academic A (F)| 54.4%| 43.7%| 51.5%| 654%| 81.0%| 885%| 955%| 983%| 84.9% 36
Academic B 37.8%| 16.3%| 241%| 33.0%| 398%| 53.2%| 64.7%| 71.2%| 459% 36
Academic B (M)| 33.3%| 16.1%| 23.3%| 30.5%| 424%| 528%| 64.0%| 71.4%| 46.5% 36
Academic B (F)| 41.0%| 14.4%| 21.4%| 320%| 404%| 51.5%| 654%| 749%| 454% 36
Academic C 12.9 % 3.2%| 108%| 12.7%| 19.4%| 30.3%| 38.2%| 49.7%| 25.6% 36
Academic C (M) 11.8% 3.2% 9.8%| 125%| 199%| 27.2%| 37.9%| 51.6%| 258% 36
Academic C (F) 14.3 % 32% 9.8%| 11.9%| 19.0%| 323%| 399%| 49.7%| 253% 36
Academic D 171 % 7.2%| 105%| 123%| 17.2%| 30.0%| 329%| 41.3%| 222% 36
Academic D (M) 17.1% 6.3%| 104%| 123%| 20.5%| 29.0%| 353%| 40.1%| 22.7% 36
Academic D (F) 17.0 % 0.0 % 83%| 10.7%| 183 %| 27.5%| 31.5%| 432%| 21.4% 36
Academic E 24.7 % 47%| 113 %| 158%| 249%| 344%| 41.9%| 68.1%| 26.9% 36
Academic E (M) 14.1 % 56%| 104%| 14.2%| 24.1%| 358%| 428%| 54.0%| 27.1% 36
Academic E (F)| 45.0% 0.0 % 56%| 149%| 21.8%| 352%| 456%| 90.7%| 26.3% 36

General Total 28.6 % 9.9%| 121%| 20.4%| 26.8%| 355%| 38.9%| 431%| 294% 36
General Total (M)| 22.1 % 9.1%| 11.4%| 19.0%| 26.7%| 31.5%| 36.5%| 43.0%| 27.3% 36
General Total (F)| 31.6%| 104%| 123%| 187%| 27.0%| 36.4%| 41.0%| 47.1%| 30.5% 36

HEW 1-5 323%| 11.0%| 13.2%| 209%| 28.2%| 36.0%| 425%| 46.7%| 311% 36

HEW 1-5 (M)l 27.3%| 10.6%| 13.6%| 183%| 27.7%| 34.6%| 383%| 47.3%| 289% 36
HEW 1-5(F)1 339%| 11.0%| 133%| 180%| 281%| 37.7%| 451%| 486%| 31.9% 36

HEW 6 and Above 24.6 % 9.1%| 10.6%| 20.3%| 252%| 32.7%| 38.0%| 450%| 28.2% 36

EW 6 and Above (M) 18.8 % 7.8 % 9.8%| 19.0%| 25.3%| 33.0%| 36.6%| 446%| 26.5% 36

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 28.5% 89%| 10.9%| 19.2%| 25.7%| 346%| 39.7%| 482%| 29.4% 36

Senior Staff/Mgt 55.4%| 23.3%| 29.7%| 42.7%| 59.9%| 854%| 94.8%| 100.0%| 54.1% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)| 62.8%| 21.9%| 33.5%| 49.4%| 638%| 87.5%| 93.7%| 100.0%| 555% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)| 60.6 %| 17.9%| 26.4%| 33.4%| 56.4%| 858%| 99.5%| 100.0%| 51.4% 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Ongoing)

Number of Ongoing Staff (FTE)
Total Number of Staff (FTE)

DEFINITION

This measure describes the proportion of total staff (FTE) who are employed on an ongoing basis.
Ongoing appointments ensure a consistency of staff that provides stability for both the employee
and the organisation.

A high result is generally considered in a positive light and shows a more stable workforce. Any
result should be considered against the university's current and future workforce strategies
including recruitment and retention strategies.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Ongoing)

25th 50th Avg

Total 69.9%| 47.8%| 54.8%| 61.0%| 66.0%| 74.0%| 809%| 84.7%| 642% 36
Total M)| 74.1%| 481%| 5653%| 61.1%| 66.6%| 73.1%| 79.9%| 833%| 64.1% 36
Total (F)| 67.2%| 47.5%| 53.6%| 59.9%| 67.3%| 748%| 81.8%| 857%| 64.2% 36

Faculty - Total 456 %| 23.4%| 452%| 544%| 62.6%| 70.6%| 78.7%| 84.0%| 56.4% 33
Faculty - Total (M)| 71.6 %] 13.3%| 47.8%| 553%| 63.0%| 71.6%| 80.2%| 834%| 580% 33
Faculty - Total (F)| 28.2%| 282%| 420%| 486%| 61.7%| 71.5%| 787%| 849%| 551% 33

Division - Total 72.4%| 59.5%| 68.6%| 70.4%| 76.7%| 81.7%| 86.1%| 89.1%| 76.5% 33

Division - Total (M)| 72.8 %| 54.2%| 63.8%| 67.3%| 743%| 83.1%| 86.1%| 1084 %| 76.3% 33
Division - Total (F)| 72.1%| 60.5%| 67.3%| 72.1%| 76.8%| 80.9%| 869%| 887%| 76.7% 33

Academic Total 71.5%| 32.7%| 46.1%| 554%| 63.2%| 705%| 77.5%| 84.7%| 57.0% 36
Academic Total (M)| 75.8%| 35.0%| 482%| 582%| 64.0%| 739%| 789%| 859%| 688% 36
Academic Total (F)| 67.4%| 29.3%| 41.8%| 563.1%| 620%| 67.7%| 76.9%| 83.0%| 54.6% 36

Academic A 43.4 % 1.9 % 4.6%| 10.0%| 17.5%| 341%| 43.8%| 553%| 13.3% 36

Academic A (M)| 40.8 % 0.0 % 2.1% 6.1%| 142%| 31.7%| 425%| 54.8%| 11.4% 36
Academic A (F)| 45.6 % 1.7 % 45%| 11.5%| 19.0%| 346%| 485%| 56.1%| 151% 36
Academic B 62.2%| 28.8%| 353%| 46.7%| 60.2%| 67.1%| 759%| 83.7%| 541% 36
Academic B (M)| 66.7%| 28.6%| 36.0%| 47.1%| 57.6%| 69.5%| 76.8%| 839%| 53.5% 36
Academic B (F)| 59.0%| 25.1%| 34.6%| 485%| 59.6%| 68.0%| 786%| 856%| 546% 36
Academic C 87.1%| 503%| 61.8%| 69.7%| 80.6%| 87.3%| 89.3%| 96.8%| 744% 36
Academic C (M)| 883 %| 484%| 621%| 728%| 80.1%| 87.6%| 902%| 96.8%| 742% 36
Academic C (F)| 85.7%| 50.3%| 60.1%| 67.7%| 81.1%| 881%| 90.2%| 968%| 74.7% 36
Academic D 86.8%| 58.8%| 67.1%| 70.0%| 83.1%| 87.7%| 89.5%| 929%| 77.8% 36
Academic D (M)| 86.4%| 59.9%| 648%| 71.0%| 79.6%| 87.7%| 89.6%| 93.7%| 77.4% 36
Academic D (F)| 87.3%| 56.8%| 685%| 725%| 81.7%| 89.3%| 91.8%| 100.0%| 78.7% 36
Academic E 822%| 31.9%| 58.1%| 656%| 751%| 84.2%| 88.7%| 954%| 731% 36
Academic E (M)| 91.2%| 46.0%| 57.2%| 64.2%| 759%| 86.2%| 90.5%| 944%| 73.0% 36
Academic E (F)| 65.0% 9.3%| 55.0%| 653%| 782%| 851%| 94.5%| 100.0%| 73.8% 36

General Total 71.4%| 569%| 61.1%| 645%| 73.2%| 79.6%| 879%| 90.1%| 70.6% 36
General Total (M)| 77.6 %| 57.0%| 63.5%| 685%| 734%| 81.1%| 886%| 91.0%| 72.7% 36
General Total (F)| 684 %| 529 %| 59.0%| 63.7%| 73.0%| 81.2%| 87.8%| 89.6%| 69.5% 36

HEW 1-5 67.7%| 53.3%| 57.5%| 64.0%| 71.8%| 79.1%| 86.8%| 89.1%| 689% 36

HEW 1-5 (M)| 72.7 %| 52.7%| 61.7%| 654%| 724%| 81.7%| 864%| 89.7%| 71.1% 36
HEW 1-5(F)| 66.1%| 51.4%| 549%| 623%| 71.9%| 820%| 86.7%| 89.0%| 681% 36

HEW 6 and Above 75.2%| 55.0%| 621%| 67.3%| 748%| 79.7%| 89.4%| 909%| 71.8% 36

EW 6 and Above (M) 80.7%| 55.4%| 63.4%| 67.1%| 747%| 80.8%| 90.2%| 923%| 73.5% 36

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 71.5%| 51.8%| 60.3%| 654%| 743%| 80.8%| 89.2%| 91.1%| 70.6% 36

Senior Staff/Mgt 39.5% 0.0 % 52%| 14.6%| 39.4%| 548%| 703%| 76.7%| 455% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)| 43.4 % 0.0 % 6.3%| 125%| 36.2%| 502%| 66.5%| 781%| 44.0% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)] 31.5% 0.0 % 1.8%| 142%| 43.6%| 66.6%| 73.6%| 821%| 483% 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Full Time)

DEFINITION
Percentage of staff appointed to work the maximum hours per week as determined in the

University Workplace Agreement.

Nu

mber of Full Time Staff (FTE)

Total Staff (FTE)

The levels of full time and part time employment reflect a number of issues including family friendly
work environment and flexible work practices beneficial to both the employer and the employee.
High levels of part time employees however may lead to issues such as concerns around job
security and retention.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Full Time)

25th 50th Avg

Total 82.7%| 79.4%| 825%| 84.1%| 86.9%| 88.6%| 89.3%| 93.5%| 86.2% 36
Total M)| 92.0%| 90.5%| 91.3%| 923%| 93.4%| 943%| 948%| 959%| 933% 36
Total (F)| 76.7%| 71.5%| 75.7%| 77.4%| 81.8%| 839%| 853%| 924%| 80.5% 36

Faculty - Total 81.6 %| 22.5%| 80.0%| 82.3%| 86.9%| 88.6%| 89.4%| 90.4%| 82.0% 33
Faculty - Total (M)| 91.2%| 16.7%| 89.6%| 90.9%| 925%| 939%| 944%| 958%| 87.5% 33
Faculty - Total (F)| 75.1%| 26.8%| 70.4%| 759%| 828%| 845%| 853%| 881%| 77.0% 33

Division - Total 83.6%| 81.6%| 843%| 851%| 87.3%| 88.7%| 90.0%| 152.0%| 88.7% 33

Division - Total (M)|  91.7 %| 91.7%| 929 %| 94.3%| 950%| 96.2%| 97.9%| 261.5%| 100.2 % 33
Division - Total (F)| 78.6 %| 68.6%| 77.6%| 789%| 81.2%| 830%| 850%| 887%| 80.9% 33

Academic Total 87.7%| 808%| 83.4%| 86.8%| 89.4%| 909%| 915%| 93.0%| 879% 36
Academic Total (M)| 94.0%| 88.7%| 89.8%| 91.2%| 92.7%| 942%| 95.0%| 96.2%| 924% 36
Academic Total (F)| 81.7%| 73.2%| 744%| 81.0%| 848%| 87.56%| 884%| 91.0%| 821% 36

Academic A 81.2%| 459%| 71.2%| 791%| 81.2%| 857%| 88.7%| 945%| 829% 36

Academic A (M)| 94.4%| 40.0%| 84.7%| 86.7%| 89.0%| 926%| 95.0%| 956%| 90.7% 36
Academic A (F)| 69.9%| 47.7%| 625%| 688%| 729%| 81.6%| 87.0%| 94.0%| 756% 36
Academic B 87.3%| 769%| 81.5%| 83.0%| 87.8%| 90.6%| 91.5%| 953%| 86.1% 36
Academic B (M)| 95.2%| 859 %| 888%| 91.3%| 93.4%| 946%| 959%| 96.9%| 92.6% 36
Academic B (F)| 81.6%| 65.6%| 729%| 76.7%| 83.0%| 86.5%| 889%| 942%| 80.1% 36
Academic C 88.4%| 799%| 86.4%| 89.4%| 92.6%| 941%| 943%| 971%| 90.5% 36
Academic C (M)| 92.56%| 86.4%| 91.7%| 924%| 94.7%| 959%| 97.4%| 100.0%| 93.7% 36
Academic C (F)| 83.2%| 69.5%| 80.2%| 854%| 89.7%| 91.5%| 925%| 932%| 86.2% 36
Academic D 93.2%| 558%| 87.2%| 90.7%| 93.3%| 955%| 97.2%| 98.0%| 91.4% 36
Academic D (M) 97.9%| 57.4%| 89.1%| 92.7%| 94.5%| 96.3%| 97.6%| 985%| 93.0% 36
Academic D (F)| 87.3%| 54.0%| 828%| 87.2%| 90.5%| 959%| 97.6%| 100.0%| 88.3% 36
Academic E 89.0%| 80.3%| 86.7%| 89.0%| 91.3%| 94.1%| 95.6%| 96.8%| 91.6% 36
Academic E (M)| 88.5%| 69.0%| 86.4%| 883%| 91.7%| 946%| 96.5%| 97.9%| 91.5% 36
Academic E (F)| 90.0%| 82.5%| 84.8%| 89.4%| 92.6%| 94.6%| 97.8%| 100.0%| 91.9% 36

General Total 79.8%| 77.3%| 79.8%| 823%| 849%| 86.7%| 87.5%| 93.5%| 843% 36
General Total (M)|  90.9 %| 90.2%| 91.0%| 929%| 93.7%| 95.1%| 955%| 985%| 93.9% 36
General Total (F)| 74.6%| 70.0%| 738%| 77.4%| 79.6%| 823%| 839%| 930%| 79.1% 36

HEW 1-5 748 %| 701%| 74.0%| 779%| 80.3%| 83.7%| 854%| 90.6%| 80.0% 36

HEW 1-5(M)| 86.5%| 85.2%| 86.8%| 888%| 909%| 91.9%| 940%| 96.3%| 90.7% 36
HEW 1-5(F)| 71.1%| 64.1%| 69.1%| 739%| 764%| 80.7%| 823%| 89.9%| 759% 36

HEW 6 and Above 85.1%| 81.8%| 83.6%| 86.0%| 87.8%| 89.3%| 90.7%| 96.5%| 87.3% 36

EW 6 and Above (M) 93.8%| 91.9%| 93.2%| 94.1%| 95.5%| 96.5%| 97.6%| 101.2%| 954 % 36

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 79.3%| 74.7%| 77.0%| 80.1%| 826%| 84.6%| 86.7%| 954%| 81.8% 36

Senior Staff/Mgt 85.4%| 854%| 925%| 95.6%| 97.4%| 98.4%| 99.2%| 100.0%| 96.0% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)| 88.6 %| 87.0%| 91.3%| 95.6%| 97.8%| 98.9%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 96.3% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)| 78.7%| 78.7%| 91.4%| 94.7%| 97.9%]| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 954 % 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Part Time)

DEFINITION

Number of Part Time Staff (FTE)
Total Staff (FTE)

Percentage of staff appointed to work less than the maximum hours per week as determined in the
University Workplace Agreement.

The levels of full time and part time employment reflect a number of issues including family friendly
work environment and flexible work practices beneficial to both the employer and the employee.
High levels of part time employees however may lead to issues such as concerns around job

security and retention.

ECU results versus Australian Universities

2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Part Time)

Min 25th 50th Avg

Total 17.3% 6.5%| 10.7%| 11.5%| 13.1%| 159%| 17.5%| 20.6%| 13.8% 36
Total (M) 8.0% 4.1% 5.2 % 5.7 % 6.6 % 7.7 % 8.7 % 9.5 % 6.7 % 36
Total (F)| 23.3% 7.6 %| 14.7%| 16.1%| 183%| 226%| 24.3%| 285%| 19.6% 36

Faculty - Total 10.2 % 7.3%| 102%| 11.2%| 11.8%| 151%| 179%| 227%| 13.5% 33
Faculty - Total (M) 3.3% 1.6 % 5.0% 5.9 % 7.0 % 8.6 % 9.9%| 11.3% 7.1 % 33
Faculty - Total (F) 14.8%| 11.5%| 14.1%| 152%| 16.6%| 21.1%| 255%| 30.3%| 19.2% 33

Division - Total 9.9 % 7.7%| 103 %| 11.6%| 13.7%| 151%| 18.1%| 26.0%| 13.9% 33

Division - Total (M) 6.9 % 1.6 % 3.5% 4.1 % 5.0 % 6.9 % 82%| 224% 6.0 % 33
Division - Total (F) 11.8%| 11.3%| 14.3%| 17.0%| 19.3%| 21.3%| 233%| 328%| 19.3% 33

Academic Total 13.0 % 7.0 % 8.5% 9.1%| 10.7%| 13.3%| 16.6%| 19.2%| 121 % 36
Academic Total (M) 6.7 % 3.9% 5.0 % 5.9 % 7.3 % 88%| 102%| 11.3% 7.6 % 36
Academic Total (F) 19.1 % 9.0%| 11.6%| 125%| 153%| 19.2%| 256%| 268%| 17.9% 36

Academic A 18.8 % 55%| 11.3%| 144%| 189%| 209%| 28.8%| 541%| 171% 36

Academic A (M) 5.6 % 4.4 % 5.0 % 7.4%| 11.0%| 13.3%| 1563%| 60.0% 9.4 % 36
Academic A (F)| 30.1% 6.0%| 13.0%| 185%| 27.1%| 31.2%| 37.56%| 523%| 244% 36
Academic B 12.7 % 4.7 % 8.5% 9.4%| 122%| 171%| 18.4%| 23.2%| 13.9% 36
Academic B (M) 4.8% 3.1% 4.2 % 5.5 % 6.6 % 86%| 11.2%| 14.1% 7.4 % 36
Academic B (F) 18.4 % 58%| 11.1%| 135%| 17.0%| 23.3%| 27.2%| 344%| 199% 36
Academic C 11.6 % 2.9 % 5.7 % 5.9 % 74%| 10.6%| 13.6%| 20.1% 9.5% 36
Academic C (M) 7.5 % 0.0 % 2.6 % 4.1 % 5.3 % 7.6 % 83%| 13.7% 6.3 % 36
Academic C (F) 16.8 % 6.8 % 7.5% 86%| 10.3%| 146%| 19.9%| 30.6%| 13.8% 36
Academic D 10.7 % 2.0 % 2.8 % 4.5 % 7.0 % 9.8%| 129%| 44.2% 8.7 % 36
Academic D (M) 5.6 % 1.5% 2.7% 4.1 % 5.6 % 7.3%| 109%| 426% 7.1 % 36
Academic D (F) 17.0 % 0.0 % 24 % 4.2 % 9.5%| 134%| 17.3%| 46.0%| 11.8% 36
Academic E 17.8 % 3.2% 4.4 % 5.9 % 87%| 111%| 15.0%| 19.7% 8.5% 36
Academic E (M) 16.7 % 21% 3.5% 54 % 84%| 120%| 14.7%| 31.0% 8.6 % 36
Academic E (F)| 20.0 % 0.0 % 22% 5.4 % 74%| 11.3%| 16.7%| 20.0% 82% 36

General Total 20.2 % 6.5%| 125%| 133 %| 1514 %| 17.7%| 20.2%| 227%| 15.7% 36
General Total (M) 9.1% 1.9 % 4.5% 4.9 % 6.3 % 7.1 % 9.0 % 9.8 % 6.1% 36
General Total (F)| 25.4 % 7.0%| 16.2%| 17.7%| 204%| 227%| 262%| 30.0%| 20.9% 36

HEW 1-5 252 % 73%| 14.6%| 163 %| 19.8%| 221%| 26.0%| 299%| 20.0% 36

HEW 1-5 (M) 13.5% 2.1% 5.5 % 8.1% 9.1%| 11.2%| 132%| 14.8% 9.2 % 36
HEW 1-5(F)] 289 % 85%| 17.8%| 194%| 23.7%| 26.1%| 309%| 359%| 241% 36

HEW 6 and Above 14.9 % 3.6 % 9.3%| 10.7%| 122%| 14.0%| 16.4%| 18.2%| 127% 36

EW 6 and Above (M) 6.2% 0.8 % 24 % 3.5% 4.5% 5.9 % 6.8 % 82% 4.7 % 36

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 20.7 % 4.6 %| 13.3%| 15.5%| 17.4%| 19.9%| 23.0%| 254%| 182% 36

Senior Staff/Mgt 9.4 % 0.0 % 0.8 % 1.6 % 2.6 % 4.4 % 7.0 % 9.4 % 3.6 % 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (M) 7.5% 0.0 % 0.0 % 1.1% 22 % 4.3 % 7.9%| 13.0% 3.1% 36
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)| 13.4 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 23 % 5.3 % 82%| 14.6% 4.4 % 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Indigenous Staffing (Aust)

Indigenous Staffing (Aust
Total Staff (Headcount)

DEFINITION

This measures the proportion of the University staff who identify as an Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander person.

This result will be dependant on the success of initiatives such as a university Indigenous
employment strategy and they will be reliant on response rates of staff identification. This measure
may be used to compare the representation of Indigenous people in the university workforce with
the percentage representation of the Indigenous people in the community and to assist the
university in determining the need for strategies to improve its representation through attraction and
retention strategies.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Indigenous Staffing (Aust)

Min 10th 25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 1.3% 0.0 % 0.5 % 0.7 % 11 % 1.5% 27%| 11.2% 11% 35
Total (M) 0.4 % 0.0 % 0.3 % 0.5 % 0.7 % 1.1% 1.8 % 84 % 0.8% 35
Total (F) 1.9% 0.0 % 0.6 % 0.9 % 1.2 % 1.9 % 31%| 129% 1.3% 35

Faculty - Total 1.3 % 0.3 % 0.4 % 0.5 % 0.7 % 1.3 % 21 % 3.5% 0.8 % 32
Faculty - Total (M) 0.5% 0.0 % 0.1% 0.3 % 0.5% 0.9 % 1.2 % 22% 0.5% 32
Faculty - Total (F) 1.7% 0.2% 0.4 % 0.6 % 1.0 % 1.7% 29 % 5.5 % 1.1% 32

Division - Total 0.6 % 0.1 % 0.4 % 0.6 % 1.2 % 21 % 2.7% 5.7 % 1.3% 32

Division - Total (M) 0.3% 0.0 % 0.3% 0.5 % 1.2 % 1.9% 2.6 % 5.9 % 1.2% 32
Division - Total (F) 0.8% 0.0 % 0.2% 0.8 % 1.3% 22% 2.8% 5.5 % 1.4 % 32

Academic Total 0.7 % 0.0 % 0.2 % 0.4 % 0.9 % 1.4 % 2.0 % 7.8 % 0.8 % 35
Academic Total (M) 0.4 % 0.0 % 0.1% 0.2 % 0.5% 0.8 % 1.5% 3.9% 0.5% 35
Academic Total (F) 1.0% 0.0 % 0.3% 0.7 % 1.1% 2.0% 27%| 11.2% 1.2% 35

Academic A 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.7 % 21 % 5.6%| 26.5% 1.0 % 34

Academic A (M) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.1% 1.7 % 6.0%| 133% 0.7 % 34
Academic A (F) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.6 % 25% 6.4%| 36.8% 1.3% 34
Academic B 1.1% 0.0 % 0.1 % 0.5 % 1.0 % 1.7% 2.3 % 6.8 % 1.1% 34
Academic B (M) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.2 % 0.9 % 1.6 % 2.3% 6.4 % 0.9 % 34
Academic B (F) 1.8% 0.0 % 0.0% 0.4 % 1.2% 1.8 % 3.0% 7.0 % 1.3% 34
Academic C 0.5 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.1 % 0.7 % 11% 1.6 % 4.7 % 0.6 % 34
Academic C (M) 1.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.6 % 1.0 % 1.9 % 0.3 % 34
Academic C (F) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.9 % 2.0% 3.0% 9.4 % 1.0% 34
Academic D 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.6 % 1.1% 22% 5.9 % 0.7 % 34
Academic D (M) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0% 0.0 % 1.2 % 4.8 % 0.4 % 34
Academic D (F) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.9 % 2.7 % 5.0 % 81% 1.3% 34
Academic E 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.3 % 0.8 % 21 % 3.2% 0.5% 34
Academic E (M) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.7 % 4.1 % 0.2% 34
Academic E (F) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 24 % 59%| 11.1% 1.3% 34

General Total 1.7% 0.0 % 0.7 % 0.8 % 1.0 % 1.7% 31%| 14.4% 1.2% 35
General Total (M) 0.6 % 0.0 % 0.3 % 0.6 % 0.9 % 1.4 % 26%| 14.6% 1.1% 35
General Total (F) 22% 0.0 % 0.6 % 0.9 % 1.2 % 1.9 % 33%| 144 % 1.3% 35

HEW 1-5 2.0 % 0.3 % 0.6 % 11% 1.5% 2.0 % 35%| 233% 1.6 % 34

HEW 1-5 (M) 0.7 % 0.0 % 0.1% 0.7 % 1.3 % 2.3% 40%| 236% 1.5% 34
HEW 1-5 (F) 24 % 0.2% 0.7 % 0.9 % 1.5% 23% 36%| 232% 1.7% 34

HEW 6 and Above 1.3% 0.0 % 0.4 % 0.6 % 0.8 % 1.3 % 2.3 % 6.2 % 0.9 % 34

EW 6 and Above (M) 0.5% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.3 % 0.7 % 1.1% 2.5% 4.2 % 0.9 % 34

HEW 6 and Above (F) 1.8% 0.0 % 0.4 % 0.6 % 0.9 % 1.5 % 2.3% 7.0 % 1.0% 34

Senior Staff/Mgt 1.3% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.3 % 11% 1.9 % 2.5% 6.3 % 0.8 % 33
Senior Staff/Mgt (M) 0.0% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 1.6 % 2.8% 8.7 % 0.8% 33
Senior Staff/Mgt (F) 3.9% 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 2.6 % 40%| 125% 1.0% 33
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Distribution of Classifications (FTE)

Total Staff FTE of Classification
Total Staff FTE of Classification Group

DEFINITION

This measure provides the distribution of classifications as a proportion of the classification group
in terms of FTE excluding casuals.

The proportions indicate the relative number of staff at a particular classification point.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Min 10th 25th 50th 75th Avg Sample
Academic A 9.13%| 2.78%| 7.85%| 10.89 %| 14.23 %| 18.77 %| 20.51 %| 30.22 %| 17.62 % 36
Academic B 45.59 %| 20.26 %| 27.71 %| 31.54 %| 37.07 %| 42.09 %| 44.96 %| 56.50 %| 34.21 % 36
Academic C 30.69 %| 10.25%| 20.82 %| 22.88 %| 23.99 %| 27.02 %| 30.02 %| 36.29 %| 24.02 % 36
Academic D 9.31%| 6.58%| 9.02%| 10.07 %| 11.64 %| 14.42%| 15.14 %| 27.19 %| 12.13 % 36
Academic E 528 %| 5.28%| 7.51%| 8.69%| 11.24%| 12.66 %| 14.29 %| 23.18 %| 12.02 % 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Distribution of Classifications (FTE)

Total Staff FTE of Classification
Total Staff FTE of Classification Group

DEFINITION

This measure provides the distribution of classifications as a proportion of the classification group
in terms of FTE excluding casuals.

The proportions indicate the relative number of staff at a particular classification point.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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HEW 1 0.35%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.08%| 0.44%| 1.08%| 2.97%| 0.39% 36
HEW 2 0.10 %| 0.00%| 0.10%| 0.25%| 0.78%| 1.42%| 2.55%| 5.02%| 1.03% 36
HEW 3 457%| 1.30%| 212%| 299%| 4.70%| 6.41%| 7.76%| 9.80%| 4.74% 36
HEW 4 2217 %| 5.48%| 7.66%| 11.41%| 14.00 %| 16.02 %| 22.31 %| 26.62 %| 13.12% 36
HEW 5 24.46 %| 16.42%| 17.83 %| 20.01 %| 21.85%| 24.11 %| 26.29 %| 28.70 %| 21.92 % 36
HEW 6 14.68 %| 14.68 %| 15.83 %| 18.30 %| 20.32 %| 21.94 %| 23.95%| 26.80 %| 20.19 % 36
HEW 7 13.88 %| 12.35%| 13.60 %| 14.25%| 15.86 %| 18.09 %| 20.06 %| 21.86 %| 16.60 % 36
HEW 8 13.06 %| 4.21%| 8.15%| 9.74%| 11.53 %| 13.42 %| 15.87 %| 17.79 %| 12.16 % 36
HEW 9 6.64%| 1.48%| 3.10%| 3.83%| 533%| 7.72%| 891%| 10.31%| 6.22% 36
HEW 10+ 0.10 %| 0.00%| 0.81%| 1.84%| 3.07%| 5.03%| 6.36%| 10.24%| 3.63% 36
HEW 1-5 51.64 %| 27.13 %| 32.13 %| 35.01 %| 43.31%| 49.63 %| 51.98 %| 57.99 %| 41.20 % 36
HEW 6 and Above 48.36 %| 42.01 %| 48.02 %| 50.37 %| 56.69 %| 65.00 %| 67.88 %| 72.87 %| 58.80 % 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Female Participation

Total Female FTE
Total Staff FTE

DEFINITION

Percentage of female staff relative to the overall university population. The Female Participation
Rate demonstrates the gender balance within the workforce, which can be used to measure the
effectiveness of equity activities within the organisation.

While this is useful across the organisation as a whole, it is more pertinent when the focus is on
smaller workforce groups, such as faculties or senior staff, where there may be a specific focus on
equal opportunity for women in the workplace. Though not collected within the program, there is
also benefit in analysing this measure within different work units, such as specific faculties and
divisions.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Total 60.78 %| 46.24 %| 52.48 %| 53.05%| 56.64 %| 58.71 %| 60.58 %| 67.92 %| 55.24 % 36
Faculty - Total 59.87 %| 43.93 %| 48.49 %| 49.84 %| 53.89 %| 56.45%| 59.37 %| 69.71 %| 53.06 % 33
Division - Total 61.88 %| 53.12%| 56.08 %| 58.42 %| 60.20 %| 63.14 %| 65.42 %| 65.87 %| 59.66 % 33
Academic Total 51.15%| 33.56 %| 38.64 %| 41.36 %| 44.35%| 48.17 %| 52.81 %| 63.61 %| 43.83 % 36

Academic A| 53.84 %| 40.17 %| 43.78 %| 48.00 %| 54.89 %| 59.79 %| 64.08 %| 77.04 %| 51.59 % 36

Academic B| 58.35 %| 38.09 %| 46.24 %| 47.93 %| 52.26 %| 56.09 %| 59.62 %| 70.32 %| 51.37 % 36

Academic C| 44.60 %| 29.20 %| 34.63 %| 38.24 %| 42.62 %| 44.88 %| 48.89 %| 65.15 %| 42.04 % 36

Academic D| 44.47 %| 22.60 %| 26.71 %| 30.79 %| 36.41 %| 39.65 %| 43.81 %| 55.93 %| 34.34 % 36

Academic E| 34.25%| 14.22 %| 18.36 %| 20.39 %| 23.79 %| 31.03 %| 34.20 %| 44.44 %| 24.15% 36

General Total 68.01 %| 55.88 %| 61.80 %| 63.93 %| 66.08 %| 67.68 %| 69.79 %| 72.02%| 64.80 % 36

HEW 1-5| 75.78 %| 62.19 %| 66.47 %| 69.71 %| 74.50 %| 76.12%| 78.30 %| 80.90 %| 72.40 % 36

HEW 6 and Above| 59.72 %| 51.85 %| 54.23 %| 57.64 %| 59.78 %| 61.16 %| 64.07 %| 72.79 %| 59.48 % 36

Senior StaffiMgt | 32.86 %

20.51 %

25.58 %

29.64 %

34.55 %

39.60 %

42.46 %

52.16 %

34.96 %

36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Graph: Total (F)
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

HR Function Staffing Ratio
Human Resources Function (FTE)

University Employees (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Human Resources (HR) Functional FTE is the FTE number of staff delivering HR services or
functions as a percentage of total headcount. HR staff includes positions within a centralised work
area and positions which may be decentralised but fall under the direct or indirect control of the
centralised department through direction or policy and procedure. Total headcount is used as it is
recognised that whether a staff member is employed part-time or full-time, it is likely that he/she
would still require the same level of HR services.

