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1.  The Five Offices


1.1 Location of the Offices


The five units covered in this exercise form part of the central University administration and are located entirely on the ground floor of the Michael Tierney Building. Most of the staff work in the large open-plan area and a few, mainly more senior, staff in offices across the corridor running along the back of the open plan area.

1.2 Staff


Fees & Grants 
Total Staff 8

One Senior Administrative Officer IV

One Administrative Officer I

One Administrative Officer II

Two Senior Executive Assistants

Three Executive Assistants

Office of the Registrar
Total Staff 2

One Registrar

One Senior Executive Assistant

Academic Administration 
Total Staff 11 

One Senior Administrative Officer III

Two Administrative Officers I

Two Senior Executive Assistants

Four Executive Assistants

One Contract staff 

One temporary Executive Assistant replacing one Executive Assistant acting as Senior Executive Assistant for staff member on leave of absence)

Examinations 
Total Staff 26 
One Senior Administrative Officer IV

Four Administrative Officers I

Six Senior Executive Assistants

Nine Executive Assistants

One Executive Assistant (part-time)

Five temporary staff increasing to a maximum of thirty during peak examination time

Operations (Admissions) 
Total Staff 7 

One Administrative Officer I

Two Senior Executive Assistants 

Four Executive Assistants – one of these temporary)

Operations (Records & Registration)
Total Staff 9
One Senior Administrative Officer III (responsible for both Admissions and 
Records/Registration)

Two Administrative Officers I (one AOI is the Systems Administrator to the Office of 
the Registrar (Academic Administration, Admissions and Records/Registration)

Two Senior Executive Assistants

Three Executive Assistants

One Executive Assistant (part-time)

 Up to ten temps August-December and up to six camera staff mid-September to mid-October.


Total staff in the five offices is 63 including one contract, 7 temporary and 2 part-time.

1.3 Product/Processes

One part of the operation supports the Registrar’s activities both as Secretary to a large number of University committees and in her interactions with the University staff, student community and the outside world. The remaining units provide the administrative support for the complete sequence of a student’s interaction with the University – recruitment, admission, registration, payment of fees and grants, records and examination. These activities still follow a pattern that in part reflects procedures of the N.U.I. prior to the university’s full independence after the 1997 Universities Act. They are currently under scrutiny, and a major effort over the past 2-3 years has been the introduction, with the help of the Management Services Unit, of the Banner system of data management.

In terms of product and process, these units present incoming students to the teaching Faculties of the University, administratively support and advise them, record their progress, and then ultimately present the finished product, namely graduates, to the outside world.

2. Self-assessment


2.1 The Co-ordinating Committees


There was an Interdepartmental Steering Committee to co-ordinate the project and decide on procedural issues. It comprised the Senior Officers who report to the Registrar and the Bursar:-

Deirdre Grattan, Fees & Grants

Geraldine O’Connor, Academic Administration
Paula Tarrant, Operations

Barbara McHenry and Sinead Critchley, Examinations

In the case of Examinations, Barbara McHenry retired as Examinations Officer in the middle of the review period. Hence her successor, Sinead Critchley, joined the Steering Committee. However, in view of her experience and involvement in the QA exercise, Ms. McHenry continued on a part-time basis in order to see the review through to a successful conclusion.

Each of the five units formed their own separate committees to represent all grades of staff as follows:-

Fees & Grants:

Entire permanent staff of 8 – Deirdre Grattan (SAO) (Chair), Mary O’Neill (AO), Mary E. O’Neill (AO), Siobhan Morrissey (SEA), Sheila Purcell (SEA) (Secretary), Mary Hutchinson (EA), David O’Brien (EA), Mary Hyland (EA part-time).

Registrar’s Office - Academic Administration:

Geraldine O’Connor (SAO), Peter Shearer (AO), Susan Mulkeen (AO), Catherine O’Brien (SEA), Susan Bailey (EA).  Peter Shearer exchanged jobs with Susan Mulkeen during the assessment period, taking over her job as Admissions Officer

Examinations:

This committee underwent multiple changes in composition over the assessment period through staff turnover.

I Barbara McHenry (SAO), Jacintha Lipsett (AO), Natasha Williams (SEA), Caroline Barrett (EA). 

II Barbara McHenry, Jacintha Lipsett, Anne Molphy (SEA), Caroline Barrett, Adrienne Wilson (EA). (Change through staff resignation).
III Barbara McHenry, Anna Noble (SEA), Anne Molphy, Caroline Barrett, Adrienne Wilson (Change through staff injury).

IV Barbara McHenry, Anna Noble (SEA), Anne Molphy, Caroline McTeigue (EA), Adrienne Wilson, Phil Kenny (EA), Adam Trodd (temporary EA) (Change through staff secondment and expansion of group)

Finally, past staff Elaine Williams and Susan Devereux joined the group part time to help finalise the draft report.

Admissions:

Peter Shearer (AO), Susan Mulkeen (AO), Martin Hurley (SEA), Gillian Reilly (EA)

Registrar’s Office – Operations, Records/Registration, Systems Administrator:

Paula Tarrant (SAO), Mary Bradley (AO), Margaret Kidney (AO), Brian Morrissey (SEA), Sandra Doyle (EA)

Susan Mulkeen attended as facilitator.

2.2 Methodology Adopted


Following the initial decisions of the Interdepartmental Steering Committee, the five units oversaw their own separate internal surveys. The major tool adopted was that of postal questionnaires, and in order to avoid customer resistance a single form was used to cover all five offices. Three groups of people were surveyed, staff customers, student customers, and internal staff. Anxieties over confidentiality of the returns for the latter group were dealt with through the good offices of the QA Office who undertook the coding and processing of the forms. Results were fed back to each group. Susan Mulkeen took on the task of overall coordinator, and also wrote reports for two sections of the Registrar’s Office. She also worked with the Registrar to incorporate the five pieces into a full report with an introduction and conclusions. Notwithstanding comments in Section 4.4 below, this was a huge undertaking and those responsible for its co-ordination are to be congratulated on drawing it together in a way that is consistent, complete and clear. This is a major achievement, and on the one hand gave the Review Group (RG) all the necessary pointers for its investigation, and on the other will provide the reliable evidence to guide the administration in whatever changes are finally deemed necessary on foot of the Review Group recommendations.

The methodology for each of the five individual offices was as follows:

Fees and Grants Office

April 2001: A meeting with the Director of Quality Assurance was held which all members of staff attended.

The Co-ordinating Committee met approximately ten times from April 2001 to February 2002 which included an all day meeting outside UCD. Because of the low numbers of staff, all staff were involved as members of the Co-ordinating Committee.  Specific tasks for the research and writing of the Self-assessment Report were allocated among Committee members. Minutes of meetings and draft report were circulated to staff by email.  

Academic Administration

May/June 2001: a series of meetings was held with the Director of Quality Assurance to which all members of staff were invited.

Meetings were held approximately every two weeks in the period October-January. One member of staff was delegated to write up the report based on the discussions.

The progress of the Quality Assurance report was an item on the agenda for each of the monthly office meetings. Other staff in the office were also kept informed, informally, as work progressed.

December 2001: a further meeting with the Director of Quality Assurance was held.

A draft report was prepared and discussed by the committee. This was circulated among the rest of the office for comments. The committee then reconvened to decide on the incorporation of these. A further draft was then circulated to all members of the office for final comment.

The Registrar delegated Susan Mulkeen to liaise between offices, co-ordinate the overall report and organise the questionnaire surveys. Because she is based in this office, staff within the office had a high level of involvement with the report as a whole and assisted with coding questionnaire responses, proof-reading etc.

