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Appendix 1

Flinders model for integration of planning and quality assurance
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Abstract

A major aim of the Monash University 2006-2010 Education Plan is to ensure that Monash
courses are relevant and responsive to the needs of students and key stakeholders and that teach-
ing is of the highest quality. Monash’s goals for quality learning and teaching, articulated in the
Education Plan, reflect the quality imperatives in higher education which are now well entrenched
in the sector. In 2006, Monash’s newly created Centre for the Advancement of Learning and
Teaching (CALT) began a major strategic development initiative, the ‘Systematic Improvement
Strategy in Response to Unit Evaluation Data’ project. This institutional project anticipated that
faculties, collaboratively with the Centre for Higher Education Quality (CHEQ) and CALT,
would implement and evaluate improvement approaches for teaching and learning based on rel-
evant performance indicators; that is, data drawn, in particular, from the University’s standard
unit evaluation surveys and other institutional datasets. The processes and outcomes of the pilot

project at the Victorian College of Pharmacy (VCP) are reported.

Keywords: unit evaluation data, quality improvement, strategic policy

1. Introduction

A major aim of the Monash University 2006-2010 Education Plan is to ensure that Monash
courses are relevant and responsive to the needs of students and key stakeholders and that
teaching is of the highest quality. Monash University believes that its quality frameworks
ought to be integrated, explicitly and transparently, with the daily activities of individuals
across the University. Consequently, and as Australia’s largest research-intensive university, it:

places major importance on individuals and work teams taking responsibility for their
own quality assurance and improvement processes. Such an approach is consistent
with the needs of a large, diverse, international and knowledge-based organisation

(Quality at Monash: Values and Principles).
In keeping with this quality philosophy, in early 2006 CALT with CHEQ initiated an

institutional strategic development scheme, the ‘Systematic Improvement Strategy in Response
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to Unit Evaluation Data’ project. The project anticipated that faculties, with CHEQ and
CALT, would implement and evaluate strategies to improve student satisfaction in teaching and
learning based on key performance indicators; in particular data drawn from the University’s
standard unit evaluation surveys. The project’s broad intentions were to:

*  work from data sources,

* target poorly performing units as a priority,

*  establish response teams consisting of CHEQ, CALT and faculty staff,

* link staff and student development support,

* focus initially on aspects that were perceived as being relatively easy to improve,

*  provide concentrated support over a short term to achieve high impact,

*  document and demonstrate consequent improvement.

The project was conceived within Monash’s existing quality framework (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: The Monash Quality Cycle

The Victorian College of Pharmacy (VCP) agreed to pilot the project. In 2006, VCP
had an EFTSL of 1130, compared to the Faculty of Business and Economics with 10 000
and the university overall with 50 000 (Monash Pocket Statistics, 2006). The largest program
at the VCP is the Bachelor of Pharmacy and the VCP offers a number of other programs
at undergraduate and postgraduate levels in pharmacy and the pharmaceutical sciences. The
VCP is committed to quality improvement in teaching and learning through its various edu-
cational governance structures, which are overseen by the Associate Dean (Teaching) (ADT).
The Senior Executive, in particular the ADT (then, the fourth author), played an important
and proactive role in establishing the project. The Dean and the Faculty Quality Management
Group were receptive to the intentions of the project and the Dean and ADT were visible in
the project through their attendance at academic staff development workshops.

The pilot project aimed to effect change in a number of prioritised units prior ro their
delivery in Semester 2 2006. It was anticipated that the improvements implemented would
be reflected in improvements in the relevant unit evaluation survey data. Moreover, it was
intended that the project contribute to further developing the VCP’s existing quality teaching
and learning environment and that it inform the project’s broader implementation across the
remaining Monash faculties.

This paper reports the processes and outcomes of the pilot project at the VCP.

2. Project Methodology

The Project Team comprised representatives from CALT (The Deputy Director, a Senior
Lecturer and Lecturer in the Strategic Development portfolio and a Lecturer who then
worked at the VCP in student learning support), CHEQ (a Senior Lecturer Quality Advisor)
and the VCP (the Associate Dean Teaching and a well experienced Senior Lecturer). A smaller
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working group (excluding the Deputy Director CALT and the CHEQ adviser) administered
the project and the CALT staff (the first three authors) were responsible for the operational
management of the project.

The project team reviewed the Semester 2 2005 unit evaluation data and analysed the
bottom 25% units, based on the quality satisfaction item (Item 8). (The survey items include
university-wide and faculty-designed items and are listed in Appendix 1). Units that had items
with scores 10% or more below the Faculty mean were also identified and discussed. The
CALT/VCP working group reviewed the identified units in more detail (unit outlines and as-
sessment strategies) and gathered useful additional data and information relevant to the broad
pedagogical context in which the units were taught at VCP. Subsequently, ten units across
two degrees were prioritised for the project; they ranged from Year 1 to Year 4 and enrolments
varied from 28 to 245 EFTSL. The project aimed to identify curriculum improvements that
could be most readily made so that changes, once implemented, would have a beneficial effect
on student learning experiences and, consequently, be reflected in the unit evaluation survey
data.

In general, the units that were part of the project were weak in two key areas: clarity
and transparency of unit learning objectives and appropriateness and timeliness of feedback
to improve learning. Of interest, these issues were not only reflected across the VCP but also
institutionally across Monash.

3. Implementation Stages

The ADT discussed the project with relevant unit coordinators and notified them that the
CALT operational team would contact them to collaborate on initiatives to improve the units
in preparation for Semester 2 2006. The operational team met the unit coordinators over a
period of a week and formally summarised, in writing, the meetings and agreed interventions
(see Table 1).

As anticipated, there were a number of complex curriculum issues that were uncovered
in the meetings, which were beyond the scope of the project. These issues, principally related
to the politics of cross-Faculty teaching in one unit and internal curriculum restructuring in
others, were discussed with the ADT as they arose and resulted in the withdrawal of some
units; consequently, five units remained in the project following the consultation period.

Table 1: Units and Agreed Interventions

Unit/ .
Agreed Interventions
Year Level
P1/1
e Introduce low-weighted assessment mid-semester assessment task for feedback.
e Implement exam review and a practice session.
P474

e Redevelop objectives.

e Implement self-assessment quizzes on MUSO (Monash’s online learning manage-
ment system) for feedback.

e Team meeting for sessional staff to reiterate unit objectives, focus of lecture series,
their teaching roles.

o Clarify presentation of unit objectives and learning expectations in introductory
lecture.
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Unit/

Agreed Interventions
Year Level

e Make ‘feedback’ information more explicit more explicit for students - at semester
commencement,

e Outline the feedback approach for students

e Post ‘Comments’ section on MUSO site for feedback.

