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1.  
The Faculty

1.1
Location of the Faculty

The Faculty of Commerce occupies two separate locations – the Quinn Building in the University’s main campus at Belfield, and the Michael Smurfit Graduate School of Business in the Blackrock campus, about 4 km away.  The main characteristics of each location, and the distribution of the departments and students of the Faculty between them, are as follows:

The Quinn Building, which was opened in 2002, provides purpose-designed accommodation and facilities for undergraduate students and programmes, and houses the Departments of Accountancy and Management Information Systems, part of the Department of Business Administration, and the Faculty Office.  It contains a variety of teaching and learning spaces, (lecture rooms, classroom, seminar/meeting rooms, student study areas), staff meeting areas, a reception/exhibition space, a coffee shop and staff offices.

The Michael Smurfit Graduate School of Business occupies a suite of buildings (formerly a teachers’ training college) which were refurbished for their present purpose in 1991.  It provides accommodation for the postgraduate, research and executive education students and programmes, and houses the Departments of Banking and Finance, Industrial Relations and Human Resources, Marketing, and part of the Department of Business Administration.  It also contains a range of teaching and learning spaces, including lecture theatres, classrooms, syndicate/seminar rooms, student and staff meeting rooms, a common room and staff offices.  Because of its location on a satellite campus, some university-wide services and facilities are also provided there e.g. a branch of the university library, a careers office, a restaurant and banking facilities.

1.2
Staff
Academic staff service both the undergraduate (Quinn) and postgraduate (Smurfit) teaching in the Faculty of Commerce.  At the time of writing the Self-Assessment Report there were, in total, seventy-eight full-time, forty-two part-time and four visiting academic Faculty members.   About 75% of full-time staff have a PhD degree, and about 25% of all staff are non-Irish nationals.  The majority of staff, however, have international experience derived from completing a postgraduate degree outside Ireland; teaching, researching, working in business, participating in conferences, acting as external examiners abroad; or participating in the Faculty's international programmes.  While many staff have business experience through consulting or previous employment, no precise measure of such experience is available.

The Faculty has in recent years developed an effective administrative structure to support its specific needs, with, at the time of writing the Self-Assessment Report, seventy full-time and nine part-time staff, supplemented as required on a seasonal basis.  The traditional model of administration of the faculty and its constituent academic departments has been augmented by a structure which includes the overall management of the Quinn and Smurfit schools, academic programme management, facilities management, systems and computer support, learning technology support, international affairs, development and fund-raising, alumni relations, and the business research programme.

Academic staff also devote some time to administration, typically through appointment to faculty or university committees, or by formal appointment to administrative positions within the Faculty.  

1.3
Courses and Programmes

The Faculty offers a wide range of programmes to its undergraduate students, including both on-campus and distance learning programmes.  The full list of programmes is as follows:

· Bachelor of Commerce

· Bachelor of Commerce (International)

· Bachelor of Business and Legal Studies

· Bachelor of Actuarial and Financial Studies

· Bachelor of Science (Economics and Finance)

· Diploma in the Foundations of Business (for mature students)

· Bachelor of Business Studies (Industrial Relations/Human Resources) (by Distance Learning)

· Bachelor of Business Studies (Management) (by Distance Learning)

Postgraduate students are offered a wide variety of programmes under a number of different headings, as follows:

	· MBA Programmes

	· Full-time One-Year MBA

	· Executive MBA

	· Executive MBA (Blackrock)

	· Executive MBA (IFSC)

	· International Executive MBA

	· MBA in Health Services Management

	· Specialist Management Programmes

	· Master of Business Studies

	· Master of Accounting

	· Master of Science (Marketing Practice)

	· Master of Management Science

	· Master of Science in Quantitative Finance

	· Graduate Diploma Programmes

	· Higher Diploma in Business Studies

	· Higher Diploma in Business Studies (IT)

	· Higher Diploma in Entrepreneurial Studies

	· Research Programmes

	· Doctor of Philosophy (Commerce) Degree

	· Master of Commerce

	· Executive Education


2.   
The Faculty Self-Assessment

2.1     The Co-ordinating Committee
The Dean of the Faculty of Commerce established the QA/QI Committee in 2003. It comprises the Faculty Executive (Members include the Dean, Heads of Department, Associate Deans (of Research, Quinn and Smurfit Schools), Chairman of the Smurfit School and six members elected by members of the Faculty.  The members of the QA/QI Committee are: 

· Prof P Bourke (Chair)

· Prof B Roche

· Dr C MacFhionnlaoich

· Prof L Murray

· Prof A Deegan

· Prof P Gibbons

· Prof N Brennan

· Ms B Kavanagh

· Ms C Allen

· Ms J Meagher

· Prof E Walsh 

· Prof F Roche 

· Mr T Byrnes

· Mr J Liston

Áine Doherty provided administrative support and Joanne Hession acted as project manager to the committee. 