Admissions Office

Office staff were invited to act on the Co-ordinating Committee, with one staff member from each grade.  The committee first met in July 2001. Meetings were held weekly during July but were suspended for the Admissions season. Meetings resumed in October and were then held every two to three weeks.

Feedback on the meetings was initially communicated informally to the other staff members in the office. Other staff members’ comments were included in the subsequent meeting. A draft report was prepared through the ongoing committee meetings and circulated to all Admissions Staff and the Senior Administrative Officer – Operations with comments invited. These comments were considered by the committee for inclusion in the final report.

The final report when completed was circulated to other staff members and to the Senior Administrative Officer – Operations.

The final report was given detailed consideration by the staff of the Admissions Office at an off-campus venue with the meeting concentrating on the questionnaire responses and on the various recommendations. Certain recommendations were prioritised for initial action.

Examinations Office

The Co-ordinating Committee met sporadically, due to workload and the continued loss of its members as outlined above, but met weekly in the last two months.

Communication within the department was via the monthly staff meeting. The first draft of the report was mainly prepared by the Examinations Officer (retired) with assistance from the Co-ordinating Committee. It was then distributed to all staff who were asked to comment.

Registration Office

The Co-ordinating Committee met every few weeks from November 2001 to discuss work and progress on the draft report and each member worked on a section of the report.  

Each member of the office staff was given a copy of the report and asked for comments, particularly on their own specific area.  Amendments/suggestions were discussed with staff members and by the committee and changes/additions were made accordingly.

The Site Visit


3.1 Site Visit Programme


 The programme arranged in advance was as follows:-

Sunday, April 21

5 p.m.
Review Group meet, Hotel

7.30 p.m.
Dinner hosted by the Registrar and Vice-President for Academic Affairs

Monday, April 22
9.00 - 9.30
Review Group meets, Board Room 1 + 2

9.30-10.30
Meeting with overall committee and one representative of separate committee for each section 

10.30 - 11.00
Review Group meets Registrar and Bursar over coffee, Registrar's Office

11.00 - 11.20
Review Group meets Manager, Fees & Grants

11.20-11.40
Review Group meets Assistant to the Registrar, Academic Administration 

11.40-12.00
Review Group meets Examinations Officer

12.00-12.15
Review Group meets former Examinations Officer

12.15-12.30
Review Group meets Assistant to the Registrar, Operations

12.30-12.45
Review Group meets Admissions Officer

12.45-13.00
Review Group meets Manager, Records/Registration

13.00-14.00
Review Group only, working lunch

14.00-15.30
Review Group meets staff of the Open Plan offices and views facilities

15.30-17.50
Review Group meets with representatives from faculties, academics and non-academic departments
15.30-15.40
Open Day Organiser

15.40-15.50 Associate Librarian for Operations and Systems, University Library

15.50-16.00
Senior clinical psychologist, Student Health Centre
16.00-16.30
Review Group only - coffee

16.30-16.45
Engineering Faculty representative in charge of examination timetables

16.45-17.00 
Head of School of Nursing
17.00-17.20
Representative from NUI

17.20-17.35
Former Dean of Science and  member of Governing Body

17.35-17.50
Representative of the President’s Strategic Planning Group

Evening
Review Group only, working dinner

Tuesday, April 23
Board Room 2+3

9.00 - 9.15
Review Group meets with representatives from Buildings 

9.15 – 11.00
Review Group meets with representatives from faculties, academic and non-academic departments

9.15-9.30

Representative from Management Services Unit

9.30-10.00

Chief Executive, Higher Education Authority
10.00-10.15
Head of Geology

10.15-10.30
Senior Administrative Officer, President’s Office

10.30-10.45
Student Disability Officer

10.45-11.00
Dean of Engineering and Architecture

11.00-11.30
Review Group only, coffee

11.30-11.45
Senior Administrative Officer, Faculty of Arts

11.45-12.00
Head of English

12.00-12.30
The Secretary, CAO

12.30-12.45
Head of Adult Education

12.45-13.30
Review Group meets with students both undergraduate and postgraduate


13.30 - 14.30
Working lunch, Review Group only

14.30 - 18.00
Open slot to include private meetings with staff 

p.m.
Review Group only, working dinner

Wednesday, April 24
9.00 - 9.30
Review Group meets, Board Room

9.30-13.00
Review Group schedules any revisits/additional visits and works on draft report

12.00 - 13.00
Review Group work on presentation

13.00 - 14.00
Review Group Working lunch

14.30-15.00
Review Group meets Registrar and Bursar, Board Room

15.30-16.30
Review Group make presentation to staff of the five departments, Boardrooms 1, 2 and 3

Additional comments on this outline timetable:

Sunday April 21. The members of the Review Group met the Director of Quality Assurance, Professor Don McQuillan at 5p.m. at the Stillorgan Park Hotel for initial introductions and briefing, and continued with a period of preliminary discussion before dinner.

Monday April 22 and Tuesday April 23. The team stuck fairly closely to the pre-agreed timetable above, except that some interviews ran overtime. In general, the time was regained at the expense of coffee or lunch breaks. During the Monday afternoon tour of the facilities, the RG split up into smaller groups or toured individually and were able to talk informally to some of the junior staff. The RG asked in addition to see representatives of the Buildings Office and met Mr. Aidan Grannell and Mr. Ian Murray on Tuesday morning. This was thus an amendment of the original draft timetable, in view of complaints in the Self Assessment Report. The RG also asked for a fuller meeting with MSU and accordingly had a second session with Ms. Margaret Sexton and Mr. Ted McGrath, on Tuesday afternoon, at which time detailed written material on implementation plans was presented for Dr. Mort Rahimi’s consideration. In addition, as indicated, Tuesday afternoon provided an opportunity for any member of staff to request an interview, and there were 8 such interviews.

On Wednesday the RG did not feel it necessary to carry out any further visits or interviews and concentrated instead on preparing a detailed exit presentation. This was previewed for the Registrar and Bursar from 2.30 to 3.30p.m. After this the Registrar and Bursar withdrew, and the full presentation was made to the assembled staff by Dr. Lee Sanders and Dr. Mort Rahimi. All members of the RG were present for this presentation, which had a very full staff attendance.

3.2 Methodology.

The logistics of the exercise were made simple by the fact that all the activities being reviewed take place on one floor of the Michael Tierney Building, by the fact that most of these activities revolve around student administration, and by the fact that the major conclusions were unanimous from an early stage. Apart from time spent by Dr. Rahimi, as the IT expert, in reviewing the MSU plans, the team kept together. The review thus consisted of: 

1. reading the SAR in advance; 

2. meeting and interviewing staff; 

3. touring the facilities; 

4. brainstorming; 

5. writing sections of the exit presentation individually and joining forces to edit and combine these sections.

3.3 General Comments.

All aspects of the visit went smoothly and we had full co-operation from everyone involved, both in the QA Office and the units being reviewed.

Understandably some staff were focussed on immediate irritations (in particular over what they saw as the failed refurbishment of their working space and over grading and promotion
) rather than long-term causes of their frustration. Many staff, however, were aware of the need for structural and procedural change.  

The timetable as originally set out would certainly not have allowed the RG to make the full set of feedback comments that were felt to be necessary in the exit presentation, but, since all necessary information gathering was complete by Tuesday night, the final morning was available. With the exceptions of the additional interviews mentioned above, a very comprehensive range of customers and staff had been built into the programme, allowing the RG a complete picture of the internal and external perceptions of the five units under review.