P5/2 e  Trial the University Unit Outline Template (in MUSO)

e Re-focus and re-develop objectives.

o Implement changes to assessment strategy: better alignment with learning objectives

¢ Reduce weighting on final exam

e Introduce formative assessment tasks, including use of online quizzes.

¢ Redevelop learning objectives; ensure that specific learning objectives are made
clear for each lecture.

e Redesign whole-class tutorials for more feedback opportunities.

¢ Implement two new communication lectures

e  Conduct regular meetings with all tutors prior to practical classes

P e Implement comprehensive tutor's manual to standardize information delivery to
students.
e Continue work-in-progress with respect to development of interactive multi-media
resources, including ‘Drugs-in-profile’.
e Implement MUSO discussion board to contribute to feedback and student engagement.
P8/2 ¢ Integrate online problem-oriented case studies

e Rewrite objectives

In the four weeks prior to the commencement of Semester 2 2006, members of the op-
erational team met with unit coordinators to ensure commitment to implementing the agreed
upon improvements and to provide further advice. Academic staff development workshops
(for all VCP staff) to discuss learning objectives, assessment alignment and feedback were
planned, conducted and evaluated. Attendance figures at these workshops were rewarding and
the workshops were well evaluated. The majority of unit coordinators whose units were part of
the project attended the workshops. The operational team planned focus group interviews with
students in each unit, to complement the routine unit evaluation surveys. A survey was sent to
participating coordinators to evaluate their perceptions of the project, especially the consulta-
tion process. This completed Stage 1 of the project, Planning and Implementation.

Monitoring Improvement Outcomes

As stated earlier, the quantitative part of the monitoring strategy (Stage 2 of the project) con-
sisted of analysing the relevant standard Monash University online unit evaluation surveys
which were undertaken at the end of Semester 2 2006 and comparing them with Semester 2
2005 data. CHEQ oversaw the survey administration and data analysis. In Table 3 improve-
ments in the mean are noted for the quality item (Item 8) comparing Semester 2 2005 with
Semester 2 2006. Unit P8/2 was excluded as the sample size and response rate was consid-
ered too small (CHEQ does not routinely interpret unit evaluation data with less than five
responses). The comparative means across university and faculty items are illustrated in Table
4 for all units remaining in the project.
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Table 3: Unit Improvement Quality Item 8

Unit/Level Students Enrolled 05/06 S2 2005 S$2 2006 % Change in Mean
P1/1 196/231 3.68 3.85 4.6%A
P4/4 200/159 3.28 4.00 22%A
P5/2 200/196 3.23 3.2 0.93%V
P7/1 210/242 3.07 3.29 7.2%A
Table 4: Comparative Means Units
uc P1/1 P7/1 P5/2 P4/4
*Seudent Y=2005, | Y=2006, | Y=2005, | Y=2006, Y=2005, | Y=2006, Y=2005, | Y=2006,
Cohorer | EZ196, [ E=23L, | E=210, |E-242, |E=200, |E=196, |E=200, |E=159,
R=33 R=105 R=46 R=86 R=46 R=44 R=46 R=71
* Q1 3.5 3.96A 3.46 3.38 2.85 3.05A 3.63 4.14A
CIE) Q2 3.55 3.86A 2.93 3.14A 3.14 2.98 3.56 3.86A
’q—: Q3 3.27 3.954A 3.48 3.55A 3.04 3.2A 3.05 3.86A
-'g Q4 3.6 3.86A 3.41 3.27 3.49 3.32 3.2 3.37A
> Q5 3.23 3.09 3.1 3.32A 2.83 3.39A 2.7 3.51A
g Q6 3.33 3.29 3.37 [3.36 317 3.5A 2.85 3.49A
E Q7 3.57 3.80A 3.33 3.75A 3.7 3.86A 3.48 4.00A
> Q8 3.68 3.85A 3.07 3.29A 3.23 3.2 3.28 4.00A
Q9 3.77 3.86A 3.59 3.65A 3.24 3.16 3.39 3.81A
n | Q10 3.7 3.66 3.05 3.26 A 3.03 3.77A 2.93 3.70A
g QN 4 412A 3.47 3.7A 3.6 4.09A 3.2 4.43A
é Q12 4.03 3.8 3.74 3.74 3.83 3.93A 3.44 3.76 A
S| Q13 3.81 3.49 3.91 4.02 A 3.69 3.55 3.33 3.67A
2| a4 3.82 3.72 3.55 3.67A 3.63 3.95A 3.24 3.79A
§ Q15 3.94 3.66 3.43 3.35 3.3 3.27 3.1 3.57A
L1 Q16 3.84 3.72 4.05 3.85 3.93 411A 3.29 3.84A
Q17 417 3.91 3.38 3.7A 3.93 4.21A 3.81 4.11A

Key: Y: Year; E: Enrolled Students; R Responses

The interview questions were structured to enable feedback from students that was
directly related to the improvement approaches implemented in each unit. As noted above a
qualitative dimension was added by gathering information from focus group interviews with
students. Unfortunately, it was difficult to recruit students for the interviews despite the best
efforts of CALT and VCP staff. As a result, an anonymous asynchronous online discussion was
established as a contingency strategy to collect qualitative data for two units.

It is beyond the scope of this short paper to discuss the issues raised from the qualitative
data for each unit. However it was evident in the qualitative data that students reflected posi-
tively on their learning in direct relation to the unit improvements implemented. Moreover,
students expressed strong views about what they characterise as ‘good teaching’. Units where
the learning expectations were made clear, where learning objectives were transparent and
where they have opportunity across the semester to assess their own learning, were perceived
positively. Students appreciated well-organised and approachable teaching staff who engaged
them in interactive learning opportunities. Students valued learning collaboratively with their
peers and being engaged in problem-oriented activities that test their developing knowledge
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and skills. They valued opportunities to develop research skills and to be engaged in authentic
learning opportunities that prepare them for professional practice.

Discussion

The evolution of the project reflected Monash’s views that often institutional datasets relating
to teaching and learning are under utilised for quality improvement and policy development.
Yorke et al (2005) report a similar view broadly across the sector in the UK and reported a
‘data mining’ exercise to determine if demographic variables (student place of residence etc)
were influential in academic performance. The extensive cross-institutional exercise aimed
to inform related institutional policy development. In Australia and internationally, there
has been a healthy debate about the use of various institutional, national and international
datasets for quality improvement purposes in the higher education sector, in particular data
drawn from the Course Experience Questionnaire (Bedggood & Pollard 1999, Ramsden
2003, Richardson 2005).