2.2
Methodology adopted
The Committee met on four occasions to review and discuss the research and the self-evaluation report.  A number of subcommittees were established to examine specific issues as they arose.  In addition, the Dean and Joanne Hession met with the QA/QI Facilitator, Prof Ben Kennedy on two occasions to discuss the progress of the self-assessment process. 

The Self-Assessment Report describes the major activities of the Faculty, evaluates its strategic directions, and identifies possibilities for further improvement.  

Because of the manner in which the Faculty organises its activities, the structure of the Report deviates from that suggested by the QA/QI guidelines.  Employer, alumni and student opinions of the Faculty have not been included as a separate chapter as the Faculty has had a programme of continuous stakeholder evaluation for over a decade.  These mechanisms are referenced throughout the report and described more fully in Chapter 4.  Specifically for the purpose of this QA/QI process, academic and administrative staff questionnaires were distributed and again responses are referred to in relevant Chapters of the report.  A summary of this survey is included in Appendix 32.

2.3 Synopsis of the Self-Assessment Report

Chapter 1 gives a broad overview of the Report.

Chapter 2 presents the context and mission of the Faculty, and describes the key environmental and institutional dynamics that influence the development, achievement, and evolution of its mission.  

Chapter 3 reviews the Faculty's structures and management in terms of its capability to deliver quality programmes and valuable, relevant research for an international market.  

Chapter 4 reviews the quality systems that have been an intrinsic component of Faculty processes for the last number of years.

Chapter 5 reviews the activities, staff and processes of the Offices of Marketing, Alumni Association, Development Office and the Hatchery under the heading Faculty Executive.

Chapters 6 - 7 review the structure and activities of the Quinn and Smurfit Schools of Business, respectively.  

Chapter 8 outlines the resourcing, budgeting and planning activities of the Faculty, and identifies future financial challenges.

Chapters 9 - 11 provide a detailed discussion of the programme portfolio, programme and learning objectives, programme design, evaluation, and future plans for the undergraduate, interdisciplinary, and graduate programmes, respectively.  

Chapter 12 discusses the Distance Learning Unit 

Chapter 13 describes the Faculty’s approach to internationalisation.

Chapter 14 presents a review of the Faculty’s change in approach to the learning environments, with particular reference being made to the impact of information technology.  

Chapter 15 provides an overview of research activities including a discussion of funding, processes and outcomes.  

Chapter 16 provides an overview of the current executive education element of the Faculty. 

Chapter 17 describes the appointments and promotions process in the context of the working environment. 

Chapter 18 discusses the establishment and maintenance of corporate connections between the Faculty and its corporate constituents, which include the corporate partnership programme, its business research programme and active links with potential employers and professional institutes.  

Chapter 19 summarises the key challenges still facing the Faculty.  

3.
The Peer Review Group Site Visit

The site visit began with a preliminary meeting of the Peer Review Group (PRG) at 18.00 on Monday, 5 April 2004 and concluded with an exit presentation to the Faculty at 16.00 on Thursday, 8 April 2004, followed by a reception hosted by the Faculty at 17.00.  The PRG's working schedule is outlined in 3.1 below.

3.1
Timetable of the site visit 

	Monday, 5 April 2004



	18.00
	Preliminary meeting, Stillorgan Park Hotel

	20.00
	Dinner hosted by the Director of Quality Assurance

	
	

	Tuesday, 6 April 2004 

Venue: Quinn School of Business



	09.00-09.30
	Meeting of the Peer Review Group

	09.30-10.00
	Meeting with Dean of the Faculty

	10.00-11.00
	Meeting with the Co-ordinating Committee

	11.00-11.20
	Meeting with Dean of Research

	11.20-12.00
	Meeting with the Faculty Executive Committee

	12.00-12.30
	Meeting with Dean, Quinn School of Business

	12.30-13.00
	Meeting with Head of Overseas Programmes and Chief Executive, Asia Pacific Management Institute

	13.00-14.30
	Working lunch

	14.30-15.00
	Meeting with Faculty academic staff

	15.00-16.00
	Meeting with undergraduate students

	16.00-16.30
	Meeting with Faculty administrative staff 

	16.30-18.00
	Viewing of Quinn School facilities, and presentation on the work of the Information and Learning Technology Group, with Academic Programmes Manager and representative of ILTG

