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OVERVIEW OF THE AUDIT

Background

In 2003 the Australian Government introduced the Higher Education Support Act 2003 (HESA) to allow students in non self-accrediting higher education institutions to receive financial assistance for their students’ tuition fees through the FEE-HELP program.

Non self-accrediting institutions (NSAIs) approved under the HESA for this purpose have become known as higher education providers, or HEPs. Although other institutions also provide higher education, the term ‘HEP’ is commonly used to denote only non self-accrediting higher education providers, and it is used in this sense in this Report. The HESA requires that HEPs in receipt of FEE-HELP funds must meet a range of quality and accountability requirements, including regular audit by a quality auditing body named in the Higher Education Provider Guidelines.

This Report of the audit by the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) of the Gordon Institute of TAFE (herein also ‘the Gordon Institute’, ‘the Gordon’, or ‘the Institute’) provides an overview, and then briefly details the Audit Panel’s main findings, and its commendations, affirmations and recommendations. A brief introduction to the Gordon, including its Mission, Vision and Strategies, is given in Appendix A; the mission, objectives, vision and values of AUQA in Appendix B; membership of the Audit Panel in Appendix C; and Abbreviations and Definitions used in this Report in Appendix D.
The Audit Process

AUQA bases its audits of non self-accrediting HEPs on each organisation’s own objectives, together with the MCEETYA National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes (National Protocols, available at: http://www.mceetya.edu.au/mceetya/, the DEEWR Audit Handbook for non self-accrediting Higher Education Providers and other relevant legal requirements or codes to which the organisation is committed. The programs or courses of NSAIs are accredited by government accreditation authorities, so quality audits of HEPs do not include a detailed examination of the academic quality assurance processes for individual programs of study.

HEP audits under the HESA consider institutional actions and performance in relation to, firstly, the institution’s objectives; and, secondly, a group of criteria collectively known as ‘Quality Audit Factors’ (QAFs). The four QAFs are set out in the handbook referred to above (and in the AUQA Audit Manual). Their primary purpose is to provide the HEPs with a framework for the review of certain aspects of institutional performance. In the report of its self review (the ‘Performance Portfolio’ or ‘Portfolio’), the Gordon Institute reported against each of the QAFs, in addition to carrying out an ADRI analysis under headings based on the QAFs. The chapters in this Report use the four main topic headings provided by the QAFs. Within each chapter, all the criteria for that QAF are addressed, but usually in a holistic way rather than criterion by criterion.

The Gordon (as it is most frequently referred to locally) is the largest regional TAFE Institute in Victoria and has its main campus in Geelong, where its current, single higher education program is taught. In March 2005, the Gordon was granted Accreditation, Authority to Conduct and Endorsement for International students for the Bachelor of Arts (Visual Arts) course for a period of five years. Subsequently the Gordon was granted HEP status under the HESA in order that its BA students would be eligible for FEE HELP. In 2007 the Gordon elected to be audited by AUQA as an approved HEP audit body under the HESA.
On 12 December 2008, the Gordon presented its submission (Performance Portfolio) to AUQA, comprising a 15-page introduction, and a 45-page ADRI analysis against the individual QAF criteria (together with 18 ‘supporting documents’). While this approach was satisfactorily comprehensive, some documents cited in the core document were not supplied and had to be requested separately. Also, some other important quality assurance documents such as the Terms of Reference for the Academic Board were not initially included. The Panel met in Melbourne on 29 January 2009 to consider the materials provided by that date and additional documentation was requested, together with a list of questions for further clarification.
On 23 February 2009, the Audit Panel conducted an Audit Visit to the Institute’s Fenwick Street campus in Geelong. The Panel also reviewed on site a number of other documents relating to the Institute’s higher education arrangements. The Panel Chair also undertook a brief tour of the studio space, the gallery, and other teaching and learning facilities used. 
In all, the Audit Panel spoke with 16 people during the Audit Visit, including the Institute’s CEO, the Chair of the Institute’s Board, external members of the Academic (Advisory) Board, senior managers, academic staff, general staff, and some students of the BA (Visual Arts). Sessions were also available for any other member of the College community to meet the Audit Panel but no one took advantage of this opportunity; however the Panel did receive a written submission from the Degree Program Coordinator who was unable to participate in the Audit Visit.
This Report relates to the situation current at the time of the Audit Visit, which ended on 23 February 2009 and does not take into account any changes that may have occurred subsequently. It records the conclusions reached by the Audit Panel based on the documentation provided by the Institute, the Degree Program Coordinator, and the Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority (VRQA), as well as information gained through interviews, discussion and observation. While every attempt has been made to reach a comprehensive understanding of the Institute’s higher education activities encompassed by the audit, the Report does not identify every aspect of quality assurance and its effectiveness or shortcomings.

The Report contains a summary of audit findings together with lists of commendations, affirmations and recommendations. A commendation refers to the achievement of a stated goal, or to some plan or activity that has led to, or appears likely to lead to, the achievement of a stated goal, and which in AUQA’s view is particularly significant. A recommendation refers to an area in need of attention, whether in respect of approach, deployment or results, which in AUQA’s view is particularly significant. Where such matters have already been identified by the Institute, with evidence, they are termed ‘affirmations’. AUQA indicates that some recommendations and affirmations have a high priority.

It should be noted that the recommendations of this Report are predicated on the assumption that the Gordon will be offering more than one higher education program at some point in the near future. It is also acknowledged that the recommendations in this Audit Report may have some resource implications for the Institute. 

Quotations taken from the documents in the Gordon’s Performance Portfolio are identified in the core document as ‘PF p’ (Portfolio page no.), or eg ‘SM 19’ if taken from the Supporting Materials supplied. Finally, in the Portfolio, the Academic Board (Arts and Design) is variously referred to as an ‘Academic Board’ and an ‘Academic Advisory Board’. AUQA has adopted the convention of generally referring to the body as the Academic (Advisory) Board.
CONCLUSIONS

This section summarises the main findings and lists the commendations, affirmations and recommendations. Other favourable comments and constructive suggestions are mentioned throughout the Report.
Introduction to Findings

The Gordon Institute of TAFE is a large, well-respected regional provider of vocational education and training programs in Victoria, which since 2005 has been involved in the provision of a single higher education award – a Bachelor of Arts (Visual Arts). During the audit it became apparent that the Institute’s plans for expansion of involvement in higher education had been put on-hold until after a major organisational restructure was completed, but this was still in process at the time of the Audit Visit. The recommendations of this Report are therefore predicated on the assumption that the Gordon will be offering more than one higher education program in the near future.

