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In Attendance

Mr Peter McCarthy, Executive Officer


Ms Barb McLean, Executive Officer
Apologies



Ms Maxine Brodie, University Librarian


Prof Julie Fitness, Chair Academic Senate


Ms Sonia Jeffares, Principal SIBT


Prof Jim Piper, DVC (Research)


Mr Tim Sprague, Director HR


Ms Alison Taylor, Exec Director, International Programs


Ms Caroline Trotman, DVC (Development and External Relations) 
Minutes
1.30-3.00p.m. Tuesday 1st June 2010, Function Room, level 2, E11A

1. Minutes of the Meeting 6th May 2010 and Business Arising
Adopted
1.1 Evaluating committee performance – trial of questionnaire on QEC, ASQC and Campus Experience Committee members
Ms Deidre Anderson reported that she had trialled the form on a selection of her committees, ranging from the more formal Board Meeting to operational committees.  On the basis of this trial she submitted an amended form which used Plain English and included an additional question:
“A formal review of the group’s role, function and place in the University has been undertaken”

It was felt that this question was not directed at the committee membership and their perceptions of the effectiveness of the committee.  It was amended to be more outwardly focussed:
“This committee is effective and is making a difference’

It was also agreed that stipulating that the agenda be circulated 14 days prior to the meeting may be necessary for more formal meetings where there is significant meeting papers to be read, but for less formal meetings this would not assist with ensuring meeting papers are read.  It was agreed that the statement be amended to:

“Agendas are circulated in a timely fashion”

The form was adopted with the above amendments.

Adopted  

It was anticipated that each University committee would review its performance with the annual application of this form.

Adopted

Discussion took place on the interim feedback by application of the form amongst the QEC membership.  An issue appears to be the boundaries between the QEC and Academic Senate (as per Recommendation3 of the AUQA2 Report).  In discussion it was agreed:

· The QEC is a management committee

· Academic Senate is a collegial governance committee

· Academic Senate has no remit over the non-academic areas of the University and hence could not be responsible for reviews of central and faculty service providers

Ms McLean will tabulate the response to the QEC evaluation at the next meeting.







Adopted
1.2 Distinction between management and academic reviews

JG
Prof Greeley spoke to her tabled paper noting that sometimes reviews of departments and units combined both academic and management issues.  Hence, there is potential for recommendations to reflect poorly on individuals, units and the University itself.  While it is preferable for the University to be open and transparent, there may be occasions where abridged reports only should be provided, and to an internal audience only.

Discussion included:

· The preference for the University to be focussed on quality enhancement and to be seen to be open, transparent and responsive
· The necessity to establish protocols around not identifying individuals, and the genre of writing required for review reports
· The necessity for Deans to check the membership of review panels for conflict of interest

· The role of the Dean as commissioning the review, setting the terms of reference and therefore having the power to accept or not the review report

· The University being subject to the new Government Information (Public Access) Act, 2009 – operational on 1st July 2010 – which will replace the Freedom of Information Act.  This new regime assumes public access unless it is in the public interest to not have access.  Within this regime it is critical that the University not accept review reports that do not comply with University policies and procedures.
On the basis of the above discussion, Prof Greeley withdrew her paper.

It was decided that accepted review reports be placed on the intranet for one year (with security that denies copying) and that after one year the report be made public (i.e. on the Quality Enhancement Website) along with a report on progress against the recommendations.


Adopted
2. Strategy and Policy

2.1 Quality Enhancement Framework (Policy) – revised
Adopted, with an addition to the Scope section:

“Quality Enhancement is informed by the following principles.  It is:” 
3. Reviews
3.1 AUQA2 Progress Report http://www.mq.edu.au/quality/progress_report.htm
3.2 Completed Affirmation and Recommendations in response to AUQA2 Review:
· Affirmations 1, 2, 10





Adopted
· Recommendations 1, 2, 4, 12 



Adopted
Ms Trembath spoke to Recommendation 1.  Mr John Phillips, AO has drafted his Report but due to the absence of the Chancellor has not been able submit and then report to Council.  He aims to address Council on his findings on 23rd June.
3.3      MIR Review Report






JS


         Prof Simons spoke to the MIR Review Report, noting its confirmation of the MIR 
         as one of the Faculty’s strong programs and hence the response to the Report will 
         be that of enhancing strengths.  He will respond to the recommendations regarding 
         budgeting and staffing, and will commence the discussion about raising the IELTS 
         entry score.  Prof Simons reported on the problem of finding and providing a 
         statistical summary of inputs, outputs and outcomes as an appendix to the Self-
         Evaluation Report.

         Ms McLean reported that as this was the first program review since the 
      
         establishment of the Reviews Procedures, it was noted that reviewing a program 
         was different to reviewing an organisational unit and the need for a new procedure 
         was identified.  Prof Fitness has agreed that the Academic Standards and Quality 
         Committee will develop this procedure.


          Discussion included:

· A commitment that Development and External Relations will assist MIR to strengthen its relationship with its alumni

· It was noted that Recommendation 11 needed to be looked at with relation to staff:student ratios in all University masters programs

· It was noted that there was no mention of the highly successful distance mode offering of the MIR

     The MIR Report was accepted.




Adopted
4. Any Other Business
4.1 Report from Teaching Quality Indicators (TQI) Steering Group
Prof Sachs spoke to the Report from the TQI Steering Group, noting the new Promotions Policy and Procedures that are now in place and the work on Teaching Standards Framework.  Neither ALTC nor DEEWR were interested in the development of individual teacher standards but were interested in the development of institutional standards.  TQI have made a submission to DEEWR for funding to test the criteria and develop clear statements and outcome indicators.  The aim is to send the message that development goes hand in hand with accountability.  DEEWR funding will facilitate institutional benchmarking (and the use by TEQSA for review purposes) and allow the sector to take leadership in ensuring that standards are useful and not purely ritualistic.
4.2 Duration of Masters Degree

Prof Greeley raised the duration of Masters degrees, following the circulation of a listing to Deans of the differing durations of the masters degrees within their faculties.  Prof Sachs stated that duration is not the criteria for the qualification (in spite of Bologna).  At Macquarie undergraduates undertake 24 credit points per annum, and postgraduate coursework students undertake 32 credit points per annum (in a full-time load).
Discussion took place around this discrepancy between 3 and 4 credit point units – noting that this differential workload was a major issue with students.
5. Next Meeting:
11.00-12.30p.m. Thursday 29th July 2010 in Function Room E11A
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