	19.30- 
	Meeting and working dinner in hotel

	
	

	Wednesday, 7 April 2004  

Venue: Michael Smurfit Graduate School of Business



	09.00-09.30
	Meeting of the Peer Review Group

	09.30-10.30
	Meeting with Dean, Smurfit School of Business

	10.30-11.00
	Meeting with Executive Chairman, Smurfit School of Business

	11.00-12.30
	Meeting with postgraduate students

	12.30-14.30
	Working lunch with graduates and graduate employers (attended by one graduate), preceded and followed by a brief viewing of some of the facilities of the Graduate School of Business, and a short visit to the Library

	14.30-15.00


	Return to Belfield Campus

	Venue: Quinn School of Business
	

	15.00-15.30
	Meeting with Faculty researchers 

	15.30-16.00
	Meeting with Dean of International Affairs 

	16.00-16.30
	Meeting with Head of Financial Planning and Resources, Bursar's Office 

	16.30-18.00
	Meetings with individual staff members

	19.30-
	Meeting and working dinner, hotel

	
	

	Thursday, 8 April 2004  

Venue: Quinn School of Business

	09.30-10.00
	Meeting with Assistant Director, Computing Services

	10.00-10.30
	Meeting with chaplain, and additional meeting with students, attended by some members of PRG; other members began work on the PRG Report

	10.30-15.30
	Preparation of initial findings and exit presentation

	15.30-16.00
	Meeting with and presentation of initial findings to Dean of the Faculty

	16.00-16.45
	Exit presentation to Faculty staff 

	17.00
	PRG and Faculty reception

	
	

	
	


3.2
Methodology

Discussions were held with the individuals or groups, and visits conducted, as outlined in 3.1.  For the most part, the meetings and visits were attended by all members of the PRG, although there were a few occasions when individual members had to deal with urgent business elsewhere.  On the morning of Thursday, 8 April, the PRG split to allow some members to meet the chaplain and to hold additional discussions with students, while other members began work on the initial findings and recorded the views of one of the external members whose travel arrangements involved an early departure.

Some meetings which had been scheduled did not take place because of inability to attend.  (viz. those with the Vice-President for Research, and with the Registrar) or because no-one attended (viz the academic staff).   The meetings with students were sparsely attended. 

3.3
General Comments

3.3.1
We would like to acknowledge at the outset the constructive and helpful approach we encountered in the course of what is inevitably an intrusive process.  In particular, our requests for additional information, for clarification, and for some slight adjustments to our schedule, were responded to speedily and courteously.  Those with whom we held discussions were open, frank, and helpful in their comments. 

3.3.2
We must, however, note our distinct impression of a lack of awareness of the QA process in the faculty and of a less than whole-hearted engagement in it.  For example:
· no members of the academic staff attended the scheduled open meeting; this was not explained or addressed by the Faculty

· no students came to the open meeting for undergraduates.  Two students, when prompted by members of the Peer Review Group, agreed to meet the Group, and were joined by two more later in the meeting.    
· only one student came to the open meeting for postgraduates.  Four more students joined the meeting later, having been prompted by a member of the administrative staff.
· some of the people to whom we spoke, including some in senior positions (e.g. the Executive Chairman of the Graduate School of Business) had not seen the Self-Assessment Report.
By contrast, our meeting with the administrative staff of the Faculty was well attended.

Notwithstanding the small attendances, we would like to record that our discussions with the various groups of students were direct and constructive, and broadly confirmed our view of the Faculty's strengths and our concerns as outlined in section 5.  
3.3.3
We were given to understand that this lack of engagement may be, at least to some extent, the result of “review-fatigue", due to the number of accreditation processes and other reviews undergone or undertaken by the faculty and its constituent departments.  In the interests of all the stakeholders in the university’s QA/QI process, however, we need to point out that our consideration is not as fully-informed as it might have been, had attendance at these meetings been higher.  

3.3.4
In view of the Faculty’s stated objectives, it is unfortunate that no meeting had been arranged with representatives of the business community, nor was any information provided about studies or research by the Faculty into the needs of Irish business or the Irish/European economy.  While the site visit schedule included a lunchtime meeting designated as being with graduates and employers of graduates, we believe that each of these categories is likely to have different perspectives, for which separate meetings would have been desirable.  In the event, one graduate attended this meeting and spoke to us from the perspective of an alumnus, rather than that of an employer or representative of the business community. 