4.
The Review

4.1 The Review Group

Professor Michael Monaghan, UCD 
Chair
Professor Paul Engel, UCD
Rapporteur
Professor Pat Clancy, UCD
Cognate
Dr Mort Rahimi, Northwestern University
Extern
Mr Lee Sanders, University of Warwick
Extern
Mr Leo Colgan, University of Limerick
Extern

The group was well chosen for its balance of expertise, and worked together very smoothly and successfully. However, the group regrets the lack of gender balance1, particularly in view of the preponderance of female staff in the areas under review. The perspective and experience of administrators2 from a U.K. and a U.S. university as well as another Irish one outside the NUI system proved valuable. In view of some of the major issues currently facing UCD’s administrators, it was especially useful to have an administrator who was also an IT expert on the panel. The internal UCD members of the RG were grateful to the three external members for making the time to be present right up to the end of the exit presentation.

4.2 Methodology

The RG had the opportunity for a thorough exchange of views on what they had read, heard and seen over the three days of the Site Visit. The Wednesday morning session allowed the group to draft the outlines of our report and recommendations, and these, informally presented and accompanied by a bulleted on-screen summary, formed the content of the detailed exit presentation. The Rapporteur subsequently drafted the Report, using the template provided by the QA Office and the distilled comments that had formed the exit presentation, discussed and modified it in discussion with the RG Chairman, Professor Monaghan and then circulated it to the other four RG members by E-mail for further modifications. These were incorporated and the final version was circulated once more for approval by the full RG before forwarding to the QA Office. The availability of a laptop computer for the Rapporteur’s use was a considerable help.

4.3 Sources

In addition to the very full information contained in the SAR and appendices, the RG had the benefit of the wide range of comments from staff and customers and also of a certain amount of supplementary written material, for example in relation to Banner implementation.


4.4 Review Group's view of the Self-assessment Report


The report, running to about 500 pages plus 150 pages of appendices, was very thoroughly researched and carefully presented and clearly involved a great deal of hard work on the part of a number of hard-pressed staff. It covers the scope of the various units’ work admirably and makes very clear not only their achievements but also their anxieties and frustrations. It contains a massive compilation of data and represents an extremely valuable snapshot of where the central administration of UCD stands in 2001/2002.

A major and revealing weakness of the report, however, was its overall structure. Evidently the point of surveying these five units as a group rather than individually and on separate occasions is that their activities are inextricably linked. This clearly was the internal management view. Thus the core review of Academic Administration and Operations was expanded both by the Fees and Grants Officer’s request for inclusion and by the Registrar’s suggestion for bringing forward the scheduled review of the Examinations Office. There was thus implicit recognition of the need for an integrated view of all these activities. The SAR, nevertheless, is in effect five separate reports, despite the efforts of Ms. Mulkeen and the Registrar to place them in a unifying framework. Indeed the title on the front cover refers to ‘Reports’ in the plural. As a result there is a large amount of repetition. This does of course emphasise the unanimity over some of the points raised, but also indicates a less-than-optimal level of inter-departmental consultation. Indeed we learnt that some departments had not seen one another’s contributions before the whole report was assembled. In consequence, what was missing was a sense of an agreed way forward.

There is, to be fair, an excellent section of about 20 pages at the end of the main document, ‘Central Issues from Surveys, Key Conclusions and Recommendations’. This synopsis is a very good distillation of what was common to the separate reports and arrives at a long list of detailed recommendations, most of which the RG would endorse. The key point, though, is that the common viewpoint is discovered only retrospectively. The RG understands that the structure of the document reflects the structure of the Offices and may have seemed inescapable under present arrangements. However, if the shared task had been the starting point for a unified report the staff might well have found their way to more fundamental issues. 

The major information gathering tool, apart from the consideration of internal statistics, was a set of questionnaires. The percentage responses to questionnaires varied from category to category of respondents – 23% for staff customers, 17% for undergraduates, 15% for postgraduates, 70% for internal staff. The low response, especially among students, inevitably raises doubts as to whether dissatisfied customers will have been over- or under-represented, but the large samples certainly provide a wide range of revealing comments in addition to the purely statistical data. For the internal returns it is a little surprising that percentages much closer to 100% were not achieved, and it is striking that between the different offices this figure varied from almost 90% to as low as 55%. One must wonder whether this reflects varying morale in the different sections and/or varying levels of disaffection.

5. Findings of the Review Group


5.1 Department Details  

Because of the way in which these departments have chosen to conduct their own self assessment they have continued to assume that their structure emerges in a natural and inevitable way from their separate functions1. To an external observer coming to the issues afresh in 2002 this is less obvious. The support for the Registrar’s role as Academic Secretary is clearly a separate activity from the others, and it might be argued that the size and complexity of the Examination operation argues for its own office, but in general, admissions, registration, fees, records are entirely linked and interdependent. The four units2 involved in these activities do not seem to have fully seen the extent to which the Banner process in which they have all been involved3 could now liberate them from the procedures of the past, rendering the present structures entirely obsolete. We were struck by the comparison with the way in which a traveller can now, in a single operation, either at one counter or even sitting at his/her own computer, check times, prices and availabilities of flights, choose, make the booking and pay. The corresponding student operation at UCD still requires separate queuing, separate departments, separate entries, multiple transcribing of the same information4. The departments all feel hard-pressed and understaffed. Arguably these problems could disappear if and when full advantage is taken of the new IT systems. 

At present, although the departments share the open-plan area, they seem to create invisible walls behind which there are mutual irritations about noise, storage space, the meeting room etc. In this environment neighbours become part of the problem rather than part of the shared solution. A relatively trivial5 but nevertheless telling example of this is the response to the interim refurbishment6. The SAR reveals a remarkable degree of dissatisfaction about various aspects of what has been done, and many of the specific complaints recur over and over again. In spite of this, the staff and their managers have not flexed their collective muscle to tackle some of the relatively simple and cheap issues over signage, shelving, toilets etc. The Buildings Office expressed willingness to move on the issues causing concern if only they could find a joint spokesperson (replacing the past role of a former Assistant to the Registrar) who could discover and convey an agreed position.

5.2 Planning and Organisation

The Registrar and the Bursar are greatly to be commended on seeing the need at this juncture for all the activities of the five offices to be reviewed together. There is an obvious gap in planning and organisation in the five units. Even within the units, the view is that the need for constant manning of the counter and the constant heavy pressure of work make it impossible to find time to get together and discuss issues as a group. As mentioned above, despite the open-plan office, there is surprisingly little contact between the units. Their individual esprit de corps appears to erect an invisible barrier. An additional anomaly is the fact that one of the linked activities, Fees and Grants, reports to the Bursar rather than to the Registrar1. 

At the junior level, therefore, the opportunity for discussing ways in which procedures might be rationalised and streamlined between Admissions and Registration or between Registration and Fees, for example, does not readily arise. In theory, necessary interchange could happen at the senior level, and the Registrar does meet the unit Heads on a fortnightly basis. The Fees and Grants Officer also meets with departmental Heads in Finance. However, both the Registrar and the unit Heads conceded that the regular meetings were taken up with operational issues and seldom left time for consideration of longer-term strategic planning. The Registrar herself has a very large portfolio of responsibilities extending far beyond those encompassed by the units considered in this review. In addition she has an enthusiasm for personal involvement in various aspects of her department’s work which drew praise from many interviewees at different levels. However, the objective view from outside is that because of the very large portfolio of responsibilities she carries, the Registrar needs the help of a committed lieutenant to whom some of the responsibility for strategic planning and implementation of change could be delegated. 