This result can vary depending on factors such as: the level and complexity of HR services
delivered, any outsourcing or automation of HR services and geographic spread of employees
across campuses.
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Total Turnover
Total Separations (Headcount)

University Employees (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Total Turnover Rate is the percentage of ongoing and fixed-term staff who ceased working for
the University, regardless of the reason, during the year. It is the sum of all turnover resulting from
voluntary and involuntary separations, and fixed term contract expiration.

This is an important index to monitor as it demonstrates the total loss of skills from the university
due to turnover. High turnover represents a loss of skills and a significant cost to the university.
However, if turnover is continually and significantly low, the university should consider the impact
this has on innovation, regeneration and succession management in the workforce.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Total Turnover

Min 10th 25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 13.03 %| 8.24%| 10.74 %| 12.78 %| 14.83 %| 18.66 %| 24.74 %| 31.96 %| 15.89 % 35
Total M)| 11.64%| 7.97%| 9.45%| 11.76 %| 14.12%| 17.49 %| 23.79 %| 28.11 %| 14.66 % 35
Total (F)| 13.84%| 8.46 %| 11.09 %| 13.12%| 15.94 %| 20.60 %| 25.46 %| 35.62 %| 16.81 % 35

Faculty - Total 8.20 %| 6.80%| 8.37%| 12.48 %| 15.47 %| 18.73 %| 20.94 %| 25.56 %| 15.69 % 33
Faculty - Total (M)| 6.46 %| 5.07 %| 7.11 %| 10.67 %| 13.33 %| 16.84 %| 18.06 %| 24.37 %| 14.15% 33
Faculty - Total (F)| 9.25%| 7.24%| 9.43%| 1296 %| 16.14 %| 19.21 %| 23.52 %| 29.02 %| 16.97 % 33

Division - Total 7.66 %| 7.66%| 9.83%| 11.12%| 14.71 %| 17.26 %| 23.05%| 37.91 %| 15.44 % 33

Division - Total (M)| 6.38 %| 6.38%| 9.44 %| 12.05%| 13.77 %| 17.60 %| 22.25 %| 38.67 %| 14.95% 33
Division - Total (F)| 840%| 7.78%| 9.16%| 10.93 %| 15.40 %| 17.93 %| 23.02 %| 40.28 %| 15.74 % 33

Academic Total 6.98 %| 5.85%| 8.95%| 11.82%| 14.12%| 17.55%| 19.32 %| 21.62 %| 14.47 % 35
Academic Total (M)| 7.72%| 5.51 %| 8.12%| 10.65%| 13.74 %| 15.98 %| 17.45%| 21.09 %| 13.52 % 35
Academic Total (F)| 6.31%| 5.26%| 9.27 %| 12.79 %| 14.87 %| 18.80 %| 21.76 %| 25.78 %| 15.62 % 35

Academic A 8.77%| 8.77%| 17.91 %| 26.55%| 30.28 %| 33.50 %| 46.24 %| 47.51 %| 29.93 % 35

Academic A (M)| 4.17 %] 0.00 %| 10.21 %| 19.76 %| 32.14 %| 35.90 %| 45.99 %| 51.06 %| 31.08 % 35
Academic A (F)| 12.12%| 9.38%| 17.19 %| 22.94 %| 27.12 %| 36.18 %| 45.09 %| 61.54 %| 28.97 % 35
Academic B 717 %| 4.88%| 8.59%| 11.04 %| 14.59 %| 17.58 %| 20.49 %| 35.51 %| 14.47 % 35
Academic B (M)| 9.09 %| 3.88%| 7.65%| 10.32%| 13.30 %| 16.81 %| 19.99 %| 39.02 %| 14.03 % 35
Academic B (F)| 5.92%| 4.03%| 815%| 11.52%| 14.81 %| 17.75%| 21.65 %| 34.02%| 14.87 % 35
Academic C 6.59 %| 2.51%| 5.29%| 6.72%| 8.33%| 11.62%| 13.34 %| 24.14%| 8.84% 35
Academic C (M)| 7.00%| 3.06%| 4.75%| 593%| 9.04%| 10.72%| 12.87 %| 21.88 %| 8.63% 35
Academic C (F)| 6.10%| 0.00%| 2.60%| 6.20%| 8.27%| 12.356%| 16.60 %| 50.00 %| 9.13% 35
Academic D 9.26 %| 1.28%| 4.10%| 6.38%| 8.62%| 11.06 %| 14.21 %| 20.59 %| 8.11% 35
Academic D (M)| 12.90 %| 0.00 %| 4.18%| 534%| 7.87%| 10.45%| 14.11 %| 20.00 %| 7.88% 35
Academic D (F)| 4.35%| 0.00%| 283%| 56.66%| 9.38%| 11.83%| 17.60 %| 30.77 %| 8.56 % 35
Academic E 0.00 %| 0.00%| 4.21%| 6.41%| 8.57%| 10.97 %| 14.09 %| 27.27 %| 8.34% 35
Academic E (M)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 4.64%| 6.16%| 9.09%| 10.99 %| 18.45%| 25.00 %| 8.80 % 35
Academic E (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 241%| 6.25%| 8.86%| 16.59 %| 35.71 %| 6.86% 35

General Total 16.39 %| 10.03 %| 10.20 %| 13.12%| 16.34 %| 20.67 %| 28.63 %| 41.00 %| 17.22 % 35
General Total (M)| 15.76 %| 8.01 %| 9.76 %| 12.52 %| 15.76 %| 19.70 %| 31.06 %| 38.30 %| 16.51 % 35
General Total (F)| 16.65 %| 9.27 %| 10.91 %| 13.03 %| 16.65 %| 21.59 %| 27.04 %| 42.32 %| 17.58 % 35

HEW 1-5 18.18 %| 9.90 %| 11.85%| 14.85%| 19.12%| 25.56 %| 34.85%| 55.58 %| 21.14 % 35

HEW 1-5 (M)| 15.49 %| 4.88%| 10.16 %| 13.85 %| 19.60 %| 28.75 %| 44.27 %| 63.24 %| 22.15% 35
HEW 1-5 (F)| 18.95%| 8.77 %| 11.26 %| 15.81 %| 18.89 %| 25.52 %| 31.04 %| 59.26 %| 20.78 % 35

HEW 6 and Above 14.29 %| 7.86%| 9.66%| 10.71 %| 13.88 %| 16.26 %| 23.77 %| 33.33 %| 14.25% 35

EW 6 and Above (M) | 15.94%| 6.87 %| 9.36 %| 11.45%| 13.11 %| 15.72 %| 22.71 %| 31.53 %| 13.66 % 35

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 13.27 %| 8.20 %| 8.61 %| 10.28 %| 14.11 %| 18.27 %| 23.96 %| 34.51 %| 14.63 % 35

Senior Staff/Mgt 8.86%| 4.17%| 543%| 7.04%| 9.32%| 15.18 %| 19.16 %| 30.30 %| 10.50 % 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)| 5.66 %| 1.69%| 3.50%| 6.98%| 10.71 %| 15.98 %| 20.54 %| 38.89 %| 10.38 % 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)| 15.38 %| 0.00 %| 0.00 %| 4.79 %| 10.00 %| 15.59 %| 19.50 %| 33.33%| 10.73 % 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover
Voluntary Employee-Initiated Separations (Headcount)

University Employees (Headcount)

DEFINITION

Voluntary Employee-Initiated Turnover Rate is the percentage of ongoing and fixed-term staff who
voluntarily initiated their separation from the University. This does not include redundancies
(voluntary or involuntary). This is an important index to monitor as it reflects workforce stability and
the unplanned loss of skills. This unplanned loss can result in significant costs such as reduced
productivity and the costs of rehiring and training.

However, it can also represent an opportunity to introduce new skills and facilitate change in the
workplace. Due to the costs resulting from voluntary turnover, and the limits it places on
universities in meeting their strategic objectives, a lower result is desirable. High turnover should
prompt further analysis. Alternatively, if Voluntary Employee-Initiated Turnover is continually and
significantly low, the university should consider the impact this has on innovation, regeneration and
succession management within the workforce.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover

25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 815%| 5.16%| 5.94%| 6.55%| 7.43%| 9.27%| 10.48 %| 23.43%| 7.95% 35
Total M)| 7.42%| 4.08%| 556%| 6.29%| 7.08%| 836%| 9.88%| 20.08%| 7.16% 35
Total (F)| 8.57%| 680%| 6.12%| 6.77%| 815%| 9.95%| 11.22%| 25.58%| 8.55% 35

Faculty - Total 3.80%| 1.69%| 4.44%| 5.82%| 6.94%| 8.37%| 9.56%| 10.36 %| 7.29% 33
Faculty - Total (M) 1.81%| 1.81%| 281%| 486%| 649%| 7.27%| 880%| 10.33%| 6.43% 33
Faculty - Total (F)| 5.02%| 1.01%| 5.06%| 6.10%| 7.33%| 9.21%| 10.71 %| 11.50 %| 8.02 % 33

Division - Total 2.07%| 0.71%| 6.39%| 6.75%| 8.19%| 10.24%| 11.61 %| 16.86 %| 8.23% 33

Division - Total (M)| 2.68 %| 1.42%| 5.66%| 7.12%| 7.95%| 9.12%| 11.97 %| 20.00 %| 7.88% 33
Division - Total (F) 1.72%| 0.28%| 6584%| 7.21%| 8.09%| 10.22%| 12.65%| 15.13%| 8.45% 33

Academic Total 282%| 282%| 443%| 527%| 6.28%| 7.21%| 8.65%| 13.28%| 6.41% 35
Academic Total (M)| 3.16 %| 2.57 %| 3.79%| 4.88%| 6.18%| 7.28%| 817 %| 12.50%| 6.26% 35
Academic Total (F)| 2.52%| 2.52%| 3.86%| 5602%| 6.46%| 7.77%| 9.36%| 13.99 %| 6.59 % 35

Academic A 1.75%| 1.75%| 5.88%| 7.47%| 9.29%| 11.11%| 13.56 %| 19.29 %| 9.80 % 35

Academic A (M)| 0.00 %] 0.00%| 4.96%| 6.87 %| 10.17 %| 12.87 %| 17.26 %| 27.27 %| 10.80 % 35
Academic A (F)] 3.03%| 255%| 4.78%| 622%| 818%| 11.31 %| 12.50 %| 15.38 %| 8.97 % 35
Academic B 287 %| 2.86%| 3.28%| 512%| 6.41%| 8.01%| 9.13%| 15.25%| 6.25% 35
Academic B (M)| 2.73%| 2.73%| 3.86%| 4.58%| 552%| 829%| 9.80%| 14.63%| 6.30% 35
Academic B (F)| 2.96 %| 1.77%| 294 %| 4.58%| 6.28%| 7.84%| 10.68 %| 1831 %| 6.20% 35
Academic C 275%| 1.88%| 2.89%| 3.63%| 511%| 6.64%| 7.88%| 14.06%| 5.24% 35
Academic C (M)| 3.00%| 0.00%| 1.68%| 3.05%| 4.20%| 6.73%| 825%| 156.63%| 4.75% 35
Academic C (F)| 2.44%| 0.00%| 229%| 320%| 522%| 833%| 12.06%| 12.50 %| 5.90% 35
Academic D 5.56 %| 0.00%| 1.69%| 3.51%| 5.56%| 6.52%| 9.00%| 16.67 %| 5.16% 35
Academic D (M)| 9.68%| 0.00%| 1.35%| 349%| 4.55%| 682%| 9.40%| 20.00%| 4.93% 35
Academic D (F)] 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.63%| 6.25%| 9.86%| 12.12%| 23.08 %| 5.61% 35
Academic E 0.00 %| 0.00%| 1.76%| 3.24%| 5.63%| 7.13%| 8.20%| 13.04%| 5.24% 35
Academic E (M)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.83%| 338%| 4.80%| 7.72%| 9.95%| 16.22%| 545% 35
Academic E (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 3.45%| 6.18%| 11.86 %| 20.59 %| 4.57 % 35

General Total 1098 %| 5.34%| 6.48%| 7.17%| 8.47%| 11.04 %| 12.13 %| 32.06 %| 9.15% 35
General Total (M)| 11.17 %| 4.39%| 5.88%| 6.76%| 804%| 9.72%| 12.92%| 29.13%| 835% 35
General Total (F)| 10.90 %| 5.00%| 6.49%| 7.42%| 8.63%| 10.69 %| 12.74 %| 33.33%| 9.56% 35

HEW 1-5 11.60 %| 5.24%| 6.53%| 7.94%| 9.68%| 12.23 %| 15.17 %| 45.40 %| 10.61 % 35

HEW 1-5 (M)l 9.16%| 244 %| 4.94%| 688%| 864%| 11.96%| 18.21 %| 34.55 %| 10.03 % 35
HEW 1-5 (F)| 12.30 %| 5.26%| 6.77%| 7.86%| 9.70%| 12.24 %| 15.37 %| 50.93 %| 10.82 % 35

HEW 6 and Above 10.26 %| 5.39%| 6.08%| 6.68%| 7.76%| 9.83%| 11.09 %| 19.77 %| 8.04 % 35

EW 6 and Above (M) | 12.56 %| 4.20%| 5.17 %| 6.27 %| 7.57 %| 9.61%| 10.98 %| 22.92%| 7.50 % 35

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 8.85%| 4.85%| 6.09%| 6.86%| 812%| 10.26 %| 11.45%| 18.60%| 8.39% 35

Senior Staff/Mgt 6.33%| 2.42%| 3.70%| 5.56%| 6.33%| 10.48 %| 10.99 %| 16.00 %| 6.56 % 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)| 5.66 %| 1.35%| 2.10%| 393%| 7.04%| 9.45%| 15.72%| 22.22%| 6.18% 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)| 7.69%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 273%| 7.69%| 9.84%| 13.33%| 15.79%| 7.28% 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Voluntary University Initiated Turnover
Voluntary University Initiated Separations (Headcount)

University Employees (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Voluntary University-Initiated Turnover Rate is the percentage of ongoing and fixed-term staff
who ceased working for the University by taking a voluntary redundancy or an early retirement
package during the year. The purpose of this index is to measure the extent of university initiatives
to reduce the size of the workforce, through voluntary options. This is an important index to monitor
as it demonstrates the effect of University efforts to re-size the workforce.

As this measure is dependent on University strategy, there is no 'desired’ level. However,
continually and significantly high results can indicate ineffective workforce planning. A high level of
Voluntary University Initiated Turnover can influence outcomes for other turnover categories,
especially Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover. This is because a proportion of those people
separating may have left the organisation regardless of any university initiative.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Voluntary University Initiated Turnover

25th 50th Avg

Total 1.23%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.16%| 0.52%| 1.22%| 3.36%| 11.57 %| 0.96 % 34
Total M)| 1.31%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.11%| 0.69%| 1.25%| 268%| 862%| 0.96% 34
Total (F)| 1.19%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.17%| 035%| 1.13%| 320%| 13.78%| 0.96% 34

Faculty - Total 0.98 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.12%| 0.28%| 0.82%| 1.69%| 8.65%| 0.60% 32
Faculty - Total (M) 1.55%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.06%| 0.39%| 090%| 1.75%| 692%| 0.63% 32
Faculty - Total (F)| 0.63%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.11%| 022%| 0.57%| 1.46%| 10.27 %| 0.58 % 32

Division - Total 1.58%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.12%| 0.62%| 1.51%| 3.92%| 14.04%| 1.52% 32

Division - Total (M) 1.01%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.66%| 211%| 4.36%| 1043%| 1.53% 32
Division - Total (F) 1.91%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.51%| 1.74%| 3.63%| 16.27%| 1.52% 32

Academic Total 1.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.20%| 0.69%| 1.85%| 6.08%| 0.51% 34
Academic Total (M)| 1.75%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.19%| 0.96%| 1.94%| 7.14%| 0.65% 34
Academic Total (F)] 0.32%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.17%| 0.32%| 1.24%| 4.69%| 0.34% 34

Academic A 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.24%| 1.31%| 5.66%| 0.25% 34

Academic A (M)| 0.00 %] 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.24%| 4.76%| 0.23% 34
Academic A (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.54%| 625%| 0.26% 34
Academic B 0.72%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.51%| 1.52%| 4.69%| 0.40% 34
Academic B (M)| 0.91%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.54%| 229%| 7.69%| 0.57% 34
Academic B (F)| 0.59 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.51%| 0.99%| 263%| 0.25% 34
Academic C 1.65%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.15%| 1.25%| 1.84%| 13.79 %| 0.69 % 34
Academic C (M)| 3.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.25%| 2.85%| 10.53%| 0.87 % 34
Academic C (F)| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.74%| 1.51%| 25.00%| 0.44% 34
Academic D 1.85%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.04%| 1.81%| 6.35%| 0.63% 34
Academic D (M)| 3.23%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.98%| 217%| &77%| 0.58% 34
Academic D (F)] 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.80%| 882%| 072% 34
Academic E 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.99%| 2.26%| 7.58%| 0.75% 34
Academic E (M)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.17%| 226%| 9.62%| 0.90% 34
Academic E (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 270%| 0.28% 34

General Total 1.35%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.19%| 0.60%| 1.34%| 4.99%| 16.35%| 1.28% 34
General Total (M)| 1.16%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.16%| 0.88%| 1.67%| 6.19%| 11.97 %| 1.34% 34
General Total (F)| 1.44%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.18%| 0.38%| 1.41%| 4.39%| 1849 %| 1.256% 34

HEW 1-5 1.41%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.13%| 0.59%| 1.33%| 5.01%| 19.29%| 1.28% 34

HEW 1-5(M)| 1.41%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.57%| 1.25%| 6.90%| 15.38 %| 1.27 % 34
HEW 1-5(F)| 1.41%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.30%| 1.37%| 4.66%| 20.77 %| 1.28% 34

HEW 6 and Above 1.28 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.22%| 0.56%| 1.41%| 4.32%| 14.80%| 1.29% 34

EW 6 and Above (M) 0.97%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.22%| 0.69%| 203%| 438%| 11.53%| 1.38% 34

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 1.47 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.44%| 1.23%| 4.04%| 16.92%| 1.22% 34

Senior Staff/Mgt 1.27%| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.98%| 2.95%| 11.11%| 1.00% 34
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)|  0.00 %| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 2.60%| 9.09%| 0.87% 34
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)] 3.85%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 1.53%| 4.49%| 1429%| 1.25% 34
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Involuntary University Initiated Turnover
Involuntary University Initiated Separations (Headcount)

University Employees (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Involuntary University-Initiated Turnover Rate is the percentage of ongoing and fixed-term staff
who were either dismissed or made redundant by the University during the year.

This measure can provide an indication of the effectiveness of selection, training, performance
management and workforce planning. This measure is dependent on the University's situation and
objectives. However, continual and high amounts of involuntary turnover can reflect poor
recruitment and selection and/or training of employees and poor workforce planning. Alternatively,
continually and significantly low involuntary turnover can indicate ineffective performance
management systems.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Involuntary University Initiated Turnover

25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 0.54 %] 0.00%| 0.06%| 0.10%| 0.27%| 0.87%| 1.59%| 5.26%| 0.66 % 35
Total M)| 0.73%| 0.00%| 0.02%| 0.12%| 030%| 1.16%| 1.72%| 433%| 0.72% 35
Total (F)| 0.42%| 0.00%| 0.02%| 0.11%| 023%| 0.82%| 1.64%| 590%| 0.61% 35

Faculty - Total 0.39%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.06%| 0.15%| 0.44%| 0.79%| 2.62%| 0.41% 33
Faculty - Total (M)|  0.52 %] 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.19%| 0.52%| 0.86%| 235%| 0.46% 33
Faculty - Total (F)| 0.31%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.17%| 0.31%| 089%| 289%| 0.37% 33

Division - Total 0.73 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.07%| 0.46%| 0.97%| 2.68%| 5.65%| 1.04% 33

Division - Total (M)| 1.01 %| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.46%| 1.20%| 3.25%| 6.74%| 1.22% 33
Division - Total (F)| 0.57 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.37%| 0.85%| 276%| 491%| 092% 33

Academic Total 0.66 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.03%| 0.15%| 0.28%| 094%| 4.39%| 0.35% 35
Academic Total (M)| 0.70 %| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.17%| 0.41%| 1.17%| 3.57%| 0.38% 35
Academic Total (F)] 0.63%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 033%| 0.95%| 547%| 0.32% 35

Academic A 1.75%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.13%| 1.45%| 10.15%| 0.52% 35

Academic A (M)| 0.00 %] 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.40%| 9.09%| 0.57% 35
Academic A (F)] 3.03%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 213%| 11.22%| 0.47 % 35
Academic B 0.72%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.33%| 0.88%| 4.69%| 0.27% 35
Academic B (M)| 0.91%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.11%| 1.18%| 7.69%| 027 % 35
Academic B (F)| 0.59 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.52%| 0.77%| 309%| 0.28% 35
Academic C 0.55%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.26%| 0.59%| 0.83%| 6.90%]| 0.36% 35
Academic C (M)| 1.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.81%| 1.08%| 2.00%| 0.43% 35
Academic C (F)| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.79%| 16.67 %| 0.27 % 35
Academic D 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.29%| 1.95%| 0.31% 35
Academic D (M)| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.83%| 275%| 0.38% 35
Academic D (F)] 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 313%| 0.18% 35
Academic E 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.40%| 1.49%| 7.58%| 0.34% 35
Academic E (M)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.95%| 5.77%| 0.30% 35
Academic E (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.65%| 14.29%| 0.44% 35

General Total 0.51%| 0.00%| 0.07%| 0.12%| 0.42%| 1.06%| 2.49%| 6.00%| 0.88% 34
General Total (M)| 0.86 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.03%| 0.54%| 1.72%| 295%| 6.14%| 1.12% 34
General Total (F)] 0.36 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.12%| 034%| 096%| 234%| 594%| 0.76% 34

HEW 1-5 0.31%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.14%| 0.36%| 1.07%| 2.60%| 6.64%| 0.84% 34

HEW 1-5(M)| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.48%| 214%| 295%| 6.67%| 1.11% 34
HEW 1-5(F)1 0.40%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.14%| 036%| 0.84%| 246%| 7.56%| 0.75% 34

HEW 6 and Above 0.73%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.09%| 0.43%| 0.95%| 231%| 5.34%| 0.90% 34

EW 6 and Above (M) 1.45%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.46%| 1.07%| 270%| 800%| 1.12% 34

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 0.29 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.33%| 095%| 1.97%| 382%| 0.77% 34

Senior Staff/Mgt 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.43%| 3.51%| 6.32%| 1.06% 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)|  0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 035%| 332%| 643%| 1.05% 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)] 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 3.60%| 10.00%| 1.09% 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Fixed Term Contract Expiration

Separations by Contract Expiry (Headcount
University Employees (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Fixed Term Contract Expiration Rate is the percentage of staff who have left the University due
to the expiration of a fixed-term contract. This does not include staff on fixed term contracts who
separate through other means (ie Voluntary Employee- or University-Initiated Turnover and
Involuntary University-Initiated Turnover).

A high result for this measure can reflect a large number of short-term projects, therefore requiring
skills for a fixed amount of time. In this instance a high result would not be of concern. However, a
high result in this measure may also indicate a loss of skills that possibly could have been
otherwise utilised within the university. A low result can indicate a minimal use of fixed term staff.
Alternatively, this may indicate a higher frequency of renewal of contracts. Factors to consider
when analysing this index include the actual nature of work performed and the impact of fixed term
contracts on staff retention and performance.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Fixed Term Contract Expiration

25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 3411 %| 139%| 3.37%| 4.39%| 555%| 7.59%| 10.74%| 12.83%| 6.41% 35
Total M)| 2.18%| 1.08%| 2.64%| 3.56%| 555%| 7.04%| 9.88%| 12.26%| 596 % 35
Total (F)| 3.656%| 1.63%| 3.61%| 4.73%| 591%| 831%| 11.19%| 13.20%| 6.76% 35

Faculty - Total 3.02%| 1.45%| 3.07%| 4.61%| 7.40%| 8.79%| 11.52%| 13.39%| 7.37% 33
Faculty - Total (M)| 2.58%| 0.90%| 2.18%| 3.66%| 642%| 7.96%| 9.73%| 13.156%| 6.63% 33
Faculty - Total (F)| 3.29%| 1.87%| 343%| 552%| 7.42%| 10.37 %| 12.356%| 14.33%| 7.98% 33

Division - Total 3.28%| 1.19%| 218°%| 2.47%| 3.79%| 5.58%| 10.31%| 12.57 %| 4.57 % 33

Division - Total (M) 1.68%| 1.11%| 1.71%| 273%| 3.58%| 5661%| 10.25%| 13.64 %| 4.42% 33
Division - Total (F)| 4.20%| 0.48%| 1.85%| 228%| 323%| 6.56%| 9.17%| 1277 %| 4.66% 33

Academic Total 249%| 1.57%| 4.03%| 5.02%| 6.81%| 8.66%| 9.50%| 13.02%| 7.32% 35
Academic Total (M)| 2.11%| 0.74%| 2.63%| 393%| 641%| 7.60%| 836%| 10.10%| 6.37% 35
Academic Total (F)| 2.84%| 1.75%| 4.19%| 6.03%| 7.46%| 10.12%| 12.25%| 15.52 %| 8.48% 35

Academic A 5.26%| 1.79%| 9.71%| 13.98 %| 18.46 %| 24.75%| 32.50 %| 40.00 %| 19.75 % 35

Academic A (M)| 4.17 %] 0.00 %| 4.41%| 9.55%| 20.00 %| 23.87 %| 29.95 %| 42.55 %| 20.04 % 35
Academic A (F)| 6.06 %| 3.13%| 8.12%| 12.50 %| 17.73 %| 25.38 %| 36.57 %| 46.15 %| 19.51 % 35
Academic B 2.87%| 0.90%| 3.39%| 5.10%| 7.14%| 10.07 %| 10.81 %| 25.36 %| 7.63% 35
Academic B (M)| 4.556%| 0.00%| 2.81%| 4.66%| 7.05%| 8.14%| 10.51 %| 21.95%| 6.96% 35
Academic B (F)| 1.78%| 1.44%| 240%| 5.36%| 7.14%| 10.88%| 12.99 %| 26.80 %| 8.21% 35
Academic C 1.65%| 0.00%| 0.38%| 1.28%| 1.82%| 3.54%| 4.70%| 7.81%| 2.60% 35
Academic C (M)| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 1.13%| 238%| 339%| 492%| 6.56%| 263% 35
Academic C (F)| 3.66 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 038%| 1.80%| 372%| 589%| 938%| 257% 35
Academic D 1.85%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.00%| 1.82%| 3.19%| 5.27%| 8.70%| 2.08% 35
Academic D (M)] 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.98%| 294%| 4.16%| 10.34 %| 2.03% 35
Academic D (F)| 4.35%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 238%| 361%| 7.94%| 1250%| 2.16% 35
Academic E 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.28%| 1.09%| 2.17%| 3.16%| 6.21%| 7.58%| 2.06% 35
Academic E (M)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 1.20%| 2.53%| 3.45%| 6.87%| 10.53%| 221 % 35
Academic E (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 292%| 595%| 1429%| 1.58% 35

General Total 3.55%| 0.90%| 294%| 3.51%| 4.81%| 7.12%| 11.03%| 16.44%| 6.01% 35
General Total (M)| 2.58 %| 0.40%| 2.51%| 299%| 4.21%| 6.37%| 1232 %| 20.18 %| 5.87 % 35
General Total (F)| 3.95%| 1.20%| 279%| 367%| 4.74%| 7.65%| 10.48%| 14.82%| 6.07 % 35

HEW 1-5 486%| 1.19%| 3.93%| 4.67%| 6.44%| 9.50%| 14.98 %| 25.89 %| 8.52% 35

HEW 1-5(M)| 4.93%| 0.00%| 252%| 4.38%| 7.08%| 10.85%| 19.26 %| 43.38 %| 9.97 % 35
HEW 1-5(F)| 4.84%| 1.69%| 3.66%| 4.53%| 6.69%| 9.03%| 14.09 %| 22.68 %| 8.02% 35

HEW 6 and Above 2.01%| 0.61%| 1.83%| 2.40%| 3.39%| 518%| 7.13%| 8.31%| 4.10% 35

EW 6 and Above (M) 0.97%| 0.68%| 1.62%| 213%| 314%| 4.43%| 7.20%| 9.15%| 381 % 35

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 2.65%| 0.56%| 1.58%| 2.62%| 3.62%| 544%| 7.09%| 9.01%| 428% 35

Senior Staff/Mgt 1.27%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.21%| 1.18%| 2.99%| 5.50%| 15.15%| 1.97% 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)|  0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.43%| 390%| 6.38%| 22.22%| 2.34% 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)] 3.85%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.84%| 3.64%| 20.00%| 1.27% 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover < 12 months

Voluntary Employee Initiated Separations < 12 Months (Headcount
University Employees (Headcount)

DEFINITION
Measuring the voluntary turnover of staff with less than 12 months service indicates whether
recruitment an onboarding processes have been successful.

This measure is a subset of VEI turnover and should also be considered alongside overall VEI
turnover and recruitment activity.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover < 12 months

25th 50th Avg

Total 2.09%| 0.16%| 0.82%| 1.25%| 1.69%| 2.20%| 3.69%| 8.74%| 234% 34
Total M)| 1.16 %] 0.10%| 0.57%| 0.87%| 1.32%| 1.81%| 298%| 832%| 1.90% 34
Total (F)| 2.63%| 0.20%| 0.85%| 1.45%| 202%| 288%| 360%| 10.23%| 2.66% 34

Faculty - Total 1.07 %| 0.21%| 0.57%| 0.95%| 1.52%| 1.99%| 3.04%| 7.86%| 2.25% 32
Faculty - Total (M)| 0.78 %] 0.00%| 0.22%| 0.54%| 1.10%| 1.41%| 239%| 562%| 1.68% 32
Faculty - Total (F) 1.25%| 0.28%| 066%| 1.15%| 1.81%| 254%| 3.72%| 9.69%| 272% 32

Division - Total 3.41%| 0.09%| 0.98%| 1.47%| 2.00%| 2.64%| 3.57%| 11.04%| 2.46% 32

Division - Total (M) 1.68%| 0.24%| 083%| 1.26%| 1.63%| 232%| 3.61%| 10.30%| 217% 32
Division - Total (F)| 4.39%| 0.00%| 0.95%| 1.42%| 217%| 284 %| 438%| 11.45%| 2.63% 32

Academic Total 0.50 %| 0.18%| 0.40%| 0.49%| 0.90%| 1.36%| 2.84%| 4.28%| 1.46% 34
Academic Total (M)| 1.06%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.53%| 0.79%| 1.20%| 2.50%| 4.61%| 1.36% 34
Academic Total (F)] 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.07%| 058%| 1.04%| 1.63%| 3.14%| 383%| 1.58% 34

Academic A 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.51%| 2.65%| 4.48%| 7.03%| 10.73%| 3.93% 34

Academic A (M)| 0.00 %] 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 320%| 531%| 7.33%| 15.79%| 4.53% 34
Academic A (F)] 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.79%| 241%| 4.07%| 6.65%| 11.54%| 3.42% 34
Academic B 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.41%| 0.96%| 1.42%| 3.00%| 6.21%| 1.46% 34
Academic B (M)| 0.00 %] 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.82%| 1.59%| 3.09%| 10.09%| 1.46% 34
Academic B (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.11%| 0.92%| 1.42%| 333%| 5657%| 146% 34
Academic C 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.35%| 0.70%| 1.68%| 4.69%| 0.63% 34
Academic C (M)| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 093%| 1.89%| 337%| 0.57% 34
Academic C (F)| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.91%| 1.41%| 6.25%| 0.70% 34
Academic D 5.56 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.30%| 5.56%| 0.41% 34
Academic D (M)| 9.68 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 125%| 9.68%| 0.36% 34
Academic D (F)] 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.02%| 4.55%| 0.52% 34
Academic E 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.29%| 1.13%| 2.28%| 0.35% 34
Academic E (M)] 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 084%| 229%| 0.32% 34
Academic E (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 2.02%| 10.00%| 0.45% 34

General Total 3.04%| 014%| 094%| 1.71%| 2.22%| 3.02%| 5.05%| 11.98%| 3.05% 34
General Total (M) 1.43%| 0.22%| 0.79%| 1.08%| 1.90%| 263%| 509%| 15.18%| 2.68% 34
General Total (F)| 3.71%| 0.11%| 1.05%| 1.93%| 235%| 362%| 4.26%| 1299 %| 3.23% 34

HEW 1-5 3.45%| 0.00%| 0.97%| 218%| 295%| 4.46%| 6.62%| 15.05%| 4.18% 34

HEW 1-5 (M)l 2.11%| 0.00%| 0.67%| 1.24%| 223%| 4.48%| 10.75%| 24.32%| 4.11% 34
HEW 1-5(F)1 3.83%| 0.00%| 1.21%| 212%| 3.11%| 423%| 597 %| 16.07 %| 4.21% 34

HEW 6 and Above 256 %| 0.21%| 0.73%| 1.32%| 1.66%| 2.25%| 3.60%| 9.26%| 2.18% 34

EW 6 and Above (M) 0.97%| 0.00%| 034%| 094%| 134%| 208%| 3.87%| 11.48%| 1.96% 34

HEW 6 and Above (F)| 3.54 %| 0.00%| 0.68%| 1.39%| 1.85%| 235%| 355%| 9.62%| 233% 34

Senior Staff/Mgt 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.97%| 1.86%| 9.33%| 0.83% 34
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)|  0.00 %| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.63%| 889%| 0.60% 34
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)] 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 4.21%| 10.00%| 1.27 % 34
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

DEFINITION

Recruitment Rate

Total Number of Recruits (Headcount)

University Employees (Headcount)

Attachment M

The Recruitment Rate shows the proportion of the workforce that was recruited (internally and
externally) into their current position during the reporting year. It measures the level of recruitment

activity at the university.