3.3.5
While we were given to understand that the Faculty was pursuing national and university objectives in admitting students outside the usual Leaving Certificate channels, we had no opportunity to meet such students, nor was any corroborative evidence offered in support of the Faculty’s efforts in this regard.  We are therefore not in a position to assess the extent of the Faculty’s success in achieving these objectives.     

3.3.6
Finally, it was unfortunate that we had no opportunity to meet senior officers of the University whose perceptions of the performance and place of the Faculty in the university could have been of value to our consideration of its self-assessment.  In addition, it would have been relevant to hear how and to what extent the University sees itself utilising some of the strengths and skills of the Faculty to improve the management and administration of the University.  This would have been of particular interest in respect of Chapter 8 on “Planning, Budgeting and Resources” of the Self-Assessment Report. 
4.  
The Peer Review

4.1  
Methodology

The Peer Review Group conducted its review as a unit, and did not apportion responsibility for particular aspects of the report to individual members.  The major issues were agreed during the site visit, and were subsequently expanded and refined in successive drafts which were circulated to members for comment.

We note with regret the death of one member of the PRG, Professor Dieter Schmidt, shortly after the site visit.  Professor Schmidt brought a valuable perspective to the review process and made many constructive contributions to the PRG’s discussions during the site visit.  On the advice of the Director of Quality Assurance, the PRG continued its work on the Report, incorporating Professor Schmidt’s comments as appropriate.

4.2   
Sources used

In preparing the Report, the PRG made extensive use of the Self-assessment Report and its accompanying appendices, as well as evidence gained and notes taken during the site visit.  Additional information and documentation was supplied on request by the Faculty Office and the Quality Assurance Office. 

4.3
Peer Review Group’s view of the Self-Assessment Report

4.3.1.
As a commentary and analysis, the Self-Assessment Report was comprehensive and self-critical, and provided an excellent overview of the Faculty's activities, achievements, and concerns, and of recent and planned developments.

4.3.2
There were, nevertheless, some conspicuous deficiencies.  The Self-Assessment Report did not, as required by the guidelines, present a systematic set of recommendations, nor did it explicitly identify prioritised issues for attention.  Objectives were stated, but without specific recommendations for their achievement, and while issues and concerns were identified, the Faculty’s view of their relative importance was not readily discernible.  Though not required by the QA/QI guidelines, a SWOT analysis would have helped in assessing the Faculty’s view of its strengths and weaknesses.  There was no evidence in the Report of a follow-through to the "Halley Report" of April 1998 on the reform of the BComm degree.  It seems to us that this unevenness is symptomatic of a lack of focus which is detrimental to the Faculty’s future development and we will refer to it again in later sections of this report.  We were somewhat concerned that there was relatively little comment in the Report about the role of the Faculty, and in particular the role of the Michael Smurfit Graduate School of Business, in the community in which it operates.  Finally, there were insufficient supporting data and other specific information (e.g. listings of Faculty members, departments and units, academic/professional qualifications of staff) in the Report.

4.3.3
We endorse, for the most part, the overall vision of the Faculty and the means for realising it as outlined in the Report, and for this reason it is unnecessary for us to comment on every separate element of it.  In our findings, we seek to draw attention to a relatively small number of areas of concern.  These, and the recommendations derived from them, are presented in the following section.

5. Findings of the Peer Review Group

The Faculty has made great progress in recent years in developing strategic objectives, and in establishing the physical and human resources to expedite their achievement.  It has been dynamic and forward looking in creating an environment, and developing an organisation, in which teaching, learning and research can flourish, and is clearly ambitious to continue to develop in this way.  The specific issues noted in the following paragraphs are, in our view, those which most need attention in order to remove, or mitigate, obstacles to further progress.  Broadly speaking, these concerns relate to the Faculty's positioning in the wider societal context and in respect of its potential clientele, its contribution to the economic and commercial needs of Ireland and the wider world; the alignment of resources to support strategic objectives; the development of policies to accelerate research; attention to support services; and the measurement of learning outcomes.  We also believe that the various quality and evaluation processes in which the Faculty and its constituent departments participate should be integrated and simplified.  These issues are discussed in greater detail in the following paragraphs.    

5.1
The Faculty’s branding

5.1.1
A striking feature of the Faculty is the variety of names by which it, or its constituent parts, are known.  In addition to the formal title “Faculty of Commerce (of University College Dublin)”, the title “UCD Business Schools” is used interchangeably for it throughout the Self-Assessment Report.  The titles Quinn School and Michael Smurfit Graduate School of Business (sometimes abbreviated to “Smurfit School”) refer to the undergraduate and postgraduate components of the Faculty, respectively, and also refer to the building(s) in which each is located.  The view was also expressed that, as marketing "brands", the Quinn label is used to project the Faculty nationally, while the Smurfit label serves a similar purpose internationally.  In addition to recognising significant donors, both titles are understood to reflect the Faculty’s wish to project a business-oriented image so as to attract interest, students, and funding. 