Barrie, Ginns & Prosser (2005) presented a review of the evidence-based quality assur-
ance system in place at the University of Sydney. Their paper reported the implementation of a
particular strategy that aimed to develop:

systems to enact the policy in ways that would promote alignment between policy
and management directives, faculty strategic initiatives and teaching and learning
practices at the level of actual subject (Barrie, Ginns & Prosser 2005, p. 642).

While the authors offer an evidence-base of their system’s success, they acknowledge
the difficulties of implementing a major teaching and learning improvement initiative in a
research-led university. Therefore they argue that the gains made at their institution have been
substantial over a five year period.

Of particular interest to this paper is their discussion regarding the operational imple-
mentation of the institutional policy at faculty level, which included responding to unit survey
data by implementing staff development initiatives and curriculum improvement projects
(Barrie, Ginns & Prosser 2005). The long-term sustainable operational outcomes of such initia-
tives are, of course, difficult to measure and resource intensive to implement, as the research
literature in impact evaluation across disciplines attests (Patton 2002).

The project reported in this paper, while reflecting many of the attributes of similar
initiatives across the sector, is distinct from others in its unique methodological approach. This
approach is embedded in close collaboration between central quality improvement groups,
faculty executive and academic teaching staff to implement rapid curriculum change for im-
provement over a short time frame that would be reflected in key performance indicators im-
mediately after the improvement approach was implemented.

In employing the project methodology, it was anticipated that the project implementa-
tion would be ‘completed’ within a six-week time frame. In the VCP, a small faculty with 10
units initially included in the project, the planned time frame appeared ‘feasible’. However, the
practicalities of academic life meant that the timeline was contingent and numerous obstacles
presented themselves. The first meeting of the project team was May 5 2006 and the imple-
mentation strategies were completed by July 10 2006. A Stage 1 Report was completed by early
July 2006 and presented to the VCP Executive Management Committee on August 17 2006.

The Stage 1 Report recommended that the VCP consider reviewing its academic admin-
istration in relation to the way it responds to evaluation data of units, programs and ‘shared
degrees’. The Stage 1 Report, in particular, recommended clarification of the role, expectations
and accountability of degree coordinators and unit coordinators in implementing identified
quality improvement approaches for teaching and learning.
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In the project overall, academic staff in identified units approached the project with
varying degrees of commitment and some debated the validity of the unit evaluation survey
data as a key performance indicator for curriculum improvement. Some academic staff were,
therefore, less enthusiastic than others in engaging with the project and taking accountabil-
ity for implementing agreed upon changes. Moreover, several staff, while acknowledging the
need for change and improvement, were constrained by research and other workload demands
which, they believed, militated against their engagement. Subsequently, some staft appeared
more inclined to effect change in incremental stages. Inevitably, the above factors influenced
the project outcomes. Furthermore, the Stage 2 improvement monitoring strategy was con-
strained by difficulties in recruiting students for focus group interviews and the limited survey
data in one unit.

However it is important to note, that in two units the project served to give additional
impetus to effect curriculum change that was already in train. Consequently planned work
occurred sooner than the curriculum team anticipated.

The unit with the most marked improvement was P4/4 with a 22% improvement in the
mean for the quality item and substantial improvements across all other university and faculty
items (see Table 4 above). It is our contention that this unit evidenced the best outcome due to
the commitment and perseverance of the unit coordinator in engaging with the project, their
acceptance of the survey data as a meaningful performance indicator of the students’ percep-
tions of their learning in the unit and a willingness to accept advice and implement pragmatic
and transparent strategies directly relevant to the identified issues. The effective collaborative
relationship which developed in the short period of consultation between the unit coordinator,
CALT staff and the relevant VCP IT staff who assisted in implementing the online feedback
strategies, was in our view the key driver for the successful improvement evidenced in the
Semester 2 2006 survey data and the related qualitative data for this unit.

A review of assessment and feedback approaches, initiated by the VCP Faculty Education
Committee in mid 2006, was a positive outcome of Stage 1 of the project. Curriculum issues
related to assessment and feedback appear, however, to be of continuing interest to students,
as evidenced from the Stage 2 qualitative and quantitative data, and will most likely require
ongoing monitoring at the VCP.

It is important to note that, as a result of discussion during the project, the VCP Faculty
Education Committee has mandated that there will be more continuous assessment in all units
across the VCP programs. As well, there has been a total restructuring of the Faculty academic
structure; a new ADT and a new position of deputy ADT along with three new course direc-
tors and appropriate deputies for the VCP’s major programs have all been appointed.

The VCP Faculty Education Committee has extended its attention to feedback in a number
of other ways; for example, through implementing the ‘Lectopia’ pilot project, a facility allowing
students to download and review lectures. We also acknowledge other excellent initiatives at
the VCP related to improving student feedback (e.g. the use of audience response systems in large
lecture classes, and the growing use of online and multi-media learning support strategies).

Conclusion and Implications for Operational-level Quality Improvement Practices

Executive level academic and general staff involvement (for example, the Dean, the ADT and
Faculty Academic Manager) is essential to successful outcomes for any quality improvement
strategy. As key stakeholders, they ought to make their commitment and support visible and
transparent through contributions at committee level and, ideally, their participation in rel-
evant aspects of the project (e.g. attending and participating in academic staff development
workshops). In other words, departmental cultures need to reflect “an environment in which
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teaching, learning and the needs and interests of students are given greater priority’ and de-
partment-level leadership plays a key role in this developing such cultures. (Knight & Trowler,
2000, p. 78).

Transparent communication pathways ought to be established early to help facilitate staff
participation and commitment to improvement projects such as this. The onus lies with the
Faculty to inform academic staff, whose units are selected as part of any improvement project,
of the nature and scope of the project and their expected role in it. In certain circumstances,
consideration may need to be given to the role of performance management in assisting to
assure accountability for quality improvement in teaching and learning.

A Department, School or Faculty-wide workshop that explains Unit Evaluation Surveys
(including the survey items, analysis and interpretation) and their integral role in the institu-
tions’ quality cycle ought also to be conducted by the appropriate group (in our case CHEQ)
prior to project commencement. Furthermore, the project management team should agree, in
the first instance, on strategies to adopt if identified units require more detailed intervention
for improvement beyond any rapid and easily implemented pedagogical modifications antici-
pated by the project.