A high result indicates a large amount of recruitment activity at the university. In this instance
Recruitment Rate should be viewed in conjunction with Turnover Rate to determine whether the
cause is high turnover. If turnover is low, this suggests that the university is experiencing a period

of growth.

ECU results versus Australian Universities

2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Recruitment Rate

10th 25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 1.21%| 3.72% 7.79%| 8.98%| 13.84 %| 16.35%| 18.05%| 26.72 %| 13.73 % 29
Total (M) 3.06 % 6.00 % 7.85 % 9.96 %| 13.92 %| 15.71 %| 23.57 %| 11.70 % 27
Total (F) 4.31 % 7.71 %| 10.13%| 15.43%| 17.72 %| 19.25%| 29.18 %| 14.76 % 27
Faculty - Total 2.96 % 6.04 % 7.96 %| 12.76 %| 15.69 %| 19.82 %| 26.10 %| 13.33 % 25
Faculty - Total (M) 2.60 %| 4.94% 6.49 % 9.10 %| 12.45%| 15.75%| 21.98 %| 10.88 % 24
Faculty - Total (F) 3.35% 6.28 % 9.26 %| 14.43 %| 18.00 %| 21.27 %| 29.44 %| 14.69 % 24
Division - Total 4.67 % 8.79 %| 10.61 %| 15.56 %| 16.79 %| 21.39 %| 28.72%| 14.89 % 25
Division - Total (M) 3.79 % 7.44 % 9.08%| 13.64 %| 17.27 %| 20.92 %| 26.89 %| 14.17 % 24
Division - Total (F) 5.29 % 7.62 % 9.78 %| 15.45%| 18.01 %| 20.93 %| 30.05%| 14.78 % 24
Academic Total 5.48 % 1.77%| 4.63%| 6.58%| 9.32%| 13.07 %| 17.04 %| 23.62 %| 11.05% 29
Academic Total (M) 1.19 % 3.81 % 5.77 % 7.30 %| 12.03%| 14.24 %| 21.60 % 9.72 % 27
Academic Total (F) 1.47 % 5.17 % 7.91 %| 10.38%| 14.15%| 17.18 %| 29.51 %| 12.00 % 27
Academic A 3.51% 1.27 % 3.48%| 7.55%| 14.18 %| 24.10 %| 38.48 %| 66.51 %| 21.483 % 29
Academic A (M) 0.00 % 2.21% 531 %| 11.76 %| 23.81 %| 37.25 %| 66.67 %| 21.94 % 27
Academic A (F) 1.60 %| 3.02% 7.10 %| 12.50 %| 26.90 %| 40.60 %| 77.68 %| 20.33 % 27
Academic B 4.30 % 3.43 % 5.56 % 8.04 %| 11.78 %| 16.67 %| 21.27 %| 27.15%| 12.87 % 29
Academic B (M) 3.31 % 4.33 % 6.95 %| 11.20 %| 15.46 %| 25.54 %| 31.71 %| 12.46 % 27
Academic B (F) 2.98 % 6.31 % 8.72%| 12.17 %| 16.46 %| 20.71 %| 28.72 %| 12.83 % 27
Academic C 4.40 % 0.33 % 2.45% 4.40 % 6.55 % 8.42 %| 10.83 %| 23.44 % 6.55 % 29
Academic C (M) 0.00 % 0.59 % 3.19 % 6.00 % 7.16 %| 10.53 %| 21.88 % 5.83 % 27
Academic C (F) 0.00 % 2.81% 4.06 % 7.02%| 10.22 %| 15.32 %| 25.00 % 7.48 % 27
Academic D 1.11% 0.00 % 0.99 % 1.89 % 3.57 % 7.37 % 9.77 %| 19.15% 4.93 % 29
Academic D (M) 0.00 % 0.00 % 1.67 %| 244 % 6.31 % 8.33%| 14.29 %| 4.05% 27
Academic D (F) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 4.05 % 7.48 % 9.98 %| 22.22 % 4.63 % 27
Academic E 16.67 % 0.00 % 0.86 % 1.69 % 4.62 % 8.92 %| 11.47 %| 18.75% 5.21% 29
Academic E (M) 0.00 % 0.00 % 1.20%| 3.45% 7.08 % 9.00 %| 13.19%| 4.98% 27
Academic E (F) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 3.57 % 7.07 %| 15.09 %| 60.00 % 4.94 % 27
General Total 1453 %| 4.98%| 9.22%| 11.42%| 16.62 %| 18.53 %| 21.80 %| 30.02 %| 16.01 % 29
General Total (M) 4.36 % 7.58 %| 10.90 %| 12.89 %| 16.95 %| 20.49 %| 26.79 %| 14.57 % 27
General Total (F) 4.43 % 8.75%| 11.08 %| 17.42 %| 19.05%| 22.31 %| 31.69 %| 16.32 % 27
HEW 1-5 10.97 %| 3.05% 8.28 %| 10.97 %| 16.13 %| 21.05%| 24.65%| 30.12%| 17.40 % 29
HEW 1-5 (M) 3.49 % 6.93 % 9.59 %| 13.40 %| 18.53 %| 25.33 %| 30.00 %| 16.34 % 27
HEW 1-5 (F) 2.88 % 7.59 %| 10.47 %| 17.46 %| 22.77 %| 25.82 %| 31.25%| 17.70 % 27
HEW 6 and Above 18.68 % 4.90 % 9.46 %| 11.61 %| 14.69 %| 18.39 %| 21.21 %| 29.95%| 14.95% 29
EW 6 and Above (M) 2.67 % 7.56 %| 10.41 %| 13.14 %| 15.77 %| 19.39 %| 26.89 %| 13.69 % 27
HEW 6 and Above (F) 4.99 % 7.44 %| 11.66 %| 14.89 %| 19.74 %| 23.53 %| 32.06 %| 15.05 % 27
Senior Staff/Mgt 5.06 %| 0.00 % 0.86 %| 3.78 % 7.72%| 12.28 %| 16.06 %| 18.95 % 7.49 % 29
Senior Staff/Mgt (M) 0.00 % 0.00 % 2.34 % 7.14 %| 12.70 %| 16.12 %| 22.22 % 6.89 % 27
Senior Staff/Mgt (F) 0.00 % 0.00 % 3.01 % 8.06 %| 12.92 %| 16.31 %| 22.22 % 7.58 % 27
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Recruitment Source
Number of Internal Recruits (Headcount)

Total Recruits (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Recruitment Source Index is the percentage of vacancies filled from the internal workforce. It is
an indicator of how the university fills vacancies ('buy versus build'); the skills possessed by the
current workforce and the prospective career paths for the current workforce. A high result
indicates that the university sources a significant portion of its recruits internally. This can indicate
the presence of well-utilised career planning processes and an awareness of the benefits of
recruiting internally. However, the benefits of recruiting from within need to be balanced with the
need for 'new blood', which may facilitate greater innovation and change.

A low result indicates a high level of external recruitment at the university. This could be the result
of high turnover. The university should consider its approach to career planning. Are staff members
receiving adequate development opportunities to allow movement into other positions? Are
managers supportive of internal recruitment processes, and therefore encouraging their own staff
to take new positions and recognising the potential of internal applicants?

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Recruitment Source

Min 10th 25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 0.96 %| 30.95%| 35.58 %| 44.74 %| 51.49 %| 60.65 %| 65.26 %| 43.41 % 25
Total (M) 0.00 %| 25.98 %| 35.60 %| 38.97 %| 47.75%| 52.50 %| 61.73 %| 38.94 % 24
Total (F) 1.49 %| 29.62 %| 36.35 %| 42.35%| 52.26 %| 63.43 %| 67.49 %| 44.05 % 24
Faculty - Total 16.46 %| 28.38 %| 34.41%| 41.54 %| 51.50 %| 62.86 %| 69.52 %| 42.13 % 23
Faculty - Total (M) 17.87 %| 23.74 %| 31.83 %| 37.27 %| 47.79 %| 58.04 %| 62.88 %| 36.12 % 22
Faculty - Total (F) 15.11 %| 29.08 %| 35.556 %| 39.04 %| 54.76 %| 65.57 %| 73.54 %| 43.21 % 22
Division - Total 12.64 %| 25.71 %| 39.17 %| 47.24 %| 53.51 %| 64.13 %| 66.67 %| 46.24 % 23
Division - Total (M) 0.00 %| 18.94 %| 26.82 %| 42.11 %| 57.47 %| 63.51 %| 88.64 %| 44.14 % 22
Division - Total (F) 13.76 %| 25.02 %| 39.35 %| 48.79 %| 56.056 %| 65.91 %| 70.27 %| 46.31 % 22
Academic Total 2.56 %| 24.69 %| 29.41 %| 34.13 %| 46.43 %| 60.83 %| 73.33 %| 40.42 % 25
Academic Total (M) 0.00 %| 18.73 %| 21.43 %| 36.36 %| 50.00 %| 58.16 %| 70.00 %| 35.91 % 24
Academic Total (F) 4.35 %| 20.22 %| 33.09 %| 36.38 %| 48.16 %| 61.21 %| 76.92 %| 41.36 % 24
Academic A 0.00 %| 17.39 %| 28.57 %| 46.15%| 63.83 %| 90.86 %|100.00 %| 41.43 % 25
Academic A (M) 0.00 % 0.00 %| 10.23 %| 33.33 %| 64.40 %| 91.43 %| 150.00 %| 36.20 % 24
Academic A (F) 0.00 % 0.00 %| 18.92 %| 50.00 %| 73.57 %| 85.00 %| 100.00 %| 43.68 % 24
Academic B 5.26 %| 21.82%| 26.09 %| 40.00 %| 52.54 %| 60.63 %| 75.00 %| 43.10 % 25
Academic B (M) 0.00 %| 14.62 %| 26.80 %| 37.09 %| 53.68 %| 63.73 %| 100.00 %| 39.62 % 24
Academic B (F) 7.69 %| 1827 %| 26.01 %| 3537 %| 51.95%| 62.21 %| 71.43 %| 43.03 % 24
Academic C 0.00 % 0.00 %| 17.39 %| 28.57 %| 40.00 %| 49.26 %| 66.67 %| 32.34 % 25
Academic C (M) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 18.70 %| 35.00 %| 52.33 %| 75.00 %| 27.23 % 24
Academic C (F) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 33.33%| 41.75%| 50.00 %| 61.11 %| 33.67 % 24
Academic D 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 33.33 %| 54.55%| 74.30 %|100.00 %| 41.46 % 25
Academic D (M) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 14.17 %| 51.39 %| 92.50 %| 100.00 %| 35.29 % 24
Academic D (F) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 50.00 %| 60.00 %| 100.00 %| 36.54 % 24
Academic E 0.00 % 0.00 %| 0.00 %| 15.79 %| 40.00 %| 66.67 %| 100.00 %| 32.12 % 25
Academic E (M) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 25.42 %| 60.88 %| 80.00 %| 32.77 % 24
Academic E (F) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 20.84 %| 61.67 %| 100.00 %| 25.71 % 24
General Total 0.00 %| 28.69 %| 37.98 %| 44.49 %| 58.67 %| 63.06 %| 64.46 %| 45.06 % 25
General Total (M) 0.00 %| 15.52 %| 36.46 %| 45.47 %| 50.00 %| 58.63 %| 69.70 %| 41.27 % 24
General Total (F) 0.00 %| 28.16 %| 35.80 %| 44.34 %| 54.95 %| 65.79 %| 67.69 %| 45.12 % 24
HEW 1-5 0.00 %| 30.94 %| 37.41 %| 49.71 %| 59.44 %| 64.19 %| 67.27 %| 45.82 % 25
HEW 1-5 (M) 0.00 %| 25.00 %| 30.73 %| 48.15 %| 56.75 %| 62.39 %| 83.33 %| 40.68 % 24
HEW 1-5 (F) 0.00 %| 31.39 %| 37.28 %| 46.83 %| 56.03 %| 63.27 %| 68.63 %| 45.87 % 24
HEW 6 and Above 0.00 %| 24.38 %| 31.58 %| 47.83 %| 55.17 %| 62.49 %| 70.93 %| 44.36 % 25
EW 6 and Above (M) 0.00 %| 16.23 %| 31.33 %| 42.22 %| 50.87 %| 60.83 %| 67.77 %| 41.64 % 24
HEW 6 and Above (F) 0.00 %| 22.39 %| 29.79 %| 43.17 %| 55.22 %| 68.34 %| 78.26 %| 44.30 % 24
Senior Staff/Mgt 0.00 % 0.00 %| 5.88 %| 33.33 %| 50.00 %| 68.41 %| 100.00 %| 37.78 % 25
Senior Staff/Mgt (M) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 35.90 %| 50.00 %| 64.67 %| 100.00 %| 39.05 % 24
Senior Staff/Mgt (F) 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %| 68.75 %| 100.00 %| 100.00 %| 35.09 % 24
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Applicant Interest

Number of Applicants (Count
Number of Vacancies Advertised (Count)

DEFINITION

The Applicant Interest index calculates the average number of people who applied for each
advertised position during the year. The number of applicants per vacancy can reflect the level of
interest in the positions and/or the university, the state of the labour market, and also labour market
penetration through chosen recruitment and remuneration strategies. This measure can help to
formulate human resource strategies for positions identified as critical or hard to fill.

A high result may indicate that the university is either an employer of choice and/or utilises effective
recruitment strategies. It can also be a reflection of a competitive labour market. A low result should
prompt investigation into recruitment strategy choices and the university's attractiveness to
potential employees. This could be an indicator of many difficult to fill positions within the
recruitment pool, or perhaps a focus on the use of targeted recruitment strategies. This can be
used in conjunction with other measures such as Recruitment Days to Start and Recruitment Days
to Offer to help give meaning.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Applicant Interest

Min 10th 25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 23.96 9.58 11.80 15.06 20.04 25.00 30.93 40.45 22.40 26
Total (M) 4.04 4.78 5.09 6.75 9.74 11.07 16.75 8.24 18
Total (F) 5.03 6.18 8.57 12.95 16.12 19.88 22.32 13.42 18
Faculty - Total 9.60 11.77 14.11 17.83 25.24 33.44 43.75 21.43 23
Faculty - Total (M) 3.42 4.87 5.39 6.64 9.77 11.76 20.47 8.30 17
Faculty - Total (F) 4.43 5.48 8.29 11.14 17.44 21.30 23.27 13.34 17
Division - Total 9.57 13.21 16.43 24.16 27.65 35.30 43.82 24.01 23
Division - Total (M) 3.97 4.63 5.84 7.84 10.17 11.78 15.06 8.18 17
Division - Total (F) 5.60 7.59 10.88 14.73 16.97 19.54 21.89 13.74 17
Academic Total 9.27 8.08 9.90 10.26 12.60 19.42 21.64 28.66 15.06 26
Academic Total (M) 4.45 5.21 5.98 7.32 11.47 14.97 17.66 8.71 19
Academic Total (F) 3.63 4.00 4.54 5.15 6.89 7.68 9.87 6.02 19
Academic A 16.00 3.00 9.17 11.17 14.18 19.60 23.47 54.50 18.00 26
Academic A (M) 0.00 4.53 6.38 7.93 10.66 16.11 31.00 10.38 19
Academic A (F) 3.00 3.90 4.31 5.22 9.32 13.63 23.50 8.89 19
Academic B 14.78 7.47 9.89 10.93 14.36 20.29 25.12 29.58 15.51 26
Academic B (M) 4.30 5.44 5.86 8.09 12.62 16.49 21.55 9.55 19
Academic B (F) 3.67 4.58 5.17 5.96 6.76 8.18 9.87 5.99 19
Academic C 10.67 3.29 8.01 9.36 10.60 14.16 25.19 39.78 12.65 26
Academic C (M) 1.59 3.58 5.18 6.78 8.17 12.60 26.33 7.17 19
Academic C (F) 1.71 2.26 2.64 4.00 4.92 10.53 13.44 4.35 19
Academic D 3.56 0.00 2.711 5.39 7.35 12.51 17.14 29.50 8.95 26
Academic D (M) 0.00 1.27 2.74 4.67 5.74 9.16 21.00 4.56 19
Academic D (F) 0.50 1.24 1.87 2.25 3.09 3.72 8.50 2.55 19
Academic E 2.18 0.00 1.50 3.48 7.77 12.63 18.40| 107.33 13.20 26
Academic E (M) 0.00 0.23 1.87 3.33 8.10 11.04 11.40 4.48 19
Academic E (F) 0.00 0.27 0.83 2.73 5.18 9.80 26.00 2.47 19
General Total 27.80 10.32 12.62 17.18 23.34 30.39 35.97 45.59 25.69 26
General Total (M) 3.84 4.34 4.87 6.89 9.62 10.65 16.50 7.88 19
General Total (F) 6.08 6.85 11.78 15.05 19.65 24.93 29.09 16.66 19
HEW 1-5 41.07 14.80 19.87 21.73 29.19 43.04 48.84 62.24 34.40 26
HEW 1-5 (M) 3.47 5.31 572 7.16 11.17 12.08 20.33 8.89 19
HEW 1-5 (F) 9.15 12.69 15.67 22.14 29.07 35.01 41.92 24.17 19
HEW 6 and Above 18.50 5.30 7.98 11.67 1717 22.53 29.86 35.86 18.79 26
EW 6 and Above (M) 2.63 3.71 4.14 6.10 9.18 9.75 14.09 7.04 19
HEW 6 and Above (F) 2.67 3.47 6.95 9.86 12.47 15.66 21.16 10.41 19
Senior Staff/Mgt 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.50 5.00 10.50 19.52 24.62 10.70 25
Senior Staff/Mgt (M) 0.00 0.00 0.69 2.70 9.22 15.60 16.52 8.09 18
Senior Staff/Mgt (F) 0.00 0.00 0.13 1.14 4.14 5.38 8.10 3.38 18
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Recruitment Days to Offer

Total Number of Days from Advertisement Date to Offer Date
Total Recruits (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Recruitment Days to Offer index is the average number of days taken to make a formal offer
for a vacant position from the time HR received notice to recruit to the day that a formal offer of
employment is made. This is a measure of the efficiency of the recruitment process.

A high result may suggest issues around efficiency and effectiveness of recruitment processes or
difficulties in attracting appropriate applicants. Lengthy recruitment times may result in the loss of
high quality applicants, as they may accept an opportunity with another employer before the job is
offered. A very low result should also prompt further investigation, to determine whether sufficient
time is being spent to ensure that the best applicant is placed.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Recruitment Days to Offer

Min 10th  25th  50th Avg
Total 0.00 . . . 61.22 . 72.39
Faculty - Total 0.00] 2554 4181 5362] 6526 76.94] 8434 a075] 18
Division - Total 000 2754 3473 49.03| 5404 5745 6599 4036] 18
Academic Total 44.55 0.00] 1436 37.26] 67.00] 8520 9171 108.33[ 47.19[ 21
Academic A 69.00 0.00 1.66] 16.82| 5343 69.00[ 83.84] 11885 30.92] 21
Academic B 48.25 0.00 7.00] 4213 6576 79.00 8991 9770 096 21
Academic C 52.50 0.00 6.73| 5250 73.00] 86.44| 96.40] 13438 5770 21
Academic D 34.50 0.00 000 57.00[ 70.67| 123.43] 136.60] 240.00 7456 21
Academic E 25.20 0.00 400 1890 60.00[ 9800 12200 606.00[ 57.69| 21
General Total 30.60 0.00] 1265 3060( 3841 5158 5514 5040 3a58[ 21
HEW 1-5 31.53 0.00 751 2662 3674 4a7.68] 5426 6344 3100 21
HEW 6 and Above 29.97 0.00] 2035 2087| 4354] 5287 5579 e6.02] 37.01) 21
SeniorStafiMgt |  0.00f 000f o000f o000 6146 e666| 9871 11467 5608 20 |
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Recruitment Days to Start

Total Number of Days from Notice to Recruit to Commencement of Work
Total Recruits (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Recruitment Days to Start Index is the average number of days taken to fill a vacant position
from the time HR received notice to recruit to the day the successful applicant starts work. This is a
measure of the efficiency of the recruitment process, and gives an indication of the impact notice
periods have in relation to the length of time a position will remain vacant during the recruitment

process.

Whereas Recruitment Days to Offer factors in the internal recruitment processes, attractiveness to
applicants and the potential to recruit for certain positions, Recruitment Days to Start also takes
into account external events and processes once an offer has been made and accepted. This
might include the successful applicant needing to give notice to their current employer, immigration
processes and relocation timeframes.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Recruitment Days to Start

Min 10th 25th 50th Avg
Total 0.00 ) 55.71 89.45|  96.19
Faculty - Total 000 4316 6263 76.46] 100.07| 11058 12453 6515 17
Division - Total 0.00| 37.94| 4425 67.73| 7455 sso06| 167.16| 53.98) 17
Academic Total 96.36 0.00 200 7756 111.79] 130.32| 140.87| 16425 79.84| 20
Academic A 115.50 0.00 228| 3962 91.76| 12065 157.16] 17490 s9.78] 20
Academic B 87.33 0.00 243| 6896 105.55| 127.16] 14328 157.82] 81.07] 20
Academic C 77.63 0.00 000 7254 12057 145.76| 161.44| 19000 97.56] 20
Academic D 100.17 0.00 0.00| o185 127.33| 19018 227.02[ 277.00] 107.20] 20
Academic E 135.80 0.00 0.00| 6247 120.85] 180.63| 210.20) 262.00] 95.02[ 20
General Total 67.40 0.00 178 4100 6224 7107 7270 77.47] 4730 20
HEW 1-5 55.93 0.00 243| 3694 5701 6522 6822 7186 4378 20
HEW 6 and Above 75.27 0.00 1.40| 4315 6362] 76.43| 8033 9184 5047 20
Senior StafiMgt |  0.00f o000f o000 3683 99.00] 11025| 15250] 160.62] 9855| 19 |
Graph: Total Graph: Faculty - Total Graph: Division - Total
100 140 90

o =Ny T ==

80 70+

70 100——0/.\ 60—

60
50—

80—
60—
40
20

50—
40
30
20
10

40
30
20
10

0] 0 0
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
[ university @ 75th [ university @ 75th [ university @ 75th
e 50th @ 25th @ 50th @ 25th & 50th -@ 25th
Graph: General Total Graph: Academic Total Graph: Senior Staff/Mgt
80 160 160
70 140-&—8~ S 140 '/\oﬁ\
60 120—% 120
50 100 =& 100
40 80 80
30 60 60
20 40 40
10+ 20 20
01 0 0
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
[ university @  75th [ university @ 75th [ university @ 75th
e 50th @ 25th @ 50th @ 25th & 50th -@ 25th
Universities HR Page 54 of 97

Benchmarking Program © 2004 - 2013



Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Unscheduled Absence Taken per Employee
Total Number of Unscheduled Absence (Days)

University Employees (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Unscheduled Absence index is the average number of days per calendar year for each staff
member that have been lost due to unscheduled leave including sick or personal leave. This
includes paid and unpaid absence.

The Unscheduled Absence index can signal areas of low productivity, morale issues and areas of
increased stress or risk of injury. A high number of unscheduled absences should prompt further
analysis to determine causal factors, flag areas within the University that take excessive sick or
personal leave and identify any leave patterns and trends.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

25
20
15
10
5_
0 T T T T T T T T T
> > > > > > T g I I
2 2 2 2 ] 3 ] = m m
% % Q Q o Q =4 @ = =
[9) [9) @ @ ) ) E; 5 = >
3 3 3 3 3 3 . 3 & ©
) ) 3) 3) [3) [3) = ' >
= > w e} o m o b a
=4 5 5 >
& = L <3
||:| Top Quartile - Third Quartile - Second Quartile |:| First Quartile - B University
Graph: Total (T) Graph: Total (M) Graph: Total (F)

e————

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
. University @  75th - University @  75th - University @  75th
- 50th @ 25th @ 50th @ 25th - 50th @ 25th

Universities HR Page 55 of 97
Benchmarking Program © 2004 - 2013



Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Unscheduled Absence Taken per Employee

Min 10th 25th 50th 75th Avg

Total 6.80 3.16 4.77 5.40 6.10 7.34 8.00 10.47 6.04 35
Total (M) 5.57 2.11 3.33 4.04 4.64 5.81 6.36 9.68 4.87 35
Total (F) 7.53 3.76 571 6.25 6.81 8.12 9.07 11.78 6.91 35
Faculty - Total 5.14 212 3.43 3.80 4.88 5.81 6.66 7.54 4.72 33
Faculty - Total (M) 3.63 1.51 2.24 2.48 3.25 4.07 4.90 5.42 3.25 33
Faculty - Total (F) 6.06 2.50 4.50 4.96 5.73 7.00 8.65 10.74 5.96 33
Division - Total 9.03 4.29 6.46 7.91 8.33 9.14 9.93 10.63 8.47 33
Division - Total (M) 8.12 2.91 5.99 6.75 8.12 8.69 9.47 10.30 7.89 33
Division - Total (F) 9.55 4.51 7.01 8.00 8.71 9.90 10.67 11.08 8.83 33
Academic Total 3.55 1.48 1.87 2.32 3.47 4.28 4.58 4.96 3.08 35
Academic Total (M) 2.76 1.02 1.30 1.81 2.52 3.11 3.99 5.31 2.36 35
Academic Total (F) 4.26 1.61 2.56 3.06 4.26 5.13 5.74 6.90 3.97 35
Academic A 3.06 0.86 1.60 213 2.65 3.43 4.69 5.36 2.74 35
Academic A (M) 3.75 0.73 1.06 1.37 2.04 2.76 3.75 4.73 2.00 35
Academic A (F) 2.56 0.79 1.98 2.35 3.06 4.15 5.90 8.24 3.35 35
Academic B 3.23 1.42 1.83 2.64 3.23 4.60 4.86 6.01 3.31 35
Academic B (M) 2.70 0.85 1.15 1.71 2.48 3.50 4.57 6.85 2.51 35
Academic B (F) 3.58 1.69 2.38 3.10 3.58 5.09 6.29 7.59 4.01 35
Academic C 3.50 0.93 1.83 2.35 3.50 5.03 5.57 6.37 3.42 35
Academic C (M) 3.16 0.96 1.39 1.87 2.70 3.52 4.33 5.22 2.66 35
Academic C (F) 3.91 0.33 2.13 2.68 3.86 6.35 8.41 10.43 4.46 35
Academic D 1.57 0.64 1.39 2.03 2.82 4.48 5.07 9.78 3.12 35
Academic D (M) 1.52 0.55 0.82 1.16 2.10 3.17 4.62 10.23 2.54 35
Academic D (F) 1.62 0.70 1.60 2.75 4.17 6.61 8.42 8.79 4.25 35
Academic E 11.39 0.31 1.06 1.57 2.09 2.80 3.84 11.39 2.22 35
Academic E (M) 1.85 0.14 0.67 1.29 1.72 2.38 2.81 6.03 1.77 35
Academic E (F) 30.47 0.67 1.26 2.23 3.04 4.30 6.61 30.47 3.64 35
General Total 8.60 4.10 6.69 7.47 8.18 9.58 10.55 15.65 8.27 35
General Total (M) 7.95 2.76 5.97 6.54 7.82 8.41 9.67 16.78 8.01 35
General Total (F) 8.87 4.65 6.68 7.59 8.30 9.89 10.96 16.03 8.40 35
HEW 1-5 9.44 3.77 6.66 8.08 8.59 10.71 11.57 20.63 8.90 35
HEW 1-5 (M) 9.31 3.31 6.44 7.10 8.48 9.20 12.01 21.83 9.00 35
HEW 1-5 (F) 9.48 3.89 6.17 7.88 8.72 10.38 12.31 23.15 8.87 35
HEW 6 and Above 7.61 4.38 6.21 7.03 7.61 8.70 9.87 11.07 7.78 35
EW 6 and Above (M) 7.02 2.47 5.68 6.05 7.32 8.10 9.17 14.00 7.51 35
HEW 6 and Above (F) 7.98 5.01 6.14 7.39 7.91 9.00 10.15 11.11 7.96 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 4.70 1.02 2.00 2.92 4.08 5.10 6.26 9.60 4.26 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (M) 4.92 0.51 1.47 2.21 3.11 4.31 6.42 9.45 3.60 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (F) 4.24 0.31 2.41 3.48 4.40 6.85 8.26 10.95 5.52 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

DEFINITION

The Doctoral Qualifications measure is the percentage of all senior and academic staff (ongoing
and fixed-term) who have been awarded with a doctoral qualification. This gives an indication of the
level of qualifications of the university's academic and senior staff. Academic qualifications
generally increase as the classification level increases.

Doctoral Qualifications
Number of Academic Doctoral Qualifications (Headcount)

Number of Academic Staff (Headcount)

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Doctoral Qualifications

Attachment M

ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
Academic Total 57.48 %| 43.91%| 57.13 %| 61.41%| 66.84 %| 69.41 %| 76.55%| 85.71 %| 69.09 % 35
Academic Total (M)| 60.70 %| 51.56 %| 61.26 %| 69.12 %| 72.57 %| 75.21 %| 79.26 %| 88.11 %| 74.37 % 35
Academic Total (F)| 54.57 %| 37.06 %| 51.16 %| 53.07 %| 59.86 %| 64.30 %| 72.83 %| 81.10 %| 62.70 % 35
Academic A 21.05%| 5.88%| 15.37 %| 23.03 %| 35.56 %| 52.43 %| 65.32%| 75.86 %| 49.10 % 35
Academic A (M)| 29.17 %| 0.00 %| 19.29 %| 29.59 %| 42.19 %| 60.48 %| 69.30 %| 79.19 %| 56.35 % 35
Academic A (F)| 15.15%| 5.26 %| 12.50 %| 19.80 %| 32.14 %| 45.85%| 63.13 %| 71.43%| 43.08 % 35
Academic B 42.29 %| 32.20 %| 42.87 %| 48.12%| 56.12 %| 61.89 %| 74.03 %| 84.77 %| 60.45 % 35
Academic B (M)| 40.00 %| 31.91 %| 44.38 %| 53.56 %| 63.41 %| 68.14 %| 78.14 %| 86.82 %| 65.70 % 35
Academic B (F)| 43.79 %| 31.82 %| 40.32 %| 44.88 %| 51.08 %| 55.89 %| 70.49 %| 82.05%| 55.84 % 35
Academic C 73.08 %| 48.44 %| 69.37 %| 71.74 %| 79.27 %| 81.88 %| 83.85%| 89.09 %| 77.45% 35
Academic C (M)| 72.00 %| 62.50 %| 69.27 %| 73.61 %| 78.21 %| 82.42 %| 86.29 %| 87.61 %| 78.11 % 35
Academic C (F)| 74.39 %| 34.38 %| 66.44 %| 70.23%| 77.32%| 81.59 %| 90.24 %| 91.67 %| 76.55% 35
Academic D 98.15 %| 60.34 %| 78.10 %| 84.13 %| 88.24 %| 92.45%| 96.15 %| 100.00 %| 87.36 % 35
Academic D (M)| 96.77 %| 53.49 %| 75.32 %| 81.57 %| 86.86 %| 92.22 %| 95.72 %| 100.00 %| 86.59 % 35
Academic D (F)| 100.00 %| 64.86 %| 78.88 %| 86.48 %| 91.30 %| 94.28 %| 100.00 %| 100.00 %| 88.85 % 35
Academic E 100.00 %| 73.33 %| 82.54 %| 86.05%| 91.75%| 94.64 %| 96.45 %| 100.00 %| 90.59 % 35
Academic E (M)| 100.00 %| 70.69 %| 82.85 %| 86.62 %| 91.21 %| 94.52 %| 97.44 %| 100.00 %| 90.61 % 35
Academic E (F)| 100.00 %| 60.00 %| 77.71 %| 85.25 %| 92.31 %| 98.65 %| 100.00 %| 100.00 %| 90.50 % 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 32.91%| 17.54 %| 25.73 %| 32.53 %| 42.42 %| 50.02 %| 59.73 %| 96.00 %| 43.85% 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (M)| 32.08 %| 15.63 %| 26.99 %| 34.24 %| 43.18 %| 54.93 %| 62.07 %| 97.33 %| 46.43 % 35
Senior Staff/Mgt (F)| 34.62 %| 10.00 %| 17.06 %| 28.64 %| 35.00 %| 51.61 %| 59.77 %| 92.00 %| 38.93 % 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Number of Successful A

DEFINITION

Academic Promotion Rate

Attachment M

lications for Academic Promotion (Headcount
Number of Academic Staff (Levels A-D) (Headcount)

The Academic Promotions index is the percentage of all ongoing and fixed-term academic staff
who have been promoted in the period. This index shows the rate of career progression for
academic staff. A high result may reflect effective employee development strategies or conversely
indicate that further review is necessary to ensure conditions for promotion are adequately met.