5.1.2
While the reasons for, and distinction between, these titles may be understood within the Faculty and the University, they present a somewhat confusing picture to the outside world.  More importantly, the “Quinn” and “Smurfit” titles do not explicitly “brand” their academic programmes with University College Dublin ownership, nor is the link between them readily apparent in their titles.  The absence of any indication in these titles of their Dublin location is a disadvantage for the Faculty and should be considered against the background of the existence of other business schools in Dublin. 

5.1.3
We consider that the “brand names” by which the Faculty projects and presents itself should be reviewed in the light of these considerations and therefore recommend:

R1
The issue and use of brand names should be reviewed.

5.1.4
We have already alluded, in paragraph 3.3.6 above, to the fact that we had no opportunity to meet senior officers of the University who could have provided an opinion as to how the Faculty is viewed by the University.  It seems to us to be both appropriate and important that the peer review process for faculties should include a meeting with some senior officers, and so we recommend:

R2
In the Quality Assurance process for faculties, the site visit should include a scheduled meeting between the peer review group and senior officers of the University. 

5.2
Faculty Management and Planning

5.2.1
The Faculty has a complex management structure, partly reflecting its combined academic and professional business school characteristics, and partly because of the matrix which combines academic departments and programmes.  We share the concerns expressed in the Self-Assessment Report about the difficulty of establishing the Faculty's decision-making processes, given the multiplicity of titles accorded to the heads and/or directors of organisational units and processes.  Roles were not always clear; we found it strange, for example, that the Faculty Executive Committee (which we met during the site visit) was not included in the management structure diagram, nor for that matter referred to at all, in the “Faculty Structures and Management” chapter of the Self-Assessment Report.  It also appears that the allocation of discretionary financial resources lies to a very large extent with the Dean.  While it is clear that only a portion of the Faculty’s resources is discretionary, we had some difficulty in establishing the extent of such funding, or the extent to which it was being applied to the implementation of the Faculty’s strategic objectives and priorities.  To what extent, for example, is discretionary funding being targeted to high quality researchers?  Greater clarity in respect of the alignment of discretionary funding and strategic objectives would be advantageous in advancing the Faculty's development. 

5.2.2
The Faculty shows an awareness of the importance of continuous planning of courses and analysis of their content, including the ongoing Non-Traditional Programme Review.  The proposed joint doctoral course with Queen’s University Belfast is set out in Appendix 29 of the Self-Assessment Report, but it was not clear to what extent it had developed.  As the University’s current plans for modularisation are put into effect, the possibility of enabling students to combine a wider range of subjects with business studies presents a considerable challenge to the Faculty.  The reliance of the Graduate School on changing trends in both general and specialist executive MBA programmes constitutes a particular challenge for the School to ensure sufficient numbers in order to effectively provide such postgraduate business training.

We recommend:

R3
The allocation of discretionary funds to achieve the fulfilment of the Faculty’s strategic objectives should be transparent.

5.3
Quality Systems in the Faculty of Commerce
5.3.1
The Faculty undergoes a large and impressive number of review and evaluation processes.  These include comprehensive strategic and positioning reviews at faculty level, international accreditation processes (EQUIS, AACSB and AMBA), programme reviews, departmental QA/QI reviews, involvement in ranking exercises, and other processes to obtain stakeholder feedback. 

5.3.2
We endorse the proposals outlined in the Self-Assessment Report to remedy some weaknesses which have been identified in existing review processes i.e. formalising and standardising the processes for programme review, supervision of research, and teaching evaluation.

5.3.3 
We have some concerns about the lack of linkages between these reviews, given their extent and frequency.  There is, in all probability, unnecessary duplication of effort for members of the faculty, and there is also a danger that a proliferation of review exercises may in fact diminish their effectiveness.  It may be that there is scope for adjusting the university’s QA/QI process so as to integrate the quality reviews of departments (which are formal and highly-focussed) and programmes (which are informal and somewhat arbitrary).  For example, brief reports of each course module in a programme (containing feedback from staff and students, the effectiveness of recent changes, proposals and reasons for future changes, and the resource implications) could form the basis of programme reviews and could also feed into departmental QA/QI reviews.  The Faculty is not unique in requiring external accreditations and should consider the benefits of developing a general framework with other faculties who have a similar requirement.  There is certainly a synergy between the various quality reviews and ranking exercises, and a need to integrate the separate processes to minimise duplication of effort and to optimise their effectiveness. 

