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This was a review of five offices (all dealing with student affairs), Fees and Grants (under the Bursar), Examinations, Admissions, Academic Administration and Operations, Records and Registration (all four under the Registrar).  This meant that there were five committees and an Interdepartmental Steering Committee as follows:

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, 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.

Peer Review Group Report

The PRG considered the Self-assessment Report (SAR), met staff and the relevant University Officers during the site visit, toured the facilities and engaged in long discussion among themselves and agreed the general outline of their findings. They made an oral presentation to all staff before leaving. 

The Site Visit

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 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

Recommendations

Because of the nature of the different offices the recommendations were made under general headings involving all five, and then under headings involving each office in turn. 

Working Environment
· 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.

· Buildings Office should survey toilet facilities and report to Registrar on plans for improvement.

· 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.

· Consideration should be given to provision of a more private area for dealing with confidential matters or distressed students.

Leadership
· 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.

Strategy and Planning
· 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.

· 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.

Communication 

· 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. 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.

Human Resources

· 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. 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. 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.

Examinations

· 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.

· 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.

Structures

· 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.

Postgraduate Matters

· 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.

· 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.

Technology
· 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.

· 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. 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.

Response

There was a joint response from the four units in the Registrar’s Office and a response from the Fees and Grant Office. These responses are included as Chapter 7 of the Review Group Report.
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