A low result may highlight employee development issues and have implications for employee job
satisfaction. Also, further investigation may be necessary to ensure that worthy candidates are not

overlooked for promotion.

ECU results versus Australian Universities

2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Academic Promotion Rate

Attachment M

ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max P\ ] Sample
Academic Total (Lev| 3.32%| 0.00%| 2.33%| 3.09%| 3.83%| 5.20%| 6.52%| 829%| 4.41% 34
c Total (Level B-E) (M| 3.40%| 0.00%| 286%| 3.04%| 392%| 568%| 7.16%| 862%| 4.65% 34
c Total (Level B-E) (F| 3.26%| 0.00%| 1.72%| 2.65%| 4.07%| 492%| 576%| 859%| 4.14% 34
Academic B 0.00 %| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 1.80%| 2.84%| 4.92%| 6.53%| 11.39%| 3.38% 34
Academic B (M)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.95%| 247%| 437%| 563%| 833%| 291% 34
Academic B (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.24%| 333%| 6.05%| 850%| 17.14%| 3.76% 34
Academic C 5.02%| 0.00%| 1.89%| 3.15%| 3.90%| 534%| 7.10%| 8.15%| 4.41% 34
Academic C (M)] 6.36 %| 0.00%| 236%| 281%| 448%| 6.15%| 7.75%| 862%| 4.84% 34
Academic C (F)| 4.14%| 0.00%| 1.40%| 281%| 370%| 4.84%| 6.77%| 7.89%| 4.03% 34
Academic D 1.65%| 0.00%| 0.96%| 2.21%| 4.73%| 6.66%| 8.03%| 24.14%| 4.84% 34
Academic D (M)] 1.00 %| 0.00%| 1.35%| 221%| 439%| 7.11%| 9.11%| 29.41%| 4.97% 34
Academic D (F)| 2.44%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.81%| 458%| 6.57%| 7.80%| 16.67 %| 4.66% 34
Academic E 3.70%| 0.00%| 0.65%| 3.13%| 4.19%| 6.35%| 7.97%| 14.52%| 5.15% 34
Academic E (M)| 3.23%| 0.00%| 0.35%| 335%| 4.71%| 682%| 870%| 17.33%| 558 % 34
Academic E (F)] 4.35%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.27%| 3.65%| 564%| 814%| 1250%| 4.32% 34
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Applications for Promotion Rate

Number of Applications for Academic Promotion (Headcount
Number of Academic Staff (Levels A-D) (Headcount)

DEFINITION

The Applications for Promotion Rate shows the level of interest from academic staff in seeking a
promotion. On the assumption that promotion is based on merit, this may also give a general
indication of the health of academic career progression in the university.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Applications for Promotion Rate

Attachment M

ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max P\ ] Sample
Academic Total (Lev| 5.77 %| 0.00%| 4.15%| 4.78%| 6.07%| 7.41%| 9.13%| 11.44%| 6.28% 34
c Total (Level B-E) (M| 6.79 %| 0.00%| 4.42%| 5.99%| 6.83%| 847 %| 10.37 %| 11.21%| 6.88% 34
c Total (Level B-E) (F| 4.89%| 0.00%| 2.61%| 433%| 557%| 638%| 7.87%| 12.50%| 5.63% 34
Academic B 0.00 %| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 1.71%| 3.40%| 5.24%| 8.27%| 11.39%| 3.68% 34
Academic B (M)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.28%| 324%| 4.86%| 6.31%| 13.64%| 328% 34
Academic B (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.31%| 371%| 6.96%| 854%| 11.61%| 4.01% 34
Academic C 5.73%| 0.00%| 3.92%| 4.35%| 5.65%| 7.25%| 7.97%| 13.45%| 6.09 % 34
Academic C (M)| 7.27 %| 0.00%| 3.78%| 4.82%| 6.36%| 851 %| 10.56%| 12.82%| 6.78% 34
Academic C (F)| 4.73%| 0.00%| 2.80%| 381%| 482%| 639%| 820%| 14.15%| 548% 34
Academic D 6.59 %| 0.00%| 3.12%| 544%| 7.16%| 10.34%| 11.89 %| 37.93%| 7.44% 34
Academic D (M)| 7.00%| 0.00%| 3.00%| 6.10%| 8.45%| 9.66%| 13.40%| 41.18%| 7.68% 34
Academic D (F)] 6.10%| 0.00%| 1.67 %| 4.48%| 6.59%| 10.28 %| 12.88 %| 33.33%| 7.12% 34
Academic E 9.26 %| 0.00%| 3.15%| 4.76%| 7.21%| 9.67%| 13.17 %| 21.48 %| 8.59 % 34
Academic E (M)| 9.68%| 0.00%| 244%| 591%| 821%| 10.20%| 14.18 %| 23.36 %| 9.58 % 34
Academic E (F)] 8.70%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 274%| 566%| 9.17%| 13.80%| 18.75%| 6.67% 34
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Academic Promotions Success Rate

Number of Successful A

DEFINITION

Number of Applications

Attachment M

lications for Academic Promotion (Headcount

The Promotions Success Rate is the percentage of all applications for academic promotion who
were successfully promoted in the period. A high result may reflect effective employee
development strategies or conversely indicate that further review is necessary to ensure conditions
for promotion are adequately met. A low result may highlight employee development issues and
have implications for employee job satisfaction. Also, further investigation may be necessary to
ensure that worthy candidates are not overlooked for promotion.

ECU results versus Australian Universities

2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Academic Promotions Success Rate

Attachment M

ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max P\ ] Sample
Academic Total (Lev| 57.58 %| 0.00 %| 42.66 %| 58.00 %| 71.37 %| 74.89 %| 78.41 %| 94.34 %| 70.19 % 34
c Total (Level B-E) (M| 50.00 %| 0.00 %| 43.80 %| 54.60 %| 65.13 %| 71.25%| 77.27 %| 88.89 %| 67.66 % 34
c Total (Level B-E) (F)| 66.67 %| 0.00 %| 35.83 %| 66.67 %| 72.48 %| 81.11 %| 87.77 %| 105.88 %| 73.50 % 34
Academic B 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 66.32%| 92.12 %| 100.00 %| 100.00 %| 133.33 %| 91.76 % 34
Academic B (M)| 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 8.33%| 80.00 %| 100.00 %| 100.00 %| 160.00 %| 88.89 % 34
Academic B (F)| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.00%| 50.00 %| 95.00 %| 100.00 %| 100.00 %| 200.00 %| 93.71 % 34
Academic C 87.50 %| 0.00 %| 38.92 %| 59.27 %| 75.00 %| 81.76 %| 87.50 %|100.00 %| 72.43 % 34
Academic C (M)| 87.50 %| 0.00 %| 40.86 %| 52.21 %| 69.72 %| 79.00 %| 97.14 %| 100.00 %| 71.49 % 34
Academic C (F)| 87.50 %| 0.00 %| 36.19 %| 64.89 %| 75.00 %| 85.44 %| 100.00 %| 114.29 %| 73.45% 34
Academic D 25.00 %| 0.00 %| 19.17 %| 39.77 %| 64.09 %| 70.25%| 83.33 %|100.00 %| 65.04 % 34
Academic D (M)| 14.29 %| 0.00 %| 19.17 %| 50.00 %| 61.25 %| 70.76 %| 87.94 %| 100.00 %| 64.72 % 34
Academic D (F)| 40.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 28.13 %| 54.20 %| 74.31 %| 100.00 %| 112.50 %| 65.49 % 34
Academic E 40.00 %| 0.00 %| 10.31 %| 48.37 %| 60.77 %| 72.52 %| 80.22 %|100.00 %| 59.95 % 34
Academic E (M)| 33.33%| 0.00 %| 10.00 %| 43.92 %| 56.35%| 73.56 %| 84.37 %| 100.00 %| 58.22 % 34
Academic E (F)| 50.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 3.57 %| 63.34 %| 100.00 %| 100.00 %| 100.00 %| 64.76 % 34
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Honorary/Visiting Academics

Attachment M

Number of Honorary Academics Employed during the Reporting Period (Headcount)

DEFINITION

Number of Academic Staff (Headcount)

This measure is the number of honorary/visiting academics employed expressed as a rate per
100 academics. This includes academics who are visiting, seconded or on exchange from another
institution to engage in scholarly activity. Examples include Adjunct Professor, Associate, Visiting
Professor, Visiting Fellow, Visiting Scholar, Honorary and Conjoint Staff Member.

Visiting/honorary academics may contribute to good research relationships between domestic and
overseas universities, help attract quality overseas academics and contribute to overall perceived
quality of Australian (and New Zealand) universities.

ECU results versus Australian Universities

2012 Quartiles and Range
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2012 Quartiles and Range
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ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
Total 53.82 8.39 23.16 45.06 76.51 114.74 134.03 176.66 97.21 32
Total (M) 78.25 8.92 28.59 52.16 85.20 130.91 177.36 229.88 116.13 32
Total (F) 31.86 7.80 13.31 26.54 58.50 87.62 118.48 152.91 74.50 32
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DEFINITION

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Age Profile

Total Staff FTE of Age Group
Total Staff FTE

Attachment M

This measure gives a picture of the demographics of the university by showing the spread of ages.
The Age Profile, together with age medians (below), provides useful information in considering
issues around workforce ageing, regeneration and retention.

The median age of recruits and separated employees provides information about the age profile of

new and exiting employees respectively. Median Age is the middle value of all ages for current or
separating staff. It is calculated by arranging the values in ascending order and then selecting the

one in the middle. The median is a useful number in cases where the distribution has very large

extreme values which would otherwise skew the data. If for example, the median age for

separating employees is 39.5 years, half of the employees in the sample are older than this and
half are younger. This information is best utilised when analysing like workforce groups, for
example, academic staff.

Total

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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) X o i © R © R
[T Top uartie [l Third Quartie [ Second Quartie[ ] First Quarie ®  University |
ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
AP <25 349%| 079%| 1.32%| 1.85%| 216%| 271%| 3.36%| 416%| 237%| 35
AP 25-29 880%| 3.39%| 6.05%| 7.19%| 8.46%| 9.62%| 10.29%| 11.98%| 8.95%| 35
AP 30-34 11.27%| 6.82%| 9.68%| 11.28%| 12.40%| 14.56%| 16.01%| 17.27%| 13.84%| 35
AP 3539 1212%| 8.63%| 10.36%| 12.09%| 12.69%| 13.60%| 14.55%| 1550 %| 13.33%| 35
AP 40-44 12.71%| 10.80 %| 12.01%| 12.69%| 13.06%| 13.85%| 14.83%| 1536 %| 13.33%| 35
AP 45-49 14.85%| 12.01%| 12.60%| 13.07%| 13.96 %| 14.84%| 16.31%| 17.65%| 13.68%| 35
AP 50-54 1530 %| 11.57 %| 12.42%| 13.03%| 15.06%| 15.67%| 16.98 % 18.69%| 13.90%| 35
AP 55-59 1250 %| 9.23%| 9.95%| 11.04%| 12.10%| 13.95%| 14.94%| 17.24%| 11.77%| 35
AP 60-64 6.78%| 500%| 591%| 661%| 7.47%| 8.03%| 850%| 1040%| 6.92%| 35
AP 65+ 218%| 1.53%| 1.72%| 218%| 2.69%| 3.47%| 3.66%| 538%| 2.55%| 35
Med Rec 37.05| 3300 3400 3598) 37.03| 4068 4220 46.00[ na 26
Med Sep 4090 3600 3800 3815 4095 4401| 4595 5100 na 32
Med Cur 4226 4100 4203 4384] 4496 4600 47.68] 49.00 na 32
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Male

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

Age Profile

Attachment M
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[T Top uartie [l Third Quartie [ Second Quartie[ ] First Quartie - University |
ECU  Min  10th  25th  50th  75h  90th  Max  Avg  Sample
AP <25 139%| 054%| 085%| 1.13%| 1.39%| 1.82%| 240%| 318%| 161%| 35
AP 25-29 793%| 247%| 3.92%| 5.61%| 6.67%| 7.62%| 8.59%| 9.60%| 7.07%| 35
AP 30-34 1049%| 6.07%| 9.00%| 10.54%| 12.47 %| 13.97 %| 15.38%| 16.72%| 13.41%| 35
AP 35-39 13.69%| 9.32%| 10.65%| 11.67%| 12.91%| 14.22%| 1470 %| 15.32%| 13.47%| 35
AP 40-44 11.82%| 10.52%| 11.93%| 12.80%| 13.41%| 14.33%| 14.96%| 16.72%| 13.63%| 35
AP 45-49 16.43%| 10.08%| 12.53%| 13.07%| 13.73%| 14.34%| 15.68%| 17.55%| 13.61%| 35
AP 50-54 1447%| 9.77%| 1222%| 13.55%| 14.13%| 15.05%| 17.03%| 20.11%| 13.80%| 35
AP 55-59 11.45%| 9.44%| 10.38%| 11.03%| 12.60 %| 14.26 %| 15.50%| 18.58 %| 12.19%| 35
AP 60-64 9.02%| 554%| 7.00%| 7.51%| 8.75%| 9.87%| 10.55%| 12.24%| 8.00%| 35
AP 65+ 361%| 1.75%| 245%| 3.40%| 3.77%| 4.35%| 4.96%| 9.09%| 3.54%| 35
Med Rec 3499 3250 3389 3590 3691| 4075 4250 5100 na 26
Med Sep 43.08| 3660 37.95| 3894 43.04] 4620 4884| 5350 na 32
Med Cur 4226 4226 4300 4445 4611| 4a737| 4882| 5160 na 32
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Female

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

25%
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Attachment M
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ECU  Min  10th  25th  50th  75h  90th  Max  Avg  Sample

AP <25 484%| 075%| 1.37%| 231%| 266%| 3.58%| 4.50%| 547%| 299%| 35
AP 25-29 9.37%| 427%| 7.07%| 8.59%| 9.73%| 11.21%| 12.42%| 14.11%| 1047%| 35
AP 30-34 1.77%| 7.49%| 9.39%| 11.28%| 12.85%| 14.72%| 17.27%| 18.47%| 14.19%| 35
AP 35-39 1.11%| 7.03%| 10.79%| 12.03%| 12.77%| 13.52%| 14.45%| 16.88%| 13.22%| 35
AP 40-44 13.28%| 10.07%| 11.61%| 12.40%| 13.01%| 13.58%| 14.82%| 1558 %| 13.00%| 35
AP 45-49 13.82%| 11.54%| 12.40%| 13.02%| 14.02%| 14.99%| 16.51%| 18.72%| 13.75%| 35
AP 50-54 16.04%| 10.49%| 1215%| 13.31%| 15.52%| 16.17 %| 17.48%| 2016 %| 13.97%| 35
AP 55-59 1318%| 8.34%| 9.22%| 10.46%| 12.00%| 13.54%| 14.93%| 17.45%| 11.44%| 35
AP 60-64 533%| 4.36%| 510%| 540%| 580%| 6.99%| 7.91%| 10.36%| 6.05%| 35
AP 65+ 126%| 075%| 1.19%| 1.33%| 1.66%| 223%| 293%| 351%| 175%| 35
Med Rec 38.12| 3300 33.99| 3493 3680 4047 4100 4600 na 26
Med Sep 4023 3560 37.00] 3800 4100 4300 4581 5100 na 32
Med Cur 4224 4000 4149 4300 4378 4542| 4636] 49.00 na 32
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General Total

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

Age Profile

Attachment M
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ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
AP <25 5.62%| 1.29%| 2.08%| 3.11%| 3.77%| 4.78%| 5.57%| 6.69%| 4.02% 35
AP 25-29 12.68 %| 5.15%| 8.97 %| 10.04 %| 12.58 %| 13.38 %| 14.57 %| 16.43 %| 12.38 % 35
AP 30-34 13.29 %| 8.54%| 11.32%| 12.15%| 13.37 %| 15.96 %| 17.48 %| 19.27 %| 14.57 % 35
AP 35-39 13.55%| 8.40%| 11.16 %| 11.94 %| 12.83 %| 13.50 %| 14.99 %| 17.19 %| 13.24 % 35
AP 40-44 12.86 %| 11.25%| 12.00 %| 12.35%| 13.24 %| 14.04 %| 14.90 %| 16.05%| 13.20 % 35
AP 45-49 13.95%| 9.46 %| 11.29 %| 11.85%| 13.07 %| 14.17 %| 15.00 %| 17.65 %| 12.87 % 35
AP 50-54 10.92 %| 10.13 %| 11.19%| 11.54 %| 12.84 %| 14.21 %| 16.11 %| 18.97 %| 12.68 % 35
AP 55-59 9.69 %| 5.83%| 8.75%| 9.67%| 10.37 %| 11.82%| 13.09 %| 15.65%| 10.52 % 35
AP 60-64 591%| 3.58%| 4.78%| 5.15%| 5.75%| 6.37%| 7.22%| 8.90%| 5.70% 35
AP 65+ 1.73%| 0.31%| 0.83%| 1.22%| 1.60%| 2.09%| 2.68%| 3.31%| 1.64% 35
Med Rec 35.31 30.00 33.00 33.95 35.33 37.38 40.40 53.00 na 27
Med Sep 38.95 32.50 35.36 36.78 38.60 42.00 45.00 49.45 na 31
Med Cur 41.67 40.00 40.94 41.00 42.24 44.00 45.00 47.00 na 32
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Age Profile

Academic Total

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
AP <25 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.01%| 0.16%| 0.27%| 0.40%| 1.29%| 0.29% 35
AP 25-29 2.78%| 0.90%| 215%| 2.82%| 3.75%| 5.41%| 6.08%| 8.34%| 4.94% 35
AP 30-34 8.89%| 529%| 7.09%| 8.92%| 11.27 %| 14.20 %| 16.96 %| 19.21 %| 13.87 % 35
AP 35-39 10.05%| 6.66 %| 9.86 %| 11.72%| 13.84 %| 15.00 %| 15.28 %| 17.22 %| 14.20 % 35
AP 40-44 13.47 %| 8.18%| 11.16 %| 11.82%| 13.69 %| 14.20 %| 15.38 %| 16.93 %| 13.75 % 35
AP 45-49 16.07 %| 11.24 %| 13.29 %| 13.81 %| 14.86 %| 16.03 %| 17.52 %| 20.78 %| 14.59 % 35
AP 50-54 23.74%| 11.51%| 12.66 %| 13.97 %| 15.31 %| 18.18 %| 20.32 %| 23.74 %| 14.91% 35
AP 55-59 16.09 %| 8.44%| 10.32%| 11.75%| 13.35%| 15.76 %| 18.16 %| 20.95 %| 12.55 % 35
AP 60-64 7.02%| 5.81%| 6.24%| 7.37%| 8.56%| 10.47 %| 11.59 %| 12.65%| 7.98% 35
AP 65+ 2.60%| 1.92%| 2.65%| 2.91%| 4.09%| 4.95%| 563%| 8.83%| 3.68% 35
Med Rec 40.63 33.00 35.07 36.00 39.00 41.60 45.78 48.00 na 27
Med Sep 47.19 36.63 39.06 40.40 44.73 49.03 50.51 53.15 na 32
Med Cur 49.73 42.00 44.00 45.88 47.00 49.03 50.86 53.30 na 32
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Senior Staff/Mgt

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

Age Profile

Attachment M
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||:| Top Quartile - Third Quartile . Second Quartile |:| First Quartile - @ University
ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
AP <25 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.11%| 0.03% 33
AP 25-29 0.00 %| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%]| 0.97%| 0.09% 33
AP 30-34 1.29%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 1.27%| 2.53%| 3.69%| 9.27%| 1.82% 34
AP 35-39 7.76 %| 0.00%| 0.34%| 1.77%| 4.33%| 6.43%| 7.75%| 14.68%| 4.94% 34
AP 40-44 517 %| 1.85%| 5.25%| 7.06%| 11.04 %| 13.45%| 15.42 %| 28.69 %| 10.74 % 35
AP 45-49 18.11 %| 5.66 %| 10.36 %| 14.10 %| 17.86 %| 20.52 %| 22.24 %| 30.89 %| 16.44 % 35
AP 50-54 13.58 %| 7.88 %| 16.60 %| 18.70 %| 21.69 %| 24.50 %| 29.92 %| 32.19 %| 21.69 % 35
AP 55-59 24.58 %| 5.06 %| 16.39 %| 19.85%| 24.40 %| 28.54 %| 30.16 %| 36.95 %| 22.98 % 35
AP 60-64 16.69 %| 4.32%| 8.01%| 10.82%| 13.12%| 17.91 %| 22.27 %| 27.14%| 14.35% 35
AP 65+ 517 %| 0.00%| 2.32%| 3.16%| 4.10%| 5.27%| 7.37%| 9.43%| 4.02% 35
Med Rec 50.06 43.00 45.52 46.93 50.00 53.00 54.50 58.00 na 25
Med Sep 55.72 50.00 52.00 52.88 56.88 60.00 61.50 64.00 na 32
Med Cur 55.21 47.20 51.57 52.00 53.02 55.00 55.99 57.50 na 32
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Length of Service Profile

Total Staff FTE of Length of Service Group
Total Staff FTE

DEFINITION

The length of service (LOS) profile shows the balance of organisational experience and fresh
talent. A higher proportion of staff with shorter LOS may suggest turnover/retention issues, but may
also reflect strategies to rejuvenate or expand the workforce. A higher proportion of longer term
employees may prompt consideration of issues including workforce regeneration, alignment of
capabillities, staff development and succession management. Alternatively a higher proportion of
longer term employees may reflect the high levels of job satisfaction, job security and successful
use of retention strategies.

Median LOS is the middle value of all LOS for current or separating staff. It is calculated by
arranging the values in ascending order and then selecting the one in the middle. The median is a
useful number in cases where the distribution has very large extreme values which would
otherwise skew the data. If for example, the median LOS for current employees is 3.5 years, half of
the employees in the sample exceed this length of service and half do not. This information is best
utilised when analysing like workforce groups, for example, academic staff.

Total

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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||:| Top Quartile - Third Quartile . Second Quartile |:| First Quartile - -@-  University |
ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample
LOS <1 15.38 %| 3.40%| 7.66%| 10.69 %| 12.76 %| 15.34 %| 16.78 %| 19.59 %| 13.10 % 34
LOS 1-3 21.27 %| 13.62%| 16.89 %| 18.06 %| 20.04 %| 22.62 %| 25.22 %| 29.90 %| 20.09 % 34
LOS 3-5 19.12 %| 11.77 %| 1317 %| 14.17 %| 14.98 %| 16.82 %| 18.85%| 23.46 %| 15.39 % 34
LOS 5-10 17.72%| 9.84 %| 17.02%| 18.72%| 21.11 %| 21.85%| 23.12 %| 31.98 %| 20.79 % 34
LOS 10-15 11.68 %| 7.89%| 9.59%| 10.91 %| 12.47 %| 14.16 %| 15.78 %| 17.69 %| 12.52 % 34
LOS 15-20 6.37 %| 3.18%| 5.43%| 6.27%| 7.53%| 8.65%| 11.28 %| 13.61%| 7.60 % 34
LOS 20-25 5.57 %| 0.00%| 4.48%| 4.78%| 5.89%| 6.95%| 8.19%| 10.92%| 5.90% 34
LOS 25-30 1.75%| 0.00%| 1.49%| 1.97%| 244%| 2.85%| 3.75%| 4.62%| 2.47% 34
LOS 30+ 1.14%| 0.00%| 0.77%| 1.15%| 1.63%| 2.54%| 3.13%| 546%| 1.99% 34
LOS Cur 4.18 3.02 4.00 4.35 5.00 6.00 6.90 8.97 na 31
LOS Sep 2.13 1.00 1.45 2.00 2.92 3.97 5.54 16.00 na 31
Universities HR Page 72 of 97

Benchmarking Program © 2004 - 2013




Male

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Length of Service Profile

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

Attachment M
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[T Top Quartie [ Third Quartie [l Second Quartie ] First Quartie ®  Universiy |
ECU  Min  10th  25th  50th  75h  90th  Max  Avg  Sample
LOS <1 11.90%| 3.36%| 6.75%| 8.74%| 11.57%| 13.36%| 15.53%| 17.89%| 11.97%| 34
LOS 1-3 18.55%| 12.01%| 15.06%| 17.30%| 18.81%| 20.51%| 26.05%| 20.26%| 18.83%| 34
LOS 3-5 17.10%| 10.19%| 11.65%| 13.39%| 14.20%| 15.69%| 16.99%| 21.23%| 14.30%| 34
LOS 5-10 16.90 % | 12.03%| 15.74%| 17.22%| 20.75%| 22.15%| 23.60%| 30.88%| 20.55%| 34
LOS 10-15 1411%| 881%| 9.88%| 11.10%| 12.70%| 14.34%| 16.04%| 17.82%| 12.94%| 34
LOS 15-20 9.03%| 2.64%| 5.66%| 7.01%| 8.42%| 9.42%| 10.71%| 1461%| 841%| 34
LOS 20-25 812%| 0.00%| 513%| 557%| 7.31%| 816%| 10.23%| 12.27%| 6.88%| 34
LOS 25-30 245%| 0.00%| 207%| 251%| 3.10%| 3.80%| 4.38%| 579%| 3.45%| 34
LOS 30+ 184%| 0.00%| 1.06%| 1.74%| 2.60%| 358%| 4.04%| 631%| 284%| 34
LOS Cur 540 370 460 500 600 681 so0of] 930 na 31
LOS Sep 281 1.00] 190 257 335 489 683 1500 na 31
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Female

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Length of Service Profile

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

Attachment M
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|D Top Quartie [ Third Quartie [I] Second Quartie[ ] First Quartie @ University |
ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg  Sample
LOS <1 17.62%| 3.43%| 820%| 10.41%| 14.55%| 16.00 %| 18.01%| 20.88 %| 14.00%| 34
LOS 1-3 23.02%| 12.86%| 17.28 %| 18.52 %| 20.62%| 23.80%| 27.78%| 30.33%| 21.10%| 34
LOS 3-5 2042 %| 12.81%| 13.67 %| 14.97 %| 15.65%| 17.53%| 19.97 %| 26.55%| 16.25%| 34
LOS 5-10 18.25%| 7.91%| 17.38%| 20.00%| 20.95%| 22.05%| 23.34 %| 32.63%| 2099%| 34
LOS 10-15 1011%| 6.30%| 9.23%| 9.92%| 12.42%| 14.06 %| 1551 %| 17.50 %| 12.19%| 34
LOS 15-20 465%| 3.22%| 455%| 523%| 7.19%| 869%| 1054%| 13.31%| 695%| 34
LOS 20-25 393%| 0.00%| 385%| 415%| 468%| 568%| 7.27%| 1001%| 511%| 34
LOS 25-30 1.30%| 0.00%| 069%| 1.32%| 1.69%| 244%| 318%| 394%| 193%| 34
LOS 30+ 069%| 000%| 031%| 071%| 102%| 157%| 234%| 471%| 132%| 34
LOS Cur 3.75 2.70 3.97 4.11 4.64 5.64 6.73 7.83| na 31
LOS Sep 1.81 1.00 1.58 1.96 2.82 3.88 527 1500 »na 30
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General Total

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Length of Service Profile

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

Attachment M
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||:| Top Quartile - Third Quartile - Second Quartile |:| First Quartile - @ University
ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample

LOS <1 18.14%| 1.28%| 6.66 %| 10.45%| 13.38 %| 15.91 %| 17.95%| 21.34%| 13.83 % 34
LOS 1-3 23.52%| 11.50 %| 16.34 %| 18.71 %| 20.01 %| 23.84 %| 27.36 %| 31.08 %| 20.29 % 34
LOS 3-5 18.98 %| 12.61 %| 13.85%| 14.53 %| 16.10 %| 17.88 %| 19.38 %| 24.84 %| 16.33 % 34
LOS 5-10 16.04 %| 3.46 %| 15.76 %| 18.22 %| 20.46 %| 21.83 %| 22.77 %| 36.05%| 20.33 % 34
LOS 10-15 9.93%| 6.68%| 8.86%| 10.27 %| 12.28 %| 14.25%| 15.16 %| 18.79 %| 12.27 % 34
LOS 15-20 590%| 231%| 448%| 6.03%| 7.12%| 8.42%| 10.46 %| 14.06%| 7.23% 34
LOS 20-25 4.67 %| 0.00%| 3.58%| 4.33%| 4.76%| 6.18%| 7.48%| 9.78%| 525% 34
LOS 25-30 2.05%| 0.00%| 0.64%| 1.64%| 1.99%| 2.68%| 3.47%| 542%| 2.20% 34
LOS 30+ 0.97 %| 0.00%| 0.50%| 0.98%)| 1.60%| 228%| 3.40%| 7.70%| 1.96% 34
LOS Cur 3.77 2.68 3.77 4.52 5.00 5.58 6.71 9.48 na 31
LOS Sep 1.84 1.00 1.48 2.02 2.44 3.32 4.46 9.29 na 30
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Academic Total

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Length of Service Profile

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

Attachment M
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||:| Top Quartile - Third Quartile - Second Quartile |:| First Quartile - @ University |
ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample

LOS <1 10.63 %| 5.22%| 6.68%| 8.66%| 12.03 %| 15.08 %| 16.58 %| 18.14 %| 12.48 % 34
LOS 1-3 18.23 %| 11.27 %| 15.20 %| 16.65 %| 19.38 %| 23.09 %| 26.00 %| 29.95%| 20.15 % 34
LOS 3-5 21.16 %| 10.31 %| 11.87 %| 13.22 %| 14.12%| 15.61 %| 19.39 %| 24.82 %| 14.33 % 34
LOS 5-10 20.72%| 16.09 %| 17.00 %| 18.94 %| 21.13 %| 23.82 %| 25.52 %| 27.29 %| 21.56 % 34
LOS 10-15 14.70 %| 6.55%| 9.85%| 10.88 %| 12.47 %| 13.86 %| 15.74 %| 21.18 %| 12.76 % 34
LOS 15-20 6.42%| 3.25%| 496%| 6.31%| 7.72%| 9.94%| 11.46 %| 14.92%| 7.85% 34
LOS 20-25 6.69 %| 0.00%| 4.37%| 5.53%| 6.74%| 8.00%| 9.36%| 17.33%| 6.48% 34
LOS 25-30 1.08%| 0.00%| 1.41%| 1.81%| 246%| 3.58%| 4.07%| 4.82%| 2.65% 34
LOS 30+ 1.08%| 0.00%| 0.69%| 1.14%| 1.62%| 2.51%| 2.89%| 3.44%| 1.91% 34
LOS Cur 4.80 3.00 3.70 4.35 5.50 6.74 7.80 9.12 na 31
LOS Sep 3.78 1.00 1.95 2.22 3.50 5.09 6.70 12.00 na 31
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Senior Staff/Mgt

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Length of Service Profile

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range

Attachment M
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||:| Top Quartile - Third Quartile - Second Quartile |:| First Quartile - @ University
ECU Min 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th Max Avg Sample

LOS <1 12.29%| 1.143%| 3.14%| 5.73%| 8.41%| 12.49 %| 15.56 %| 18.76 %| 8.43% 34
LOS 1-3 12.94 %| 5.05%| 9.00%| 12.09 %| 16.41 %| 21.32 %| 26.28 %| 53.75%| 16.15% 34
LOS 3-5 6.47%| 4.89%| 7.70%| 9.60%| 12.24 %| 14.51 %| 19.65%| 27.48 %| 12.17 % 34
LOS 5-10 18.76 %| 0.00 %| 12.98 %| 15.65%| 19.13 %| 23.78 %| 28.96 %| 40.98 %| 19.483 % 34
LOS 10-15 13.45%| 0.00%| 4.38%| 9.14%| 13.51 %| 16.10 %| 18.33 %| 22.26 %| 13.85% 34
LOS 15-20 12.29 %| 0.00 %| 4.60%| 8.41%| 10.66 %| 12.45%| 16.19 %| 17.95%| 10.71 % 34
LOS 20-25 9.70 %| 0.00%| 3.10%| 5.10%)| 8.63%| 10.93 %| 16.16 %| 17.40 %| 9.78 % 34
LOS 25-30 2.59%| 0.00%)| 0.23%| 2.30%| 4.14%| 5.64%| 8.15%| 15.72%| 4.66% 33
LOS 30+ 3.88%| 0.00%| 0.00%| 093%| 2.84%| 4.32%| 5.96%| 15.72%| 3.45% 34
LOS Cur 9.46 3.50 4.15 5.61 7.30 9.86 12.20 15.04 na 31
LOS Sep 2.73 1.29 3.90 5.77 8.60 13.13 15.87 35.30 na 31
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Employment Costs as a % of Revenue
Total Employment Costs (inc on costs)

Total Income

DEFINITION

This is the total cost of ongoing employment which includes remuneration, superannuation, payroll
tax, and other employee benefits and on-costs as a percentage of Total Revenue. If staff salaries
require too high a percentage of expenditure from the budgets of academic organisational units,
those units have less flexibility and less ability to meet other essential needs. Their capacity to
reach their goals is severely constrained. Salaries expenditure as a percentage of income will
generally be higher in faculties that do not require high expenditure on equipment and facilities.