For us, the greatest challenge rests in sustaining over time curriculum change and im-
provement initiated by projects such as this. Consequently, faculties and departments need to
identify strategies to sustain accountability pathways within existing organisational structures
or, alternatively, develop new ones to assure the ongoing monitoring of unit evaluation data
and improvement strategies.

We do believe that the CALT/VCP pilot project affected varying degrees of enhancement
in the units that were targeted for improvement. It should be noted that while the University-
wide items (in particular Item 8, the quality item) are of most interest for policy makers in-
stitutionally, other successful implemented improvements were measured by Faculty items
and their successful implementation is reflected in both qualitative and quantitative data. The
project also highlighted that the University’s quantitative unit evaluation data is one part of the
pedagogical evaluation ‘story’ and in our case, the qualitative data drawn from the focus group
interviews with students while limited reflected the findings of the survey analyses. Particular
departments, schools and faculties have their own peculiarities and contexts, which can be
highly influential to students’ experiences of learning and which ought to inform improvement
approaches along with available department and institutional quantitative datasets.

APPENDIX 1:

SEMESTER 2 2005 AND SEMESTER 2 2006 UNiT EVALUATION SURVEY QUESTIONS

University Items
1. The learning objectives of this unit were made clear to me
This unit enabled me to achieve the learning objectives
I found the unit intellectually stimulating
I found the resources provided for the unit to be helpful
I received useful feedback on my work
Feedback I received on my work was provided in time to help me improve
The overall amount of work required of me for this unit was unrealistically heavy
Overall, I was satisfied with the quality of this unit

PNAN AR

Faculty Items
9. 'The sequence of topics in this unit made sense to me
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10. The assessments so far this year comprehensively tested my achievement of the unit’s
learning objectives

11. The practical classes, tutorials and/or workshops were relevant and useful to the learn-
ing objectives of the unit

12. I had sufficient access to teaching staff for this unit.

13. I was encouraged to explore more information than was given in lectures associated
with this unit.

14. I found the information for assessment tasks so far this semester were clear

15. At this stage of the course, I found this unit integrated well with other units in the
course.

16. I could see how the material taught in this unit might be relevant to my future career.

17. If the unit included an on-line or flexible delivery component please complete the fol-
lowing question:

18. The on-line teaching materials associated with this unit were a useful resource.

19. What were the best aspects of this unit?

20. What aspects of this unit are most in need of improvement?
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Abstract

In the past decade, much has been written abour the governance of universities from the point of
view of the superior governing body, frequently called the ‘Council’. Less has been written about
the academic body, sub-committees to council, usually named, ‘academic board’. The dearth of
writing on academic boards relative to that on university councils, does not reflect the high level
of interest in academic boards of Australian University Quality Agency (AUQA) auditors. The
AUQA audit reports, their recommendations, affirmations and commendations, demonstrate the
important and changing role of academic boards, driven by change in the style of management
of universities and the quality framework of which AUQA is a part. They also demonstrate
the need for universities to pay closer attention to their academic boards. Other circumstances
surrounding higher education in Australia, including the commencement of the second cycle of
AUQA audits, continued discussion of the National Governance Protocols and implementation
of the revised National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes reinforce the author’s
view that universities must seize the moment and embark on more careful discussion of the role
of academic boards, their interrelation with council and university management and their role
as the voice of the academy.

1. Introduction

In the past decade, much has been written about the governance of universities here and
overseas from the point of view of the superior governing body, frequently called the ‘council’.
Less has been written about the academic body that usually consists of a majority of academic
staff, a few general or professional staff and students and ex officio members of the executive
or senior University management. In Australia, these academic bodies, sub-committees to
councils, are usually named, ‘academic board’. The dearth of writing on academic boards
relative to that on university councils does not reflect the high level of interest in academic
boards of AUQA auditors. The AUQA audit reports, their recommendations, affirmations
and commendations, are replete with references which demonstrate the important and chang-
ing role of academic boards, driven by change in the style of management of universities and
the quality framework of which AUQA is a part. They also demonstrate the need for uni-
versities to pay closer attention to their academic boards. This paper will discuss changing
approaches and attitudes to the academic board.

2. Origins of the academic board

Like the councils, academic boards have evolved over time. They have origins in professorial
boards and sometimes retain this element in their contemporary form. They vary in size,
from very large bodies with an unspecified number of members, determined according to the
constituent parts of a particular university, to smaller ones that are less representative in their
composition. They are often seen as slowing decision-making, a necessary outcome of their
relation to the governing council and the layers of subordinate committees with which they
share the work load. They are also seen as collegial and as a forum for debate.
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3. Council reforms and academic boards

The Commonwealth Government’s scrutiny and Minister Julie Bishop’s continuing interest
in university councils, their size, focus, role, corporate interest and expertise, is resulting in
the council becoming more like a corporate board. As councils have been reduced in size and
their membership transformed to be primarily external and to include more members with
business expertise, academic boards remain as perhaps the most significant, formal, contem-
porary expression of the medieval heritage of modern universities and the characteristic col-
legiality associated with the academy that is often contrasted with the ‘new’ managerialism of
universities (Meek and Wood (1997), Marginson (1999), Considine M. (2001), Coaldrake ez
al. (2003), National Institute for Governance (2003), Considine D. (2004), Thornton (2005),
Edwards (n.d.)).

In Australia, most universities are established by legislation and the changes to councils
have required amendments to university acts. Usually, the university act refers to the academic
board as a sub-committee of council and the chair of the academic board is named as an ex
officio member of the council. Of course, as the ultimate governing body, the council of the
university has primary responsibility for the corporation. Academic boards usually recom-
mend on matters academic, with some academic decisions made by the council, depending on
how power has been delegated (Meek and Wood, 1997; Coaldrake ez al., 2003).

The result of the changes made to councils has led to a clearer divide between the role
of council and the role of academic board. Though this has arisen largely from recent history,
it is also a product of historical factors and legal principles, of the structure of the historical
corporation of the university and the people who make up the membership of the university
corporation. Members are usually described in the university act and consist of the academic
and other staff, students and sometimes graduates, who may or may not have a place on council
or some decision-making role as a convocation. One of the outcomes for most universities of
drastically reducing the number of staff and students on council is to escalate ‘a split’ between
custodianship of the organisation’s purpose and custodianship of the assets (Corcoran ez al.,
2000). This is an important distinction.