5.3.4
Finally, while we obtained a broad picture of the Faculty's overseas courses and programmes, there was insufficient information to enable us to comment on the application of quality procedures to them.  These courses and programmes should not, in our view, be exempt from the university's quality procedures.  There are a number of separate courses, programmes and locations involved, but they share a number of common features, which suggests that they should be regarded, for quality assurance purposes, as a quasi-department of the Faculty, and be subject to a separate quality assurance review.  

Accordingly, we recommend:

R4
The Faculty should co-ordinate all quality-related processes, reviews, and exercises.

R5
The Faculty should work with the Quality Assurance Office to develop a template for general application in the university to those faculties with multiple quality exercises and external accreditations.

R6
Overseas and franchised courses and programmes should be regarded as a single, separate "quasi-department" and should undergo a separate departmental QA/QI review.

5.4
Internationalisation

5.4.1
Internationalisation at all levels is included in the Faculty’s core objectives listed in Chapter 1, and progress in implementing this objective is outlined in Chapter 13.  We agree with the statement in Chapter 1 that the absence of a formal international policy is a weakness.  Some students, for example, expressed their disappointment at the absence of formal student exchange programmes with top American business schools.  The stated objective of internationalising at all levels is too general and unfocussed.  The Faculty’s ambitions in respect of internationalisation will more readily be addressed in the context of a formal international policy.  We therefore recommend:

R7
The Faculty should develop a coherent and focussed international policy.

5.5
Educational Support Services

5.5.1
The Self-Assessment Report identifies some problems arising from deficiencies in educational support services, in particular an unstable IT network, lack of IT support, and inadequate levels of library provision.  While these problems are partly caused by inadequate funding of the support services, we noted that misconfigured personal laptops and the Faculty's choice of a virus checker unsupported by University Computing Services were also contributing to the networking problems.  We noted also that these problems are receiving some attention.  Discussions are in progress to determine the extent to which IT support should be provide centrally (i.e. by Computing Services), or locally (i.e. by the Faculty).  In the case of library services, a new library development is planned for the Graduate School as part of the church refurbishment project.   We would encourage greater dialogue between the Faculty and Computing Services, the Library, and other support service providers to ensure that service and resource provision is aligned with need, and that the resourcing and support implications are understood by all parties concerned. 

5.5.2
In general, the quality of support services appeared to be good, but there is scope for improvement and for further investment.  We were very impressed by the emphasis on new technologies to enhance the learning environment, both physically, in the design and provision of learning spaces, and virtually, through the excellent work of the Information and Learning Technology Group in developing electronic-based teaching and learning methods.  We strongly endorse the need for adequate support services, and we particularly support plans to integrate online library facilities into the virtual learning environment.  Accordingly we recommend:

R8
The educational support services (Library, Computing Services) should be improved and extended.

5.5.3
We are concerned, however, that while the new teaching and learning methods will be "technologically-driven", there is a risk of adopting new technologies for their own sake.  It is important that the technological possibilities should not overshadow their purposes and outcomes.  The role of technology in adding value to the education process is recognised in the Self-Assessment Report and by the members of staff with whom we discussed this issue.  There is, however, no evidence that the extent to which it does so, or the extent to which it improves educational outcomes, are being measured or evaluated.  We therefore recommend:

R9
A system for measuring and evaluating learning outcomes should be established in the context of electronic based methods.

5.6
Research

5.6.1
The Self-Assessment Report recognises that the Faculty’s aspiration to become highly research intensive is ambitious and will require a quantum leap in many respects.  Chapter 15 outlines the priorities and measures for improving the Faculty’s research performance relative to its international peers, for making research a development priority, and for improving research support, funding, organisation and management.  It does not, however, suggest in what areas research might most fruitfully be developed, nor does it indicate existing strengths or weaknesses.  Furthermore, no correlation is made between identifying the societal, economic, and commercial needs of Ireland (and/or Europe) and providing the research required to address them.  To position itself more effectively for bridging the gap between reality and aspiration, the Faculty should conduct a research audit for the period 1996-2004, as a sequel to (and on the same lines as) the 1996 Bain Review, with the aims of identifying clusters of excellence, and areas of potential research focus.  We therefore recommend:

R10
A research audit for the period 1996 to date should be undertaken.