ECU results versus Australian Universities

2012 Quartiles and Range Total (T)
0.80 0.70
|:| Top Quartile
0.70+ - Third Quartile 0.60 - University
0.60— [} - Second Quartile 0.50] @ 75th
0.50 [ ] FirstQuartie - 50th
° - 0.40 & 25th
0.40 N
B University 030
0.30
0.20
0.20
0.10 0.107
0.00 0.00

Empl Cost 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Min 10th 25th 50th 75th Max Avg
Empl Cost 60.61 %| 43.87 %| 47.93 %| 51.76 %| 54.73 %| 56.80 %| 60.59 %| 70.74 %| 53.79 % 33
Universities HR Page 78 of 97

Benchmarking Program © 2004 - 2013



Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Average Time Lost

Days Lost to WHS Incidents
Number of Lost Time Occurrences

DEFINITION

This index measures the average number of working days lost per lost time occurrence. It gives an
indication of the severity of WH&S incidents which occur in the university.

A low result may indicate that WH&S incidents in the university are relatively minor. However the
frequency of these occurrences should also be taken into consideration to gauge the overall health
of the workplace. A high result may indicate the university has experienced some major workplace

incidents causing injury/disease/fatality. This may highlight the need to instigate more effective
preventative and rehabilitative measures or revise current WH&S practices.

ECU results versus Australian Universities

2012 Quartiles and Range Total (T)
20.00 35.00
|:| Top Quartile
00.00-— | - Third Quartile 30.00 4/.\'/ ® - University
- Second Quartile 25.00] @ 75th
80.00—— —|[] First Quartile - 50th
20.00 @ 25th
60.00— — versi
B University 15.00—
40.001— | 10.00—
0.00 = 0.00

ATL

25th

2008 2009 2010 2011

2012

50th 75th Max

Avg

ATL 6.13

11.10

18.00 31.09 52.92] 105.65 27.14 33
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

WH&S Compensation Costs as a percentage of Employment Costs

WH&S Compensation Costs
Employment Costs

DEFINITION
This measure shows the WH&S compensation cost as a proportion of total employment costs.

The results can be affected by factors such as state authority calculations, self insurance, level of
wages as well as prior history of claims.

ECU results versus Australian Universities Total (T)
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

DEFINITION

The WH&S Incidence Rate measures the number of workplace health and safety related
occurrences per 100 employees. This measure should be viewed in conjunction with the Average
Time Lost Rate to get a better picture of the overall safety of the university.

WHA&S Incident Rate

Number of Lost Time Occurrences (Count)
University Employees (Headcount)

Attachment M

A low rate may indicate that the university has effective workplace health and safety practices in
place. A high rate may indicate issues with the university's WH&S approaches and function. This
may also put upward pressure on worker's compensation premiums.

ECU results versus Australian Universities
2012 Quartiles and Range
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Attachment M

Section 4
Detailed Data Tables

The results of your University compared with all Australian Universities
Includes year-on-year data and sample size
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Detailed Data Tables

Attachment M

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Kind (Excluding Casuals)

ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012| 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
General Total 60.72% [ 59.37% [ 59.10% [ 60.68% | 62.15% | 55.46% | 55.37% | 55.39% | 55.59% | 55.91Y 36 37 37 36 36
Academic Total 34.17% [ 35.57% | 36.30% | 34.84% | 33.21% | 41.09% | 40.94% | 40.96% | 40.76% | 40.53Y 36 37 37 36 36
Senior Staff/Mgt 5.10% | 5.06% | 4.60% | 4.48% | 4.64% | 3.45% | 3.70% | 3.65% | 3.65% | 3.55%| 36 37 37 36 36
Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Kind (Including Casuals)
ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
General Total 57.15% [ 55.51% | 55.05% | 56.76% | 58.17% | 53.73% | 53.52% | 53.42% | 53.29% | 53.58Y 32 33 33 33 33
Academic Total 38.39% [40.05% [41.00% | 39.38% | 37.86% | 43.28% | 43.31% | 43.65% | 43.70% | 43.37Y 32 33 32 33 33
Senior Staff/Mgt 4.46% | 4.44% | 3.95% | 3.86% | 3.97% | 2.99% | 3.17% | 3.06% | 3.01% | 3.05%| 32 33 32 33 33
Workforce Profile: Composition by Faculty and Division (Excluding Casuals)
ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012| 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty-Total 57.81% [ 58.96% | 58.62% | 55.88% | 54.63% | 65.13% | 64.93% | 65.08% | 64.96% | 64.99Y 34 34 35 33 33
Division - Total 42.19% | 41.04% | 41.38% | 44.12% | 45.37% | 34.87% | 35.07% | 34.92% | 35.04% | 35.019 34 34 35 33 33
Workforce Profile: Composition by Faculty and Division (Including Casuals)
ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 60.62% [61.61% |62.91% [ 59.12% | 57.99% | 65.23% | 66.05% | 66.47% | 66.56% | 66.87Y 31 32 33 32 31
Division - Total 39.38% [ 38.39% | 37.09% | 40.88% | 42.01% | 34.77% | 33.95% | 33.53% | 33.44% | 33.13Y 31 32 33 32 31

Workforce Profile of Faculty: Composition by Employment Kind (Excluding Casuals)

ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - General 38.73% | 37.93% | 36.83% | 35.64% | 36.92% | 36.81% | 37.03% | 36.78% [ 37.23% | 37.73% 34 34 34 33 33
Faculty - Academic |61.27% |62.07% |63.17% | 64.36% | 63.08% | 63.19% | 62.97% | 63.22% | 62.77% |62.27% 34 34 34 33 33

Workforce Profile of Faculty: Composition by Employment Kind (Including Casuals)

ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - General 35.39% | 34.12% | 32.38% | 32.39% | 33.09% | 35.86% | 35.57% | 35.31% [ 35.16% | 35.85% 30 31 31 31 30
Faculty - Academic |64.61% |65.88% |67.62% |67.61% |66.91% | 64.14% | 64.43% | 64.69% | 64.84% [64.15% 30 31 31 31 30
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Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Fixed Term)

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Detailed Data Tables

Attachment M

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty-Total 29.82% [ 34.80% [ 29.19% [ 13.42% | 14.37% | 39.64% | 42.46% | 38.38% | 39.97% | 41.04% 34 33 34 33 33
Division - Total 21.22% [ 19.33% | 19.55% | 25.26% [ 23.11% | 21.79% | 24.62% | 23.68% | 23.98% | 23.64%| 34 33 34 33 33
HEW 1 15.74% | 0.00% | 5.25% | 0.00% | 0.00% |45.36% |39.33% |37.53% [43.66% | 41.59% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 2 41.16% | 83.33% | 0.00% |37.50% | 100% |[27.89% |27.71% [30.49% [27.58% | 26% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 3 41.40% | 32.76% | 25.92% | 35.88% | 26.25% | 26.22% | 27.72% | 27.51% [ 30.13% | 27.33%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 4 29.90% [ 31.78% | 28.71% | 31.01% | 33.05% [ 29.26% | 31.88% [ 31.51% | 32.19% | 30.01%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 5 27.59% [ 33.88% | 23.89% | 23.02% | 32.91% [ 30.32% | 32.58% | 32.55% | 33.44% | 32.55% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 26.75% [ 23.05% [ 16.24% [ 25.80% | 24.57% | 26.11% | 28.32% | 28.88% | 30.02% | 29.59% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 7 13.81% | 8.62% |13.73% | 17.18% | 26.82% | 23.68% | 26.70% | 27.37% | 28.36% | 28.69%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 8 11.84% [ 14.85% [ 16.01% | 14.86% | 23.55% | 21.41% | 24.42% | 25.67% | 26.18% | 25.11% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 9 15.86% | 14.49% | 19.07% | 18.82% | 22.27% | 18.37% [ 21.63% [ 22.39% | 24.16% | 23.04% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 1-5 30.90% [ 32.77% | 26.07% | 27.90% | 32.29% [ 29.46% | 31.57% | 31.54% | 32.57% | 31.06%| 35 36 36 35 36
General Total 25.15% [ 25.05% | 21.80% | 24.16% | 28.56% | 26.77% | 28.96% [ 29.31% | 30.15% | 29.38%| 36 37 37 36 36
Academic A 61.38% [ 71.09% [ 70.78% [ 67.27% | 56.62% | 84.81% | 86.74% | 85.81% | 86.15% | 86.68% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic B 31.06% [ 39.34% | 41.59% | 38.99% | 37.82% [ 43.01% | 46.21% [ 46.25% | 46.71% | 45.90%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic C 9.75% [12.94% | 11.49% | 11.60% | 12.87% | 21.70% | 23.81% | 24.97% | 25.93% | 25.59% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic D 7.80% | 4.00% | 6.32% |10.50% [ 17.09% | 19.06% | 21.14% [ 21.19% | 22.00% | 22.22% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic E 16.59% | 22.64% | 22.54% | 12.39% | 24.66% | 25.04% [ 26.21% [ 26.72% | 27.26% | 26.89% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic Total 26.11% [ 31.72% | 31.53% | 30.55% | 29.25% | 41.38% | 43.55% [ 43.26% | 43.35% | 43.05%| 36 37 37 36 36
Senior Staff/Mgt 39.15% [45.37% | 43.53% | 52.88% | 55.37% | 54.08% | 52.43% [ 50.86% | 52.82% | 54.07% 36 37 37 36 36
Total 26.19% [ 28.45% [ 26.33% [ 27.68% | 30.03% | 33.71% | 35.80% | 35.81% | 36.36% | 35.80% 36 37 37 36 36
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |37.72% |37.12% | 38.48% | 35.67% | 37.61%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 and Above 18.02% | 15.79% | 15.69% | 19.45% | 24.58% | 24.26% | 26.82% | 27.62% | 28.48% | 28.21%| 35 36 36 35 36
Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Ongoing)

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 70.18% [65.20% | 64.16% | 45.98% | 45.60% | 59.62% | 58.20% | 56.59% | 55.17% | 56.44%| 34 33 34 33 33
Division - Total 78.78% [ 80.67% | 83.84% | 79.04% | 72.35% | 77.87% | 80.42% | 76.87% | 76.13% | 76.53% 34 33 34 33 33
HEW 1 84.26% | 100% [94.75%| 100% | 100% |53.51% | 61% |62.47%| 57% 58% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 2 58.84% [ 16.67% | 100% |62.50% | 0.00% [71.70% |72.21% | 70% |72.43%|74.23%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 3 58.62% [67.22% | 74.09% | 64.12% | 73.77% | 73.65% | 72.26% | 72.49% | 69.88% | 72.66% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 4 70.10% [ 68.22% [ 71.29% [ 68.99% | 66.95% | 70.66% | 68.12% | 68.48% | 67.79% | 69.99% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 5 72.40% [66.12% | 76.11% | 76.98% | 67.09% | 69.42% | 67.50% | 67.44% | 66.62% | 67.46%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 73.25% [ 76.95% | 83.75% | 74.19% | 75.43% | 73.62% | 71.67% [ 71.11% | 69.92% | 70.41%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 7 86.19% [ 91.39% | 86.27% | 82.81% [ 73.18% | 76.12% | 73.29% [ 72.61% | 71.61% | 71.31% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 8 88.16% [ 85.15% [ 83.99% [ 85.14% | 76.45% | 78.36% | 75.58% | 74.30% | 73.83% | 74.89% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 9 84.14% [ 85.51% | 80.93% | 81.18% | 77.73% [ 81.13% | 78.39% | 77.61% | 75.80% | 76.96%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 1-5 69.10% [67.23% | 73.94% | 72.10% [ 67.71% | 70.34% | 68.46% | 68.45% | 67.46% | 68.94% 35 36 36 35 36
General Total 74.85% [ 74.95% [ 78.20% ( 75.72% | 71.35% | 73.00% | 71.05% | 70.68% | 69.84% | 70.62% 36 37 37 36 36
Academic A 38.62% [ 28.91% | 29.22% | 32.73% [ 43.38% [ 15.21% | 13.27% [ 14.17% | 13.90% | 13.34%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic B 68.94% [60.66% | 58.40% | 61.01% [ 62.18% | 56.83% | 53.79% [ 53.90% | 53.25% | 54.09%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic C 90.25% [ 87.06% | 88.51% | 88.40% [ 87.13% | 78.08% | 76.20% | 74.81% | 74.09% | 74.41% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic D 92.20% [ 96.00% | 93.68% [ 89.70% | 86.80% | 79.88% | 78.88% | 78.81% | 78.06% | 77.82% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic E 83.41% [ 77.36% | 77.46% | 87.61% [ 82.19% | 74.65% | 73.85% | 73.68% | 72.66% | 73.14%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic Total 73.89% [68.28% |68.47% | 69.47% | 71.47% | 58.36% | 56.46% | 56.78% | 56.65% | 56.96% 36 37 37 36 36
Senior Staff/Mgt 60.85% [ 54.63% [ 56.47% [ 48.63% | 39.46% | 44.43% | 47.21% | 48.43% | 46.53% | 45.49% 36 37 37 36 36
Total 73.81% [ 71.55% | 73.67% | 72.33% [ 69.91% | 66.00% | 64.20% [64.17% | 63.61% | 64.19%| 36 37 37 36 36
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |61.80% |62.93% [61.52% |64.22% |62.34%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 and Above 81.98% (84.21% | 84.31% | 80.29% | 75.22% | 75.46% | 73.18% [ 72.37% | 71.48% | 71.79% 35 36 36 35 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Detailed Data Tables

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Full Time)

Attachment M

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty-Total 84.12% [ 82.35% [ 82.49% [ 81.55% | 81.56% | 86.57% | 86.75% | 86.00% | 85.73% | 81.96% 34 33 34 33 33
Division - Total 85.56% [ 86.13% | 85.63% | 86.02% | 83.58% | 87.15% | 87.29% | 87.36% | 86.77% | 88.67%| 34 33 34 33 33
HEW 1 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% [62.20% |54.20% |56.36% |60.72% | 62.02% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 2 32.15% | 0.00% | 100% [62.50% | 0.00% |68.22% |67.02% | 64% |62.57% |64.63% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 3 65.65% [ 59.30% | 63.14% | 61.75% [ 57.11% | 77.24% | 77.61% [ 76.67% | 75.09% | 75.98% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 4 74.54% (80.18% | 74.97% | 73.43% | 71.48% | 80.09% | 79.39% [ 79.11% | 79.02% | 78.66%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 5 83.98% [ 76.14% | 81.98% | 84.18% | 82.56% | 83.44% | 83.69% [ 83.10% | 82.59% | 82.76% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 83.56% [ 83.47% [ 84.15% [ 85.49% | 84.91% | 86.20% | 86.45% | 86.04% | 85.13% | 85.36% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 7 86.48% [ 88.67% | 88.29% | 87.68% | 80.04% | 88.15% | 88.02% | 87.76% | 87.14% | 86.12%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 8 89.08% [ 90.57% | 90.44% | 88.22% | 88.76% | 89.90% | 89.71% | 89.25% | 88.52% | 88.07% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 9 87.82% [89.37% [ 87.19% [ 91.40% | 88.80% | 92.16% | 93.17% | 92.46% | 91.96% | 91.90% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 1-5 76.14% [ 74.51% | 75.57% | 76.27% | 74.84% | 80.50% | 80.53% [ 80.07% | 79.68% | 80.02%| 35 36 36 35 36
General Total 80.64% [ 80.38% | 80.49% | 81.19% | 79.81% | 84.63% | 84.92% | 84.66% | 84.28% | 84.31% 36 37 37 36 36
Academic A 80.81% [80.97% [ 73.86% | 77.93% | 81.22% | 81.59% | 81.64% | 81.83% | 82.12% | 82.90% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic B 89.91% [ 88.24% | 86.97% | 84.29% | 87.27% | 87.01% | 86.90% | 86.67% | 86.16% | 86.14%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic C 94.93% [91.76% | 93.92% | 92.20% | 88.37% | 91.54% | 91.02% [ 90.14% | 90.34% | 90.54%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic D 91.31% [ 89.41% | 92.63% | 91.09% | 93.20% | 92.28% | 92.65% [ 92.86% | 92.70% | 91.35% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic E 92.68% [ 87.90% [ 91.55% [ 85.47% | 89.04% | 91.92% | 92.51% | 92.40% | 91.86% | 91.57% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic Total 90.41% [ 88.47% | 88.40% | 86.56% | 87.70% | 88.12% | 88.13% [ 87.98% | 87.91% | 87.91%| 36 37 37 36 36
Senior Staff/Mgt 95.24% [ 93.16% | 91.60% | 91.78% | 85.38% | 95.56% | 96.34% | 96.26% | 95.78% | 96.00% 36 37 37 36 36
Total 84.73% [ 83.90% | 83.87% [ 83.53% | 82.69% | 86.44% | 86.66% | 86.44% | 86.18% | 86.19% 36 37 37 36 36
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 100% |94.39% |93.74% [94.59% |93.76% | 93% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 and Above 86.21% [ 87.42% | 87.51% | 87.39% | 85.12% | 88.51% | 88.62% | 88.30% | 87.62% | 87.32%| 35 36 36 35 36
Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Part Time)

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 15.88% | 17.65% [ 17.51% | 18.44% [ 10.21% | 13.58% | 13.91% | 13.05% | 14.34% | 13.52%| 34 33 34 33 33
Division - Total 14.44% 1 13.87% [ 14.21% | 13.98% | 9.91% | 13.00% | 13.46% | 12.73% [ 13.13% | 13.93% 34 33 34 33 33
HEW 1 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 37% 46% 43% 40% 38% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 2 67.85% | 100% | 0.00% |{37.50% | 100% [31.47%| 33% ([36.20% |37.45%| 35% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 3 34.35% [40.70% | 36.87% | 38.25% | 42.89% | 22.63% | 22.35% | 23.35% | 24.91% | 24.02% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 4 25.46% [ 19.82% [ 25.03% [ 26.57% | 28.52% | 19.82% | 20.61% | 20.87% | 20.94% | 21.33% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 5 16.02% | 23.86% | 18.02% | 15.82% [ 17.44% | 16.31% | 16.38% [ 16.90% | 17.47% | 17.20%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 16.44% | 16.53% | 15.85% | 14.50% | 15.09% | 13.52% | 13.51% | 13.94% | 14.83% | 14.68%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 7 13.52%(11.33% [ 11.71% | 12.31% | 19.96% | 11.70% | 11.97% | 12.22% [ 12.83% | 13.90% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 8 10.92% | 9.43% | 9.56% | 11.78% | 11.24% | 9.80% [10.27% {10.73% [ 11.49% | 11.93% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 9 12.18% [ 10.63% [ 12.81% | 8.60% [ 11.20% | 7.40% | 6.84% | 7.54% | 8.02% | 8.13% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 1-5 23.86% [ 25.49% | 24.43% | 23.73% [ 25.16% | 19.31% | 19.49% [ 19.92% | 20.35% | 19.96% 35 36 36 35 36
General Total 19.36% | 19.62% | 19.52% | 18.81% [ 20.19% | 15.14% [ 15.08% [ 15.33% | 15.72% | 15.69% 36 37 37 36 36
Academic A 19.19% [ 19.03% | 26.14% | 22.07% | 18.78% | 18.40% | 18.35% [ 18.17% | 17.93% | 17.11%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic B 10.09% | 11.76% | 13.03% | 15.71% [ 12.73% | 12.83% | 13.09% | 13.47% | 13.80% | 13.85%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic C 5.07% | 8.24% | 6.08% | 7.80% [11.63% | 8.24% | 8.99% | 9.64% | 9.68% | 9.46% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic D 8.69% [10.59% | 7.37% | 9.11% [10.68% | 6.52% | 7.12% | 7.12% | 7.37% | 8.69% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic E 7.32% [12.10% | 8.45% |14.53% [ 17.81% | 7.32% | 7.55% | 7.66% | 7.98% | 8.47% 35 36 36 35 36
Academic Total 9.59% [11.53% | 11.60% | 13.46% | 13.02% | 11.55% | 11.85% | 12.02% | 12.08% | 12.10% 36 37 37 36 36
Senior Sl‘aff/Mgt 4.76% | 6.84% | 8.40% | 8.22% | 9.44% | 3.15% | 3.30% | 3.32% | 3.77% | 3.57% 36 37 37 36 36
Total 15.27%{16.10% [ 16.13% | 16.47% [ 17.31% | 13.25% | 13.32% [ 13.53% | 13.80% | 13.80%| 36 37 37 36 36
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 100% | 0.00% | 5.07% | 6.32% | 5.41% 6% 6.62% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 and Above 13.79% [ 12.58% [ 12.49% | 12.61% | 14.88% | 11.22% | 11.37% | 11.68% [ 12.36% | 12.70% 35 36 36 35 36
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Detailed Data Tables

Distribution of Classifications (FTE)

Attachment M

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
HEW 1 0.36% | 0.41% | 0.41% | 0.36% | 0.35% | 0.73% | 0.50% | 0.49% | 0.49% | 0.39% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 2 0.35% | 0.21% | 0.11% | 0.16% | 0.10% | 1.69% | 1.53% | 1.35% | 1.19% | 1.03% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 3 9.48% | 8.01% | 9.08% | 6.39% | 4.57% | 7.53% | 6.48% | 5.81% | 5.43% | 4.74% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 4 22.44% | 22.89% | 24.88% | 24.54% | 22.17% | 16.72% | 15.38% | 14.78% [ 13.80% | 13.12%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 5 22.70% | 23.04% [ 24.39% | 24.29% | 24.46% | 22.18% | 22.23% | 22.27% [ 21.83% | 21.92%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 15.59% [ 15.78% | 12.87% | 14.09% | 14.68% | 18.89% | 19.77% | 19.89% [ 19.90% [ 20.19%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 7 14.27% [ 13.64% | 12.36% | 12.24% | 13.88% | 14.16% | 14.74% | 15.31% [ 16.19% | 16.60%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 8 10.89% [ 11.56% | 11.97% | 12.16% | 13.06% [ 10.22% | 11.06% | 11.29% | 11.88% | 12.16%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 9 3.92% | 4.47% | 3.93% | 5.65% | 6.64% | 5.37% | 5.63% | 5.90% | 5.92% | 6.22% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 1-5 55.33% | 54.55% | 58.87% | 55.75% | 51.64% | 48.85% | 46.11% | 44.71% [ 42.74% | 41.20%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic A 14.08% [ 12.68% | 10.87% | 12.44% | 9.13% [19.62% | 19.31% [ 18.44% | 17.59% | 17.62%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic B 42.20% [43.90% | 44.75% | 44.13% | 45.59% | 34.24% | 34.46% | 34.74% | 34.70% | 34.21%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic C 30.80% | 30.63% | 31.13% | 30.40% | 30.69% | 24.07% | 24.08% | 24.01% | 24.14% | 24.02%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic D 8.87% | 7.66% | 8.29% | 8.90% | 9.31% [11.85% | 11.60% [11.79% | 11.97% | 12.13%| 35 36 36 35 36
Academic E 4.05% | 5.12% | 4.96% | 4.13% | 5.28% | 10.22% [10.54% | 11.02% | 11.60% | 12.02%| 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.11% | 0.10% | 2.52% | 2.69% | 2.90% | 3.38% | 3.63% 35 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 and Above 44.67% |45.45% | 41.13% | 44.25% | 48.36% | 51.15% | 53.89% | 55.29% | 57.26% | 58.80%| 35 36 36 35 36
Female Participation

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 56.03% | 56.04% | 58.80% | 59.91% | 59.87% |51.19% | 51.80% | 52.46% | 52.67% | 53.06%| 34 34 35 33 33
Division - Total 59.94% |60.96% | 60.93% | 61.55% | 61.88% [58.60% | 59.03% | 59.13% | 59.68% | 59.66%| 34 34 35 33 33
HEW 1 70.68% |67.82% [ 62.99% | 66.67% | 66.48% |67.80% | 69.05% | 73.66% | 69.36% | 65.83%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 2 23.15%|10.94% | 100% | 100% | 100% [56.20% |55.24% | 58% 59% 62% 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 3 69.51% |69.33% [ 65.29% | 58.04% | 56.83% |62.76% | 61.73% | 61.92% | 62.53% | 62.77%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 4 80.73% | 84.01% | 87.85% | 85.05% | 84.53% (75.59% | 75.47% | 75.46% | 75.90% | 75.66%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 5 71.13% | 70.68% | 71.62% | 72.32% | 71.42% |71.31% | 71.87% | 72.59% | 72.60% | 73.16%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 68.18% |66.91% [ 63.18% | 61.74% | 63.52% |62.41% | 63.71% | 64.87% | 65.61% | 65.99%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW7 48.58% [ 52.34% | 50.81% [ 58.74% | 62.24% |55.91% | 57.39% | 57.67% | 59.40% | 59.98%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 8 53.27% | 50.79% | 54.24% | 51.48% | 57.76% |51.18% | 52.89% | 53.40% | 53.86% | 54.50%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 9 47.88% |49.76% | 48.77% | 51.97% | 50.79% |49.54% | 49.54% | 49.32% | 51.56% | 51.74%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 1-5 74.44% | 75.83% | 77.50% | 76.33% | 75.78% [70.90% | 71.06% | 71.71% | 71.97% | 72.40%| 34 36 36 35 36
General Total 66.43% |67.16% [ 68.44% | 67.73% | 68.01% |63.52% | 63.81% | 64.21% | 64.62% | 64.80%| 35 37 37 36 36
Academic A 51.88% |51.28% [ 50.87% | 55.23% | 53.84% |53.33% | 53.51% | 53.06% | 52.76% | 51.59%| 34 36 36 35 36
Academic B 51.98% | 53.05% | 56.63% | 56.74% | 58.35% |49.54% | 50.15% | 50.98% | 50.76% | 51.37%| 34 36 36 35 36
Academic C 40.59% | 38.65% | 43.01% [ 41.40% | 44.60% |38.31% | 39.75% | 41.10% | 41.98% [ 42.04%| 34 36 36 35 36
Academic D 34.30% | 39.53% [ 35.79% | 42.57% | 44.47% |28.29% | 30.24% | 31.94% | 33.02% | 34.34%| 34 36 36 35 36
Academic E 20.00% |29.89% [ 29.93% | 34.19% | 34.25% |20.41% | 21.44% | 22.14% | 23.42% | 24.15%| 34 36 36 35 36
Academic Total 45.59% [ 46.19% | 48.71% [ 49.70% | 51.15% |42.15% | 42.97% | 43.59% | 43.71% [ 43.83%| 35 37 37 36 36
Senior Staff/Mgt 34.52% | 34.73% [ 34.16% | 34.93% | 32.86% |35.21% | 35.94% | 35.47% | 34.48% | 34.96%| 35 37 37 36 36
Total 57.68% | 58.06% | 59.70% | 59.98% | 60.78% |53.77% | 54.25% | 54.72% | 55.00% | 55.24%| 35 37 37 36 36
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |81.82% | 0.00% |46.06% |47.36% | 48.79% | 49.71% | 50.82%| 34 36 36 35 36
HEW 6 and Above 56.50% | 56.75% | 55.48% | 56.89% | 59.72% (56.22% | 57.46% | 58.03% | 59.03% | 59.48%| 34 36 36 35 36
HR Function Staffing Ratio

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Total 1.60% | 1.60% | 1.67% | 1.67% | 1.62% | 1.84% | 1.82% | 1.88% | 1.89% | 1.94% 35 36 36 35 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Indigenous Staffing (Aust

Detailed Data Tables

Attachment M

ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 1.35% | 1.41% | 1.50% | 1.73% | 1.27% | 0.88 % | 0.79 % | 0.76 % | 0.77 % | 0.83 %> 13 30 31 30 32
Division - Total 1.00% | 0.55% | 0.68% | 1.01% | 0.61% | 1.53% [ 1.13% [ 1.36 % | 1.34 % | 1.34 % | 13 30 31 30 32
HEW 1-5 2.03% | 1.92% | 1.63% | 2.15% | 2.04% | 1.88 % | 1.47 % | 1.52% [ 1.71 % | 1.64 % | 14 33 32 32 34
General Total 1.55% | 1.28% | 1.46% | 1.87% | 1.69% | 1.34% [ 1.11% [1.16 % | 1.22% | 1.23 % | 14 33 32 33 35
Academic A 1.20% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.22% | 0.00% | 1.97 % | 0.98 % | 0.83 % | 0.96 % | 1.01 % 14 33 32 32 34
Academic B 0.86% | 1.11% | 1.05% | 0.70% | 1.08% | 1.13 % | 1.00 % | 1.07 % [ 1.07 % | 1.09 % | 14 33 32 32 34
Academic C 0.62% | 0.55% | 0.53% | 0.54% | 0.55% | 0.68 % | 0.64 % | 0.64 % | 0.64 % | 0.61 % | 14 33 32 32 34
Academic D 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.75 % | 0.65 % | 0.72 % | 0.62 % | 0.69 % 14 33 32 32 34
Academic E 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |0.26 % | 0.39 % | 0.48 % [ 0.41 % | 0.49 % | 14 33 32 32 34
Academic Total 0.73% | 0.65% | 0.63% | 0.64% | 0.66% | 1.05% | 0.81 % | 0.82% [ 0.80 % | 0.84 %| 14 33 32 33 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 0.00% | 1.20% | 1.30% | 1.30% | 1.27% [ 0.72 % | 0.68 % | 0.56 % | 0.69 % | 0.84 % 14 32 32 32 33
Total 1.21% | 1.06% | 1.16% | 1.42% | 1.34% | 1.20 % | 0.97 % | 1.00 % | 1.03 % | 1.05 % 14 33 33 34 35
HEW 6 and Above 0.91% | 0.43% | 1.19% | 1.47% | 1.28% | 0.78 % | 0.77 % | 0.85% | 0.88 % | 0.93 % | 14 33 32 32 34
Total Turnover

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 21.67% | 17.22% | 21.05% | 21.46% | 8.20% |18.22% [17.51% |17.66% | 16.72% | 15.69%| 32 33 33 33 33
Division - Total 28.80% | 16.85% | 20.54% | 21.14% | 7.66% |16.63% [15.13% |16.99% | 15.35% | 15.44%| 32 33 33 33 33
HEW 1 0.00% | 0.00% |14.29% | 0.00% | 0.00% [28.39% |31.46% |28.10% |23.70% | 29.86%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 2 57.14%|83.33% | 100% | 150% |50.00% |24.66% |26.36% | 32% | 24% [28.81%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 3 44.14% | 26.36% | 30.83% | 46.91% | 30.30% [ 24.68% |23.18% |24.10% | 24.72% | 25.88%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 4 27.20% | 24.70% | 32.62% | 26.30% | 21.30% | 22.84% | 20.08% | 21.18% [ 21.21% | 21.24%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 5 28.38% | 15.95% [ 26.97% | 23.90% | 12.54% | 20.71% | 19.01% | 21.32% [ 19.30% | 19.38%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 6 27.39% | 20.24% | 18.05% | 22.22% | 14.29% | 17.44% | 15.72% | 16.68% | 15.52% | 15.84%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 7 26.06% | 15.33% | 20.00% | 22.39% | 15.53% | 15.51% | 13.74% | 15.65% | 14.03% [ 13.57%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 8 26.67% | 12.07% [ 15.25% | 12.50% | 16.67% | 15.13% | 13.20% | 14.32% [ 13.73% | 12.97%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 9 24.32%|27.27% | 10.26% | 22.03% | 6.94% | 13.54% |13.53% | 14.46% | 14.18% [ 13.07%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 1-5 30.91%|21.73% | 29.97% | 28.00% | 18.18% | 22.35% | 20.40% | 22.09% | 20.94% | 21.14%| 34 35 35 34 35
General Total 29.04% | 19.89% [ 25.05% | 24.42% | 16.39% | 19.22% | 17.32% | 18.69% | 17.46% | 17.22%| 35 36 36 35 35
Academic A 28.92% | 25.61% [ 20.78% | 32.93% | 8.77% |33.47% | 33.86% |34.77% |31.62% 29.93%| 34 35 35 34 35
Academic B 20.17%|13.70% | 16.38% | 16.90% | 7.17% | 16.23% |15.29% | 15.57% | 15.01% | 14.47%| 34 35 35 34 35
Academic C 10.49% | 8.29% | 9.63% | 9.78% | 6.59% | 9.98% | 9.87% [10.38% | 9.64% | 8.84% | 34 35 35 34 35
Academic D 21.74% | 0.00% [13.73%|23.53% | 9.26% | 8.73% | 8.94% | 9.10% | 8.53% | 8.11% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic E 13.04% | 5.88% | 16.13%|12.00% | 0.00% | 8.73% | 9.24% | 9.23% | 8.79% | 8.34% | 34 35 35 34 35
Academic Total 18.46% | 12.23% | 14.69% | 17.25% | 6.98% | 16.89% | 16.39% | 16.55% |15.28% | 14.47%| 35 36 36 35 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 10.26% | 15.66% | 11.69% | 9.09% | 8.86% [10.29% | 9.53% | 9.89% | 8.90% |10.50%| 35 36 36 35 35
Total 24.67% | 17.07% [ 20.84% | 21.32% | 13.03% | 17.98% | 16.68% | 17.52% | 16.29% | 15.89%| 35 36 36 35 35
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |15.40% |14.63% | 16.21% | 14.30% | 14.68%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 6 and Above 26.53% (17.42% [ 17.14% | 19.54% | 14.29% | 15.95% | 14.39% | 15.66% | 14.67% | 14.25%| 34 35 35 34 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Detailed Data Tables

Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover

Attachment M

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 11.15% | 7.34% | 7.95% [ 10.01% | 3.80% | 9.90% | 7.89% | 8.58% | 8.29% | 7.29% 32 33 34 33 33
Division - Total 17.34%| 6.91% | 9.80% |12.53%| 2.07% | 11.17% | 8.48% [10.02% | 9.45% | 8.23% 32 33 34 33 33
HEW 1 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% [20.38% |17.65% |16.80% | 13.97% | 14.75% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 2 42.86% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 150% [50.00% |12.80% [10.43% (12.49% | 11% |15.71% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 3 14.41% | 5.45% | 9.17% | 17.28% | 15.15% | 14.08% | 10.73% [ 11.60% | 11.68% | 10.95%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 4 16.32%(10.12% | 15.41% | 14.19% | 14.44% | 14.63% | 10.57% [ 12.13% | 12.13% | 10.72%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 5 10.92% | 8.95% [10.86% |13.60% | 8.01% |12.10% | 8.98% |11.63% [11.00% | 10.11% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 6 13.38% | 7.14% | 6.77% [ 16.34% | 10.12% | 10.90% | 8.23% | 9.61% | 9.33% | 8.52% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 7 18.31%| 9.49% | 6.15% | 8.96% |10.56% | 10.63% | 8.05% | 9.46% | 8.72% | 7.70% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 8 16.19% | 4.31% [(11.02% | 7.03% [ 12.50% | 10.95% | 7.11% | 9.39% | 8.79% | 7.54% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 9 18.92% | 9.09% | 5.13% [ 16.95% | 5.56% | 10.03% | 8.25% | 9.47% | 9.95% | 7.96% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 1-5 14.02% | 8.63% [12.31%|14.62% | 11.60% | 13.44% | 9.93% [11.89% |11.54% | 10.61%| 34 35 35 34 35
General Total 14.91% | 8.07% [10.51% | 13.41% | 10.98% | 12.16% | 8.97% [10.65% | 10.24% | 9.15% 35 36 36 35 35
Academic A 14.46% | 4.88% | 6.49% [13.41%| 1.75% | 13.61% {11.14% [ 11.80% | 10.83% | 9.80% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic B 11.59% | 5.19% | 6.62% | 7.04% | 2.87% | 8.23% | 6.76% | 7.18% | 6.63% | 6.25% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic C 9.26% | 5.52% | 3.21% | 4.35% | 2.75% | 6.38% | 5.50% | 5.90% | 5.95% | 5.24% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic D 21.74% | 0.00% | 9.80% |15.69% | 5.56% | 5.73% | 5.55% | 5.96% | 5.35% | 5.16% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic E 8.70% | 0.00% | 6.45% | 8.00% | 0.00% | 6.29% | 5.97% | 6.16% | 5.96% | 5.24% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic Total 12.07% | 4.57% | 5.85% | 7.83% | 2.82% | 8.40% | 7.13% | 7.49% | 7.00% | 6.41% 35 36 36 35 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 10.26% | 14.46% | 6.49% | 3.90% | 6.33% | 7.67% | 6.56% | 6.48% | 6.17% | 6.56% 35 36 36 35 35
Total 13.75% | 7.16% | 8.70% [ 11.10% | 8.15% | 10.47% | 8.13% | 9.22% | 8.79% | 7.95% 35 36 36 35 35
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |10.88% | 8.93% | 9.59% | 9.02% | 8.70% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 6 and Above 16.10% | 7.31% | 7.62% | 11.76% | 10.26% | 10.74% | 7.99% | 9.51% | 9.18% | 8.04% 34 35 35 34 35
Voluntary University Initiated Turnover
| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 0.42% | 1.13% | 4.12% | 2.50% | 0.98% | 0.81% | 1.31% | 1.08% | 0.63% | 0.60% 32 32 34 32 32
Division - Total 1.29% | 2.62% | 2.86% | 1.39% | 1.58% | 1.21% | 1.85% | 1.44% | 0.87% | 1.52% 32 32 34 32 32
HEW 1 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.28% | 2.29% | 1.63% | 0.32% | 1.88% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 2 0.00% | 0.00% | 100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.26% | 3.83% 2% 0.27% | 1.09% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 3 3.60% | 0.00% | 2.50% | 0.00% | 6.06% | 2.07% | 2.28% | 1.79% | 0.91% | 1.86% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 4 0.00% | 1.21% | 1.79% | 0.69% | 0.72% | 1.21% | 1.57% | 0.97% | 0.78% | 1.43% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 5 1.31% | 0.39% | 4.49% | 1.47% | 1.05% | 0.94% | 1.77% | 1.32% | 0.71% | 1.04% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 6 1.91% | 4.17% | 9.02% | 2.61% | 1.19% | 1.12% | 1.66% | 1.61% | 0.78% | 1.18% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 7 0.70% | 2.92% | 7.69% | 3.73% | 1.24% | 0.90% | 1.69% | 1.53% | 1.00% | 1.03% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 8 1.90% | 4.31% | 1.69% | 2.34% | 2.08% | 1.12% | 1.79% | 1.38% | 1.01% | 1.29% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 9 0.00% | 9.09% | 0.00% | 1.69% | 0.00% | 1.32% | 2.22% | 1.54% | 1.04% | 1.69% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 1-5 1.18% | 0.64% | 3.12% | 0.92% | 1.41% | 1.23% | 1.86% | 1.29% | 0.75% | 1.28% 34 34 34 32 34
General Total 1.26% | 2.20% | 4.11% | 1.69% | 1.35% | 1.15% | 1.81% | 1.44% | 0.88% | 1.28% 35 35 35 33 34
Academic A 0.00% | 2.44% | 0.00% | 1.22% | 0.00% | 0.21% | 0.25% | 0.44% | 0.16% | 0.25% 34 34 33 32 34
Academic B 0.00% | 0.74% | 2.09% | 2.11% | 0.72% | 0.73% | 1.20% | 0.84% | 0.42% | 0.40% 34 34 33 32 34
Academic C 0.00% | 1.66% | 3.74% | 3.26% | 1.65% | 0.79% | 1.41% | 1.49% | 0.68% | 0.69% 34 34 33 32 34
Academic D 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.96% | 5.88% | 1.85% | 0.83% | 1.14% | 0.98% | 0.78% | 0.63% 34 34 33 32 34
Academic E 0.00% | 0.00% | 9.68% | 4.00% | 0.00% | 0.48% | 1.02% | 0.66% | 0.69% | 0.75% 34 34 33 32 34
Academic Total 0.00% | 1.14% | 2.69% | 2.72% | 1.00% | 0.62% | 1.03% | 0.91% | 0.51% | 0.51% 35 35 34 33 34
Senior Staff/Mgt 0.00% | 0.00% | 3.90% | 1.30% | 1.27% | 1.03% | 0.98% | 1.16% | 0.88% | 1.00% 34 34 34 33 34
Total 0.78% | 1.73% | 3.60% | 2.02% | 1.23% | 0.93% | 1.50% | 1.31% | 0.72% | 0.96% 35 34 32 34 34
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.19% | 2.34% | 2.64% | 1.79% | 2.35% 34 34 34 31 34
HEW 6 and Above 1.36% | 4.30% | 5.71% | 2.73% | 1.28% | 1.09% | 1.79% | 1.59% | 0.98% | 1.29% 34 34 34 32 34
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Detailed Data Tables

Involuntary University Initiated Turnover

Attachment M

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 0.31% | 0.00% | 0.28% | 0.48% | 0.39% | 0.44% | 0.63% | 0.55% | 0.52% | 0.41% 32 32 33 32 33
Division - Total 0.14% | 0.00% | 0.14% | 1.01% | 0.73% | 0.58% | 0.71% | 0.79% | 0.72% | 1.04% 32 32 33 32 33
HEW 1 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.28% | 2.81% | 0.33% | 1.57% | 0.36% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 2 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.84% | 2.61% | 1.44% | 1.19% | 1.20% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 3 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.83% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.90% | 1.50% | 1.18% | 0.96% | 1.57% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 4 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.72% | 1.04% | 0.72% | 0.60% | 0.55% | 0.70% | 0.55% | 0.96% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 5 0.87% | 0.00% | 0.37% | 1.47% | 0.00% | 0.56% | 0.84% | 0.67% | 0.55% | 0.59% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 6 1.27% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.60% | 0.48% | 0.59% | 0.70% | 0.47% | 0.77% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 7 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.75% | 0.62% | 0.65% | 0.60% | 0.63% | 0.66% | 0.94% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 8 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.69% | 0.47% | 0.83% | 0.58% | 0.77% | 0.92% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 9 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.69% | 1.39% | 0.54% | 0.73% | 0.95% | 0.84% | 1.05% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 1-5 0.34% | 0.00% | 0.59% | 1.08% | 0.31% | 0.65% | 0.93% | 0.77% | 0.63% | 0.84% 34 35 33 33 34
General Total 0.39% | 0.00% | 0.37% | 0.80% | 0.51% | 0.62% | 0.81% | 0.74% | 0.67% | 0.88% 35 36 34 34 34
Academic A 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.75% | 0.29% | 0.98% | 1.25% | 1.03% | 0.52% 33 35 33 32 35
Academic B 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.70% | 0.72% | 0.41% | 0.48% | 0.46% | 0.51% | 0.27% 33 35 33 32 35
Academic C 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.54% | 0.55% | 0.30% | 0.31% | 0.28% | 0.30% | 0.36% 33 35 33 32 35
Academic D 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.96% | 0.00% | 0.28% | 0.26% | 0.26% | 0.31% | 0.31% 33 35 33 32 35
Academic E 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.17% | 0.18% | 0.18% | 0.19% | 0.34% 33 35 33 32 35
Academic Total 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.64% | 0.66% | 0.32% | 0.49% | 0.52% | 0.48% | 0.35% 33 36 34 34 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.32% | 0.50% | 0.49% | 0.56% | 1.06% 32 35 33 33 35
Total 0.24% | 0.00% | 0.22% | 0.71% | 0.54% | 0.49% | 0.67% | 0.64% | 0.59% | 0.66% 34 36 34 34 35
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.23% | 1.21% | 1.01% | 1.42% | 1.18% 34 35 33 32 34
HEW 6 and Above 0.45% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.42% | 0.73% | 0.57% | 0.69% | 0.70% | 0.69% | 0.90% 34 35 33 33 34
Fixed Term Contract Expiration
| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 9.79% | 8.75% | 8.70% | 8.47% | 3.02% | 7.55% | 8.18% | 7.61% | 7.46% | 7.37% 32 32 34 33 33
Division - Total 10.03% | 7.32% | 7.62% | 6.20% | 3.28% | 3.80% | 4.21% | 4.17% | 4.23% | 4.57% 32 32 34 33 33
HEW 1 0.00% | 0.00% [14.29% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 6.47% | 8.70% | 8.72% | 7.85% |12.59% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 2 14.29% [ 83.33% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 9.76% |11.68% [ 15.82% | 11.82% | 11.02%| 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 3 26.13% [ 20.91% | 18.33% | 29.63% | 9.09% | 7.70% | 9.24% | 9.09% |11.32% | 11.70% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 4 10.88% | 13.36% | 14.70% | 10.38% | 5.42% | 6.58% | 7.44% | 7.21% | 7.80% | 8.15% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 5 15.28% | 6.61% (11.24% | 7.35% | 3.48% | 7.15% | 7.67% | 7.63% | 7.18% | 7.80% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 6 10.83% | 8.93% | 2.26% | 3.27% | 2.38% | 4.93% | 5.44% | 4.78% | 4.99% | 5.37% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 7 7.04% | 2.92% | 5.38% | 8.96% | 3.11% | 3.40% | 3.57% | 3.97% | 3.64% | 3.99% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 8 8.57% | 3.45% | 2.54% | 3.13% | 1.39% | 2.61% | 3.56% | 2.95% | 3.26% | 3.29% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 9 5.41% | 9.09% | 5.13% | 1.69% | 0.00% | 1.69% | 2.39% | 2.75% | 2.36% | 2.60% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 1-5 15.37% [ 12.46% | 13.95% | 11.38% | 4.86% | 7.13% | 7.98% | 7.98% | 8.13% | 8.52% 34 35 35 34 35
General Total 12.49% | 9.62% | 9.96% | 8.53% | 3.55% | 5.37% | 5.96% | 5.78% | 5.75% | 6.01% 35 36 36 35 35
Academic A 14.46% | 18.29% | 14.29% | 18.29% | 5.26% |20.13% |22.04% [21.17% | 20.08% | 19.75%| 34 35 35 34 35
Academic B 8.58% | 7.78% | 7.67% | 7.04% | 2.87% | 7.08% | 7.04% | 7.26% | 7.51% | 7.63% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic C 1.23% | 1.10% | 2.67% | 1.63% | 1.65% | 2.60% | 2.69% | 2.78% | 2.81% | 2.60% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic D 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.96% | 0.00% | 1.85% | 1.94% | 2.01% | 2.08% | 2.17% | 2.08% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic E 4.35% | 5.88% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.88% | 2.12% | 2.33% | 1.98% | 2.06% 34 35 35 34 35
Academic Total 6.40% | 6.53% | 6.16% | 6.07% | 2.49% | 7.82% | 7.95% | 7.72% | 7.42% | 7.32% 35 36 36 35 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 0.00% | 1.20% | 1.30% | 3.90% | 1.27% | 1.36% | 1.38% | 1.86% | 1.38% | 1.97% 34 36 35 35 35
Total 9.89% | 8.17% | 8.26% | 7.49% | 3.11% | 6.25% | 6.62% | 6.44% | 6.29% | 6.41% 35 36 36 35 35
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 2.38% | 2.37% | 2.47% | 2.12% | 2.63% 34 35 35 33 35
HEW 6 and Above 8.62% | 5.81% | 3.57% | 4.62% | 2.01% | 3.60% | 4.08% | 3.85% | 3.86% | 4.10% 34 35 35 34 35
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Detailed Data Tables

Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover < 12 months

Attachment M

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 0.56% | 2.02% | 1.07% | 1.95% | 1.30% | 2.29% | 1.88% | 2.25% | 5 7 32 32 32
Division - Total 0.41% | 3.42% | 3.41% | 1.99% | 1.74% | 2.41% | 2.27% | 2.46% 5 7 32 32 32
HEW 1 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 3.23% | 3.03% | 6.54% | 5.09% | 8.06% | 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 2 0.00% | 100% [50.00% | 4.80% | 2.92% | 5.71% | 4% |6.35%| 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 3 0.83% | 3.70% | 4.55% | 2.95% | 1.98% | 4.58% | 3.95% | 4.97% 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 4 1.08% | 5.54% | 5.05% | 3.68% | 2.49% | 4.43% | 3.78% | 4.17% 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 5 0.37% | 3.31% | 1.39% | 3.74% | 1.83% | 3.68% | 3.14% | 3.81%| 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 6 0.00% | 5.88% | 4.17% | 1.60% | 1.77% | 2.68% | 2.16% | 2.66% | 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 7 0.00% | 1.49% | 1.86% | 0.99% | 1.45% | 2.40% | 2.08% | 2.08% 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 8 0.85% | 0.78% | 2.08% | 1.67% | 2.03% | 2.39% | 2.08% | 1.85% | 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 9 0.00% | 1.69% | 1.39% | 0.90% | 2.15% | 1.97% | 1.66% | 1.85% | 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 1-5 0.74% | 4.62% | 3.45% | 3.61% | 2.14% | 4.16% | 3.54% | 4.18% 5 7 34 33 34
General Total 0.55% | 3.82% | 3.04% | 2.57% | 1.95% | 3.23% | 2.71% | 3.05% | 5 7 35 34 34
Academic A 0.00% | 2.44% | 0.00% | 4.32% | 2.59% | 3.85% | 3.31% | 3.93% | 5 7 34 33 34
Academic B 0.35% | 0.70% | 0.00% | 1.06% | 0.82% | 1.34% | 1.29% | 1.46% 5 7 34 33 34
Academic C 0.53% | 0.54% | 0.00% | 0.60% | 0.37% | 0.76% | 0.44% | 0.63% 5 7 34 33 34
Academic D 0.00% | 0.00% | 5.56% | 0.22% | 0.13% | 0.41% | 0.19% | 0.41% | 5 7 34 33 34
Academic E 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.32% | 0.41% | 0.21% | 0.35% | 5 7 34 33 34
Academic Total 0.32% | 0.80% | 0.50% | 1.30% | 0.85% | 1.48% | 1.20% | 1.46% 5 7 35 34 34
Senior Staff/Mgt 1.30% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.27% | 0.88% | 0.60% | 0.41% | 0.83% 5 7 34 32 34
Total 0.50% | 2.62% | 2.09% | 1.97% | 1.45% | 2.43% | 2.02% | 2.34% | 5 7 35 34 34
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 1.75% | 2.17% | 1.84% | 1.56% | 1.67% 5 7 34 32 34
HEW 6 and Above 0.24% | 2.73% | 2.56% | 1.37% | 1.77% | 2.42% | 2.05% | 2.18% 5 7 34 33 34
Recruitment Rate

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 11.04% | 7.15% |12.07% | 4.52% 15.00% [ 10.94% | 12.80% | 12.50% [ 13.33%| 28 28 27 26 25
Division - Total 19.05% [ 10.50% | 18.10% | 5.44% 18.94% | 12.12% | 14.92% | 16.45% | 14.89%| 28 28 27 26 25
HEW 1 16.67% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |19.12% | 5.20% |11.08% | 13.79% [15.91%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 2 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |20.74% |12.44% | 10.97% [ 12.62% | 13.51%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 3 9.01% | 2.73% |16.67% | 2.47% | 3.03% |[18.52% | 11.61% | 14.69% | 15.03% | 14.19%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 4 16.74% | 11.34% | 33.69% | 8.30% | 15.88% |22.14% | 16.37% | 18.35% | 18.82% | 18.16%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 5 17.90% | 9.34% | 16.10% | 7.72% | 8.36% |20.97% |14.18% [ 17.16% | 18.97% | 17.90%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 6 23.57% | 9.52% [15.04% | 7.19% | 16.67% | 17.09% | 11.89% | 14.03% | 15.23% | 15.76%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 7 26.06% | 11.68% | 13.85% | 2.24% |22.36% | 18.46% |13.08% | 14.19% [ 15.43% | 15.36%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 8 14.29% | 8.62% |10.17% | 5.47% |19.44% | 16.16% | 10.86% | 12.80% | 14.33% | 14.18%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 9 32.43%|31.82% [ 23.08% | 6.78% | 13.89% | 14.13% | 13.56% | 13.24% | 14.12% [ 13.51%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 1-5 15.54% | 8.79% |23.29% | 7.23% | 10.97% | 20.95% | 14.39% | 16.94% | 18.15% | 17.40%| 28 29 29 28 29
General Total 18.68% | 10.17% | 19.74% | 6.48% | 14.53% | 18.96% | 13.16% |15.14% | 16.30% | 16.01%| 28 30 29 29 29
Academic A 14.46% | 2.44% | 16.88% | 3.66% | 3.51% [28.64% | 19.16% | 19.88% |20.95% |21.48%| 28 29 29 28 29
Academic B 8.15% | 7.78% | 9.06% | 3.17% | 4.30% |[14.78% | 11.63% [13.31% | 11.98% | 12.87%| 28 29 29 28 29
Academic C 3.70% | 2.21% | 3.21% | 1.63% | 4.40% | 7.09% | 6.15% | 6.16% | 5.86% | 6.55% | 28 29 29 28 29
Academic D 4.35% | 8.70% | 1.96% | 1.96% [11.11% | 5.78% | 3.99% | 4.39% | 4.68% | 4.93% | 28 29 29 28 29
Academic E 4.35% | 2.94% | 3.23% | 4.00% |16.67% | 6.48% | 4.75% | 5.61% | 5.82% | 5.21% 28 29 29 28 29
Academic Total 7.31% | 5.22% | 7.42% | 2.72% | 5.48% | 13.63% | 10.29% | 11.02% | 10.57% | 11.05%| 28 29 29 29 29
Senior Staff/Mgt 7.69% [12.05%| 3.90% | 0.00% | 5.06% | 7.12% | 6.31% | 5.37% | 5.26% | 7.49% | 28 29 29 28 29
Total 14.41% | 8.56% | 14.75% | 4.92% | 11.21% | 16.40% | 11.85% [ 13.22% | 13.60% [ 13.73%| 28 30 30 29 29
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% |50.00% | 0.00% |[16.32% | 9.63% [11.26% |10.80% | 13.35%| 28 29 29 28 29
HEW 6 and Above |22.90% | 12.04% | 14.05% | 5.46% | 18.68% | 16.94% | 12.05% | 13.59% | 14.72% | 14.95%| 28 29 29 28 29
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Recruitment Source

Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Detailed Data Tables

Attachment M

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 59.43% [63.16% 51.06% 39.40% | 39.82% |42.46% | 42.56% |42.13%| 25 23 22 22 23
Division - Total 60.15% | 55.26% 30.23% 41.32% |43.91% | 45.68% [41.98% | 46.24%| 25 23 22 22 23
HEW 1 100% | 0.00% 0.00% 27% [25.00% | 26.32% |20.00% | 34.48%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 2 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 33.44% [ 55.29% | 41.38% |46.30% | 34.92%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 3 80.00% | 66.67% 0.00% 38.95% (41.77% | 34.81% | 43.20% | 40.99%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 4 50.00% | 46.43% 29.17% 42.32% |46.79% | 47.78% |45.14% | 44.51%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 5 70.73% | 58.33% 33.33% 45.92% | 48.96% |48.75% | 45.83% | 48.13%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 6 62.16% | 56.25% 36.36% 45.21% | 45.74% | 51.48% | 45.91% | 47.08%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 7 45.95% | 56.25% 66.67% 44.46% |44.81% |47.71% |42.62% | 46.12%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 8 53.33% | 80.00% 42.86% 39.62% [40.74% | 43.04% 41.26% | 41.19%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 9 50.00% | 57.14% 25.00% 39.43% [40.02% | 37.53% | 38.89% | 38.51%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 1-5 63.04% | 52.73% 29.79% 42.93% | 47.48% | 46.56% | 45.15% | 45.82%| 25 26 24 24 25
General Total 58.03% | 56.76% 32.88% 42.99% |45.46% | 46.52% [43.79% | 45.06%| 25 26 24 25 25
Academic A 41.67% | 50.00% 100% 37.91% [34.97% |40.97% | 40% |41.43%| 25 26 24 24 25
Academic B 78.95% | 52.38% 77.78% 37.12% | 35.93% | 36.89% | 39.00% | 43.10%| 25 26 24 24 25
Academic C 83.33% | 75.00% 100% 31.68% (31.67% |34.15% | 39% |32.34%| 25 26 24 24 25
Academic D 100% | 100% 0.00% 39% | 37% |43.61%|38.89% |41.46%| 25 26 24 24 25
Academic E 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 21.43% | 36.36% | 32.21% [ 29.76% | 32.12%| 25 26 24 24 25
Academic Total 67.50% | 59.38% 76.47% 36.05% | 35.04% | 37.97% | 38.49% | 40.42%| 25 26 24 25 25
Senior Staff/Mgt 66.67% | 80.00% 0.00% 43.85% [ 32.05% | 30.18% [ 31.85% | 37.78%| 24 26 23 24 25
Total 59.83% | 58.82% 41.11% 40.70% | 41.47% | 43.75% | 42.02% | 43.41%| 24 26 24 25 25
HEW 10+ 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 36.48% (31.72% | 31.84% | 36.12% | 38.33%| 25 26 24 24 25
HEW 6 and Above 53.47% |60.71% 38.46% 43.05% |43.30% | 46.48% [42.91% | 44.36%| 25 26 24 24 25
Applicant Interest

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 8.40 | 15.37 11.34 | 17.02 | 1594 | 17.99 | 21.43 | 22 21 20 21 23
Division - Total 915 | 17.33 13.96 | 18.32 | 19.25 | 19.34 | 24.01 22 21 20 21 23
HEW 1 0.00 0.00 37.00 0.00 | 20.61 14.00 | 35.37 | 31.93 | 37.02 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 2 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 28.34 | 20.22 | 34.53 | 25.48 | 38.09 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 3 19.42 | 14.60 | 65.40 98.33 | 17.95 | 25.07 | 30.01 | 42.15 | 4362 | 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 4 11.80 | 29.91 | 14.16 4347 | 16.15 | 30.40 | 28.10 | 32.64 | 4040 | 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 5 10.44 | 23.39 | 33.65 3143 | 15.09 | 23.49 | 22.16 | 25.26 | 29.00 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 6 972 | 13.94 | 17.55 23.97 | 10.30 | 16.72 | 16.13 | 17.69 | 21.33 | 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 7 895 | 14.19 | 26.17 18.68 | 9.17 | 12.89 | 13.93 | 13.56 | 19.50 | 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 8 6.95 | 12.25 | 23.78 11.78 | 846 | 12.16 | 12.61 | 12.60 | 16.17 | 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 9 8.64 | 10.93 | 29.67 2418 | 812 | 1156 | 11.72 | 10.38 | 1518 | 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 1-5 11.73 | 25.86 | 23.37 41.07 | 16.24 | 26.33 | 2559 | 29.39 | 3440 | 23 24 24 23 26
General Total 10.29 | 19.77 | 23.45 27.80 | 12.87 | 19.15 | 19.50 | 20.93 | 2569 | 23 25 24 23 26
Academic A 5.92 5.50 0.80 16.00 | 10.39 | 15.36 | 14.00 | 16.43 | 18.00 23 24 24 23 26
Academic B 6.98 | 964 | 16.83 14.78 | 11.87 | 12.76 | 14.94 | 14.37 | 15.51 23 24 24 23 26
Academic C 336 | 11.94 | 7.33 1067 | 818 | 9.81 | 1250 | 10.25 | 12.65 | 23 24 24 23 26
Academic D 2.00 | 10.71 | 5.25 356 | 6.50 | 6.76 | 8.31 7.82 | 895 23 24 24 23 26
Academic E 2.00 | 0.33 | 6.00 218 | 460 | 587 | 598 | 544 | 1320 | 23 24 24 23 26
Academic Total 518 | 9.88 | 9.52 927 | 9.91 | 12.94 | 13.10 | 13.09 | 15.06 | 23 25 24 23 26
Senior Staff/Mgt 4.42 7.53 40.50 0.00 5.92 9.35 9.55 8.95 10.70 23 24 24 23 25
Total 8.76 16.34 | 21.38 23.96 | 12.00 | 17.59 | 17.44 | 18.22 | 22.40 25 27 25 24 26
HEW 10+ 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 10.00 | 7.53 | 12.01 | 10.85 | 12.66 | 13.86 | 23 24 24 23 26
HEW 6 and Above 8.89 | 12.92 | 23.55 18.50 | 9.29 | 13.92 | 1412 | 1443 | 1879 | 23 24 24 23 26
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities

Recruitment Days to Offer

Detailed Data Tables

Attachment M

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 47.79 | 51.19 69.86 | 55.79 | 51.57 | 51.56 | 40.75 17 18 16 16 18
Division - Total 44.60 | 52.31 54.38 | 49.37 | 39.72 | 50.41 | 40.36 17 18 16 16 18
HEW 1 64.00 | 0.00 0.00 |46.20 | 0.00 | 11.14 | 18.64 | 34.65 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 2 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 |59.26 | 42.43 | 41.98 | 43.48 | 34.58 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 3 41.90 | 34.33 18.00 | 47.94 | 39.81 | 36.98 | 49.71 | 33.56 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 4 39.05 | 46.00 2525 | 51.19 | 43.26 | 36.91 | 36.73 | 31.26 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 5 41.73 | 52.46 4417 | 50.19 | 46.08 | 37.93 | 40.20 | 31.87 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 6 4532 | 48.56 25.50 | 56.18 | 48.86 | 38.07 | 46.08 | 32.90 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 7 53.00 | 47.69 2853 | 54.30 | 52.07 | 44.84 | 49.87 | 36.39 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 8 61.53 | 51.20 31.89 | 65.09 | 58.87 | 52.30 | 58.77 | 38.06 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 9 68.67 | 65.79 38.00 | 57.35 | 63.60 | 50.24 | 64.70 | 44.91 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 1-5 40.83 | 48.18 31.53 | 50.56 | 44.06 | 37.25 | 39.86 | 31.90 17 19 18 18 21
General Total 47.36 | 50.66 30.60 | 54.04 | 46.82 | 41.24 | 4525 | 34.58 17 20 18 19 21
Academic A 16.00 | 47.50 69.00 | 78.91 | 32.30 | 38.96 | 43.47 | 30.92 17 19 18 18 21
Academic B 4463 | 57.53 48.25 | 83.20 | 66.57 | 62.08 | 61.72 | 50.96 17 19 18 18 21
Academic C 48.83 | 47.93 52.50 | 97.93 | 55.69 | 74.61 | 74.65 | 57.70 17 19 18 18 21
Academic D 52.00 | 56.75 34.50 [114.86 | 100.90 | 114.25 | 76.02 | 74.56 17 19 18 18 21
Academic E 65.00 | 0.00 2520 |108.22 | 116.46 | 85.54 | 90.39 | 57.69 17 19 18 18 21
Academic Total 37.55 | 53.80 4455 | 87.84 | 55.12 | 60.71 | 58.79 | 47.19 17 19 18 19 21
Senior Staff/Mgt 59.17 | 52.11 0.00 |5827 | 64.74 | 62.18 | 50.42 | 56.08 17 19 18 18 20
Total 46.02 | 51.41 32.22 | 63.84 | 51.67 | 48.33 | 49.38 | 40.22 17 19 18 19 20
HEW 10+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 68.98 | 81.49 | 74.95 | 68.62 | 52.16 17 19 18 18 21
HEW 6 and Above 53.32 | 53.09 2997 | 57.87 | 54.85 | 4557 | 52.40 | 37.01 17 19 18 18 21
Recruitment Days to Start
| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 69.63 | 79.92 98.61 | 98.44 | 82.77 | 91.00 | 65.15 17 16 14 14 17
Division - Total 58.60 | 67.96 72.99 | 65.24 | 53.16 | 79.80 | 53.98 17 16 14 14 17
HEW 1 78.00 0.00 0.00 | 59.76 0.00 18.69 | 57.70 | 53.09 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 2 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 |74.77 | 59.50 | 60.45 | 78.46 | 45.56 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 3 55.90 | 48.33 4750 | 59.69 | 59.70 | 52.72 | 64.55 | 47.20 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 4 53.05 | 60.00 59.09 | 60.44 | 62.69 | 49.35 | 54.75 | 43.90 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 5 55.73 | 66.46 50.83 | 63.38 | 62.99 | 53.92 | 61.30 | 42.77 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 6 59.32 | 62.56 62.57 | 70.04 | 64.87 | 54.08 | 72.11 | 46.09 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 7 67.00 | 61.69 73.53 | 70.43 | 70.37 | 62.70 | 76.61 | 47.68 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 8 75.53 | 65.20 7746 | 88.92 | 79.33 | 60.45 | 89.12 | 54.18 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 9 82.67 | 79.79 84.50 | 75.88 | 75.87 | 68.01 | 113.62 | 60.19 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 1-5 54.83 | 62.18 55.93 | 62.11 | 62.43 | 51.63 | 59.28 | 43.78 17 16 15 16 20
General Total 61.36 | 64.66 67.40 | 68.43 | 66.54 | 55.28 | 69.00 | 47.30 17 16 15 17 20
Academic A 63.08 | 87.50 115.50 | 119.11 | 89.50 | 82.90 | 93.11 | 59.78 17 16 15 16 20
Academic B 72.37 | 108.14 87.33 [131.82 | 128.83 | 94.48 | 107.64 | 81.07 17 16 15 16 20
Academic C 7217 | 47.75 77.63 [150.88 | 124.20 | 143.86 | 136.74 | 97.56 17 16 15 16 20
Academic D 72.50 | 115.00 100.17 | 164.05 | 164.22 | 143.49 | 123.00 | 107.2¢ 17 16 15 16 20
Academic E 159.00 | 0.00 135.80 | 187.14 | 172.84 | 148.80 | 153.00 | 95.02 17 16 15 16 20
Academic Total 71.73 | 96.78 96.36 [136.74 | 121.41 | 105.56 | 108.61 | 79.84 17 16 15 17 20
Senior Staff/Mgt 77.17 | 96.50 0.00 |107.02 | 121.23 | 110.21 | 101.12 | 98.55 17 16 15 16 19
Total 63.49 | 73.46 70.68 | 88.72 | 84.53 | 71.92 | 80.56 | 60.13 17 16 15 17 19
HEW 10+ 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 (101.16 | 85.43 | 64.66 | 96.18 | 65.88 17 16 15 16 20
HEW 6 and Above 67.32 | 67.09 75.27 | 7540 | 71.02 | 59.28 | 81.73 | 50.47 17 16 15 16 20
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Detailed Data Tables