Corcoran says purpose resides with the members, the assets with the council or gov-
erning body. Considering the governance of universities and the membership, this would
make the academic board the custodian of academic purpose of the university, while council
is the custodian of assets. Academic purpose includes the academic voice and the guarantee
of quality of academic programs. As a result of the changing role of councils there emerges
a dichotomy between quality concerns of program approval and review and purely financial
and commercial decisions. At the extreme, it could be argued that anything that is essentially
commercial in nature - including research grants, and the commercial basis of international
student and fee-paying postgraduate coursework load - could be removed from the province of
the academic board. The council role which is delineated as having to do with finances, com-
mercial interests and risk, effectively leaves the academic board with no substantive role other
than as guardian of academic quality.

One of the recommendations in AUQA audit reports alludes to this division in
responsibilities:

Council develop strategies to ensure it is able to inform and balance its fiduciary
governance responsibilities with its academic governance responsibilities.

University acts generally prescribe the function and powers of councils without distin-
guishing how these are shared or delegated to academic boards. Neither do they usually define
the powers of the chief executive or management. In some cases, statutes help, setting out par-
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ticular powers or functions of the vice chancellor and the relationship of the council and the
vice-chancellor and other executives. Outside legislation, the terms of reference of academic
boards describe their role. Within the tripartite divide (council, academic board, management)
usually the council would decide on resources, finance, commercial interests and the corporate
plan, and management would make industrial relations and other decisions. Academic board
would determine CGS load, approve programs, admissions and academic review and a host of
other things for which academic board, composed largely of academic staff, has expertise. One
can test this proposition drawing upon the work of the many teams of AUQA auditors who
have examined nearly every university in Australia in the first cycle of audits. What have the
audits revealed about academic boards, their role and function in Australian universities?

4. Academic boards through the eyes of AUQA auditors

In a recent paper for Higher Education Research and Development, Jeanette Baird (2007) ana-
lysed commendations, recommendations and affirmations on councils and academic boards
in AUQA reports. For the reasons articulated by Baird, this article has drawn from AUQA
reports without identifying particular universities. She found that recommendations and af-
firmations on academic boards fell into three main subject areas: roles; leadership; and quality
assurance (Baird, 2007).

Some of the auditors’ recommendations are particularly relevant within the context of
governance reform outlined above. They include statements that refer to roles of academic
boards and the relation with councils, in some instances pointing to a need to clarify their
respective roles and responsibilities:

* academic board should ‘strengthen its ability to maintain oversight of the
academic activities of the University, and, in particular, assure the quality of
teaching and learning activities’;

* academic senate’s relationship to council ‘with respect to governing and assuring
the quality of the University’s academic activities also needs to be clarified’

*  ‘consider clarifying the relationship between the Academic Board and the
Academic Council in terms of their respective responsibilities and purpose’

*  ‘ensure its governance and management processes enable academic
representatives to play a substantive role in the academic affairs of the University,
and in recommending to Council on significant academic initiatives’

*  ‘review outcomes from the review of Academic Board to ensure that it is
effectively fulfilling its functions as the principal academic authority within the
University’.

AUQA recommended that one university ‘reconsider the roles and functions of the vari-
ous committees related to teaching and learning with a view to clarifying their roles in relation
to quality management of the University as a whole’.

Several recommendations deal with the need to clarify the roles in relation to academic
matters not only of academic board, but also of other components the governance system.
Examples include suggestions that the university:

*  ‘Senior Executive Group provide clarity to the University about the respective
roles of the Academic Senate and the Portfolio Committees’;

*  ‘commission a review of the recently established Programs Committee to ensure
that it is operating effectively and that its delegated responsibilities for overseeing
the quality assurance of teaching activities are being appropriately fulfilled’

*  ‘identify the role that it wishes the Research and Development Board to play in
the academic governance and management of the University; and ensure that
this role is communicated and acted upon in a clear and open manner’
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* ‘review the role, membership and terms of reference of the Academic Board,
and in the light of the increased devolution of responsibility of academic quality
assurance to other bodies ... consider strategies for involving the Board earlier,
and more formally’ in the University’s ‘systematic, planned and structured
approach to the review of organisational performance’

In some instances, discussion of the academic board has not led to a recommendation,
but the audit report has contained similar views to those above. For example, one report refers
to the need for the academic board ‘to reaffirm its role in regard to its main responsibility for
the supervision of the academic direction of the University and maintaining high standards
of excellence in teaching and research’. The report continues: “This will involve a clarification
of its role in regard to the Education Committee and its two sub-committees and the Senior
Management Committee and the deans’.

These extracts from audit reports indicate the existence of a surprising lack of clarity in
governance and suggest that there is room for closer study of academic boards and clearer defi-
nition of their role within governance structures, a conclusion also reached by Baird (2007).

The AUQA audit recommendations itemise some of the academic activities which form
the agenda of academic boards. They include:

* entry criteria

* articulation arrangements

*  program approval/accreditation, monitoring and review

* academic review, for example. 5-yearly unit, program or faculty reviews

* academic quality and standards

* academic policy and policy implementation

*  quality of teaching and learning

*  attrition rates

*  graduate attributes across curriculum

*  off-shore programs.

Only five commendations have been made in relation to academic boards. Four con-
gratulated specific universities on the strong role of their academic boards in program accredi-
tation and review, school review, faculty review and the quality management framework used
to consider overall academic performance. Two of the commendations singled boards out for
achieving continuing improvement through reviews.

The fifth commendation, in a recent report, may be taken as a good example of ‘best
practice’ in relation to the division of responsibility between council and academic board. It is
worth quoting not just the commendation, but also the text because it illustrates the division in
responsibilities of the two bodies in terms similar to Corcoran et al. (2000). This university’s
act:

provides for the Academic Senate to be the primary custodian of academic values
and standards for the University and so the Senate provides advice to the Board of
Trustees on a range of academic issues. It is responsible for accrediting and approv-
ing courses, programs and units, and promoting the quality and development of
research. The Audit Panel found that the Academic Senate is functioning effectively
and exercising commendable oversight and leadership of (the university’s) academic
activities.

AUQA commends [the university] for its strong corporate and academic govern-
ance under the leadership of the Board of Trustees and Academic Senate.

172



Proceedings of the Australian Universities Quality Forum 2007

The recommendations by AUQA auditors over the first cycle of audits also address the
function of academic boards in relation to the academy. For example, one suggests that the
university should ‘reinforce University academic board’s’ strategic role’ in relation to the objec-
tives of the University’s long-term strategic plan, with the purpose of ensuring that University
Academic Board provides strategic leadership on academic issues’.