The Gordon is encouraged through commendations and affirmations to use the opportunity provided by the organisational restructure and the development of a new strategic plan to introduce necessary changes, including the urgent need to adopt an over-arching higher education developmental strategy.

Given this emergent scenario, the Audit Panel is of the view that while the academic governance arrangements put in place for the single degree program in Art and Design are acceptably comprehensive, they would not be satisfactory for the governance of multiple higher education awards.

Consequently, there are a number of recommendations relating to academic governance, including: the role/relationship of the Institute’s governing body and CEO, and the body charged with responsibility for the academic governance of higher education awards, and that body’s terms of reference and composition; higher education quality monitoring, reporting, and review arrangements; further formalisation of assessment validation and moderation processes for higher education, including greater focus on formative assessment. The possibility of adopting some established higher education survey instruments which would facilitate greater scope for benchmarking with other higher education providers, in relation to the achievement of higher education quality, standards and outcomes is also explored. 
Another set of recommendations relate to the management of human resources in the context of the organisational restructure. The pivotally important position of the Degree Program Coordinator in the quality assurance arrangements for degree programs is acknowledged, and the Institute’s decision to revise the workload allocation model for this position is affirmed. The need for this, and any other positions with responsibilities for higher education, to be appropriately integrated with VET and corporate management positions is also identified.

One of the distinguishing characteristics of higher education is the importance of the nexus between research and scholarship and teaching and learning. The importance of this link is acknowledged by the Gordon in its Performance Portfolio and the Audit Panel further affirms this self-review finding by recommending that the workload allocation model for higher education teaching staff include an allowance for research and scholarship.

Concerning the quality management system for higher education, the Institute’s generic Operational Management System is commended as providing a robust platform for the development of a system for higher education, but revision with a view to achieving greater cross-referencing to higher education quality arrangements is recommended.

Finally, the academic staff members of the Institute’s current, single degree program are commended for their commitment and expertise, and the Gordon is commended for its engagement with the Arts community in the Geelong region.
A summary of commendations, affirmations, and recommendations follows. They are listed below in the order in which they appear in the Report.
Commendations

1. 7AUQA commends the Gordon Institute of TAFE for the development and implementation of the Gordon 1-10 initiative and notes the commitment of the Institute to increase provision of higher education programs in niche areas.

2. AUQA commends the management of the Gordon Institute of TAFE, for identifying the need for improved organisational arrangements and implementing changes to address the deficiencies revealed by various Institutional reviews.
8
3. AUQA commends the Gordon Institute of TAFE for the commitment and expertise of the academic staff involved in the BA (Visual Arts) program.
12
4. AUQA commends the Gordon Institute of TAFE for its engagement with the local arts community; and the support given to the development of Art and Arts in the Geelong region.
14
5. AUQA commends the Gordon Institute of TAFE for its overall Operational Management System as providing a robust foundation for quality assurance in a tertiary educational enterprise that can incorporate provision for higher education.
20


Affirmations

1. 6(urgent) AUQA affirms the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s recognition of the need for it to adopt a developmental strategy for the future provision of higher education.

2. AUQA affirms the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s decision to review the BA (Visual Arts) degree program and to implement the course evaluation action plan.
11
3. AUQA affirms the Gordon Institute of TAFE, for the self review finding of the need for clearer demarcation of responsibilities and implementation timelines to fill new positions.
16
4. AUQA affirms the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s decision to undertake a workload reallocation for the Degree Program Coordinator position.
17


Recommendations

1. 9In the event of an expansion of the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s involvement in higher education, AUQA recommends that the current arrangements for academic governance of higher education via the single, composite Academic (Advisory) Board/Course Advisory Committee be replaced by a new structure comprising a Board of Higher Education Studies and relevant advisory committees.

2. AUQA recommends that the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s new Board of Higher Education Studies receive formal reports on key performance indicators such as student attrition, student progress, student satisfaction, and student outcomes for all higher education awards.
10
3. AUQA recommends that assessment validation and moderation processes for higher education programs at the Gordon Institute of TAFE be formalised by involving external assessors and reporting assessment and moderation meetings by staff to a Board of Higher Education Studies.
12
4. AUQA recommends that explicit procedures for the formative assessment of higher education students’ work at the Gordon Institute of TAFE be developed and implemented.
13
5. AUQA recommends that the Gordon Institute of TAFE investigate the feasibility of adopting the Course Experience Questionnaire for higher education programs as a feedback instrument on teaching and learning in those programs.
13
6. AUQA recommends that, in developing the revised position description for the current single Degree Program Coordinator, attention be paid by the Gordon to the role relationship and reporting links to other relevant positions in the revised management structure, and that this revised position description become the template for any future appointment of higher education program coordinators.
17
7. AUQA recommends that any new workload allocation model for higher education teaching staff at the Gordon Institute of TAFE incorporate a calibrated loading for professional development, including relevant scholarship and research for higher education applications.
17
8. AUQA recommends that the Gordon Institute of TAFE revise current documented quality policies and procedures for higher education, and relevant Operational Management System documentation, to identify any gaps, and to increase cross-referencing; and adopt standard nomenclature for the description of the revised policies, processes, and organisational arrangements associated with the provision of higher education.
20


1 INSTITUTIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES AND INSTITUTIONAL GOVERNANCE

The Gordon Institute of TAFE sets out its Vision for the future in the Gordon 1-10 initiative, which establishes a goal to be ‘number one TAFE in 2010’. The strategies to achieve this goal are:

· Completing an organisational review

· Reviewing Institute values and action to embed the values into all activities

· Increasing investment and focusing on innovation

· Reviewing and strengthening branding strategies

· Streamlining Institute systems and processes.
Details of the Institute’s history and profile are in Appendix A of this Report.
1.1 Institutional and Educational Objectives 
The Gordon Institute’s Mission is to: ‘Provide responsive quality life-long learning opportunities that meet the changing and diverse needs of individuals, business and the community.’ (Gordon Institute Strategic Plan 2007-2009, p3)

The Institute’s current objectives are also articulated in the Gordon Institute Strategic Plan, viz:

· Promote prosperity and competitiveness of industry, particularly in the Geelong region

· Enhance the potential of individuals to achieve their vocational objectives and other life goals

· Serve the economic and social needs of the general community

· Ensure efficient and effective use of resources.