5.6.2
The transition to a highly research-intensive Faculty will have human resource implications in respect of both academic and administrative staff.  Academic staff may be (a) consistently research-active (b) potentially research-active (c) research inactive.  Each of these categories can contribute to the achievement of the Faculty’s objectives, but each requires different support, training and development.  As the transition progresses, administrative staff can and should support and expedite the increased research activity in many ways, not least by taking over much routine work currently carried out by academic staff in, for example, programme management and quality assurance.  To fulfil this function, they will need support and training to a higher level.  We accordingly recommend:

R11
The development of a human resources policy for the support and restructuring of academic staff, to enable the Faculty to accelerate its objective of being highly research-intensive. 

R12
The development of a human resources policy, with appropriate career progression incentives, to enable administrative staff to release academic staff time to implement the Faculty's objective of being highly research-intensive.

5.7
Issues arising from individual staff visits

5.7.1
In the course of our meetings with individual members of staff three matters were drawn to our attention.

5.7.2
Difficulties have arisen in the running of the Financial and Actuarial Studies Programme because the Department of Statistics (which provides 50% of the teaching) is not part of the Faculty, nor is the Programme Director a member of the Faculty.  We suggest that this situation should be reviewed.

5.7.3
We were surprised that the Self-Assessment Report contained no reference to what is known as the "Santry affair", where a candidate had been appointed to a lecturer post, and subsequently recommended for appointment to a Faculty chair, on the basis of false credentials, with considerable adverse media publicity.  We consider that the errors which were made in relation to this left the Faculty exposed, and would have expected its Self-Assessment Report to provide some evidence that appropriate remedial action had been taken to prevent a recurrence.  As professional appointments are subject to university regulations, a meeting between the PRG and one or more senior officers of the university would have assisted us in considering this matter, and we emphasise again our concern, noted in the general comments on the site visit (paragraph 3.3.6), that no senior officers were available to meet us.

5.7.4
The third issue is a personal one which requires to be handled with discretion and therefore, in accordance with the procedural guidelines issued by the Quality Assurance Office, has been referred to the Director of Quality Assurance by the Chair of the Review Group.

5.8
Student welfare

5.8.1
Although we met only a very small number of individual students and academic staff, we raised questions concerning student welfare at our meetings with staff, students, and also with the chaplain.  We are satisfied that the totality of the student experience is considered important by the Faculty, and that student welfare is accorded due priority.

6.   
Overall Analysis of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Concerns


As noted earlier, the Self-Assessment Report contained no SWOT (Strengths. Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) analysis for comment.  In its absence, and on the basis of our findings and discussions during the site visit, we offer the following:


Strengths:
· a ready acceptance of critical external scrutiny, and a self-critical approach

· an awareness of the importance of national and international positioning

· reasonable facilities and resources (excellent in the case of buildings and physical accommodation)

· good international contacts, networks, and partner schools

· a forward-looking and progressive approach

· an awareness of its weaknesses

· good quality students, academic staff and administrative staff

· care given to student welfare

Weaknesses:

· confusion of identity arising from multiple brands

· lack of integration in its quality assurance and accreditation processes

· its mission, aspirations, and policy are not shared throughout the Faculty, and some weaknesses in internal Faculty communication generally

· the tensions between academic and executive education, and between promoting research and serving the business market

· lack of an obvious correlation between identified needs and research undertaken

· under-utilisation of administrative staff skills 

· difficulties in establishing a system of individual staff appraisal

Opportunities:

· the increasing availability of public funding to support research

· the appointment of a new Dean of the Faculty

· the realisation of the vision for the future development of the university under the new presidency

Threats:

· the aim to be included among the top-50 European business schools will mean that the Faculty will have to exist in an increasingly intense competitive environment, with a consequential increase in costs and risks

· volatile popularity of general and specialist executive MBA programmes

· changes in resource allocation to, and within, the university

· the problem of attracting high quality staff, given the difficulties of applying international levels of remuneration and the high costs of relocating to Dublin

7.   
Recommendations for Improvement

R1
The issue and use of brand names should be reviewed.
R2
In the Quality Assurance process for faculties, the site visit should include a scheduled meeting between the peer review group and senior officers of the university. 
R3
The allocation of discretionary funds to achieve the fulfilment of the Faculty’s strategic objectives should be transparent.