Another recommendation states that the University should:

clarify for all staff the intended role to be played by Academic Senate in fostering
collegial discussion and debate and in leading academic policy development and
monitoring.

This recommendation appears to indicate that the auditors share the traditional view of
the academic board as the appropriate forum for collegial debate. Alternatively, they might
simply be commenting on a failure of the academic body to live up to its terms of reference.
However, from the text of this audit report, it appears that the recommendation does reflect a
view held by the auditors on the role of the academic board as a leader for the university com-
munity on academic issues:

As it currently operates, Academic Senate functions as the final arbiter on academic
regulations and related decisions brought forward by its sub-committees. In this tech-
nical role it appears to be performing satisfactorily, although it is heavily reliant on
the effective performance of its sub-committees. On the other hand, it is not taking
an active role in fostering discussion of, and leading the University’s response to high
level matters of current and emerging academic policy. It appeared to the Panel that
the mechanistic nature of much of Academic Senate’s activity had led senior aca-
demic staff to disengage from active involvement. Discussion and debate of strategic
issues occurs within some of the sub-committees of the Academic Senate, particu-
larly the Learning and Teaching Committee and as noted earlier (see section 1.2.1),
cross-University fora such as the Professorial Forum are also providing opportunities
for collegial discussion. Senior management needs to facilitate a discussion within
the University of the desired role of Academic Senate and clarify this for all staff.

Some reports focus on the role of academic board in relation to strategic planning. For
example, where one academic board, in this case referred to as ‘Senate’, seems to the auditors
‘to play a minimal role in establishing strategic directions’, they suggest:

Dedicated strategic planning forums to enable members to provide greater strate-
gic input into the development of the University’s strategic directions, targets and
performance measures could more effectively harness the wider expertise within the
Senate.

Similarly, at another university:

The Audit Panel did not find evidence that the Board is systematically involved in
development of strategic and functional plans. The University is urged to ensure
that, in further developing its planning framework, the Board plays an integral role in
developing, monitoring and reviewing planned objectives’.

It is clear that AUQA auditors see the academic board as a key custodian of academic
values and standards. Some audit reports appear to have moved beyond that to suggest that
academic board should play a role in the strategic direction of the academic enterprise. It is
this role in academic leadership which lies at the intersection between academic board, man-
agement and council.
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5. Seize the moment

Auditors appear to see the academic board as the voice of the academy and to say that they
should have a strategic leadership role to focus on academic issues. This support for academic
boards may be a reaction to some of the assessments of academic boards in the literature
where they have been described as ‘little better than imitations’ (Marginson and Considine,
2000) of collegial forms, or

as unambiguously collegial bodies, everywhere Academic Boards are becoming

more marginal, principally due to their exclusion from resource allocation decisions.

(Marginson)

Marginson and Considine also refer to the boards as ‘shadow-form collegiality’ that uni-
versity executives allow to survive. The latter remark does not seem to take into account the
powerful force of university legislation.

Nearly a decade has passed since publication of 7he Enterprise University (Considine,
2001). Shortly, the second cycle of AUQA quality audits will commence. These two circum-
stances suggest that the time is opportune for more careful scrutiny of university academic
boards.

There are other circumstances which suggest the time is ripe for a re-assessment of aca-
demic boards. The Minister continues to talk about university governance reform and con-
tinues the focus on university councils when referring to the National Governance Protocols.
Significantly, the Minister has spoken of the ‘minimalist approach to good governance’ of some
universities versus those that have ‘embraced a culture of good governance’ (Bishop, 2000).
The Protocols require university councils to adopt a statement of their primary responsibilities,
which must include:

a. appointing the vice-chancellor as the chief executive officer of the higher education
provider, and monitoring his/her performance;

b. approving the mission and strategic direction of the higher education provider, as well as
the annual budget and business plan;

c. overseeing and reviewing the management of the higher education provider and its
performance;

d. establishing policy and procedural principles, consistent with legal requirements and
community expectations;

e. approving and monitoring systems of control and accountability, including general
overview of any controlled entities;

f. overseeing and monitoring the assessment and management of risk across the higher
education provider, including commercial undertakings;

g. overseeing and monitoring the academic activities of the higher education provider;

h. approving significant commercial activities of the higher education provider.

In addition, they state that an institution’s governing body, ‘while retaining its ultimate
governance responsibilities, may have an appropriate system of delegations to ensure the effec-
tive discharge of these responsibilities’. Iargue here that it is appropriate for university councils
to delegate the responsibilities listed above under (g) as the ‘academic activities’ to the academic
board, which has the academic expertise which constitutes the purpose of the university.

The Minister has amplified her own interpretation of the National Governance Protocols.
In her speech to the National Conference on University Governance in October 2006, the
Minister said:

it would be a valuable enhancement of the National Governance Protocols to require
the governing body to take the distinctive role of the institution into account in
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approving the mission and strategic direction, annual budget and business plan. What
is distinctive about my university’s course offerings, mode of delivery, mission, what
do we do best? What will make my university competitive?

This statement, made in the context of requiring differentiation within the university
sector, contains an interesting twist. It seems to invite the governing body, now populated
with a required number of financial and commercial experts and having a majority of external
members, as set down in the Protocols, to make decisions on matters that are essentially aca-
demic - course offerings and delivery modes. My argument is that a council requires the voice
of the academy on these matters.

The National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes (DEST, 2003) revised and
ready for implementation from December this year, provide further evidence that it is time to
devote more attention to academic boards. These protocols govern the establishment of new
universities and accreditation of other higher education providers. This year Guidelines will
be issued for the protocols; the draft documents (circulated for comment in February 2007)
include references to the academic board of applicants:

*  The institution has a properly constituted academic board or equivalent whose
membership provides the institution with the expertise to ensure that standards
are maintained at the level of Australian universities.

*  The academic board plays an active role in the approval and review of the
institution’s courses.

*  The academic board considers and acts on relevant data such as teaching
evaluations, student feedback, student attrition, progress rates, grade
distributions, course completions, graduate satisfaction and employer satisfaction.

e  'The academic board plays a key role in the development, dissemination and
monitoring of academic policies related to academic standards.

While the Guidelines (to date only in draft) may establish minimal requirements for
the academic board, the fact that they refer to academic boards and that the guidelines will
be relevant to existing as well as new universities, suggests that the time really has come for
discussion of governance to shift from council and to focus in a more rigorous way on the role
of the academic board within the overall governance system.