5.3 Product/Processes

The breadth of these units’ activities means that they have an immense impact on the perception of UCD by its students, its staff and by the outside world. They are responsible (Admissions Office) for recruitment both of ‘standard’ Irish school-leavers and also of mature, disabled, socially disadvantaged and international students2. In this activity they are helped by the Open Day Committee, by staff going out to schools and exhibitions, by the International Office and the Dean for International Affairs, and they interface with teachers, guidance counsellors etc. and with the CAO as well as with individual student inquirers. Their success ultimately determines the quality and the mix of UCD’s student intake. They are responsible (Registration3) for formally entering each new student onto UCD’s books and attempting to maintain the process for continuing students from session to session4. This is one of the sections to which each student currently must report in person5, and also impacts on the relationship between students and funding bodies e.g. local education authorities, and between the University and its main paymaster, the HEA, which funds UCD on a basis reflecting the size of the student body. Separately, the Fees and Grants Office tries to ensure that students pay whatever they are due to pay to UCD. Whilst this process is clearly comprehensive at the point of entry, there are a number of points at which communication may break down between student, department, faculty and Administration, particularly in the case of post-graduate students, and there is a significant percentage of uncollected fees at any point in time. The Examinations Office is responsible for organising and timetabling formal University examinations and liaises with departments and faculties over the processing of marks for exam boards and final release of the approved results. They also handle the assessment of higher degrees, communicating with External Examiners, dispatching theses etc. Thus, while individual academic departments handle students’ passage through each academic stage, these administrative offices control each transition – from applicant to admitted student, from year to year, from student to graduate, from graduate to post-graduate student, and from post-graduate student to Doctor, Master etc. The Records1 section monitors these processes and provides students with the evidence of their academic outcomes (transcripts) and faculties with a picture of departments’ teaching loads (FTE’s2). These administrative units also provide the information on which the Higher Education Authority bases its decisions in relation to UCD3.   

5.4 Customer Perspective

The RG had the opportunity to interview customers of various kinds – students at various stages, officers responsible for special student services, Deans, Faculty staff and Heads of Department/School, staff from the President’s Office and team, executives of HEA and CAO. Here it is gratifying to be able to record the almost uniform consensus, an impression of staff trying to do their very best and maintaining high professional standards and an attitude of care for their customers, in particular the students. One senior interviewee external to UCD referred to UCD administration ‘setting the standards of professionalism to which we all aspire.’ It must be emphasised that despite all the organisational problems uncovered in the SAR and confirmed by the RG, the questionnaire responses reveal a remarkably high level of satisfaction with most aspects of the service offered. 

5.5 Staff Perspective

Both from the SAR and from the Site Visit interviews, formal and informal, the RG picked up mixed messages. On the one hand there was very considerable frustration about the deficiencies of the working environment, about staffing levels, about lack of promotion prospects and UCD’s failure adequately to reward effort and responsibility. On the other hand, a remarkably high percentage of the staff still found their job interesting and challenging and, within the various constraints, were striving to give of their very best4.

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

6.1. Global issues

The RG covered a very wide range of topics and it seems appropriate to deal with these in detail grouped under specific headings. What follows immediately, therefore, summarises only the global issues.

Strengths

1. Both Registrar and Bursar committed to change and QA/QI process.

2. High-calibre, committed staff.
3. High reputation for professionalism.

4. Successful introduction of a well-chosen IT system.

5. Efficient support from Management Services Unit.

Weaknesses

1. Historically divided departmental structure.

2. Failure to make time for strategic planning within or between units.

3. Slowness to implement Banner and consequent procedural changes fully1.

4. Rapid turnover of junior staff2.

5. Lack of training.

6. Lack of marketing expertise.

7. Unsatisfactory workspace.

Opportunities

1. The opportunities for revolutionising work practices presented by the Banner system.

2. Willingness of staff to contribute to planning and change.

3. Chance to improve working environment in Phase 2 of refurbishment.

Concerns and Threats

1. Heavy, diverse demands on the Registrar.

2. Burden on staff through failure to achieve efficiencies implicit in Banner.

3. UCD’s unsatisfactory promotions policy till now for Administrative staff.
4. Changing demography leading to greater competition for students and an increasingly diversified student population i.e. mature, disadvantaged, and international.
6.2 Working Environment

Findings

· Staff were unhappy (except for Examinations) with the new layout of the open-plan area including the counter, which was felt to be student-unfriendly, and with neglect of agreed details.

· Staff felt urgent need of a more private space for dealing with confidential student problems.

· Staff were unhappy with the level of clutter in the open plan area.

· Unsatisfactory toilet facilities were a major source of irritation. 

· The new plan presented in the SAR was not familiar to all sections.

· There was some discontent with the smoking policy for the coffee room and with inadequacy of the new ventilation system for that area.

Comment

· The layout of the open plan area is a significant cause of discontent, but is amenable to change with some disruption to work. The Buildings Office are expecting to proceed with a second phase and clearly see no major difficulty1, provided their clients can agree among themselves2. From their standpoint following the retirement of a former Assistant to the Registrar, who had presented the agreed viewpoint, it has become more difficult to keep all parties happy.

Recommendations for Improvement 

· Appoint project leader to liase with all areas and with the Buildings Office.

· The project leader need not be a senior member of staff, but must be given the authority to advance the project by the Registrar.

· Project leader will work with all groups and the Buildings Office to agree a new layout and to plan the change (timing, alternative arrangements during works, etc.).

· Review filing and archiving policy (including electronic storage opportunities) with a view to reducing clutter in open plan area.3
· Buildings Office should survey toilet facilities and report to Registrar on plans for improvement.4
· A representative working party (of all potential users) should review policy on smoking and the adequacy of the new ventilation system in the coffee area.5
· Consideration should be given to provision of a more private area for dealing with confidential matters or distressed students.

6.3 Leadership
Findings

· Many staff believe the Registrar’s extensive portfolio of responsibilities does not allow adequate time for detailed planning in the sectors reviewed or for implementation of change in some of the areas where it is needed. The RG would support that view. Whilst being well aware that the senior University Officers have taken the initiative on Banner and indeed on QA/QI, the RG is conscious of the large amount of detailed planning now required. The Registrar was commended by many of the customers interviewed for her personal, hands-on involvement in many issues under her jurisdiction. This is clearly much appreciated, but on the other hand it is impossible to maintain such a level of involvement across such a very broad spectrum of activities.

· Customers and service providers identified the lack of a senior administrator authorised to make decisions on both routine and urgent matters when the Registrar is not available as a cause of frustration.1 

· There is inadequate integration between the areas reviewed; evidence of this would include the very large amount of documentation provided for the RG, the extent of repetition and the lack of a linking vision.

· Staff in the different sections concentrate, as might be expected, on their own sectoral activity, but this leads to a lack of ‘joined-up thinking’. Many staff attribute the lack of adequate planning to the absence of someone ‘bringing everything together’.

· There was a feeling of helplessness about changing the layout, furniture or signage in the refurbished open plan area.

· The marketing/student recruitment function is carried out by faculties, departments and the Admissions Office with relatively little co-ordination.

· Implementation of new developments and change is very slow.

· The opportunities for revolutionising work practices presented by the Banner system are being realised at a very slow pace, despite the enthusiasm of the Management Services Unit, and need to be energetically driven forward throughout the University.2
Comments
· The departments reviewed require a new appointment to provide vital support for the Registrar and specifically to help in providing the leadership, strategic planning and integration of functions required to maximise effectiveness and enable the University to achieve important parts of its mission.