R4
The Faculty should co-ordinate all quality-related processes, reviews, and exercises.
R5
The Faculty should work with the Quality Assurance Office to develop a template for general application in the university to those faculties with multiple quality exercises and external accreditations.
R6
Overseas and franchised courses and programmes should be regarded as a single, separate "quasi-department" and should undergo a separate departmental QA/QI review.
R7
The Faculty should develop a coherent and focussed international policy.
R8
The educational support services (Library, Computing Services) should be improved and extended.
R9
A system for measuring and evaluating learning outcomes should be established in the context of electronic based methods.
R10
A research audit for the period 1996 to date should be undertaken.
R11
The development of a human resources policy for the support and restructuring of academic staff, to enable the Faculty to accelerate its objective of being highly research-intensive. 

R12
The development of a human resources policy, with appropriate career progression incentives, to enable administrative staff to release academic staff time to implement the Faculty's objective of being highly research-intensive.
8.
Concluding comments


We have been greatly impressed by the Faculty’s recent successes and achievements, in particular

· the excellent physical facilities in the refurbished buildings for the postgraduate school at Blackrock, and in the new undergraduate building at Belfield.  The success of the new accommodation in encouraging co-operative learning behaviour was particularly evident. 

· improvements in the learning experience of both undergraduates and taught postgraduates

· the development of innovative teaching and learning facilities
· the overall high levels of student support
· the generally progressive attitudes which were much in evidence.  
These all provide an excellent basis for future development and for the implementation of the Faculty’s strategic objectives.  It is clear that much effort has been devoted to their implementation, with very positive outcomes.  The implementation of the recommendations of this quality assurance review will, in our view, enhance the Faculty's ability to continue this process.

9.
Response of the Co-ordinating Committee to the Peer 

Review Group Report

Thank you for giving the Co-ordinating Committee the opportunity to respond to the Peer Review Group (PRG) Report on the Faculty QA/QI process.  Overall we are extremely pleased that the report endorses the activities of the Faculty and recognises our past successes and achievements, which have been the result of much hard work and dedication from a committed staff.

The PRG Report is a fair and accurate assessment of our activities and we do not feel that any substantive corrections are required.  The PRG Report reasonably identifies a few areas of weakness regarding the Faculty’s operations.  Clearly, having identified these areas of weakness, there is an opportunity for the Faculty to improve on its own already high standards.  

The PRG policy of making specific recommendations as opposed to statements of aspiration clearly assists in making a focused response.  The Co-ordinating Committee wish to comment on three of the PRG recommendations for Improvement as set out within the Report.

Recommendation 1:  The issue and use of brand names should be reviewed

In his Strategic Plan 2005-2008 for UCD, the President expresses the University’s commitment to develop individual Faculty sub-brands in order to capitalise on Faculty and UCD affiliations.

The Faculty of Commerce education programmes are organised into two schools: the undergraduate Quinn School and the postgraduate Smurfit School, the respective names being recognition of the extremely important contribution made by individual donors to the Faculty.  These names, particularly ‘Smurfit School’, are very well known externally and have an excellent reputation in their respective markets.  The Quinn School’s principal market is mainly local, focusing on school leavers, their parents and teachers. The Smurfit School is far more international, being focused on potential MBA students, employers and business generally.  Each has succeeded very well in building up a high level of name awareness and a strong positive reputation in its respective constituency.

It would seem very unwise to tamper with these names and accordingly, in the Faculty Strategy 2005-2010 it is proposed that we continue to promote the two schools (using the existing branding), but to very different audiences.  The Quinn School will be promoted to the local market for school leavers and to relevant groups who influence them.  The Smurfit School will be promoted internationally, targeted at potential students for our MBA programmes and the business community generally.

Recommendation 6:  Overseas and franchised courses and programmes should be regarded as a single, separate “quasi-department” and should undergo a separate departmental QA/QI review

The Faculty currently operates overseas programmes in four locations: Spain, Sri Lanka, Singapore and Hong Kong.  These are all run in association with third parties and were set up originally as a result of linkages with individual members of our academic staff.

The Faculty has recently appointed an Associate Dean of International Affairs who is to undertake a detailed review of all aspects of the overseas courses.  He is due to report his findings to the Faculty early this year.  Whether a separate “quasi-departmental” QA/QI review is appropriate for the overseas programmes will depend, in large part, on the result of the Associate Dean’s findings.

Recommendation 10:  A research audit for the period 1996 to date should be undertaken

The co-ordinating committee feel that this recommendation from the PRG, while valid in the context in which it was made, has been overtaken by a number of events.

A new Associate Dean of Research has been appointed and her first task has been to undertake an audit on research.  The new Dean’s responsibilities also include updating the research strategy for the Faculty for the next three years with a specific timetable and key deliverables to enable performance measurement; and preparing an annual report on the Faculty’s research, listing funding received, publications, conferences held and attended, etc.
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