This discussion would include many of the points dealt with in relation to councils,
including:

*  Clarification of the role of academic board

*  The powers that council should delegate to the board

*  'The most useful size for such the academic board

e The membership, including the balance between management, academics,
professional/general staff and students

* 'The independence of the chair from management.

More important, it would deal with the interrelation of the two bodies — council and
the academic board — and also between the academic board and university management. In
insisting on including the voice of the academy in the governance equation, I differ slightly
from Baird who concluded:

The time is now ripe for a broadly-based conversation about the continuing rationale
for academic boards and ways of improving their operations for good institutional
governance (Baird, 2007).

I argue that the rationale for academic boards is clearly as custodian of academic values
and standards, and in so doing they provide the expert voice on the academic purpose of the
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higher education enterprise. It is now time to apply mechanisms of good governance to this
clearly defined purpose.

6. Conclusion

The need for analysis and scrutiny of university governance must move beyond considerations
of council to encompass the academic purpose of the higher education enterprise. As councils
have become smaller and more corporate, the number of academic staff has been reduced and
those who remain are not and cannot be representatives of the academic voice. The academic
purpose of the enterprise should therefore be delegated from council to the academic board,
which would provide a legislatively-based rationale for their operation and scope. In this new
environment, the role of the academic board is clearly as the custodian of academic quality.
It is now timely to apply the principles of good governance, so touted at the council level, to
the custodians of our academic enterprise and to clarify its role in academic quality which
has proved so problematic for AUQA auditors in the first cycle of the Australian Universities
Quality Agency.
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WORKSHOP SESSIONS

Making AUSSE Engaging
Fostering Interest in Using Student Engagement Survey
Data for Academic Quality Improvement

Tom Angelo

The Australasian Survey of Student Engagement (AUSSE) will be piloted later this year in a
number of universities, under the aegis of the Australian Centre for Educational Research.
This workshop will explore practical ways to interest academic and student support staff and
managers — and students — in paying attention to and using AUSSE results. The workshop
draws on several years of experience by many universities with a related survey, the NSSE
— National Survey of Student Engagement — in North America. Participants will generate
possible applications of these good practices to their units/institutions and suggest additional
strategies for fostering AUSSE engagement.

Focus of the workshop

1. Describing, very briefly, the AUSSE instrument and the 2007 pilot project
2. Noting significant differences and similarities between AUSSE and CEQ
3. Providing a ‘thumbnail’ review of key research findings on engaging academics
in evaluation and change processes
4. Presenting examples of field-tested strategies for fostering interest in using NSSE data
5. Identifying applications and implications of those strategies for the AUSSE pilot
6. Sharing workshop participants’ promising/field-tested strategies

Sharing good practice

In addressing the above topics the emphasis in the workshop will be on:

*  Reviewing and analysing strategies used in North America to interest staff and
students in paying attention to and making use of data from a standardised,
national student engagement survey similar to that being piloted in Australasia

*  Sharing possible applications of those strategies — and of “home-grown” good
practice — for use in the upcoming pilot and in other similar survey projects

Workshop Leader

The workshop will be led by Tom Angelo, Professor of Higher Education and Director of
the University Teaching Development Centre at Victoria University of Wellington, NZ. He
is involved in the current AUSSE pilot as part of the ACER’s AUSSE Advisory Group and in
coordinating institutional administration for Victoria. Prior to his 2004 move to NZ, Tom
had experience in the US administering the NSSE, developing related surveys, and promoting
effective use of the survey within and among universities.
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Towards a Quality Management and Development Framework
for University Engagement in Australia

Julie Jackson?, Sharon Bell® and Ivan Skaines¢

“Dr Julie Jackson is Pro Vice-Chancellor and Head, La Trobe University, Albury-Wodonga
bProfessor Sharon Bell is Deputy Vice-Chancellor, University of Canberra
“Ivan Skaines is Manager, Planning and Review, University of Western Sydney

1 Need & Background

There are many examples of exemplary university engagement activities within and beyond
Australia, but these are often operating in isolation and are not part of a coordinated, systematic
approach. It is more difficult to find a coherent, transparent, linked, systematic and institution-
wide approach underpinned by an explicit quality management framework.

It is this need which the proposed AUQF workshop seek to address.

At the 2005 AUQF conference Julie Jackson (La Trobe) and Geoff Scott (UWS) pro-
posed a Quality Management framework for University Engagement in Australian higher edu-
cation with links to Quality Management for Learning & Teaching and Research (see
huga.edu.au/augf/2005/proceedings/full proceedings.pdf 162-§). The paper was reviewed and
enhanced in the light of feedback from local and international participants expert in the area.

Since that time the members of the Northern Australian Universities Community
Engagement (AUCEA) Group have field-tested the framework and found it accommodated
their various approaches. Universities such as UWS have completed university wide reviews
based on the framework and the framework has also been tested internationally. In early
February 2007 a group of Pro Vice-Chancellors and managers involved in university engage-
ment met for two days to review progress and look at how the participating institutions might
work more closely to develop and an enhanced version of framework for managing strategy
and quality in the area. This framework will be presented at the workshop as a foundation for
further discussion and critique from a much broader audience.

2 A definition of University Engagement?

In a field that encompasses a range of diverse activities and is reflective of a wide range of
regional, cultural and historical imperatives there are numerous definitions of engagement.

One of the most widely cited is that proposed by the Association of Commonwealth
Universities:

strenuous, thoughtful, argumentative interaction with the non-university world in at least
Sour spheres: setting universities’ aims, purposes and priorities; relating teaching and learn-
ing to the wider world; the back-and-forth dialogue between researchers and practitioners;
and taking on wider responsibilities as neighbours and citizens. (ACU 2001 i).

Other useful frameworks include those of the Carnegie Foundation (2006) and the
Higher Education Funding Council for England (2000).

In Australia, the recent formation of (AUCEA, 2005:2), a formal alliance involving 32
of 39 Australian universities, has begun to articulate the activities that may (or may not) be
included in universities’ concept of engagement, with AUCEA describing university en-
gagement as:
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... a two way-relationship in which the University forms partnerships with the community
that yield mutually beneficial outcomes such as:

*  Productive research outcomes that are, among other things, socially robust;

*  Regional economic growth;

* Linking the community and the world (boosting local/global connectivity);

*  Social capital development;

*  Progress towards a region’s sustainable development;

*  Human capital development;

*  Development of corporate and private citizenship attributes;

*  Driving social change including helping to solve some social issues especially in
areas of disadvantage; and

*  Development of the cultural and intellectual fabric of the community.