Recommendations

· A senior appointment should be made at an appropriate grade with a title such as Director of Student Academic Affairs or Assistant/Deputy Registrar.

· Responsibilities to include co-ordination of strategic thinking, implementation of decisions and integration across all student administration.

· Person profile to include strong IT skills, people skills and a proven capacity for change management.

· Position to be financed by efficiency savings following appointment and/or advance filling of administrator position falling vacant in 2/3 years.

· A policy decision is required on how rationalisation of the marketing function (for Recruitment and Admissions) is to be achieved. Two options exist:

· Appointment of senior position(s) in the University to develop the UCD ‘corporate image’ including student recruitment

· Appointment of a marketing practitioner in the Admissions area.

6.4 Strategy and Planning
Findings

· Frustration expressed by many interviewees about lack of inclusive planning processes.

· Lack of time/pressures of dealing with customers at counter were reasons for not taking time out to plan.

· Recognition by staff that effectiveness could be improved by better planning.

· Some staff feel excluded from decisions which significantly affect their working lives.

· The interdependency of the different departments requires co-ordinated planning.

· Many useful suggestions made by staff have no effective vehicle for their realisation.

· The potential for developments such as the Banner system to revolutionise the working environment is being realised very slowly.

Comments

· The lack of effective strategic planning is hampering progress and capacity to take advantage of new developments.

· Many staff, given the opportunity, could contribute effectively to changing the way work is done and to medium/long term planning.

· Making time available to plan is a management responsibility.

Recommendations

· These issues very much overlap with those considered under 6.3 above, and it is important not too extensively to pre-empt decisions in which the new appointee envisaged might expect to be involved. Nevertheless the RG does not feel that progress in this area can await a new appointment, in view of the likely timescale of decision and recruitment.

· The Registrar and heads of each section should participate in a strategic planning day, off campus with the help of a professional facilitator.1
· A 3-5 year development plan for the area of activity encompassed by this review should be produced including the usual sections on mission, vision, objectives, technology, HR policy and resource requirements.

· Each management group should arrange regular meetings for routine management, but should also arrange occasional ½ -full day meetings for longer term or project planning. Where appropriate these could be joint meetings with another section.

· All meetings should have agendas (for which all participants may suggest items) and minutes.

· The counter should be regularly closed to the public for short periods to enable planning meetings to take place. The RG’s discussions with student customers suggested that staff fears that such a policy might be resented were unfounded – provided that the hours of closure are regular and well publicised.

· Each area should review and report on its activities at least annually to the Registrar.2
6.5 Communication 

Findings

It is clear from reading the Self-Assessment reports and from meetings with staff that communication levels are poor. This applies at all levels:

· Communication of services.

· Communication within/between offices.

· Communication with faculty and faculty administrators.

· Communication with students.

· Communication with outside agencies such as HEA and NUI.

This problem is not unique to UCD and is common to many large universities which are becoming increasingly complex and diverse and pose significant management challenges.

The staff realise this and in some cases remedial action is being put in place.  However improvement in communication is hampered by the existing structures and slow rate of progress in implementing key elements of Banner system such as web access, on-line registration, access to marks.

Improved communication is further hampered by the lack of regular scheduled meetings with agenda and minutes within offices and between offices which result in decisions being taken and action followed through and in turn communicated effectively.

An absence of a comprehensive, regularly updated procedures manual acts as a barrier to improved communication.1 However it is noted that some areas have recognised this and work is underway to introduce such procedures manuals.

The introduction of regularly updated procedures manuals coupled with a formal induction process will enhance and improve communication.

Recommendations
· Time must be made available for regularly scheduled meetings both within offices and between offices and with the Registrar and other senior University Officers. Issues to be placed on the agenda of such meetings would include:

· Policy/strategy issues

· Operational matters

· Interaction between offices

· Regular updates in Banner and other system improvements

· Briefing on proposed changes in procedures by individual units

· As suggested in some of the Self-Assessment reports there should be a regular review of the information that offices provide to both students and faculty to ensure its fitness for purpose.2 This ranges from hard copy materials despatched through to information on the website. Frequently Asked Questions and a search engine should be provided.

· Comprehensive and regularly updated procedures manuals should be drawn up for each of the areas under review.

· The concept of an up-to-date list of “who does what” is strongly endorsed and should be posted on the website and circulated on a regular basis and made widely available throughout the University.

· Efforts should be made to improve the timeliness and completeness of information to outside agencies such as statistical returns to the HEA. This process should be facilitated by increased use of available technology and visits and face-to-face meetings with such agencies.

· It is noted that there is great potential in the portal and web projects for targeting individualised information to students, staff and faculty and the implementation of these projects should be progressed with MSU as a priority.

· In cases where new procedures or changes in existing procedures are being introduced briefing meetings should be held with the users.

 6.6 Human Resources
Findings

· The five units have able, committed, hardworking staff who consider their work interesting and challenging. 

· Staff are nevertheless frustrated. They uniformly feel that they are running to stand still and that they do not have time to stop and consider or confer.

· Staff range from a group of senior people with two or three decades of experience in the University to less experienced personnel, in some cases in post for only a few months.

· There appears to be a vicious circle of staff turnover.1 Newly appointed staff find themselves thrown in at the deep end in a high-stress environment. They are given heavy responsibility without adequate training. 

· Remuneration and promotion prospects compare unfavourably with jobs outside the University. 

· When staff move on, perhaps just as they are starting to function at full efficiency, this in turn throws more load upon their colleagues and renews the cycle when after an interval a replacement arrives to help tackle the backlog.

· Some staff stay on, but among these there is widespread dissatisfaction at work conditions and in particular at the absence of any system of performance appraisal beyond the initial period of probation.

· A small number of staff expressed concerns about management style.

Comment

To some extent these problems may reflect staffing levels, felt to be inadequate by most staff. To a considerable extent, however, they reflect organisational issues, and in the medium term solving the organisational problems may remove the staffing issues (see e.g. below under Examinations). 

Recommendations
· A clear, regularly updated staff manual for each major area of work.

· On-the-job training at the time of entry and not 6-9 months later. If this poses staffing problems in view of the turnover alluded to earlier, thought should be given to video or computer delivery of training material.

· Each new staff member should be put under the wing of a more experienced ‘mentor’ (not necessarily the line manager) with formal responsibility for guidance and support.

· Promotion in post, as recently discussed for administrative grades, needs to be brought in as a matter of urgency.1 Units can ill afford to lose experienced middle-ranking staff.

· Existing posts should be reviewed to assess the appropriateness of the grade.

· Senior staff should reflect on the most appropriate skills and qualifications to look for in recruitment. Management, marketing and computing skills, for example, appear highly relevant to current and future activities.

· University policy on staff development and Dignity and Respect in the workplace should be implemented fully.

· All staff with responsibility for other grades should receive management training.

· Management and staff should review their specific training needs and request Personnel to organise suitable courses.2 It is essential that managers allow junior staff to attend such courses. An example of the kind of special training we have in mind would be a short course for committee secretaries.

· A comprehensive evaluation of work flows to determine optimal staffing levels should be undertaken by the new director.

6.7 Examinations

Findings

· Very large expenditure compared with comparably sized European universities.

· Large numbers of seasonal staff.

· Evidence of stress/long hours/lack of involvement in decision making/low morale presented.

· Duplication of effort and creation of unnecessary work between office and academic departments.