(Gordon Institute Strategic Plan 2007-2009, p4)
The Panel noted that with the exception of pathways development between TAFE and higher education (for details see section 2.1.1), the Institute’s current Strategic Plan is silent on the place of higher education at the strategic level. The Performance Portfolio indicates that this will be corrected: ‘The organisational restructure (for details see section 1.2) will necessitate realignment of the current Strategic Plan which is due for review in 2009, anyway. The emphasis will be on embedding a new set of values into all staff activities as a major cultural shift and is to be underpinned by Institute-wide staff development and planning. It is envisaged that these actions will be on-going into mid or even late 2010.’ (PF p29, the text underlined is AUQA-added emphasis - see section 2.5) 

The Panel noted that the Gordon 1-10 document indicates that a new Senior Manager Educational Development position will be appointed that will have a specific responsibility to develop ‘a higher education strategy’ (see section 1.2 for further details on this appointment). This is an important decision which the Panel affirms.
(urgent) AUQA affirms the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s recognition of the need for it to adopt a developmental strategy for the future provision of higher education. 

The Panel urges that the development of this strategy be managed in concert with the review of the Institute’s Strategic Plan later this year, and be clearly linked to the Institute’s suite of Corporate Plans: Education Program Management Plans; Education Services Management Plans; and Business Development Management Plans. The strategy should also take account of the affirmations and recommendations in this audit report.
The Panel also observed that one of the improvements identified in the QAF 1 section of the Performance Portfolio was that ‘The Academic Board should either develop or endorse Centre specific objectives relating to the ongoing improvement of the Bachelor program’ (PF p29). The Panel supports such developments, but whether the current Academic (Advisory) Board has the authority to develop or can only endorse is a point that is taken up in section 1.3.1.

The Performance Portfolio stated that in addition to the existing BA (Visual Arts) there were two new higher education Bachelor programs in development, but subsequent enquiries revealed that these two programs had been ‘put on hold pending the development of a higher education strategy for the organisation.’ (SM 19, p3) The Panel also noted the statement that ‘At this stage there are no formalised plans to develop any additional degrees – the organisational re-structure has placed a stall on any larger project developments…’ (SM 19, p3). However, when at the Audit Visit the Panel asked for clarification of what the Gordon’s future vision as a provider of higher education was, the Panel was advised that higher education ‘is front and centre to our strategy of moving forward’, but that the Institution was being cautious in setting directions in order to consolidate into which areas to direct resources.

Taking all these considerations and the available evidence into account, the Panel concluded that Gordon 1-10 was both a timely and valuable initiative in providing forward strategic directions, and was providing an impetus for progressive change re the development of higher education programs at the Gordon, and as such was worthy of commendation.
AUQA commends the Gordon Institute of TAFE for the development and implementation of the Gordon 1-10 initiative and notes the commitment of the Institute to increase provision of higher education programs in niche areas.

1.2 Institutional Structure 

At the time of the Audit Visit the Institute was in the midst of a large-scale organisational re-structure. Under the new structure, four large Education Enterprises have replaced the previous multi-school structure, and a number of Skills Centre Clusters have been identified within the Enterprises. The Audit Panel noted that though this structure was based on the skill areas covered by the VET Industry Skills Councils, the cognate fields served were sufficiently broad to also accommodate higher education areas of study, ie: Business and Innovation; Community Services; Construction and Property Services; and, Manufacturing, Agrifood, Transport and Logistics. The current BA (Visual Arts) is located in the Business and Innovation Education Enterprise.

At the time of the AUQA Audit a number of appointments to important management positions relevant to higher education provision had not yet been made. However, this transitional situation also provides opportunity for the Panel to provide some input into the emerging management arrangements through the audit’s findings.

For example, when the Gordon was asked how future higher education courses would be designed, developed, accredited and reviewed, the Panel was advised that these aspects of ‘HE and VET courses is (sic) to be integrated within each of the Enterprises where degree programs are to be located’….and that….This is to be supported by staff from the corporate centre under the leadership of the Director Innovation eg Senior Manager, Education Development whose role is to assist the Enterprises to develop, accredit and review courses. The re-structuring has not been completed so the people who are to fulfil these roles are not in position as yet.’ (SM 19 – Response to Questions raised by AUQA Audit Panel, p9)

The Panel heard enough evidence from the officers already appointed and in place (some only for a matter of days or weeks) and from the teaching staff and current students of the single degree program, and from external stakeholders to acknowledge that there had been a distinct improvement in management under the re-structured organisational arrangements. To quote from the Gordon 1-10 initiative: ‘A hallmark of successful organisations is to embrace continuous improvement and learn from mistakes.’
AUQA commends the management of the Gordon Institute of TAFE, for identifying the need for improved organisational arrangements and implementing changes to address the deficiencies revealed by various Institutional reviews.
There are further more specific findings in relation to the organisational arrangements for higher education at the Gordon in sections 2 and 3 of this Report.
1.3 Institutional Governance and Academic Governance for Higher Education
The Gordon Institute of TAFE is a State Government Institution operating under the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 and is governed by a ministerially appointed Board which reports annually to parliament through the responsible minister. The Institute is audited and certified annually by the Victorian Auditor General. As a VET provider the Institute is subject to the performance agreement and reporting requirements of the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development (DIIRD) and also to the institutional and program approval and auditing requirements of the Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority (VRQA). 
1.3.1 Academic Governance for Higher Education

In 2003 the Victorian Government provided funding to the Gordon to establish a Specialist Centre for Creative Arts and Design. The Institute proposed the development of a three-year Bachelor of Arts (Visual Arts). In March 2005, the Gordon was granted accreditation and authority to conduct for a period of five years by the Victorian Office for Higher Education (the VRQA predecessor body). 2006 saw the initial first year intake of ten students into the degree program. The Panel noted that enrolments continue to be small and attrition relatively high (especially through change of preferences and second and third round offers to courses elsewhere). However, in November 2008 the BA (Visual Arts) was subject to a mid-term re-accreditation review conducted by the VRQA which, though making some observations for improvement, was satisfied with the higher education arrangements at the Gordon. The BA (Visual Arts) is due for re-accreditation by VRQA in 2010. 

For academic governance of the BA (Visual Arts) a composite Academic (Advisory) Board/Course Advisory Committee was established. To quote from the Performance Portfolio:

‘The Institute’s original proposal for the advisory body of the Bachelor of Arts (Visual Arts) program was to form an Academic Board for Art and Design as well as a Course Advisory Committee. The Academic Board recommended that the Course Advisory Committee join with the Academic Board; co-opting key people from the regional arts community and City of Greater Geelong to strengthen alliances and present a strategic approach to the development of the arts within the region. The Academic Board has primary responsibility for the quality, standards and outcomes of the Bachelor of Arts (Visual Arts) program and reports to the Institute Board through the CEO.’ (PF p10, the underlined text is AUQA-added emphasis – see below)
The Audit Panel concluded from this that the composite Academic (Advisory) Board Art and Design/Course Advisory Committee has more of an advisory than a true academic governance role, and reports only indirectly to the Institute’s governing body. The Panel concedes that, while the BA (Visual Arts) was in start-up mode, and while it was the only higher education award being offered by the Gordon, there was considerable merit in these composite arrangements, especially through the expert guidance and support provided at the discipline level by the external members of the Academic (Advisory) Board/Advisory Committee. An unintended consequence of this arrangement was that the Academic Board, though meeting only twice a year, spent a fair proportion of its time on program-specific management and operational matters.