Unscheduled Absence Taken per Employee

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 3.78 4.16 4.19 4.90 5.14 3.80 3.93 4.24 4.34 4.72 29 31 31 31 33
Division - Total 6.61 7.58 7.64 8.20 9.03 7.58 7.97 8.19 7.83 8.47 29 31 31 31 33
HEW 1 3.45 5.45 2.80 5.33 8.77 9.93 8.99 6.30 6.59 8.16 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 2 13.53 4.71 0.00 5.50 5.84 9.49 7.49 7.94 8.30 8.66 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 3 6.68 5.88 4.58 7.02 12.38 | 8.75 8.69 8.55 8.17 8.69 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 4 6.59 9.03 7.02 8.34 10.00 | 7.95 8.05 8.42 8.71 9.24 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 5 6.44 6.27 7.46 7.97 8.26 7.57 7.70 8.19 7.89 8.78 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 6 5.93 6.02 8.06 8.01 7.96 7.34 7.67 8.10 8.12 8.14 32 34 35 33 35
HEW7 5.18 6.40 7.55 8.04 714 6.89 7.10 7.57 7.66 7.90 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 8 7.47 7.20 7.94 8.80 8.14 6.96 7.09 7.47 7.18 7.60 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 9 6.40 5.26 7.57 6.00 6.89 6.68 7.06 7.32 7.04 7.37 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 1-5 6.60 7.27 6.71 7.99 9.44 8.01 7.97 8.28 8.20 8.90 32 34 35 33 35
General Total 6.38 6.88 7.15 7.97 8.60 7.48 7.58 7.91 7.86 8.27 33 34 36 34 35
Academic A 2.21 1.69 217 3.1 3.06 2.25 2.31 2.42 2.36 2.74 27 30 34 32 35
Academic B 4.34 2.49 2.69 3.14 3.23 2.66 2.86 2.81 2.78 3.31 27 30 34 32 35
Academic C 1.09 5.81 3.51 4.20 3.50 2.57 2.93 2.86 2.66 3.42 27 30 34 32 35
Academic D 1.78 1.76 3.02 4.94 1.57 1.93 2.88 2.38 2.71 3.12 27 30 34 32 35
Academic E 0.87 1.03 7.43 8.24 11.39 1.51 2.30 2.20 2.14 2.22 27 30 34 32 35
Academic Total 2.69 3.23 3.13 3.80 3.55 2.35 2.63 2.63 2.59 3.08 28 31 35 33 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 2.20 5.14 3.93 2.68 4.70 3.25 3.57 3.70 3.81 4.26 32 33 35 33 35
Total 4.97 5.54 5.60 6.32 6.80 5.15 5.31 5.61 5.57 6.04 28 34 35 33 35
HEW 10+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 5.60 5.42 5.75 6.62 6.58 32 34 35 33 35
HEW 6 and Above 6.09 6.35 7.85 7.95 7.61 7.00 7.22 7.62 7.60 7.78 32 34 35 33 35
Doctoral Qualifications
| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Academic A 21.69% | 24.39% | 15.58% | 23.17% | 21.05% |40.49% | 39.60% | 40.29% | 46.15% | 49.10%| 33 35 35 34 35
Academic B 29.18% | 30.74% | 30.66% | 40.49% | 42.29% |52.91% | 54.12% | 54.29% | 57.60% | 60.45%| 33 35 35 34 35
Academic C 67.28% | 64.64% | 65.78% | 70.65% | 73.08% |72.20% | 73.29% | 73.47% | 75.07% | 77.45%| 33 35 35 34 35
Academic D 84.78% | 86.96% | 86.27% | 92.16% | 98.15% |84.98% | 85.35% | 85.04% | 86.73% | 87.36%| 33 35 35 34 35
Academic E 86.96% | 79.41% | 67.74% | 88.00%| 100% |88.27% | 88.40% | 88.80% | 89.78% 91%| 33 35 35 34 35
Academic Total 46.44% | 46.82% | 45.50% | 53.19% | 57.48% |62.11% | 62.70% | 63.31% | 66.60% | 69.09%| 34 36 36 35 35
Senior Staff/Mgt 32.05% | 33.73%| 33.77% | 42.86% | 32.91% |43.67% | 45.19% | 43.90% | 44.56% | 43.85%| 33 36 36 35 35

Academic Promotion Rate

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Academic B 6.02% | 4.88% | 5.19% | 4.88% | 0.00% |2.71% | 2.11% | 3.07% | 3.32% | 3.38% | 35 33 33 33 34
Academic C 7.73% | 7.78% | 2.44% | 3.17% | 5.02% |5.30% | 4.71% | 4.56% | 4.71% | 4.41% | 35 33 33 33 34
Academic D 4.32% | 4.42% | 4.28% | 3.80% | 1.65% |5.52% | 4.85% | 5.27% | 4.59% | 4.84% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic E 15.22% | 2.17% | 0.00% | 3.92% | 3.70% |6.22% | 5.47% | 5.35% | 5.49% | 5.15% | 35 33 33 33 34
Academic Total (Level B| 7.06% | 5.87% | 3.16% | 3.66% | 3.32% |4.89% | 4.24% | 4.52% | 4.49% | 4.41% | 35 33 33 33 34
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Edith Cowan University compared with Australian Universities Attachment M

Detailed Data Tables

Applications for Promotion Rate

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Academic B 6.02% | 4.88% | 6.49% | 7.32% | 0.00% |3.31% | 2.47% | 3.59% | 3.77% | 3.68% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic C 11.16% [ 11.85% | 4.18% | 5.28% | 5.73% | 7.31% | 6.44% | 6.24% | 6.36% | 6.09% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic D 11.11% | 9.94% | 5.88% | 8.15% | 6.59% | 8.59% | 7.49% | 7.86% | 7.53% | 7.44% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic E 21.74% | 4.35% | 0.00% | 3.92% | 9.26% | 9.76% | 8.17% | 8.46% | 8.19% | 8.59% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic Total (Level B|11.26% | 9.67% | 4.65% | 6.32% | 5.77% | 7.05% | 6.02% | 6.37% | 6.37% | 6.28% 35 33 33 33 34

Academic Promotions Success Rate

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Academic B 100% | 100% |80.00% |66.67% | 0.00% | 82% 85% [85.38% |87.92% [ 91.76% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic C 69.23% [ 65.63% | 58.33% [ 60.00% | 87.50% {72.53% | 73.06% | 73.00% | 74.09% | 72.43% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic D 38.89% (44.44% | 72.73% | 46.67% | 25.00% (64.28% | 64.72% | 67.01% [ 61.00% | 65.04% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic E 70.00% [ 50.00% | 0.00% | 100% |40.00% (63.77% |66.87% |63.25% | 67% |59.95% 35 33 33 33 34
Academic Total (Level B|62.71% |60.71% | 67.86% | 57.89% | 57.58% |69.35% | 70.45% | 70.95% | 70.49% | 70.19% 35 33 33 33 34

Honorary/Visiting Academics

| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
| Total 49.91 | 40.13 | 39.65 | 39.78 | 53.82 | 87.03 | 91.03 | 92.55 | 99.28 | 97.21 33 32 33 32 32

Median Age of New Recruits

ECU AUS Median Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 38.18 | 38.60 | 36.41 | 30.70 | 38.47 | 38.09 | 37.96 | 36.41 | 37.45 | 37.78 24 28 27 28 27
Division - Total 35.27 | 36.08 | 33.35 | 39.27 | 34.43 | 36.63 | 36.02 | 35.68 | 37.00 | 37.00 24 28 27 28 27
HEW 1-5 34.89 | 33.58 | 31.41 | 30.92 | 32.66 | 32.40 | 31.12 | 30.71 | 31.00 | 32.00 26 29 28 28 27
General Total 35.91 | 35.25 | 37.06 | 32.18 | 35.31 | 35.50 | 35.00 | 34.07 | 35.12 | 35.33 25 29 27 28 27
Academic A 37.23 | 33.36 | 31.65 37.00 | 32.00 | 32.50 | 32.64 | 32.00 | 34.00 25 27 28 27 27
Academic B 36.61 | 43.13 | 39.75 | 49.21 | 40.98 | 38.15 | 38.33 | 37.10 | 38.00 | 37.72 26 29 28 28 27
Academic C 43.39 | 55.79 | 47.17 52.85 | 45.88 | 44.00 | 45.50 | 43.00 | 44.58 25 29 28 27 26
Academic D 49.60 | 58.18 | 46.99 | 51.50 | 50.78 | 50.50 | 49.00 | 47.57 24 27 25 26 24
Academic E 47.95 48.23 | 52.54 | 50.24 | 51.90 | 53.53 | 53.64 | 52.45 | 54.00 23 26 24 26 25
Academic Total 38.34 | 43.37 | 40.19 | 52.54 | 40.63 | 39.90 | 39.52 | 39.00 | 39.75 | 39.00 24 29 25 28 27
Senior Staff/Mgt 45.26 | 44.30 | 56.96 50.06 | 48.78 | 47.00 | 51.00 | 48.00 | 50.00 24 29 27 25 25
Total 36.57 | 37.11 | 40.19 | 35.03 | 37.05 | 37.84 | 36.98 | 37.55 | 38.00 | 37.03 26 30 28 28 26
HEW 6 and Above 36.93 | 37.22 | 39.04 | 41.41 | 38.05 | 38.47 | 38.00 | 37.00 | 38.08 | 38.82 26 29 28 28 27
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Detailed Data Tables

Median Age of Separated Staff

Attachment M

ECU AUS Median Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 40.62 | 44.42 | 44.39 | 40.91 | 40.73 | 40.34 | 41.00 | 41.18 | 40.00 | 41.42 | 29 31 32 31 32
Division - Total 43.27 | 4020 | 40.54 | 37.23 | 40.90 | 39.77 | 40.20 | 39.00 | 39.05 | 41.00 | 29 31 32 31 32
HEW 1-5 37.74 | 37.91 | 36.68 | 33.40 | 37.17 | 34.09 | 34.99 | 32.43 | 34.00 | 33.45| 30 32 32 31 32
General Total 39.89 | 42.75 | 39.97 | 36.98 | 38.95 | 38.00 | 39.00 | 37.54 | 37.15 | 38.6C 29 31 32 28 31
Academic A 4559 | 46.09 | 39.63 | 37.22 | 33.19 | 36.50 | 35.76 | 35.12 | 34.20 | 35.00 30 32 33 31 31
Academic B 4479 | 46.95 | 46.42 | 45.56 | 42.62 | 44.00 | 44.40 | 42.51 | 43.00 | 43.81 | 30 32 33 31 32
Academic C 51.43 | 54.26 | 55.00 | 53.98 | 52.01 | 50.77 | 53.25 | 52.28 | 50.50 | 52.39 | 30 32 33 31 32
Academic D 56.97 58.26 | 60.41 | 52.78 | 56.97 | 57.57 | 57.00 | 57.50 | 57.80 29 31 33 31 31
Academic E 56.07 | 48.51 | 61.36 | 52.14 60.00 | 59.00 | 60.00 | 61.50 | 62.00 | 27 32 30 31 31
Academic Total 4764 | 4851 | 52.99 | 46.74 | 47.19 | 44.09 | 45.00 | 44.55 | 45.00 | 44.73 | 29 31 32 31 32
Senior Staff/Mgt 48.20 | 50.18 | 52.14 | 52.84 | 55.72 | 55.00 | 55.11 | 54.14 | 54.30 | 56.86 | 29 32 32 31 32
Total 4197 | 42.75 | 52.00 | 39.82 | 40.90 | 41.01 | 40.40 | 40.00 | 39.72 | 40.95 30 33 33 31 32
HEW 6 and Above 4325 | 4425 | 4252 | 40.80 | 40.91 | 40.82 | 42.00 | 42.00 | 40.86 | 42.74 | 30 32 33 31 32
Median Age of Current Staff
ECU AUS Median Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 46.71 | 41.42 | 4545 | 46.00 | 46.00 | 46.00 | 46.00 | 45.79 3 6 32 31 32
Division - Total 43.41 | 36.51 | 4545 | 42.00 | 42.93 | 43.97 | 44.00 | 43.41 3 6 32 31 32
HEW 1-5 41.76 | 33.03 | 41.25 | 41.76 | 41.17 | 41.75 | 41.10 | 41.00 3 6 33 31 32
General Total 41.18 | 36.41 | 41.67 | 41.00 | 44.25 | 42.73 | 41.95 | 42.24 3 6 31 30 32
Academic A 39.17 | 36.91 | 42.05 | 38.00 | 36.52 | 36.99 | 36.01 | 36.18 3 6 33 31 32
Academic B 46.22 | 4527 | 46.41 | 44.25 | 44.70 | 44.00 | 43.00 | 42.94 3 6 33 31 32
Academic C 51.69 | 54.15 | 52.28 | 49.42 | 50.06 | 49.00 | 49.80 | 49.00 3 6 33 31 32
Academic D 54.04 | 57.86 | 53.90 | 52.50 | 53.01 | 53.00 | 52.69 | 52.50 3 6 33 31 32
Academic E 56.16 | 52.14 | 55.02 | 55.55 | 56.00 | 56.00 | 56.21 | 56.00 3 6 33 31 32
Academic Total 51.69 | 46.87 | 49.73 | 48.00 | 47.50 | 46.97 | 47.00 | 47.00 3 6 32 31 32
Senior Staft/Mgt 5459 | 54.97 | 55.21 | 53.00 | 53.44 | 53.00 | 53.27 | 53.02 3 6 33 31 32
Total 4593 | 39.40 | 42.26 | 44.00 | 45.13 | 45.13 | 45.37 | 44.96 3 6 33 31 32
HEW 6 and Above 43.00 | 40.43 | 42.47 | 42.00 | 44.00 | 43.00 | 42.80 | 42.87 3 6 33 31 32
Median LOS - Current Staff
ECU AUS Median Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 8.94 | 8.58 415 | 423 | 549 | 585 | 513 | 533 | 516 27 29 29 30 31
Division - Total 868 | 8.12 414 | 408 | 560 | 550 | 547 | 519 | 5.08 27 29 29 30 31
HEW 1-5 7.67 7.07 3.57 3.16 3.92 3.98 3.95 3.93 4.00 28 30 30 30 31
General Total 7.92 7.43 3.85 3.77 5.00 5.00 4.93 4.94 5.00 26 29 29 30 31
Academic A 6.35 | 543 1.81 314 | 224 | 222 | 1.99 | 219 | 200 28 30 30 30 31
Academic B 8.97 | 842 350 | 354 | 500 | 446 | 380 | 4.23 | 3.85 28 30 30 30 31
Academic C 12.48 | 11.93 7.62 9.75 8.64 8.31 7.92 8.10 8.16 28 30 30 30 31
Academic D 12.33 | 12.43 9.30 | 9.58 | 12.27 | 12.15 | 10.99 | 11.03 | 10.86 | 28 30 30 30 31
Academic E 11.36 | 11.68 546 | 821 | 10.38 | 10.46 | 10.05 | 10.25 | 8.60 28 30 30 30 31
Academic Total 10.03 9.54 4.57 4.80 6.00 5.87 5.20 5.28 5.50 27 30 29 30 31
Senior Staff/Mgt 12,61 | 12.54 826 | 946 | 795 | 852 | 850 | 828 | 7.30 28 30 30 30 31
Total 8.83 | 8.36 437 | 418 | 528 | 511 | 514 | 508 | 500 28 30 30 30 31
HEW 6 and Above 8.27 7.92 4.09 4.23 6.02 6.00 5.86 5.79 5.62 28 30 30 30 30
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Detailed Data Tables

Median LOS - Separating Staff

ECU AUS Median Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Faculty - Total 6.14 6.85 5.24 2.27 2.96 2.48 2.42 3.00 2.61 25 27 27 29 31
Division - Total 5.64 6.76 2.81 1.98 2.31 2.21 2.20 2.42 3.00 25 27 27 30 31
HEW 1-5 4.56 5.36 1.92 1.68 1.66 1.60 1.94 2.00 1.92 25 27 26 29 30
General Total 5.15 6.28 2.94 1.84 2.00 2.00 2.13 2.33 2.44 25 28 27 29 30
Academic A 5.96 4.50 4.76 2.01 2.00 1.51 1.80 2.13 2.01 25 27 27 30 30
Academic B 5.70 6.14 8.04 3.00 3.40 3.01 2.98 3.00 3.00 26 28 28 30 31
Academic C 9.44 15.03 8.85 7.51 6.95 6.05 6.88 573 6.26 26 28 28 30 31
Academic D 16.43 17.46 0.67 10.59 8.39 10.80 | 11.49 8.45 25 27 28 30 29
Academic E 23.67 | 27.66 13.51 9.28 9.35 9.20 8.00 8.66 24 28 26 30 30
Academic Total 7.99 9.04 8.10 3.78 3.10 277 2.67 3.42 3.50 25 28 27 30 31
Senior Staff/Mgt 7.59 9.04 13.16 2.73 6.10 6.49 4.90 6.88 8.60 25 28 27 30 31
Total 5.90 6.82 4.01 2.13 2.30 2.08 2.14 2.77 2.92 25 29 28 30 31
HEW 6 and Above 6.07 7.85 4.29 2.32 2.70 2.60 2.29 2.80 3.65 26 28 28 30 31
Average Time Lost
ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
| Total 3.29 3.00 9.40 25.00 4.80 20.15 | 21.67 | 23.29 | 2513 | 27.14 29 30 31 30 33
WH&S Compensation Costs as a percentage of Employment Costs
| ECU | AUS Average | Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
|Total 0.19% | 0.19% | 0.10% | 0.11% | 0.11% | 0.33% | 0.37% | 0.32% | 0.29% | 0.29% 9 26 27 26 27
Employment Costs as a % of Revenue
| ECU | AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
| Total 51.31% [ 52.71% | 57.08% | 59.94% | 60.61%)| 57.53% | 53.18% [ 50.71% | 53.14% | 53.79% 32 34 33 33 33
WH&S Incident Rate
| ECU AUS Average Sample Size
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Total 0.42% | 0.22% | 0.28% | 0.16% | 0.27% | 0.77% | 0.79% | 0.76% | 0.65% | 0.57% 29 30 31 31 34

Universities HR Page 96 of 97

Benchmarking Program © 2004 - 2013




Attachment M

The list of measures and their codes.
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List of Measures

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment kind (Excluding Casuals)
Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment kind (Including Casuals)
Workforce Profile: Composition by Faculty and Division (Excluding Casuals)
Workforce Profile: Composition by Faculty and Division (Including Casuals)
Workforce Profile of Faculty: Composition of Employment kind (Excluding Casuals)
Workforce Profile of Faculty: Composition of Employment kind (Including Casuals)
Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Fixed Term)

Workforce Profile: Composition by Contract Type (Ongoing)

Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Full Time)
Workforce Profile: Composition by Employment Status (Part Time)
Indigenous Staffing

Staff Distributions - Headcount

Female Participation

HR Function Staffing Ratio

WHA&S Incident Rate

WH&S Compensation Costs as a percentage of Employment Costs
Average Time lost

Employment Costs as a % of Revenue

Total Turnover

Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover

Voluntary University Initiated Turnover

Involuntary University Initiated Turnover

Fixed Term Contract Expiration

Voluntary Employee Initiated Turnover less than 12 Months

Recruitment Rate

Recruitment Source

Applicant Interest

Recruitment Days to Offer

Recruitment Days to Start

Unscheduled Absence Taken per Employee

Doc Qual................. Doctoral Qualifications

Ac Promo................. Academic Promotion Rate

Appl Promo.............. Applications for Promotion Rate
Succ Promo............. Academic Promotions Success Rate

Honorary/Visiting Academics

Age Profile < 25 Years of Age

Age Profile 25 - 29 Years of Age

Age Profile 30 - 34 Years of Age

Age Profile 35 - 39 Years of Age

Age Profile 40 - 44 Years of Age

Age Profile 45 - 49 Years of Age

Age Profile 50 - 54 Years of Age

Age Profile 55 - 59 Years of Age

Age Profile 60 -64 Years of Age

Age Profile 65 + Years of Age

Median Age of Current Staff

Median Age of New Recruits

Median Age of Separated Staff
Length of Service Profile - less than 1 year
Length of Service Profile — 1-3 years
Length of Service Profile — 3-5 years
Length of Service Profile — 5-10 years

LOS 10-15......eeeenee Length of Service Profile — 10-15 years
LOS 15-20................ Length of Service Profile — 15-20 years
LOS 20-25................ Length of Service Profile — 20-25 years
LOS 25-30......cccc...e. Length of Service Profile — 25-30 years
LOS 30+.....ccvvveeee. Length of Service Profile — 25 years or more
LOSCur....ccveve.... Median Length of Service of Current Staff
LOS Sep...ccccvveeennene Median Length of Service of Separating Staff
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Australian Children, a nationally representative longitudinal study managed by the
Department of Social Services on

behalf of the Australian Government. in planning since 202, the CheckPoint data
collection ended in March 206

with data organisation, extraction, scoring and coding plus preliminary bioassays
dueto be complete by Dec 206.

From mid-206, data will begin to be linked with the 6 waves of comprehensive data
already collected since 2004

within the Longitudinal Study of Australian Children. Two senior CEBU staff
members are CheckPoint investigators

with

CEBUs Director

heading its Data and Statistics Committee, which the biostatistician will also join.
The appointee

will work closely with the large team of investigators, research assistants,
postdoctoral staff and doctoral/other

students in Checkpoint to develop analysis plans and to support and conduct
analyses for numerous planned papers

from this study. There will be scope for methodological work on problems relating
to missing data and longitudinal

analysis using Checkpoint data.

Responsibilities

The appointee will be expected to develop a program of research encompassing the
extension, implementation and

evaluation of new methods for handling incomplete data in large epidemiological
studies using muitiple imputation.

This will Include the design, implementation and analysis of simulation studies, as
well as the analysis of applied case

studies. [t may also include the development of new software within statistical
packages such as Stata and R. This

work will be conducted in collaboration with A/Prof Lee and with other members of
a local missing data research

group consisting of a range of senior, postdoctoral and PhD Jevel researchers.

The appointee will also be expected to develop, support and conduct appropriate
analyses of data from the Child

Health CheckPoint project. With 4 content-area investigators (Cls and Als) involved
in the project, numerous

analyses and papers will need high-level statistical support throughout the period of
this appointment. The

biostatistician will take a proactive role in developing analysis plans including initial
work on defining and refining the

extensive cumulative exposure measures. The biostatistician will design, fit and
interpret statistical models with the

overall aim of understanding the causal pathways between environmental
exposures, biological intermediaries and

non-communicable disease phenotypes/risk.

Principal Outcomes

Research

Perform methodological studies, including the development or evaluation of
statistical methods through an

appropriate combination of theoretical work, computer simulation studies and
critically evaluated case studies

Maodify and implement existing statistical methods for application to
epidemiclogical data, including contributing

to collaborative applied research output

Read, interpret and synthesise recent biostatistical literature in spedfic areas
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of its staff members. As such, staff should be aware that this document is not Attachment N
intended to represent the position which the occupant will perform

in perpe

tl]ity. This position description is intended to provide an overall view of the

incumbents role as at the date of this state

-

ment. In addition

to this document, the specifics of the incumbents rote will be described in local area
work and project plans,

and in performance plans developed

by the incumbent and relevant supervisor as part of MCRIs performance evaluation,
development and progression process.

OCopyishit 206 Wordn uWorkin.com (hitp://www.uworkin.com)  Terms (fterms}
Privacy (/privacy})  Sian In (/sign-in-or-redister)
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Salary is dependent upon qualifications and experience. Up to 17% supérannuati;@ﬁ\mem N
and attractive salary packaging options are available.

At the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute, we strive to ensure our staff and students enjoy
a great working environment. We value diversity and gender equity in our workforce
and promote flexible working arrangements for staff to balance working
requirements and personal needs.

Application
A position description is available.

Enquiries should be directed to Associate Professor Clare Scott.

Applications including cover letter, CV and the names of three professional referees
should be emailed in PDF format to jobapplications@wehi.edu.au quoting
WEHICACS in the subject line

Application closing date: 7th May 2016

Last modified: Thu, 07/04/2016 - 9:39am



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Attachment N



Research

20%

Assist in the day to day running of the PhoCIS trial

Participant liaison and recruitment for the first trial visit and
multiple follow-up visits

Isalation of serum and cells for analysis and for subsequent
storage of aliquots of cells in liquid nitrogen and -80 degrees
Testing of functional activities associated with development of
multiple sclerosis

Phenotyping of cells isolated from the blood of trial
participants

Examination of cell function by assessment of cell movernent
and metabolism

Collection and storage of questionnaire data

Collection and storage of data from UVB dosimeters
Collection and storage of skin characteristics and skin casts
Management of data bases of all details related to the
participants

Procurement of all reagents necessary for conduct of the trial

Timely recruitment and
follow-up of trial
participants

Analysis of blood cell
phenotype and function

Timely reports to the trial
chief investigators of the
trial progress

Active participation in
meetings of the Trial Chief
Investigators

Trial participants are
happy to complete
follow-up visits

Organised freezing and
analysis of samples
from trial participants

Organised
phenotyping of cells
and examination of
theijr function

Organised
management of trial
information

Timely completion of
administrative duties

Research
Administration

20%

Collection and management of high quality research data

Participatien in continuous quality improvement and Good
Clinical Practice compliance of research activities

Protection of the health,
dignity, integrity, right to
self-determination,
privacy and confidentiality
of personal information of
research participants

Successful
implementation of
recording systems for
all trial information

N Juswyoeny
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L3

Position description — Research Technician

Organisational objectives

Discovery

To make discoveries in medical biology that shape contemporary thinking and paradigms and enhance the
understanding and treatment of disease.

Translation

To convert our discoveries into improvements in disease diagnosis, prevention and treatment.

Education

To develop and enrich the skills and experience of students and staff, allowing each person to realise their

potential and contribute to a vibrant campus.
Engagement

To engage with the community and develop support for medical research generally and the institute’s mission
specifically.

Sustainability

To build an infrastructure, funding and research capacity that enables the institute to fulfil its mission in a
sustainable manner.

Organisational values

¢ Excellence in science, innovation, education and communication
« Creativity and inventiveness

» Diversity of thought

» Integrity

» Collaboration

» Mutual respect

s Honesty and transparency

« Ethical and social responsibility

¢ Equality of opportunity

+ Continual improvement

Key responsibilities
The Research Technician will contribute to any or all of the following areas according to skills and experience:

protein expression and purification, cloning and construct design, protein crystallisation and some aspects of
day-to-day lab organisation and management.

Page 2 of 3
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Position description — Research Computing Scientist

improvemernts in disease, diagnosis and treatment.

The institute’s main laboratories are located within the Parkville precinct, a vibrant hub for life science research,
education and healthcare provision. In addition, the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute Biotechnology Centre is [ocated
30 minutes from Parkville at La Trobe University's R&D Park in Bundoora. The Biotechnology Centre features
facilities for high-throughput chemical screening, medicinal chemistry, antibody production and malaria
containment. The centre also functions as an incubator for the institute's biotechnology companies.

Organisational objectives
Discovery and translation

To make discoveries that shape contemporary scientific thinking, increase understanding and improve

prevention, diagnosis and treatment of cancer, immune disorders and infectious diseases.

Education and training

To educate and train world class scientists and to attract, develop and retain the best and brightest workforce.
Organisational culture

To provide a vibrant and inspiring organisational culture that encourages, promotes and rewards excellence,
collaboration, innovation, creativity and respect.

Engagement

To engage with our stakeholders to improve outcomes, building support and secure resources for medical

research.

Sustainability

To build infrastructure, professional services and funding that sustains our research and maximises the time

our scientists can spend making discoveries.

Organisational values

o Pursuit of excellence

» Integrity and mutual respect
» Collaboration and teamwork
» Creativity

» Contribution to society

» Accountability

Page 2 of 4
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Aposition description is available Attachment N

Enquiries should be directed to the Head of the Centre for Computational Biology, Associate Professor
Toriy Papenfuss - papenfuss@wehi.edu.au

Written applicalions including cover letter, CV and the names of three professional referees should be
emailed in PDF format to jobapplications@wehi.edu.au quoting reference WEHI/YSTP in the subjectline.

Last modified: Mon, 18/04/2016 - 2:49pm
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Attachment O

JCU - The Future Taskforce

The appointed members are:

Professor Chris Cocklin (Chair) — Senior Deputy Vice Chancellor

Ms Tricia Brand - Executive Director, Finance & Resource Planning
Professor Sally Kift — Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic)

Dr Stephen Weller — Deputy Vice Chancellor (University Services)
Ms Stephanie Hunter — Executive Officer, Office of the Vice Chancellor

The JCU - the Future Taskforce would like to acknowledge the contribution of the
following people to the work of the Taskforce:

e Michelle Barker, Bradley Smith and Lisa Westcott who contributed to the
background research and the writing of this report;

e Maree Conway who developed, presented and reported on the consultation
around the Four Futures scenarios;

e Julia Nielsen who coordinated and developed the JCU - The Future website and
the Word Cloud, both of which served important roles in the consultation with
staff and students;

e Kaye Griffiths and Debbi Taylor for their work in desktop publishing and proof
reading the report; and

e Staff and students who contributed to the project, through their comments and
participation in workshops and discussions.

Modification History
Version Date Implementation Details
no. date

13-1 07/03/13 Paper for consideration presented to ....... on
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Executive Summary

In June 2012 the Vice-Chancellor launched a project titled JCU - The Future, to give stronger expression
and effect to the Statement of Strategic Intent, thereby establishing the foundations for James Cook
University to become a great university, renowned for education and research relevant to the tropics.
The project is led by a Taskforce.

JCU - The Future is a natural outgrowth of the strategic path on which we have embarked over the past
five years and responds to the challenges we face as an institution operating in the current higher
education environment. The mandate is to identify opportunities for innovation in learning and
teaching, research, engagement, professional services and operations.

This report addresses the first phase of the project - Crystallising our Purpose — and is directed
principally at the three elements of our core business as defined in the University Plan — Learning and
Teaching, Research and Engagement.

In developing this report the Taskforce has considered internal and external contexts. From an internal
perspective this report elaborates on, and aligns with, existing strategic documents and initiatives
including the Statement of Strategic Intent, the University Plan, Curriculum Refresh Project, Tri City
Harmonisation Project and the JCU Research Plan. The University’s external context is defined as
comprising two main domains - the tropics, including northern Queensland, and the higher education
sector.

The Taskforce sought the views of the staff and students on what the future could and should hold
through extensive consultation. There were three main elements to this: (1) a facility for comments and
submissions via the web and email; (2) a “Word Cloud’ as a device to elicit descriptors of the future, and;
(3) a scenario exercise through which we explored with staff what the future might hold and how we
might prepare for it. Staff and students embraced the opportunity to be involved, making more than
900 individual contributions through these consultation mechanisms. In doing so, there was clear
indication that staff care deeply about the future of the organisation and want it to succeed.