· Late production of exam timetable a frustration for Exams Office and academics and students.

· Lack of co-operation from academic departments on timetabling (although there was also reciprocal complaint from the department/faculty side). 

Comment

· Recent appointment of new Examinations Officer provides an ideal opportunity for comprehensive review of procedures.

Recommendations

· RG endorse suggestion of a major review of operations/staffing levels and recommend that the advice of examination officers from at least 2 other comparable universities be provided.1
· Buy out exam payment entitlement for junior academic staff or mainstream it through payroll.

· Clear instruction on timetabling requirements to heads of department’s from Registrar to permit early production of timetable.

· Eliminate duplication of work in marks entry by departments/faculties and Examinations Office staff.

· Engage in planning activity as described elsewhere.

· Delay appointment of further permanent staff until operational review is complete.

· Examinations Officer should develop regular contact with faculty administrators to get early warning of pending changes.

6.8 Structures

Findings

· Five units currently exist, but there is extensive interdependency.

· Fees and Grants reports to Bursar and all other sections report to Registrar.

· Invisible walls clearly exist between sections.

· Registrar’s large portfolio of responsibility.

Comment

· Many of the classical signs of structural deficiency exist including leadership/delegation issues, inadequate planning, communication problems and a feeling of lack of involvement in planning and decision making.

Recommendations

· Appointment of director as above (planning, leadership, effective delegation).

· Unification and integration of procedures using technology as the vehicle.

· Integration of Fees and Grants with the other sections; Head of Fees and Grants to report to new senior appointee while continuing to attend necessary meetings in Bursar’s Office.

6.9 Postgraduate Matters
Findings

· No one department is responsible for postgraduate matters. Instead, responsibilities are fragmented across academic departments, faculties, Registrar’s Office and the Office of the Dean for Postgraduate Students. No group seems satisfied with the current arrangements.

· This fragmentation leads to confusion amongst students about where and how to apply for courses and who handles scholarships, fees, and registration matters. It also leads to confusion amongst staff. Cases were reported of PG students being sent to different offices in a frustrating search for answers to their queries.

· PG research students, in particular, may easily fall between stools, with students not being registered and fees not being collected.1 The piecemeal and patchy approach to PG student tracking causes problems in the planning and resource allocation process. It leads also to loss of fee income.

Comment

· PG student administration is by its nature more complex and less co-ordinated and well defined than UG operations. More PG students are part-time and also tend to be mature and more demanding of services. This is especially true of PG financial matters. Ideally, one unit should be responsible for all PG student administration.

· Departments/faculties must have responsibility for making admissions decisions on PG students, but a single office could still act as a focal point for receiving applications and sending decisions to applicants. 

· The one office could also maintain the PG record, manage PG fees and grants and carry responsibility for the provision of timely and accurate data and management information on PG students for internal and external bodies.

· In all these matters the office should work closely with the PG Dean to ensure the effective co-ordination of policy and practice and should also involve the Dean of International Affairs.

· PG marketing is equally complex, especially since it lacks the national framework and applications cycle provided by CAO for UG recruitment. In most universities this matter has traditionally been left to individual departments and inevitably some are better at this than others. There is huge potential for on-line PG recruitment and promotion. For example, the trend has been towards a single, corporate-branded, on-line graduate prospectus and application form. This approach is vital for exploiting overseas PG markets. This needs to be under-pinned by effective customer relationship marketing throughout the admissions process.

Recommendations

· Review PG student administration and agree a streamlined and more efficient model.

· Departments/faculties to be responsible for making PG admissions decisions, but consideration to be given to establishing a single unit for processing PG applications.

· Consideration to be given to combining PG records, finance and possibly exams within one unit. This unit should also be responsible for PG tracking and the provision of timely and accurate PG data and management information.1
· Thought to be given to a structured, co-ordinated PG marketing plan, capitalising on the use of the internet.

· The PG unit to work closely with the PG Dean to ensure the effective co-ordination of PG policy and administrative practice.

6.10 Technology

Findings

· UCD has made excellent decisions in selecting technology to create an electronic environment to help faculty, students and staff to transact business over the Internet and the UCD intranet. The elements of this environment are:

· The UCD network, which is being upgraded to all buildings;

· Excellent connections to the world-wide Internet and international advanced education and research networks, through HEAnet;

· Central institutional servers 9.30-13.00 and 14.00-17.00, Monday to Friday;

· Expanding applications to support teaching, academic administration, and student services; and, 

· Portal technology to improve and simplify services available to students, faculty and staff any time and anywhere.

· The rollout of these technologies to academic staff, students and student service departments is at various stages. Much of what is planned is expected to be complete by the end of 2003.

· UCD is doing many things right in improving its technological capabilities. We have not found, however, expression of a clear UCD vision for use of technology for support of academic programmes and services.
· Several offices reported that frequent network downtimes made it difficult to keep up with work.1 Tracing back the complaints, we discovered that the network was not down but that servers were taken down for refurbishment. The downtime was either scheduled or the time was negotiated with the affected users.2
· Faculty members reported to us that the Registrar used and responded quickly to e-mail to inform and resolve issues. Yet, there was reluctance on the part of Academic Administration staff more generally to use e-mail to correspond with the faculties.3
Comment

· As these technologies are rolled out, it is no longer useful for administrative offices to intervene unnecessarily between students and faculty users and the on-line services. Faculty and students will be able to initiate and complete most transactions directly using the services available on the UCD portals. This means that some of what the staff in the five offices under review do will no longer be needed, other work being done will dramatically be changed, and new tasks will have to be performed.

· It might be useful to speculate what these services could be like in three years.

For Admissions, most applications could be made on-line eliminating the laborious and error prone manual data entry.4 Decisions could be further automated and applicants, the faculties and individual faculty members5 will know the result as they happen. Decisions could be expedited as faculties participate directly in the process, one student at a time.6
Registration could be done on-line anywhere in the world. The faculties will know the results of registration as they happen. 

Demographic information about students will be more accurate as students see their own demographic information on-line. Faculty members could see pictures and demographic data about their students before they arrive for the first class meeting.7
Events, including examinations and faculty/committee meetings, will be scheduled by software which knows availability of people, space and other resources needed.8 Student progress toward graduation will be known to staff without the need to interact with an office. 

Reporting lines to the University senior administrators, planners and committees of the faculties will be through capable software tools by those immediately involved rather than through central offices.

Students, instead of being sent from counter queue to counter queue, will call upon a help desk in person or by electronic means. The help desk will have a history of the complaint or the issue faced by a student and will direct the issue for resolution to individuals with the right expertise.

Current information will be available about UCD programmes, fees and grants1 to all potential students at the same time in Dublin, Washington, Moscow or Peking. Application for a grant2 could be as simple as selecting an entry on a grant website. Paying fees or receiving grants will be done electronically using the world’s electronic banking system.

Finally, co-ordinating enrolment, registration, and fee collection will eliminate the massive financial exposure that the University is facing today.3
· The technology deployment will redefine the role of the five offices that are part of this review. The staff of these offices, instead of doing the work, for the most part, will be in the business of developing policies and procedure and helping technology staff of UCD to implement them within the systems. The work will also include generation of data and subsequent analyses to help with planning, improve quality of existing services, and introduce new services for students, faculties and concerned government agencies.

· New technology must work and be seen to work. While there is in fact no problem with the technology, many staff members nevertheless perceive that the technology is not working. This is indicative of inadequate basic training and communication. 