However, if the Gordon is to expand its higher education program profile, as anticipated, the current arrangements developed explicitly for the BA (Visual Arts) program would no longer be appropriate for the academic governance of multiple higher education awards.
In the event of an expansion of the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s involvement in higher education, AUQA recommends that the current arrangements for academic governance of higher education via the single, composite Academic (Advisory) Board/Course Advisory Committee be replaced by a new structure comprising a Board of Higher Education Studies and relevant advisory committees.
A Board of Higher Education Studies (or equivalent other title) would be a standing committee of the Institute’s governing body (ie the Institute Board), with multiple course advisory committees reporting to the new Board for each discipline and closely-related areas of study. The Board of Higher Education Studies terms of reference would be similar to those of the existing Academic (Advisory) Board for Art and Design, but with a delegated responsibility for academic governance, such as a delegation from the Institute Board to approve policy matters on higher education, and a strengthened role in relation to monitoring, reporting, and reviewing the quality of the Institute’s higher education provision. Membership should also be appropriately supplemented by, for example, having a member of the Institute Board appointed. Ideally such an academic governance body for higher education should have a majority of external members with recognised higher education expertise.    

The Panel also observes that this arrangement could be designed to work in parallel with the establishment of a standing committee of the Institute Board with similar terms of reference for the oversight of the Institute’s VET programs.

To ensure that a new Board of Higher Education Studies has primary responsibility for the quality, standards and outcomes of the Institute’s future higher education programs, it is further recommended that it receive reports that focus on these aspects.

AUQA recommends that the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s new Board of Higher Education Studies receive formal reports on key performance indicators such as student attrition, student progress, student satisfaction, and student outcomes for all higher education awards.

The Panel notes that this recommendation is consistent with some of the Institute’s own self-review’s recommendations for improvement of the BA (Visual Arts), such as the introduction of graduate destination surveys. 

The Panel also notes that reporting of this nature on the quality of higher education programs to a Board of Higher Education Studies could be parallel with reporting to a similar board for vocational education and training on the new performance indicators required by AQTF 2007 for VET programs.
The Panel believes that adopting academic governance arrangements of this nature will place the Gordon well as a responsive tertiary education provider of quality life-long learning opportunities, irrespective of whether the opportunity is in higher education, or in VET. For observations on the operation of the Institute’s generic quality system, see section 4.
2 ACHIEVING EFFECTIVENESS IN TEACHING, LEARNING AND OTHER CORE FUNCTIONS

As noted in section 1, with the exception of pathways development between TAFE and higher education, the Institute’s current Strategic Plan is silent on higher education-specific objectives, as these will be specified through adoption of a strategy for the future development of higher education at the Gordon.

With respect to QAF 2, it should be noted that the BA (Visual Arts), as the Institute’s current single higher education program, was subject to a mid-term re-accreditation review by the VRQA late in 2008. As a result of internal investigations, including preparing for the AUQA Audit, the degree program will also now be subject to a comprehensive in-house review later this year, in preparation for a full re-accreditation review by the VRQA in 2010. This need had been identified by the Institute in its self-review and by the time of the Audit Visit an extensive course evaluation action plan for the BA (Visual Arts) had been developed.

As the BA (Visual Arts) is the ice-breaker as far as the Gordon’s future involvement in higher education is concerned, the Panel affirms the decision to undertake a comprehensive internal review.

AUQA affirms the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s decision to review the BA (Visual Arts) degree program and to implement the course evaluation action plan.

2.1 Admission, Delivery Quality and Student Achievement 

2.1.1 Admissions

As noted above, enrolment numbers for the BA (Visual Arts) are modest (41 students in total in 2008, but first year intake increasing). The Panel noted that enrolments had been held open from November 2008 until February 2009 in order to accommodate change of preferences and second (and subsequent) round offers through VTAC. The Panel noted that the Institute’s self-review identified the need to improve articulation and credit transfer. The Panel noted that a policy on Advanced Standing for Higher Education Programs had been recently developed and received a copy of the Project Plan Visual Arts Articulation (SM19, doc 10.2) The Panel encourages the Gordon to proceed with this improvement initiative, especially the granting of advanced standing for students who have successfully completed VET Diploma studies.
2.1.2 Delivery Quality
With respect to teaching quality it was noted that in 2007 Visual Arts students rated the performance of the teaching staff at 90.1%, characterised in the Performance Portfolio as ‘an outstanding result over 12 teaching-related questions’ (PF p54), and also that the shift in overall student satisfaction from 2005 to 2007 was from 78% to 90%. However, it should be noted that these result do not discriminate between VET and higher education students (see section 2.2 for self-review identified improvements with respect to the monitoring of student satisfaction).

The Panel reviewed the results of the detailed Visual Arts specific student survey  undertaken in 2008, including subject evaluation reports, spoke with a small random sample of BA (Visual Arts) students, and interviewed the Visual Arts teaching staff, noting that a number of them teach at both the degree and diploma levels. Taking all the evidence into account, including documentation received from both the Institute and the Degree Program Coordinator, the Panel makes the following finding.

AUQA commends the Gordon Institute of TAFE for the commitment and expertise of the academic staff involved in the BA (Visual Arts) program.

2.1.3 Student Achievement

In terms of student achievement, the Panel was not presented with any data on student progress of the type referred to in Recommendation 2 above, but did note the following observation in the minutes of a meeting of the Academic (Advisory) Board: ‘student performance is generally fair, with a couple of good students interested in post-graduate studies.’ (Meeting AB.08-1, 27 June 2008). 

With respect to the assessment of student achievement, the Panel noted some variation in the documentation supplied by the Institute. It was noted in the minutes of the November 2008 Academic (Advisory) Board meeting that ‘assessment by external assessors at the undergraduate level was not effective’, but that it ‘was beneficial to staff that external assessors moderate assessments at the graduate level.’ (AB. 09-2, p6) Elsewhere however it was discovered by the Panel that the Board Chair and Deputy Chair were both involved in assessment moderation of third year (ie final year undergraduate) students’ work. It was also learned that there is moderation of student work, subject to assessment appeal, but that marks are not altered by external assessors in such cases. 