Building upon this input the Taskforce has identified key attributes and principles to underpin our
learning and teaching, research and engagement. In combination these attributes and principles define
a ‘““James Cook University Model”, which will be:

e Focused on the tropics

e Researchrich

e Student focused

e Connected to community
e Internationally engaged

e  Culturally informed

And underpinned by the following principles:

e We will fulfil the aims, ambitions and expectations expressed through the James Cook University
Act 1997.

e The James Cook University Model will give effect to the Statement of Strategic Intent, including
our values and beliefs.
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e The three elements of our core business - learning and teaching, research and engagement — will
be closely integrated.

e The special opportunities presented by our three tropical campus locations will project our
University’s distinctiveness, individually and collectively.

e The University will be sustainable financially and in terms of its social and environmental
performance.

In order to give expression to this model, the Taskforce has delivered a set of recommendations that
extend across the three elements of our core business - learning and teaching, research and
engagement. While individual recommendations often refer to one of the elements of core business,
the intent is that collectively we achieve stronger integration across these elements.

The ambition is to uphold a university that is unique in the Australian higher education setting, in terms
of its focus, the student experience, and its engagement. To this end, substantial changes in learning
delivery, organisational culture and structure, and the way we work will be required.

Recommendations

1. That a grand challenges framework should be developed as a means to elaborate on the four
themes embedded in the University’s Strategic Intent.

2. That the further development of signature programs, responding to grand challenges facing the
tropics, be considered.

3. That the Resource Allocation Model be reviewed in terms of its suitability to facilitate the
development and delivery of interdisciplinary learning programs.

4.  That subject and course offerings be assessed in regard to their alignment with the Strategic
Intent, student demand, community interests, and link to quality research with a view that:
a) Courses and programs that are not adequately aligned will be disestablished;
b) The policy in respect of low enrolment subjects will be strengthened and enforced;
c) Areas where existing learning opportunities might be expanded will be considered; and
d) Course offerings in terms of their spread across campuses will be considered.

5.  That a culture of research excellence be strengthened and given effect through the following

strategies:

a) Investin staff and infrastructure to support the research agenda for the long term;

b) Remove structural and financial barriers that hinder inter-disciplinary, multi-disciplinary or
trans-disciplinary research;

¢) Introduce more explicit and ambitious performance expectations in respect of research;

d) Assist staff in the ‘translation’ of their research, including the commercialisation of research
outcomes;

e) Identify areas of existing or potential research strength and develop and recruit staff to
further build capacity in these areas;

f) Discontinue investments in research areas which do not align with the Strategic Intent and
where existing research is below world standard;

g) Adopt a default standard that staff appointed at Level B and above have completed their
PhD at time of appointment; and

h) Revise workload models to encourage staff participation in research.

6.  That additional resources be allocated to increase the amount of HDR stipend scholarships
available to students who wish to pursue a PhD on a topic aligned to the Strategic Intent.
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That our doctoral education program be redesigned to strengthen graduate skills sets, improve
completion rates and times, and establish exit pathways for underachieving HDR candidates.
Consideration should also be given to potential changes to entry pathways to a PhD.

That specific proposals be developed to strengthen research-informed learning and to increase
the exposure of students to our active research.

That we strengthen our focus on students through the following initiatives:

a) review traditional course structures and sequencing of subjects;

b) assess the net benefits of moving to trimesters;

c) explore opportunities for more customisation of degree programs;

d) establish a standard definition of a major;

e) simplify course structures for all degree programs and joint degree programs;

f)  consolidate preparatory programs and learning support available to students; and

g) develop programs to cater to high performing students, including specifically the
establishment of an Honours College.

That we consider technology-based approaches to enhance course delivery, improve flexibility for
students and assist academic staff with the delivery of course content.

That a University-wide strategy be developed to provide a coordinated approach to supporting
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students from recruitment and transition, through their
course of study and on to graduation and alumni relations.

That there is an ongoing investment in the delivery of a high quality on-campus experience, that is
flexible and technology enabled.

That a University-wide engagement strategy be developed to provide a framework for
engagement across our core business

That work-integrated and practice-based learning opportunities for students be consolidated and
extended.

That research which is impactful, relevant and translatable be fostered through engagement with
industry, professions, community end-users and policy makers.

That an internationalisation strategy be developed that carefully integrates internationalisation
across all aspects of our core business.

That a more deliberative approach to international engagement be adopted that acknowledges
existing relationships and looks to establish ‘deep partnerships’ with a select number of
institutions with shared interests in the tropics.

That exchange and mobility opportunities for staff and students between our Australian and
Singapore campuses and other partner institutions be encouraged and supported.

That the National Best Practice Framework for Indigenous Cultural Competency in Australian
Universities be embedded.

That more programs to develop cultural competence be established and made accessible to staff
and students.
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Crystallising our Purpose

1 Introduction

Over the past 5 years, we have invested strongly in affirming and refining our strategic direction. This
setting of strategic direction has been anchored in the James Cook University Act 1997, which prescribes,
inter alia, that we are ‘to encourage study and research generally and, in particular, in subjects of special
importance to the people of the tropics’.

In 2008 we developed the Statement of Strategic Intent, in which we claimed as our purpose ‘Creating a
brighter future for life in the tropics world-wide through graduates and discoveries that make a
difference’. The Statement of Strategic Intent was refreshed in 2011 and endorsed by University Council
in February 2012, with no departure from this stated purpose.

To help give effect to the Strategic Intent, over the past 5 years we have invested in robust and rigorous
planning, exemplified by the University Plan. The Plan was comprehensively restructured in 2012,
following our refresh of the Strategic Intent and the revised Plan provides the updated framework for
short to medium term (1-3 years) planning for the University.

At the same time we have been strengthening our strategic foundations, the higher education sector
has been exposed to intensifying pressures and new challenges. As the Commonwealth Government’s
Base Funding Review' noted, there is a demonstrated need for additional funding, though the
Government has recently (January 2013) decided not to act upon this need®. The Commonwealth
Government is pushing hard for increased participation in higher education, with consequent pressures
on infrastructure and resources. International competition for students has intensified, as has the
competition for students domestically through the removal of enrolment caps. Technology is opening
up new opportunities for learning, with much attention on the rapid development of massive open
online courses (MOOCs). To remain vibrant and competitive we must respond to these very real
challenges and developments. Having affirmed our strategic direction, we must ensure that the core
business activities are closely aligned with this intent, and we must ensure that our services are fit-for-
purpose, effective and efficient.

‘JCU -The Future’ is the natural outgrowth of the strategic path on which we have embarked over these
past few years and a response to the challenges we face as an institution. The project will give stronger
expression and effect to our Strategic Intent, with the aim of establishing this as a ‘great’ university,
renowned for education and research relevant to the tropics. Leading off from the revised Statement of
Strategic Intent and the new University Plan, the project is directed at identifying opportunities for
innovation in learning and teaching, research, engagement, professional services and operations.
Intellectual leadership, backed by efficient and effective services and operations, are essential elements
in charting a sustainable future for the organisation. In concert with ongoing initiatives, the project
gives added effect to ‘One University, Two Countries, Three Tropical Campuses’, one of the institutional
priorities encoded in the University Plan. The project is aimed at shaping the architecture for the
University in order to give greater strength to our distinctiveness, lay the foundations for greatness, and
provide for an organisation that is resilient and sustainable.

L http://www.innovation.gov.au/HigherEducation/Policy/BaseFundingReview/Documents/HigherEd_FundingReviewReport.pdf
2 www.innovation.gov.au/HigherEducation/Policy/BaseFundingReview/Documents/Response-
BaseFundingReviewRecommendations.pdf
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The Terms of Reference for JCU — The Future are to:

1. Affirm James Cook University’s fields of intellectual excellence, represented in the domains of
learning and teaching, research and innovation, and engagement.

2. Develop a distinctive ‘JCU model’ for learning and teaching, building upon the outcomes and
activities of the Curriculum Refresh project and giving account to both ‘content’ and ‘delivery’.

3. Review and refresh the priorities and strategies in the JCU Research Plan as the basis for the
further development and growth of JCU’s research and innovation portfolio.

4. Strengthen the framework for engagement and partnerships, regionally, nationally, and
internationally.

5. Seek efficiencies and productivity improvements in the Enablers — professional services,
capabilities and operations.

6. ldentify the opportunities for harmonisation of campuses, with a view to both the scholarly and
service activities of the University.

7. On the basis of 1-6, deliver recommendations as to which activities within the University might be
enhanced (‘power up’), those that might be curtailed (‘power down’), those that might be
refashioned and new areas in which we might invest.

In concert with the notion that ‘structure should follow strategy’, JCU — The Future has three main
phases:

1. Crystallising our purpose. The objective is to improve the preciseness with which we define our
scholarly fields of endeavour. For example, the four strategic themes of the University Plan will be
elaborated upon, delivering a sharper focus for our intellectual activities.

2. Redesigning. Working across four domains (Learning & Teaching, Research, Engagement,
Services & Operations), the objective is to identify innovative approaches to ways of working. In
Learning and Teaching, for example, the objective will be to define a distinctive ‘JCU model’ that
is true to our Strategic Intent and the priorities expressed in the University Plan.

3. Implementation. The outcome will be an implementation plan, with a focus on integrating the
redesign to maximise gains.

The present report addresses the first of these. It is directed principally at the three elements of our
core business, as defined in the University Plan — Learning and Teaching, Research and Engagement. At
the same time that the work underpinning this report commenced, Ernst & Young were engaged to
assist the University in identifying efficiencies and productivity improvements in the professional
services, capabilities and operations. This work, which is ongoing, will be reported on separately.

As indicated above, the Terms of Reference for JCU -The Future includes the aim to become a ‘great’
university, and so part of the first phase of the project is to consider what this might mean in practice. In
the context of a university, greatness could be defined in many different ways. Students, for example,
might well refer to the quality of learning, the wider university experience and to the career
opportunities delivered through their university education. In the context of a regionally located
institution such as ours, greatness might be defined by local community members to include aspects of
engagement. Staff might refer to work satisfaction, career progression and work-family balance - i.e.,
as being a great organisation in which to work. National and international rankings of universities, such
as the Academic Ranking of World Universities, are based wholly or largely on indicators of research
performance.
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This report provides an overview of our strategic planning framework, followed by a synopsis of some
of the major external influences on the University, including those of significance to the tropics. The
discussion then summarises consultation with staff in terms of the broad shaping of the University,
leading in to an assessment of possible directions in terms of our core business - learning and teaching,
research and engagement. The report also presents some observations in regard to the implications of
change for work and organisational structures within the University.

2 Our Strategic Intent & the University Plan

While we examined and refreshed the Statement of Strategic Intent in 2011 our fundamental purpose
remains unchanged - ‘Creating a brighter future for life in the tropics world-wide through graduates
and discoveries that make a difference’. This purpose has its foundation in the Act that governs the
University. In a world in which distinctiveness (‘niche’) can be a powerful competitive advantage, we are
fortunate in our purpose being so uniquely defined, as this bestows authenticity.

The Statement of Strategic Intent sets the compass for this project in other important respects. It
affirms the importance of our place - the tropics. The Statement also affirms that the University is
committed to reconciliation and to sustainability, that the outlook is international, and that our work is
underpinned by a set of values and beliefs. Importantly, the Statement of Strategic Intent also affirms
that our learning and teaching and research are focused on four themes:

e  Tropical Ecosystems and Environment

e Industries and Economies in the Tropics

e  Peoples and Societies in the Tropics

e  Tropical Health, Medicine and Biosecurity

The University Plan provides a framework in which we pursue the intent, values and beliefs expressed
through the Statement of Strategic Intent. The Plan has three main elements:

»  Our Priorities - five institution-level considerations that extend across and permeate all of our
activities. These five considerations draw and elaborate upon important elements of the Strategic
Intent.

»  Our Core Business — the three activities that are the essence of what it is to be a university.

» Enablers - capabilities, resources, processes and services that exist to support the core business
of the institution.

JCU - The Future has the remit to instantiate and elaborate upon the strategic direction embedded in
both the Statement of Strategic Intent and the institutional priorities of the University Plan, to
interrogate what this means for the core business, and to design the enablers in order that they are
consistent with this purpose.

3 The World Around Us

Broadly, our external context is comprised of two main domains. The tropics — ‘our place’ - is one of
those domains and to a significant extent our work is directed towards understanding the many and
varied challenges of this broad region, and towards identifying opportunities and solutions in the
context of these challenges. The second domain is the realm of higher education, which is in a constant
state of flux nationally and internationally.

3 http://www-public.jcu.edu.au/about/strategic-intent/index.htm
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Our understanding and framing of the challenges and opportunities of the tropics in a very real sense
define James Cook University. Essential to the task of ‘Crystallising Our Purpose’, therefore, is an
appreciation of the challenges and the opportunities of the tropical world.

In relation to our tropical focus, a pertinent question was recently raised by a consultant assisting the
University. Their question was whether the ‘tropics’ is viewed as a focus or a filter. The question lies at
the heart of discussions within parts of the University about how alignment with the Strategic Intent
and the four themes in the University Plan is achieved.

The evolving character of higher education has bearing on such things as where our students and staff
come from, our pedagogy, our research, the resources we have to work with, the regulatory context in
which we operate, and the nature of competition in our core business activities.

Turning first to the tropics, it is commonplace these days, particularly amongst universities, to frame the
world in terms of ‘grand/global challenges’, defined by The Royal Society as “those which transcend
national boundaries and pose significant threats to societies and ecosystems”*. The Royal Society
identified these challenges as climate change, global health, food security, biodiversity, water security,
population and energy security. In a speech in 2012 to the International Forum of the Academic
Consortium for the 21st Century® the Federal Minister for Tertiary Education, Senator Chris Evans,
referred to the global challenges of climate change, agricultural production, health issues and water
issues.

Princeton University promotes their Grand Challenges initiative® ‘as a powerful new university-wide
initiative’:

Grand Challenges addresses these pressing problems [energy, development, health] by
establishing a community of engaged faculty, researchers, and graduate and undergraduate
students; stimulating interdisciplinary research; introducing new courses; and creating unique
opportunities for students to work alongside elite faculty in the laboratory and in the field.
The Program is developing a generation of leaders with a global perspective, practical
problem-solving experience, and a commitment to improving outcomes in a resource-
challenged global economy.

A selection of framings of the grand/global challenges is presented in Table 1. The table groups these
challenges under broad headings - resources, development, health, environmental change, people,
governance, education, and information technology.

4 The Royal Society, 2011, Knowledge, Networks and Nations: Global Scientific Collaboration in the 21°* Century. The Royal Society,
London. p 72.

5 http://minister.innovation.gov.au/chrisevans/Speeches/Pages/2012InternationalForum.aspx

6 http://www.princeton.edu/grandchallenges/
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Institution Grand/Global Challenges
Princeton Energy Development Health
Sustainable Human Intercultural
vet Cities Health Wellbeing Interaction
lobal Envi
Edinburgh Globa Global Health ~ —nvironment
Development and Society
New global Eco culture Transitions to . .
. . - Reinventing the
Essex socio-economic (resilient peace and internet
political order communities) prosperity
Food Security .
- Energy and the . Economics and Global .
Minnesota gy Global Health  and Agricultural I Education
Environment . Poverty Governance
Production
Green Growth — Food
Aarhus Energy sustainable Water Disasters Jobs
development Oceans
Cities
Biodiversity and Transnational Financial and
Food and . .
Southampton Ener ecosystems Population governance and Information
&y Climate change citizenship networks
. Sustainable . Integrated
Low carbon Low impact . Ageing Transport and
Coventry . g Agriculture and . s
vehicles buildings community Logistics
Food . .
Digital media
Singularit Ener Food for Cities
.g . y &y Global health Sustainable Poverty Global Security Education Space
University Upcycle
Water
Solar ener; Health
8y informatics Provide access Secure cyber-
. Energy from
National . Better to clean water Advance space
fusion . Prevent nuclear . .
Academy of Carbon medicines Restore and terror personalised Enhance virtual
Engineering Reverse- improve urban learning reality

sequestration
Nitrogen cycle

engineer the
brain

infrastructure
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Megatrends — described by Frost & Sullivan as “macroeconomic forces of development that will define
our future world and its increasing pace of change”’ - offer a somewhat different, though prospectively
complementary representation of, the evolving global order. A recent example is the CSIRO’s
foresighting project Our Future World: Global megatrends that will change the way we live.® Six
megatrends are identified:

More from less — limited supplies of natural resources (minerals, energy, water, food), set
against increasing populations and economic growth.

Going, going,... gone? The decline and possible extinction of habitats and species.

The silk highway — a shift in the world economy from west to east, with income growth in
Asia and, to a lesser extent, South America and Africa, leading people out of poverty and
into the middle income classes.

Forever young - representing the ageing population as an asset, but with the associated
challenges of retirement incomes and healthcare.

Virtually here — a world of increased connectivity where individuals, communities,
governments and businesses are immersed into the virtual world to a much greater extent
than ever before.

Great expectations — the rising demand for experiences over products and the rising
importance of social relationships.

Representations of the global/grand challenges or megatrends tend not to be geographically oriented
and the Taskforce did not find any that are specifically about the tropics. However, both challenges and
megatrends have particular expressions in the tropics, such as the increasing incidence of infectious
diseases or loss of biodiversity through the clearing of tropical rainforests. It is not difficult, therefore,
to map challenges or megatrends to the tropics.

For the purposes of JCU — The Future, the mapping of challenges to the four themes that underpin our
learning and research programs is one input to ‘crystallising our purpose’. The reference in the Strategic
Intent to a ‘brighter future’ affords a narrative which implicitly acknowledges that there are challenges,
that in these challenges lie opportunities, and that James Cook University can be oriented towards
solutions. We have a role to play in improving knowledge about the challenges, in fostering innovation
as a means of providing solutions, and in fostering opportunities in support of a ‘brighter future for the
tropics worldwide’.

Alongside these developments there are several established and emerging trends in the domain of
higher education that will profoundly influence our future. Blue Skies, a project of The Pearson Think
Tank?, “is a deliberate attempt to fundamentally broaden the conversation about higher education”. In
the introduction to their 2012 volume of essays Louis Coiffait, Head of Research at Pearson Think Tank,
opened his remarks with the question “Are universities currently experiencing an unprecedented
volume, velocity and variety of change?” He closed his remarks by saying “l would argue that
universities are facing a unique confluence of trends at the same time, creating an unprecedented
‘inflection point’.” The leading trends he identifies are funding, quality, fairness and technology.

"www.frost.com
8 http://www.csiro.au/Portals/Partner/Futures/Our-Future-World-report.aspx
9 http://pearsonblueskies.com/
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Closer to home, Professor Stephen Parker, Vice-Chancellor at the University of Canberra, commented in
Campus Review™ that:

The future of higher education globally is bright, but the current conception of a university in
countries like Australia is not sustainable in the long term, except perhaps for a small number
of institutions.

The organisational forms, cultures and practices which developed over the centuries to
provide university education for society’s elite have been stretched and panel-beaten as far as
they will go for an era of mass participation in higher education. The model is too expensive,
capital-intensive and inflexible.

On the theme of profound change in higher education, a report delivered by Ernst & Young in 2012 was
provocatively titled ‘University of the future: A thousand year old industry on the cusp of profound
change’”. Figure 1 summarises what Ernst & Young identified as the main drivers of this profound
change.

Synthesising these and other commentaries on change in higher education, the Taskforce distilled 6
main drivers of change - internationalisation, quality, pedagogy, participation, public versus private,
competition. Each is a substantial topic in its own right and we seek only to outline the issues here.

Source: Ernst & Young, 2012.

10 parker, Stephen, 2012, Time to trade in a well-worn university model, Campus Review, Oct 2, p 13.
11 Ernst & Young, 2012, University of the future: A thousand year old industry on the cusp of profound change.
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Internationalisation. ‘International’ has been raised in many guises recently, with some of the current
interest in Australia sparked by downturns in international student enrolments, occasioned by adverse
publicity in regard to the safety of international students studying in Australia, changes to visa
regulations, the appreciation of the Australian dollar, and the increasing competitiveness of other
country destinations. In respect of the latter, a recent report in The Australian cites a 43 per cent
increase in Chinese undergraduates going to the USA, along with predictions that in 2012 there will be a
decline in the number of Chinese students studying in Australia and that for the first time in a decade
the number of Chinese students studying in the US will be greater than in Australia”. Recent reports for
the NSW Department of Trade and Investment™ and for the British Council'* are among several that
forecast quite dramatic shifts in the pattern of international student participation. There have also been
influential commentaries on the internationalisation of research, including the 2012 British Council
report and another published by the Royal Society™, which provides incisive analysis of the reasons for,
benefits of, and future directions for international research. Of great significance for us — and indeed
universities everywhere — is the shifting balance of economic power towards Asia, along with strong
commitments amongst several nations within Asia to significant investment in education generally and
higher education specifically. One message that has recurred in much of the national commentary is
that Australia has to move away from regarding international students as primarily a source of revenue,
towards deeper, reciprocal and more meaningful engagement with international partners. How
Australian universities can position themselves to participate in a much more competitive environment
is an important strategic question. In addition to student recruitment, internationalisation of the
curriculum is increasingly important, along with the matter of the quality of the international student
experience.

Quality. The quality and standards agenda has emerged strongly and is particularly evident in Australia
through initiatives such as the Excellence for Research in Australia (ERA) and in the closer regulation of
higher education via the Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA). More widely, the
ranking of universities has emerged as an industry in itself. At the most general level, the assessment
and regulation of quality is welcome, particularly with the increasing presence of private operators in
higher education. As in so many things, though, the devil is indeed in the detail. There are questions, for
example, about the methods employed to assess research quality and those employed to develop
rankings. In respect of TEQSA, there has been concern to ensure that regulation is risk-based and
proportionate and, more recently, questions have emerged as to whether the TEQSA framework will
inappropriately constrain innovation in learning and teaching.

Pedagogy. Very much to the fore has been the convergence of open access education and the
opportunities for this that are afforded by digital technologies. Unlike the predictions before the
dotcom crash of a transformation to online learning, there is more substance to the current trends. This
substance lies in the fact that well respected universities — Yale, Harvard, Melbourne and the ANU -
have invested in the new online opportunities such as Coursera and edX. Of course, there is also
enhanced functionality this time around, which makes for even more innovative delivery. In a very real
sense, students can now learn anywhere, anytime, from many, many providers; and there are
implications for universities as they seek to articulate and enact a distinctive ‘value-add’ in this new
environment and identify the specific contribution they make to the student experience of learning.
Alongside the technological innovations, questions have been raised about the structure of tertiary
qualifications. For example, in the US concerns have been expressed about the cost of the traditional 4-
year degree, amid suggestions that degrees should be shorter and more vocationally oriented. The

12 The Australian, Higher Education Supplement, 3/10/12, p33.

13 Gallagher, S and Garrett, G., 2012, From University Exports to the Multinational University: The Internationalisation of Higher
Education in Australia and the United States. United States Study Centre.

1 http:/fihe.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/going_global/session_attachments/GG2012%2012.1%20Janet%20lllieva.pdf

15 The Royal Society, 2011, Knowledge, Networks and Nations: Global Scientific Collaboration in the 21° Century. The Royal Society,
London.
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linearity of our traditional degree models has also been questioned, along with suggestions that higher
education should be much more flexible and, indeed, tailored to individual needs, especially those of
non-traditional learners. A shift in educational focus to assuring and demonstrating student learning
outcomes also suggests that quality in curriculum design and learning support for new and diverse
cohorts should be a critical focus.

Participation. Within Australia especially, there are strong drivers to support the widening of
participation in higher education. Participation amongst socio-economic groups that have been poorly
represented in university education is very much to the fore. The Commonwealth Government has set
its participation target as 20 per cent of students from a Low-SES background by 2020 and is supporting
this aim through the Higher Education Participation and Partnership Program (HEPPP). This has several
implications, not the least being the prospect of growth in student numbers and the attendant issues in
terms of infrastructure and learning resources. It also raises questions about pathways into higher
education. The development of dual sector institutions, merging university and TAFE operations, has
been one response to the focus on pathways. There is a real opportunity here for higher education
providers to be explicit about their value proposition of delivering the transformative effects of higher
education more broadly.

Public versus Private. The debate about the balance of public versus private benefits that accrue from
higher education is quite active again, not only in Australia. The debate goes immediately to how the
costs of university education should be apportioned between government and individuals and the
prospect of future reforms that would lead to deregulated fees in Australia. There are other interesting
implications that might arise from increased private contributions. In particular, will this drive a more
vocational emphasis amongst students, subtly but profoundly, reshaping the nature of what universities
do?

Competition. In 2012 the Commonwealth Government removed the caps on undergraduate degree
enrolments™, creating a partially deregulated market in student places - partially, because controls on
fees have remained in place. We have some advantage in this partly deregulated market as there are
not, at this time, serious competitors geographically located in our two main undergraduate markets —
Cairns and Townsville. This is a very different circumstance to the capital cities, where several
universities operate. That said, the removal of the caps has expanded the opportunities for northern
Queensland students to travel to capital cities, including Brisbane. But competition is not restricted to
the Australian undergraduate market. As indicated above, the international competition for students -
both undergraduate and graduate - is intensifying strongly. Additionally, the increased access to online
content presents another source of competition and one that is also increasing strongly. For any
university, including our own, the question then looms as to what our value proposition is — why would
a student choose our institution over others, either within Australia or the many around the world that
have online options? At an even more fundamental level, we need to ask also - in the context of online
and/or blended learning environments - what is the value-add for students who come on-campus for
their learning?

The forces of change upon higher education have many and varied implications. They go directly to
issues of business sustainability for example, as income is threatened by competition and as costs might
escalate through necessary investments in new learning technologies. Also, the nature of work at
universities will change. For example, a shift towards online delivery through MOOCs and earlier
initiatives such as the Khan Academy" and an associated move towards more individualised learning
opportunities could cast professional academics more in the role of mentors and tutors, or intelligent
bundlers of resources. There is talk of ‘blended’ positions, where the distinctions between professional
and academic staff become increasingly blurred. Staff mobility might increase, if the forecast growth in

*® Diplomas and post-graduate coursework degree enrolments remain capped.
17 The Khan Academy is a website that delivers a free online collection of learning resources through YouTube.
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the ‘multinational university’ (MNU) is realised. More immediately, some universities have already
acknowledged that the division of academic labour is differentiated through, for example, the
designation of ‘teaching oriented’, ‘practice oriented’ and ‘research oriented’ classifications.

In the face of the quite profound changes that are upon higher education, institutions should plan
carefully. Important questions include:

e  What opportunities and threats lie in the various changes? How well prepared is the University to
grasp these opportunities and minimise the threats? Is the University’s culture today an asset or a
liability in the face of change?

e  What assumptions about how the University operates today may not be valid in the context of
anticipated change?

e Is the University insufficiently prepared for particular changes that the future might bring? What
are the specific vulnerabilities?

e Are there things that could be done today to improve our resilience?

e  What are the University’s current strengths and areas of distinctiveness that will enable it to be
successful in the future?

These questions lie at the heart of the JCU — The Future project.

4 Shaping the University for the Future

Against the backdrop of the grand challenges and the changes affecting higher education, fundamental
questions arise in respect of the future of the University. The Taskforce sought the views of the staff on
what the future could and should hold, through extensive consultation. There were three main
elements to this: (1) a facility for comments and submissions via the web and email; (2) a ‘Word Cloud’
as a device to elicit descriptors of the future, and; (3) a scenario exercise through which we explored
with staff what the future might hold and how we might prepare for it.

The objectives of the Consultation and Communication Plan for the project were to:

e  (learly identify all project stakeholders and encourage their involvement in the project and future
direction of the University;

e Provide balanced and objective information to the stakeholders to make them aware of the scale
of the project and level of change that could be implemented;

e To obtain stakeholder feedback by providing scenarios as a starting point for stakeholders to
raise ideas, issues and concerns;

e To work directly with stakeholders to ensure that ideas, issues and concerns are understood and
considered; and

e To involve stakeholders in aspects of decisions including the development of alternatives and
identification of potential “James Cook University models”.

The consultation process is already the most extensive to be conducted within the University within the
last decade, or more. It has been embraced by staff, who have made more than 900 individual
contributions either by attending a focus group, and/or contributing to the Word Cloud and/or providing
a written submission. Staff from each of the three tropical campuses and from all but one
organisational unit participated in the focus groups. Student consultation has included the opportunity
to post comments on the website and to contribute to the Word Cloud. Updates on the project have
been provided to the Student Association. Additionally, students were invited to participate in the focus
group discussions about the scenarios, but the timing of these sessions clashed with exams and only
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one student attended. There will be more opportunities for consultation with students as the project
continues.

It is clear from the participation and level of engagement that staff care deeply about the future of the
University and want it to succeed. The alignment of keywords gathered through an analysis of the Word
Cloud, focus groups and submissions also indicate a strong congruence with attributes or areas of
importance to staff and those articulated in the Strategic Intent and University Plan.

4.1 Comments and Submissions

A webpage provided the opportunity for staff and students to post views on the future of the
University, and submissions were invited. Staff were also provided with the opportunity to meet with
members of the Taskforce.

The web discussion board made it possible for people to post comments (anonymously, if they
preferred) and this facility was open to anyone who wished to contribute (i.e., it was not necessary to
have a James Cook University log in). Respondents could contribute in regard to discussion questions
that were posted, the Four Future Scenarios or make comment about potential future directions.

As at 15 November 2012, 72 written submissions from 67 individuals had been received by the Taskforce.
This included 14 comments by National Tertiary Education Union (NTEU) members forwarded to the
Taskforce by the NTEU Industrial Officer and four submissions from students.

4.2 The Word Cloud

Through the JCU - The Future website staff and students were invited to submit up to 5 words that they
would use to describe their preferred university of the future. The words were input to a ‘Word Cloud’,
updated daily. The Word Cloud is a pictorial representation in which the size of individual words is a
relative measure of the number of times they were submitted - large words are those submitted most
frequently.

Over a period of approximately 2 months, 2019 entries consisting of 517 unique words were contributed
by 409 participants. The final Word Cloud (as at the end of October) is presented in Figure 2. We sorted
the words into three main groups - adjectives, words that referred to activities (e.g., research,
teaching) and words that referred to particular disciplines or areas of knowledge. The distribution of
words across these three categories is shown in Table 2.

For the Taskforce, the adjectives and focus words were of most interest. The 11 most cited adjectives
and focus words are shown in Figures 3 and 4; innovative/innovation stood out strongly amongst the
describing words (submitted 47 times), with excellence, supporting and honesty also featuring strongly.
Research was the focus word most frequently submitted (114 times), followed by learning and teaching
(87), tropics (67), sustainability (60), staff (54) and environment (47).

The Word Cloud exercise strongly affirms our positioning around the tropics and sustainability and
speaks in favour of an institution that is innovative, dedicated to excellence and in which staff and
students are supported, in a culture that respects honesty.



Figure 2: The Word Cloud
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Table 2: Distribution of words within the Word Cloud

Category Examples Count

Focus Words Leadership, Sustainability, Research, Teaching 814
Discipline Words Science, Physics 619
Adjectives Engaged, Respectful 570
Excluded Any words that do not fit /inappropriate 16
Total 2019




Figure 3: Adjectives submitted to the Word Cloud
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Caring
Diversity 15 Innovation
Flexible 15 47
17
Respectful
17 Excellence
Friendly 36
18
| .
nteiirlty Supporting
28
Adaptable
19 Honesty
22
Figure 4: Focus words submitted to the Word Cloud
StudentsTechnology
Community 28 27 Research
Y 114

Indigenous 31
32

Engagement
38

Environment
47

Staff

54
Sustainability

60

Learning & Teaching
87

Tropics
67
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4.3 Four Futures - The Scenarios

A significant undertaking of the Taskforce in this first phase of the JCU - The Future initiative was an
exploration of the future through scenarios. For this work, Maree Conway of the firm Thinking Futures
was retained to assist with the preparation and presentation of scenarios to the University community.
Four Futures — the scenarios project — has delivered two major reports, one describing the scenarios
method and in which the scenarios are presented; and the second, providing a synthesis and analysis of
the consultation with staff around the scenarios. These reports are available through the project web
page - http://www.jcu.edu.au/future.

The scenarios were intended to engage staff in the wider discussion around changes needed to move
the University into the future and to increase understanding of the depth of change required.

Scenarios are instruments for ordering people’s perceptions about alternative potential future
environments - environments in which today’s decisions might have to play out. In practice, scenarios
resemble a set of stories built around carefully constructed plots. Such stories can express multiple
perspectives on complex events, with the scenarios themselves giving meaning to these events.

For the purposes of this project, the Global Business Network approach to scenario planning was
employed. This relies on a consideration of external drivers of change for the purpose of identifying two
critical uncertainties to structure a scenario matrix. Internal issues, in our case elicited through
interviews with staff, provide dimensions which are addressed in each scenario. The external drivers of
change are also used to inform thinking around how each scenario world evolves, while the internal
issues help to describe what the University might look like in each scenario world.

The two external drivers that were selected were:

Societal Value of Higher Education

Will higher education continue t