· The excuse that some faculty members are not willing to use e-mail is no longer acceptable. Electronic mail, websites, on-line conferencing, and on-line business transactions are parts of the technological world in which UCD operates. UCD’s success will depend on being a part of, and a leader, in this technological world. 

Recommendations

· The planned roll-out of technology to the faculties and students will bring massive changes at UCD. The issue for the five departments will be whether they participate in shaping and directing the change or simply react to it. Clearly, strong and co-ordinated leadership is required for these departments to make them into effective participants in shaping of the future.4
· It is important for the UCD leadership to provide a clear statement of the vision for the use of technology in order to encourage greater participation of UCD administration at all levels. This should become a shared vision for all members of the UCD community.

· The UCD network is robust and dependable where it has been upgraded. We strongly recommend that the network refurbishment be expedited as much as possible. This is the single most important task essential to successful administration, teaching, and research.

· The system availability is fine for now. But, as UCD’s services expand globally, UCD should plan to make its systems available around-the-clock to give the most flexibility to students to initiate transactions with the University regardless of time zone.

· Staff should know the difference between network downtime, which means complete stoppage of work, and server downtime, which affect only a service.1 The staff should be informed of planned downtime or know where to get such information.

· Expedite introduction of on-line student registration. New registration will touch students, staff and faculty alike, allowing them to see the benefit of the UCD’s investments.

· Ensure that the rollout of various technologies is synchronised. Automating tasks for a faculty, which does not have quality access to the network, will mark the automation a failure.

· Continue to build partnerships between MSU, Computing Services and functional units. The units’ staffs seem to value the partnership and find it productive.

· Create a single electronically enabled helpdesk for student services. MSU and Computing Services have experience in this area. Apply that experience to the services provided by the five offices in the open area.

· Explore additional technologies. Document management is becoming mature and can be done at much lower cost.

7. Responses to the Review Group Report by the Co-ordinating 

  Committees

7.1 Joint Response of the Registrar’s Office (Operations and Administration) and the

      Examinations Office
The staff in the Registrar’s Offices welcome the report of the Review Group and look forward to actively preparing and implement our Quality Improvement plan based on recommendations both in our own reports and the RG report. Indeed many of the recommendations in our own reports have already been implemented or are underway.

While we appreciate that reviewing such a large area in a short space of time was a huge undertaking, we were disappointed that the descriptions of the roles of the offices were incomplete and inaccurate. Indeed some important functions such as Systems Administration and Structures were omitted entirely. This is particularly regrettable since both of these are areas which are bringing the work of the offices together which was a recurring theme in the report. There are a number of specific areas we would like to address:

1. Site visit (page 12)

1.1 Gender Balance
Staff in the offices would like their objections to the lack of gender balance in the Review Group, which is a direct contravention of UCD’s Equality policies to go on record. A letter of apology has been received from the Director of Quality Assurance.

1.2 Review Group
Staff would also like to point out that the RG were not genuinely peers of the majority of the staff in the offices as they were Registrars or members of Academic staff. The externs were from universities structured differently with functions devolved to faculties and consequently a smaller centralised administration.

2. Department Details

2.1 Five separate reports were prepared as this was the template given to us by the Quality Assurance Office, and previously used for joint reporting such as Student Welfare services, which we understood we had to follow. (1st paragraph 5.1 page 14)

2.2 There are only three units involved in the admissions, registration, fees and records functions. Records/Registration is a single unit. The input of Academic Administration with regard to structures and new courses is omitted. (1st paragraph 5.1 page 14)
2.3 To date the Admissions Office has only been involved in Banner in a peripheral way owing to a management decision that the Admissions Module would not be implemented initially. (1st paragraph 5.1 page 14)

2.4 A student applying for admission to an undergraduate course applies via CAO which can be done on line. A fee payment form is sent to the student on acceptance of an offer. The student does not have to fill out any further form for UCD. On arrival in UCD a student is presented with a printout of his/her record as held by us for verification and this is signed off in order to complete the Student’s registration. We are therefore at a loss to understand the comment about “multiple transcribing of the same information” and the analogy to booking an airline ticket which does not compare like with like. (1st paragraph 5.1 page 14)
2.5 While the work carried out to date on the refurbishment was planned as Phase I it was not interim work – it was intended that the refurbishment was permanent. (2nd paragraph 5.1 page 14)

2.6 The comment on page 14 that the attitude of staff to the refurbishment is “relatively trivial” contradicts page 24 where working conditions are highlighted as a major source of dissatisfaction thus suggesting that improved working conditions would help to retain staff. The staff of all units were in agreement, and chose furniture, colours, etc. from samples supplied by the Buildings Office. Unfortunately the Buildings Office refurbished with items chosen by the architects, not the staff. (2nd paragraph 5.1 page 14 compare 7th bullet 6.6 page 23)
3. Products/Processes 

3.1 Admissions Office (page 15)
3.1.1 This section implies that the sole function of the Admissions Office is the active recruitment of students. The Office does not actively recruit disabled or disadvantaged students.

3.1.2 A large percentage of the work involves preparation and presentation of files to appropriate selection committees which requires considerable expertise with regard to standards in different examinations. Production and preparation of literature is also a major part of the work of the office.

3.2 Registration (page 15)
3.2.1 The title of the office is Records/Registration. Only first year undergraduate students must register in person – all other students simply collect a Student Card. It is University policy that first-year undergraduates call in person. This has been discussed on several occasions and considered to be a good introduction for first-years.

3.2.2 Actual registration is only a small percentage of the workload – preparation of statistics, setting up postgraduate and occasional students for registration, and updating student information (e.g. from address changes) are other major functions.

3.3 Records (page 16)
3.3.1 There is no Records Office – transcripts are produced by both the Academic Administration Office and the Examinations Office.

3.3.2 Reporting on FTEs is a function of the Academic Administration Office
3.4 Academic Administration (pages 15 and 16)
The Academic Administration Office is not mentioned in this section at all. The main functions of the office are to provide secretariat to the Academic Council, its subcommittees and various other committees; provide academic records to students and graduates; maintain the structures of all curricula on Banner; maintain the Graduate Register; produce Faculty Booklets; monitor and place programme advertising; oversee matters relating to student discipline and welfare.

3.5 Systems Administration (pages 15 and 16)
The functions of the Systems Administrator are entirely omitted.

4. Staff Perspective 

4.1 Grading and Promotion is not an ‘immediate irritation’. It is a serious issue affecting staff retention and as a result efficiency and quality of service. (2nd paragraph under ‘General Comments’, page 11)

4.2 We do not find a contradiction in the fact that staff are frustrated at the working environment, staffing levels and lack of promotion while at the same time finding their jobs interesting and challenging. (page 16)

5. Working Environment (page 18)

5.1 The implication that the difficulties with the redesign are mere details, trivialises a very important issue.  For example, the cupboards provided are not a suitable size to hold the material which must be stored in them which must surely be to a minimum specification. 

5.2 The level of clutter is a direct result of the lack of appropriate storage. Much of the clutter is due to the storage of promotional literature and would not be solved by a filing and archiving policy

5.3 The toilet facilities have not been upgraded since they were built over 30 years ago. Complaints have been ongoing for most of this time. They need to be gutted and rebuilt.

5.4 Major issues, such as the lack of air conditioning, are not mentioned whereas smoking in the coffee bar which is not mentioned in any of the reports or the questionnaire findings is highlighted.

5.5 There appears to be a suggestion that staff could not agree. An agreement was reached, however the specifications were not adhered to.