The Panel requested and received copies of Degree Program Staff Meetings and Assessment – Moderation Meetings in which it was stated at one meeting that moderation and assessment verification matters were ‘completed regularly on an informal basis’ but that ‘documented evidence was required for audit purposes’ (17 March 2008). However, moderation and validation was not a standing item on the agenda for these meetings, and it was unclear to the AUQA Audit Panel from the evidence what was done with the outcomes of these assessment-related quality processes. The variation noted above led the Panel to making the following recommendation.
AUQA recommends that assessment validation and moderation processes for higher education programs at the Gordon Institute of TAFE be formalised by involving external assessors and reporting assessment and moderation meetings by staff to a Board of Higher Education Studies.

2.2 Monitoring Satisfaction 

The Gordon has adopted the Institute’s generic Operational Management System (OMS, see section 4 for details) quality processes for the monitoring higher education student and staff satisfaction developed originally for VET application. The Panel’s view is that the student evaluation system has been very well developed for its original application, but as noted above, had not been sufficiently tailored to differentiate between VET and higher education students studying in the same skills areas. This shortcoming had been identified by the Institute in the self-review for AUQA and is being addressed in 2009.

Other self-review findings relating to student feedback systems were:

· Feedback on student assessment in need of improvement and an observation that general student surveying identified this as an ongoing area of weakness (PF p36)

· A graduate destinations survey for BA (Visual Arts) is being considered (PF p37).
The Panel encourages the Institute to address both of these self-identified deficiencies for the current BA (Visual Arts).

In the Panel’s discussions with current BA (Visual Arts) students there was unanimity on the need to improve the quality of feedback given in the assessment of student work as the highest priority for improvement, and especially the need to provide more assessment of a formative nature. Staff interviewed felt that providing feedback of this nature was integral to studio-based studies. Nevertheless, this is clearly not the students’ perception of their experience, and this observation is reinforced by the Institute’s own self-review finding.
AUQA recommends that explicit procedures for the formative assessment of higher education students’ work at the Gordon Institute of TAFE be developed and implemented.
Future arrangements for the monitoring of higher education student satisfaction across multiple higher education programs could include the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) developed by Graduate Careers Australia (GCA).
AUQA recommends that the Gordon Institute of TAFE investigate the feasibility of adopting the Course Experience Questionnaire for higher education programs as a feedback instrument on teaching and learning in those programs.
The Panel also observes that this innovation will provide the Gordon with the capability for benchmarking against other higher education providers, a point that will be picked up in section 4 of this Report.
2.3 Community Engagement
As noted in section 1, two of the Gordon’s four strategic objectives relate to an aspect of community engagement:

· Promote prosperity and competitiveness of industry, particularly in the Geelong region

· Serve the economic and social needs of the general community.
It was noted that some of the reasons why the BA (Visual Arts) was selected to be taught by the Gordon related to the Institute’s historic involvement in the provision of Art and Arts for the Geelong community, and that Deakin University is no longer offering a degree program in Visual Arts from its Geelong campuses. The close association and involvement of the Geelong Gallery in the BA (Visual Arts) program was also noted as a distinctive element of the degree program, and the fact that the Director of the Geelong Gallery is one of the three external members of the Academic (Advisory) Board.

The Panel noted the opportunities for the display of student and graduate work, and the community-outreach dimension of the Institute’s involvement in local galleries and other local community organisations.
AUQA commends the Gordon Institute of TAFE for its engagement with the local arts community; and the support given to the development of Art and Arts in the Geelong region.

It was also evident to the Panel that the Gordon is regarded by the local Geelong community with a particular affection.
2.4 Misconduct in Assessment 

With respect to the requirement of the QAF 2 review criteria that the Institute has measures in place designed to prevent and detect cheating and plagiarism, the Panel noted that there are assessment and plagiarism policies and procedures in place, with statements in the student handbook and also with course work materials. Interviews with students revealed that they were well aware of these requirements. It was also noted that the nature of studio-based work means that students are under direct supervision for a lot of the time, and that there had been no recorded instances of misconduct within the degree program during its offering to date. The self-review team saw no reasons to improve the assessment misconduct practices and procedures in place and the Panel agrees with this assessment.

2.5 Scholarship and Creative Activity
As noted, the Gordon is a TAFE Institute, but with plans to expand into the provision of higher education. It can be noted that, germane to this point, section 3 of Protocol A of the MCEETYA National Protocols states that ‘An institution involved in Australian higher education delivery must meet the following criteria: …its academic staff are active in scholarship that informs their teaching, and are active in research when engaged in research student supervision.’ (Criterion A5, National Protocol A).
Part of the difficulty in applying the concept of scholarship in relation to a VET provider is that it is not even consistently defined across the higher education sector, but as noted in another AUQA audit of a NSA HEP, Boyer’s definition (identifying four scholarships, of discovery, application, integration and transmission) is commonly used. The Gordon is not engaged in the scholarship of discovery, but could be relatively well-placed in the scholarships of teaching and integration, and of application. 
Creative activity on the other hand is germane to the disciplines of Art and Design and therefore is to be expected.

The Panel was therefore interested to see that despite already providing some opportunities for the professional development of higher education teaching staff, the Gordon had identified scholarship as a priority area for improvement: ‘Resources and processes regarding academic scholarship and research should be established and supported. The current arrangements appear to be ad hoc and do not seem to be systematic or documented.’ (PF p29) The Panel noted that this was a matter raised by the VRQA panel in their mid-term re-accreditation review in late 2008.
The AUQA Panel fully agrees, and sees this commitment to improving the scholastic development of higher education academic staff as evidence of the Institute under the Gordon 1-10 initiative now ‘embedding a new set of values into all staff activities’ and of ‘a major cultural shift…underpinned by Institute-wide staff development and planning processes.’ (PF p29) But, rather than to just affirm this important self-review finding here, the Panel will attempt to assist the Gordon to move forward with implementation by making a specific recommendation in the sub-section on Human Resource Processes in section 3 of this Report.
3 ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURES, DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES AND RESOURCES TO SUPPORT TEACHING AND LEARNING AND OTHER CORE ACTIVITIES

A number of issues relevant to the review criteria of this QAF have already been raised under QAF 1 and QAF 2, and as already noted, with the exception of pathways development between TAFE and higher education, the Institute’s current Strategic Plan is silent on higher education. However, the Institute’s planning framework of Strategic Plan and multiple Corporate Plans cover the areas under investigation in QAF 3. The Corporate Plans comprise: Education Program Management Plans; Education Services Management Plans; and Business Development Management Plans.
3.1 Organisational Structures and Decision Making
As already noted in section 1 of this Report, at the time of the Audit Visit the Gordon was in the middle of a large scale restructuring process. The Panel’s findings in section 1 are particularly relevant to this topic, but for variation there are also some relevant findings below, as there are some issues pertinent to improving organisational structures and decision making for higher education purposes and these are addressed in the section 3.2.
3.1.1 Staff and Student Grievances
As mentioned, the Institute maintains a generic quality system developed for its VET operations (see section 4.3 of this Report for further details), and staff and student complaints form a major part of this system with respect to the assurance and improvement of services. 

