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3.2 South Australian applications 
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4. Final Recommendations and Implications for Funding 
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RUC302 – Regional Development Australia Adelaide Hills, Fleurieu and Kangaroo Island – Victor 
Harbor 

The Victor Harbor RUC aims to increase rates of tertiary education, grow the number of young 
people in the community and support growth of a competitive, vibrant and resilient economy and 
community.  

Features of the 
Centre 

The Victor Harbor RUC intends to operate in a cluster model with the existing 
Murray River Study Hub and proposed Mount Barker RUC.   

Regional Needs 
Model 
Considerations 

Readiness Threshold Indicators^: 

The region met all threshold 
indicators. 

General Comments: 

Transition and outcomes are a 
particular area of need in this region, 
with only 57% of higher education 
graduates gaining employment. 

Funding 
requested 

$1,503,500 

Location 
Victor Harbor, South Australia 

Regional 
Classification 

Inner Regional  

Assessment Panel 
score 

81 

Assessment Panel feedback 

The assessment panel felt that the application built on the existing robust governance arrangement of 
the applicant organisation (the RDA) and noted the board has strong representation from the tertiary 
sector.  The panel also noted the planned relationship between the existing Murray River Study Hub and 
the proposed Centre/s and considered that positive however it was not clearly outlined how this would 
operate. For example, it was unclear how the centres in the cluster would interact with one another and 
what the benefits would be for students, as well as for the organisation from a budget perspective. 

The panel noted the strong population growth, level of disadvantage and possible reach of the centre as 
favourable to the application. However, it was considered that the proximity to Adelaide meant that the 
location was not as high need, but still suitable. It was noted that the specific site was still being 
confirmed, which raised potential for cost increases. 

The panel discussed the overall costs given plans to connect with other SA RUCs which would typically 
result in reductions to the budget. Costs are high compared to other South Australian RUCs with similar 
offerings however, no grant funding has been requested for 2021-22.  Some line items that are higher 
than would typically be expected, include rent, marketing and staffing – marketing manager and 
placements officer positions are not positions that have been funded previously at other RUCs. The 
Centre has limited sources of other funding. The panel considered it would be appropriate to seek 
further information on the planned cluster approach between Victor Harbor, Mt Barker and Murray 
River including flow on cost efficiencies. 
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RUC303 – Regional Development Australia Adelaide Hills, Fleurieu and Kangaroo Island – Mount 
Barker 

The Mount Barker RUC aims to increase per capita rates of tertiary education, build a culture of 
“you can do it here” around education in the region and support growth of a more competitive, 
vibrant and resilient economy and community. 

Features of the 
Centre 

The Mount Barker RUC intends to operate in a cluster model with the 
existing Murray River Study Hub and proposed Victor Harbor RUC.   

Regional Needs 
Model 
Considerations 

Readiness Threshold Indicators^: 

The region did not meet the 
readiness threshold due to its 
proximity to existing higher 
education campuses.  

General Comments: 

This region has a high volume of 
potential students who could benefit 
from a RUC.  

Funding 
requested 

$1,438,500 

Location 
Mount Barker, South Australia 

Regional 
Classification 

Inner Regional 

Assessment Panel 
score 

80 

Assessment Panel feedback 

Broadly, this application is similar to Victor Harbor. The assessment panel felt that the application built 
on an existing robust governance arrangement of the applicant organisation. The board has strong 
representation from the tertiary sector.  

The panel noted that the relationship between the existing and proposed Centre/s was not covered 
adequately in the proposal. It was unclear how the centres in the cluster would interact with one 
another if this new Centres is established. 

It was considered that the proximity to Adelaide meant that the location was not high need, but still 
suitable. It was noted that the specific site was still being confirmed, which raised potential for cost 
increases. 

As with Victor Harbor, the overall costs are high given plans to connect with other SA RUCs which would 
typically result in reductions to the budget. Costs are also high compared to other South Australian RUCs 
with similar offerings however, no grant funding has been requested for 2021-22.  Some line items that 
are higher than would typically be expected, include rent, marketing and staffing – marketing manager 
and placements officer positions are not positions that have been funded previously at other RUCs. The 
Centre has limited sources of other funding. The panel considered it would be appropriate to seek 
further information on the planned cluster approach between Mt Barker, Victor Harbor and Murray 
River including flow on cost efficiencies. 
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7. Summary Table - Assessment Outcomes
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8. Appendix A –Applicant scores against the assessment criteria
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J 
Community 
Partnerships 

The panel noted a diverse range of stakeholders had been included. It was 
noted that the application was not entirely clear what the ongoing role of 
these organisations would be. 

7/10 

K 
Industry/Business 

Partnerships 

The panel noted that the application had identified potential employers in 
the region, which was viewed favourably.  
It was raised as a potential concern that despite engagement with 
industry/business, an appropriate site had not been identified in the 
region. 

8/10 

L 
Support Services 

The panel noted that a reasonably comprehensive list of support services 
had been provided. 
It was noted that this section included detail of actual connections that 
had been established beyond pastoral care. 

8/10 

Budget 

The panel noted that there were limited sources of other funding, but that 
the overall the total cost was on the lower side. 
It was noted that due to a specific site not yet being selected, there was a 
risk of cost increases. 
The panel noted that the fit out and leasing costs were high, and 
ambitious fee sharing arrangements were included. It was noted that 
existing centres are delivering similar provisions at a lower cost. 

6/10 
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Other comments 

N/A 

TOTAL SCORE 81/115 
Note: Where an application receives a suitability rating of 

‘Unsuitable’ in one or more of the assessment criteria the final 
suitability rating is ‘Unsuitable’, regardless of the final score 

Overall Scoring 
Guide 

Unsuitable 
0 – 56 

Suitable 
57 - 89 

Highly Suitable 
90 - 115 

Final Comments: 

Broadly this application is similar to Mount Barker. Both foreshadow a cluster approach but don’t quite provide 
this in enough detail.  
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