6. Leadership (page 19)
6.1 There is a comment that there is a lack of a senior administrator authorised to make decisions in the Registrar’s absence. We are unsure where this arises as this was not an issue highlighted in questionnaire responses. In fact all such matters would be referred to the Senior Administrative Officer in the appropriate area. On the rare occasion when a decision cannot be made at this level, an urgent issue would be referred to one of the other University Officers. (2nd bullet)

7. Communication (page 22)

7.1 It is stated that there is an absence of manuals – but the Admissions and Academic Administration Offices have had manuals for a number of years. Records/Registration have a recently completed manual and the Examinations Office has a substantial draft. (penultimate paragraph under ‘findings’ heading)

8. Human Resources (page 24)
8.1 Promotion

The proposed scheme for promotion in post is unlikely to alleviate the problem of staff retention as we understand that a requirement will be that staff be three years at the top of their scale before they are eligible to apply for it. 

9. Examinations (page 25)
9.1 Comparison of staffing levels
Comparison of staffing levels should include overall administrative levels as many universities have greater levels in academic areas to compensate for decentralised administration. (1st bullet)

10. Postgraduate Matters (page 27)
10.1 While we accept that there is need for a central postgraduate admissions office and have advocated for some time, the suggestion that a separate office should be created to deal with all matters relating to Postgraduate Students seems at odds with suggestions throughout the reports that the offices need to be more integrated.

11. Technology (page 28-30)
11.1
Support
Servers are not supported seven days a week and 24 hours a day – support is available 09.30-13.00 and 14.00-17.00, Monday to Friday. (Indeed this is contradicted in the recommendations section).

11.2
Downtime
11.2.1 In the three months since review there have been seven periods of downtime on weekdays, only one of which was forewarned. (penultimate paragraph under ‘findings’ heading)

11.2.2 Since all applications are distributed through the server, very little work can be carried out during downtime. (penultimate paragraph under ‘findings’ heading)

11.3
E-mail
We feel this must be a misunderstanding as there is no reluctance on the part of Academic Administration to use e-mail. Rather the reluctance reported was on behalf of faculties. (last paragraph under ‘findings’ heading)

11.4
Admissions
11.4.1 There appears to be a lack of awareness that the majority of applications are made via CAO.  (page 28)

11.4.2 It is surely not desirable that decisions should be made one student at a time as this would lead to lack of consistency. (page 28)

11.4.3 Individual faculty members should not have any need to view decisions on applications. (page 28)

11.5
Demographic Information
Faculties already have facilities to see photographic class lists. (page 28)

11.6
Information available to potential applicants
Information about programmes and fees are currently available on the Web. (page 29)

11.7
Grants
Application for grants is not made to UCD rather to the Local Authorities. We are not in a position to dictate how the Local Authorities carry out their business, although we have raised the matter of grant distribution on several occasions. (page 29)

11.8
Scheduling Meetings
The suggestion that all meetings could be scheduled via software is much broader than the remit of the offices involved in this assessment. (page 28)

11.9
“Financial Exposure”
We believe that UCD has a very low ratio of administrative staff to student population among universities in the Irish context. Therefore this reference to massive financial exposure is not justified and there is no backing for this assertion in the report. The Banner Student System was chosen, installed and implemented on time and below budgeted cost. (page 29)

7.2 Response of the Fees and Grants Office
Reference
Statement
Response

12.1

p.15, Line 2
. . . anomaly . . . Fees and Grants report to the Bursar.
Fees and Grants is a financial area, subject to audit, and the staff are of the view that it is correct that it should report to the Bursar on financial issues.

12.2

p.17, Weaknesses – No. 3
Slowness to implement Banner . . .
Staff would welcome a clarification of this statement. All financial areas have been implemented since September 1999 and are under constant review and upgrading.

12.3

p.17, Weaknesses – No. 4

&

p.23, Human resources – Findings, Bullet point 4
Rapid turnover of junior staff.

. . . vicious circle of staff turnover . . . 
Fees and Grants Office has not at any time had a rapid turnover of staff.

This has not been experienced in Fees and Grants. 

12.4

p.19

6.3 Leadership

Bullet point 2.
Customers and service providers identified the lack of a senior administrator authorised to make decisions . . . 
In Fees and Grants the Manager makes decisions on all aspects of the work carried out in the Office. At no time does she have to consult a more senior administrator. 

12.5

p.19

6.3 Leadership

Bullet point 8.
Opportunities . . . realised at a very slow pace, despite the enthusiasm of the Management Services Unit
It has been the experience of Fees and Grants that the Management Services Unit are extremely slow in responding to their needs. A task list of work requested by the units has been with the Management Services Unit sine 2000 with minimal progress. The setting up of Business Objects correctly for fees reports is only now being carried out by the Management Services Unit after repeated requests and demands. 



12.6

p.21

Recommendations

Bullet Point 2.
Strategic Planning Day
Fees and Grants staff would request that the Bursar should also attend.

12.7

p.21

Recommendations

Bullet point 7.
. . . annual report to the Registrar . . .
Fees and Grants at present report on all activities to the Bursar and to the external auditors. These reports could also be provided to the Registrar.

12.8

p.23

Recommendations

Bullet point 2
. . . regular review of information . . .
Existing policy of Fees and Grants is to review all material circulated and to update on each occasion.

12.9

p.24

Recommendations

Bullet point 9.
. . . review specific training needs and request Personnel to organise suitable courses . . .
This has already been done in Fees and Grants in consultation with the Training and Development Unit in the Personnel Office. A tailored programme has been put in place (prior to the commencement of the QA process) and staff found this extremely beneficial.

12.10

p.26

6.9 Postgraduate Matters

Bullet point 3.
Postgraduate research students . . . not being registered and fees not being collected.
In November 2001, Fees and Grants contacted all Faculties and provided details of non-registered research students. 

12.11

p.29

Recommendations

Bullet point 1.
Roll-out of technology . . .
The five departments already meet on a regular basis (with a representative from Management Services Unit)(to plan and direct the development of Banner.

12.12

p.30

Recommendations


Staff should know the difference between network . . . and server downtime
Downtime of the server also leads to complete stoppage as the policy of Computing Services is that no software is loaded on individual PCs so all are dependent on the server. 

� See Response item 4.1


1 See Response item 1.1


2 See Response item 1.2


1 See Response item 2.1


2 See Response item 2.2


3 See Response item 2.3


4 See Response item 2.4


5 See Response item 2.6


6 See Response item 2.5


1 See Response item 12.1


2 See Response items 3.1.1 and 3.1.2


3 See Response item 3.2.1


4 See Response item 3.2.2


5 See Response item 3.2.1


1 See Response item 3.3.1


2 See Response item 3.3.2


3 See Response items 3.4 and 3.5


4 See Response item 4.2


1 See Response item 12.2


2 See Response item 12.3
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2 See Response item 5.5


3 See Response item 5.2


4 See Response item 5.3


5 See Response item 5.4


1 See Response items 6.1 and 12.4


2 See Response item 12.5


1 See Response item 12.6


2 See Response item 12.7


1 See Response item 7.1


2 See Response item 12.8


1 See Response item 12.3


1 See Response item 8.1


2 See Response item 12.9


1 See Response item 9.1


1 See Response item 12.10
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1 See Response item 11.2.2


2 See Response item 11.2.1


3 See Response item 11.3


4 See Response item 11.4.1


5 See Response item 11.4.3


6 See Response item 11.4.2


7 See Response item 11.5


8 See Response item 11.8


1 See Response item 11.6


2 See Response item 11.7


3 See Response item 11.9


4 See Response item 12.11
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