3.2 Human Resource Processes
The Institute has comprehensive Human Resource management processes for its VET operations and these are sufficiently generic to provide the foundation for HR processes for higher education. The Panel was aware that the Gordon 1-10 organisational structure was (correctly) being driven primarily with VET operations in mind. However, it is important that responsibilities for higher education were not lost sight of, especially as ‘HE and VET courses is (sic) to be integrated within each of the Enterprises where degree programs are to be located’ (SM 19 – Response to Questions raised by AUQA Audit Panel, p9). As already noted, a small number of important management positions had not been filled at the time of the AUQA audit.

In discussion with relevant staff during the Audit Visit it was clear to the Panel that such issues were being appropriately acknowledged by the management of the Institute and for these reasons, the Panel offers the following affirmation.
AUQA affirms the Gordon Institute of TAFE, for the self review finding of the need for clearer demarcation of responsibilities and implementation timelines to fill new positions.
3.2.1 Degree Program Coordinator Position Description

The AUQA Panel noted the findings of the 2008 VRQA Re-accreditation Review Report for the BA (Visual Arts) with respect to concerns raised about the role of the Degree Program Coordinator, including the balance between academic leadership and program management responsibilities, and teaching load. The Panel discussed the VRQA findings with relevant staff during the Audit Visit and noted that some steps had already been taken to lessen the administrative load, and that some recent work had been undertaken by newly appointed management staff to calibrate the Degree Program Coordinator’s workload against comparable positions at other TAFE Institutes offering degree programs. The Panel applauds this initiative and emphasises the importance of the role of a Degree Program Coordinator position to the success of any degree program.
AUQA affirms the Gordon Institute of TAFE’s decision to undertake a workload reallocation for the Degree Program Coordinator position.
In line with this affirmation, and consistent with Affirmation 3 above, the Panel also makes the following recommendation for the building of future capacity in higher education.

AUQA recommends that, in developing the revised position description for the current single Degree Program Coordinator, attention be paid by the Gordon to the role relationship and reporting links to other relevant positions in the revised management structure, and that this revised position description become the template for any future appointment of higher education program coordinators.
3.2.2 Higher Education Teaching Staff Workload Allocation Model
As already discussed in section 2.5, the Panel was pleased to observe that the need for improved professional development arrangements for higher education teaching staff had already been identified by the Institute as an area earmarked for improvement. The Panel also learned that newly appointed management were now investigating a different workload allocation model for application in higher education. To assist with implementation of these developments, the Panel offers the following recommendation.
AUQA recommends that any new workload allocation model for higher education teaching staff at the Gordon Institute of TAFE incorporate a calibrated loading for professional development, including relevant scholarship and research for higher education applications.
3.3 Support for Student Learning
There is provision for the Institute-wide support for student learning, and the person responsible for Learning Support (VCE and General Education), though only recently appointed, seemed to be aware of the principal issues that can arise with HE students, as well as the students from other sectors with whom she is familiar.

3.4 Information Resources
The Librarian gave precise and concise responses to the questions raised by the Panel and seems well prepared to cope with future HE developments and their likely impact on the Library and other pertinent information resources.
4 MAINTAINING A COMMITMENT TO QUALITY IMPROVEMENT

As already noted, with the exception of pathways development between TAFE and higher education, the Institute’s current Strategic Plan is silent on higher education, but the Institute’s commitment to quality improvement can be gauged through investigation of its planning and quality management systems.
4.1 Recapitulation

A number of the Gordon’s activities in relation to the maintenance and improvement of quality in its single existing higher education operation have been mentioned in earlier sections of this Report. 

As described in section 2, the Institute is serious about collecting evidence from student feedback, and now recognises that it needs to discriminate between higher education and VET programs. It gets good response rates from surveys, takes action on the findings, and is responsive to customer complaints. As already observed, there is a need for more conscious attention to be given to providing formative feedback to higher education students, for greater attention to assessment verification and moderation processes, and obtaining feedback from graduates.
As noted in section 3, in the context of the Institute restructure there are a number of issues relating to position accountabilities and reporting that have been identified in relation to higher education, but the Institute has a well-developed Human Resources management system.

This section therefore provides comment on the Institute’s overarching quality management system.
4.2 Planning and Managing for Quality
In relation to quality and improvement generally, the Strategic Plan 2007-2009 has the following to say:

· Exceed AQTF requirements to provide the Institute with a competitive trading edge (p11)

· Offer quality products and superior services (p14)

· Monitor, evaluate and improve services provided to our clients to ensure continuing relevance and client satisfaction (p14)

· Measure and respond to client needs (p14)

· Ensure that all practices and procedures meet standards for ISO certification (p14)

· Conduct benchmarking activities against peers to determine level of service and efficiency (p15)

· Act as appropriate on results of benchmarking activities (p15)

· Each School is to undertake at least one full course evaluation (NB. the BA (Visual Arts) in 2009) and evaluate 25% of all other courses each year. Course and unit evaluations are to be benchmarked at 80% client satisfaction (p15)

· Through the Institute’s Quality Assurance Department, undertake a client satisfaction survey each alternate year (p15)

· Communicate to appropriate staff, and action where necessary, the results of surveys, evaluations, and benchmarking activities (p15), and

· Conduct an annual quality system review (QMSR), update and promote Institute customer service standards (p15).
In addition, the organisational units’ Business Development Management Plans each have a section addressing the management of quality assurance.

In AUQA’s view, although these arrangements were developed with the quality assurance of VET programs in mind, there is scope for them to be further adapted for higher education provision (see audit findings in section 4.3.1).
4.3 Quality Management System and Quality Assurance Outcomes
4.3.1 Operational Management System
The Gordon Institute of TAFE has a well established Operational Management System (OMS) that has been in place and continuously developed since 1994. The OMS meets and exceeds the Gordon’s obligations under ISO 9001.2000, the Australian Quality Training Framework (AQTF) and, it is claimed, incorporates DEEWR obligations relating to the provision of higher education.