3 Draft national quality university engagement framework

The elements of the proposed framework fall into four quality management clusters:
*  Good governance and the quality of strategy formation for university
engagement;
*  Ensuring that resourcing and rewards are aligned;
*  Ensuring that the institution has clear leadership for implementation; and
*  Purting in place a systematic approach quality tracking and improvement for the
area.

The proposed quality framework seeks to ensure that each university’s governance, strat-
egy formation, resourcing, delivery, quality monitoring and improvement processes are soundly
formulated and explicitly linked.

The proposed framework does not constitute a prescriptive list of what needs to be done.
Rather it is primarily intended to provide a ‘big picture’ of what quality management for the
area entails. It is primarily presented, therefore, to enable institutions to self-assess, to reflect
on what aspects of their approach to the area are well conceived, systematically leveraged, well
implemented, and which are not. In this sense what is presented is simply a number of quality
checkpoints for reflection; they are not a framework for compliance; nor is there one best way
to address each of them.

4 How the participants will be involved in the workshop

During 2007 the draft framework will be widely distributed across Australian universities
and international partners for feedback. Prior to AUQF the framework will be presented
and refined at a NAUCEA workshop in Brisbane and at the AUCEA conference in July. The
outcomes of these events will form the basis of a presentation by the authors at AUQF and,
depending on the number of participants at the workshop, there would be discussion groups
around the four clusters identified above.

Feedback from the workshop will result in the refinement of the framework. Later in
the year the framework will be workshopped at the AAIR Conference in November where the
focus will be specifically on enhancing the online tracking system for the area.
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Student Participation in Quality Assurance

Jagannath Patil

Deputy Adviser, National Assessment and Accreditation Council, India

Workshop Outline

The facilitator of the workshop is a senior officer in the national quality assurance agency for
India. He is leading a project on Student Participation in Quality Assurance supported by
the Asia Pacific Quality Network. As a part of that project, surveys have been conducted in
the Asia Pacific region and the results have been analysed. The project leader will be spend-
ing three months in Australia during June-August 2007 to further study this topic in the
Australian context. The AUQF will be a good forum for the project leader to share with a
wider HE group what has been achieved in the project so far, and for the participants to give
further inputs on the topic.

A. Objectives of Workshop:

To share and disseminate theory, and experiences of student participation in

quality assurance in the Asia Pacific Region.

To promote exchange of good practices in student participation in quality

assurance
To identify strategies that work well to involve students and student
organisations in quality assurance, both internal as well as external.

B. The Context

The workshop will cover the following aspects:

Student Participation in Quality Assurance - Concept:

Student, the most important stakeholder
Learner centered campus life

Rhetoric and Reality

Need for efforts

International Experience:

Efforts of ESIB (National Unions of Students in Europe)
Luxembourg Declaration

SPARQS (Student Participation in Quality Scotland)

HEQC Quality Literacy Project and other Initiatives (South Africa)
Indian Experience

Different Approaches:

Student Feedback Approach
Student Rights Approach
Students Co-constructor Approach
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Workshop Methodology:

The workshop is expected to share information on the following aspects of student
participation in various HEIs of the Asia pacific that have been surveyed.

I] Internal Quality Assurance (HEI):

Representation of students in decision-making bodies (Academic Committees,
Courts, Senates etc.)

Staff student consultative committees

Feedback mechanism, both informal and formal; questionnaire — feedback on
courses, teachers and campus experience

Adoption of Student Charter

Grievance Redressel

Student satisfaction surveys

Alumni representation

Representation of students in Internal Quality Assurance Cells/Quality
Assurance offices of HEIs

External Quality Assurance (Agencies):
Weightage given to student involvement in internal quality assurance as reflected
in the Self-Appraisal Manuals of the Quality Assurance Agency.
Representation of students in peer review process.
Representation of students in Accreditation decision-making body.
Importance given to student feedback/interactions during assessment and
accreditation process.
External Student Satisfaction Surveys and its linking with Accreditation.
Alumni feedback in accreditation process.

A pre-workshop online forum would be conducted inviting various Australian HEIs
willing to share experiences.(This will be done as a part of the fellowship program).
Lead presentation by the facilitator; who will present information based on the surveys
done in India and the Asia Pacific region as a part of the APQN project on the topic.
Sharing of good practices of student involvement identified so far.

Identifying areas of co-operation and networking to benefit from experiences of HEIS.



Accessing the Student Voice:
Using CEQuery to Improve the Quality of Engagement
and Retention in Australia’s Universities

Geoff Scott

Pro Vice-Chancellor Quality ar UWS

This workshop will explore the latest developments in using the qualitative software CEQuery
to improve university student engagement in productive learning and retention.

Focus of the Workshop

1. Latest ways of applying CEQuery analyses to comments written on surveys — from
surveys covering the total university experience down to surveys of specific units of
study;

2. How to use the results of CEQuery analyses to identify:

a.  Key quality checkpoints for course accreditation and monitoring of the total
student experience of a university;

b.  The recurring ‘hot spots’ for quality improvement in our universities;

c.  Actual solutions from the student perspective to key improvement priorities.

3. Identifying and sharing the strategies which are currently being used successfully to:
a.  Encourage a wide range of staff to engage positively with such data;
b.  Improve retention and overall satisfaction ratings.

These strategies will be compared with the findings on effective change implementation which
have emerged from the current Carrick-funded study of 513 Learning and Teaching Leaders
from DVC to Head of Program in 20 Australian Universities.

Sharing Good Practice

In addressing the above topics the emphasis in the workshop will be on:
*  Studying practical examples of how CEQuery has been used: this will include a
case study from UWS where there has been an improvement in retention by 3%
and overall satisfaction by 7% over the past 2 years;
*  bringing together the successful approaches being used by different workshop
participants to deploy CEQuery in a similarly productive and helpful way.

Workshop Leader

The workshop will be led by Professor Geoff Scott, Pro Vice-Chancellor Quality at UWS.
Geoff was the Director of the national HEIP project that studied 280,000 comments by
students across Australia on the CEQ to develop CEQuery and to identify its implications
for quality improvement in Australia’s universities. He is currently Director of a national
Carrick Project on Learning and Teaching Leadership in 20 Australian Universities and has
sat on a range of advisory committees, including the Ministerial Advisory Committee for the
Learning and Teaching Performance Fund.

This work has attracted widespread interest around Australia and internationally in the
UK, South Africa, Canada and New Zealand where Geoff has been invited to run similar
national workshops over the past two years.

In 2000 Geoff was elected as a Fellow of the Australian College of Educators for services
to higher education quality nationally and internationally.
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