In practice, the Higher Education Program at the Gordon is subject to the controls and activity of the OMS together with the refinements that are required where there are differences between standard VET practices and those required for higher education. In this respect the Panel noted that the Gordon’s OMS had five higher education-specific policies and procedures relating to the policies on Advanced Standing for Higher Education Programs and Student Grievances Procedures (HE).  

ISO 9001.2000

ISO 9001.2000 ensures that the Gordon continually develops its Operational Management System (OMS) and includes a rigorous program of auditing. The ISO 9001 audits are conducted annually and the Panel noted that the Gordon has not had any non-conformance issues during the last ten years. 

Internal Audits

Internal audits of the Institute’s systems are conducted by trained staff independent of the area being audited. Two audits of the Institute’s academic programs are conducted annually together with one audit of corporate and support areas. In addition other internal audits take place when special needs arise, eg customer concerns, feedback from student subject/unit evaluations, staff surveys and employer surveys. The audit program is a sampling process but appears to be rigorous in that approximately 120 teachers per year are audited and the self-assessment tool, which forms the basis of the academic audit is distributed to all teachers who are required to complete it and discuss it with their educational supervisor, regardless of whether they are part of the formal audit or not.

External Audits

In addition to being audited by AUQA as a HEP under the HESA the Gordon is audited by numerous external bodies which examine the quality of the Institute’s educational provision including:

· International Standards Organisation via TQCSI

· Nurses Board of Victoria

· NEAS (specific to English language programs)

· LLNP (second party ELICOS audit)

· WorkCover Authority (WorkSafe) – Red Card; Health and Safety Reps Course

· VRQA – International and Skills Victoria audits

· HIA (Building and Construction)

· NSW (DEET).

Taking all available evidence into account, with respect to the Institute’s generic quality management system, the Panel concluded as follows.
AUQA commends the Gordon Institute of TAFE for its overall Operational Management System as providing a robust foundation for quality assurance in a tertiary educational enterprise that can incorporate provision for higher education.
The Panel detected that although some higher education-specific quality policies and procedures had been added to the generic OMS (for example the higher education-specific policies for Advanced Standing and Student Grievances), there was still a lack of integration and cross-referencing to higher education applications in some of the Institute’s generic quality policies and procedures.

For example: the Quality Manual needs reviewing to ensure that in addition to including AQTF requirements for VET, it refers to the HEP under the HESA requirements for higher education; the Learning and Assessment Strategy (L&AS) section in the Gordon’s Teacher’s Handbook needs to be cross-referenced to the L&AS (Bachelor of Arts program), and vice-versa; the L&AS (Bachelor of Arts program) should be cross-referenced to the Teaching and Learning Policy on Assessment PO 3; Section 8 of the Monitoring and Evaluation Procedure (Doc ID: Eval PR 1) should include reference to the responsibility of the Academic Board for establishment of the schedule for evaluation of HE programs, and so on. There is also a need to provide a standard nomenclature for higher education applications. (eg Board of Higher Education Studies cf academic board/academic advisory board)
These observations prompted the Panel to make this final recommendation for improvement of the Institute’s generic quality management system (OMS) for future higher education application. 

AUQA recommends that the Gordon Institute of TAFE revise current documented quality policies and procedures for higher education, and relevant Operational Management System documentation, to identify any gaps, and to increase cross-referencing; and adopt standard nomenclature for the description of the revised policies, processes, and organisational arrangements associated with the provision of higher education.

The Panel noted that the Performance Portfolio made some guarded comments about the relatively low response rates for NCVER destination surveys in VET, and for employer surveys (PF p37), so was re-assured when the need to introduce destination surveys for BA (Visual Arts) graduates was nominated as another self-identified improvement initiative. Again the Panel suggests that the Institute consider adopting a GCA survey, namely the Graduate Destination Survey (GDS), to address this deficiency.
4.3.2 Benchmarking

As noted in section 4.2 above, the Institute cites benchmarking as a quality tool in its planning documents and also included some references to it in the AUQA Performance Portfolio. For example, externally, the Gordon has a formal benchmarking agreement with Deakin University, Southwest TAFE, and Box Hill Institute through the TAFE Alliance Benchmarking initiative. The Panel also learned at the Audit Visit that some managers are involved in informal benchmarking, taking advantage of links with other institutions to compare and contrast Gordon practices against (eg differential workload allocation models).

The Panel acknowledges this consciousness of the need to obtain external input and to make external comparison, but all these activities seem to be at an early stage and no concrete improvements have yet been reported. In fact the Benchmarking Working Group documentation currently only lists VET Diploma and Advanced Diploma programs for potential benchmarking, but acknowledges that there is ‘the possibility of comparing some Associate Degree and Degree courses in the Creative Arts field…’ (Deakin – TAFE Alliance Benchmarking Working Group, Interim Progress Report 2008, p1)
The Gordon also identified benchmarking ‘relating to the Higher Education Program… to ensure that quality of outcomes of the program are of a comparable standard to that of institute peers’ as another area for improvement in its self-review. (PF p56)

In recommending that the Gordon investigate the feasibility of adopting the GCA Course Experience Questionnaire (Recommendation 5 section 2.2 on p14), and also the GCA Graduate Destination Survey (see observation in section 4.3.1), the Panel notes that these innovations would provide the Gordon with the capability to benchmark itself against other higher education providers ‘to ensure that quality of outcomes of the program are of a comparable standard to that of institute peers’ (PF p56).
APPENDICES

APPENDIX A:  THE GORDON INSTITUTE OF TAFE
The Gordon Institute of TAFE based in Geelong was founded in 1887 and is one of Australia’s oldest technical education institutions and Victoria’s largest regional TAFE Institute, operating as a delivery constituent of the Victorian State Training System.

The Gordon operates on four campuses (two in Geelong, one in Colac and one at HM Prison Barwon) and has over 21,000 students per year, 530 equivalent full time staff and an operating budget in excess of $48 million.

Offering 210 full time and part time accredited courses and 230 short courses the Gordon has over 2000 trainees, 1600 apprentices, 280 international students and delivers courses ranging from Certificate II to degree level.

In 2009 the Gordon has one higher education degree program.
The Gordon’s mission, vision, objectives and values

Mission – Provide responsive quality education and life-long learning opportunities that meet the changing and diverse needs of individuals, business and the community.

Vision – Motivate, Educate and Innovate
Objectives – Within the context of national and state policy and management frameworks the Institute aims to provide quality vocational education and training and adult, community and further education programs and services which:

Promote the prosperity and competitiveness of industry, particularly in the Geelong region

Enhance the potential of individuals to achieve their vocational objectives and other life goals

Serve the economic and social needs of the community

Ensure the efficient and effective use of resources.
Values – The values of the Institute are reflected in the Institute Code of Conduct.  This is a public statement defining interaction with clients and colleagues.  It is consistent with the Institute Board Code of Conduct, the Charter of Student Rights and Responsibilities and the specific ethical conduct and standards for teachers outlined in the annual Teacher’s Handbook.
The principles underpinning the Gordon’s code are:

Accountability for conduct

Respect for others

Loyalty to the institute and fellow institute members

Exceptional customer service

Integrity and ethical behaviour

APPENDIX B:  AUQA’S MISSION, OBJECTIVES, VISION AND VALUES

Mission

AUQA is the principal national quality assurance agency in higher education with the responsibility of providing public assurance of the quality of Australia’s universities and other institutions of higher education, and assisting in enhancing the academic quality of these institutions.

Objectives

AUQA is established to be the principal national quality assurance agency in higher education, with responsibility for quality audits of higher education institutions and accreditation authorities, reporting on performance and outcomes, assisting in quality enhancement, advising on quality assurance; and liaising internationally with quality agencies in other jurisdictions, for the benefit of Australian higher education.

Specifically, the objectives of AUQA are as follows:

1. Arrange and manage a system of periodic audits of:

· the quality of the academic activities, including attainment of standards of performance and outcomes of Australian universities and other higher education institutions;

· the quality assurance arrangements intended to maintain and elevate that quality;

· compliance with criteria set out in the National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes;

and monitor, review, analyse and provide public reports on the quality of outcomes in Australian universities and higher education institutions.

2. Arrange and manage a system of periodic audits of the quality assurance processes, procedures, and outcomes of State, Territory and Commonwealth higher education accreditation authorities including their impact on the quality of higher education programs; and monitor, review, analyse and report on the outcomes of those audits.

3. Publicly report periodically on matters relating to quality assurance, including the relative standards and outcomes of the Australian higher education system and its institutions, its processes and its international standing, and the impact of the National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes on Australian Higher Education, using information available to AUQA from its audits and other activities carried out under these Objectives, and from other sources.

4. Develop partnerships with other quality agencies in relation to matters directly relating to quality assurance and audit, to facilitate efficient cross-border quality assurance processes and the international transfer of knowledge about those processes.
Vision

To consolidate AUQA’s position as the leading reference point for quality assurance in higher education in and for Australia.  Specifically:

· AUQA’s judgements will be widely recognised as objective, accurate and useful, based on its effective procedures, including auditor training and thorough investigation.

· AUQA’s work will be recognised by institutions and accrediting agencies as adding value to their activities, through the emphasis on autonomy, diversity and self-review.

· Through AUQA’s work, there will be an improvement in public knowledge of the relative academic standards of Australian higher education and an increase in public confidence in Australian higher education.

· Through AUQA’s work with other quality assurance agencies, the international quality assurance requirements for Australian higher education institutions will be coherent and rigorous, avoiding duplication and inconsistency.  

· AUQA’s advice will be sought on quality assurance in higher education, through mechanisms including consulting, training and publications.

· AUQA will be recognised among its international peers as a leading quality assurance agency, collaborating with other agencies and providing leadership by example.

Values

In its external relations, AUQA will be:

· Rigorous: AUQA carries out all its audits as rigorously and thoroughly as possible.

· Supportive: AUQA recognises institutional autonomy in setting objectives and implementing processes to achieve them, and acts to facilitate and support this.

· Flexible: AUQA operates flexibly, in order to acknowledge and reinforce institutional diversity, and is responsive to institution and agency characteristics and needs.

· Cooperative: AUQA recognises that the achievement of quality in any organisation depends on a commitment to quality within the organisation itself, and so operates as unobtrusively as is consistent with effectiveness and rigour.

· Collaborative: as a quality assurance agency, AUQA works collaboratively with the accrediting agencies (in addition to its audit role with respect to these agencies).

· Transparent: AUQA’s audit procedures, and its own quality assurance system, are open to public scrutiny.

· Economical: AUQA operates cost-effectively and keeps as low as possible the demands it places on institutions and agencies.

· Open: AUQA reports publicly and clearly on its findings in relation to institutions, agencies and the sector.

APPENDIX C:  THE AUDIT PANEL

Mr Rob Carmichael, Audit Director, AUQA. Melbourne
Emeritus Professor Tony Shannon AM, Master, Warrane College, University of New South Wales, Sydney (Chair)
APPENDIX D:  ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

The following abbreviations and definitions are used in this Report.  As necessary, they are explained in context.

ADRI
Approach, Deployment, Results, Improvement
AQTF
Australian Quality Training Framework (VET, qv)

AUQA
Australian Universities Quality Agency
CEQ
Course Experience Questionnaire (GCA, qv) (http://www.graduatecareers.com.au/content/view/full/868)

DEEWR
Australian Government Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, formerly DEST 
DEST
former Australian Government Department of Education, Science and Training
DIIRD
Victorian Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development
ELICOS
English Language Intensive Course for Overseas Students
FEE-HELP
FEE-HELP is a loan given to eligible fee-paying students to help pay part or all of their tuition fees.
GCA
Graduate Careers Australia
GDS
Graduate Destination Survey (GCA, qv) (http://www.graduatecareers.com.au/content/view/full/868)

HEP(s)
higher education provider(s)

HESA
Higher Education Support Act 2003
HIA
Housing Industry Association

ISO
International Organisation for Standards

LLNP
Language Literacy and Numeracy Programs
MCEETYA
Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs
NCVER
National Centre for Vocational Education Research
NEAS
National English (Language Teaching) Accreditation Scheme

NSAI(s)
non self-accrediting institution(s)
NSW (DEET)
New South Wales (Department of Employment, Education and Training)
OMS
Operational Management System (the Gordon’s quality management system)
PF p
Performance Portfolio page reference
Portfolio
Performance Portfolio: Self-Review Report
QAF(s)
Quality Audit Factor(s)
QMSR
Quality Management System Review

SAI(s)
self-accrediting institution(s)

TAFE
Technical and Further Education

TQCSI
Total Quality Certification Services International
VET
vocational education and training
VRQA
Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority
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�  Subsequently changed (i.e. after the audit visit) to ‘Creative Business Enterprise’





© Australian Universities Quality Agency 2009

21

