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Introduction

This Quality review has been conducted in accordance with a framework model developed and agreed through the Irish Universities Quality Board (IUQB) and which complies with the provisions of Section 35 of the Universities Act (1997). The model consists of a number of basic steps.

1. An internal team in the Unit being reviewed completes a detailed self-assessment report (SAR). It should be noted that this document is confidential to the Unit and to the Review Panel and to senior officers of the University.

2. This report is sent to a team of peer assessors, the Peer Review Group (PRG) – composed of members from outside DCU and from other areas of DCU – who then visit the Unit and conduct discussions with a range of staff, students and other stakeholders.

3. The PRG then writes its own report.

4. The Unit produces a response, in response to the various issues and findings of the SAR and PRG Reports.

5. The PRG Report and the Unit response are then considered at a follow-up meeting, chaired by the Director of Quality Promotion and attended by an external (if possible) member of the original Peer Review Group, the Head of Unit (and another representative from the Unit), reporting Vice-President, and the Deputy President (on behalf of Senior Management), who address recommendations in the Peer Review Group Report, that fall outside the control of the Unit or that require additional resources. Arising from this meeting, Unit and University-based action plans are approved. Together, these are termed the Quality Improvement Plan (QuIP).

6. A summary of the Quality Review is sent to the Governing Authority of the University, who may approve publication in a manner that they see fit. Following the approval of the summary report by the Governing Authority, it is published on the University website. The full text of the Peer Review Group Report and the Quality Improvement Plan is also published on the Quality Promotion Unit website.

This document is the report referred to in Step 3 above
1.
Profile of the Unit

Location of the Unit
The Unit is located in an open plan area of 403m2 (this includes the CSD training room which is 60m2).  The main computer room is located on the top floor of the Henry Grattan building.  A second computer room is located in the basement of the Library. For support purposes, the Unit has a presence in a number of key locations across the campus and in the Mater Dei Institute. CSD also manages 36 network communications rooms across the campus, in addition to communications locations in the Mater Dei Institute and St. Patrick’s College Drumcondra.

The Unit moved to its current location in 2001. Prior to this the unit was housed in various offices across multiple floors of the Henry Grattan building. The lack of a single location at that time caused many problems with communication and collaboration on projects.  The single location open plan area that the Unit now occupies has greatly improved this situation.
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Product / Processes
The Computer Services Department (CSD) serves the computing and information systems needs of Dublin City University. The department delivers a core set of services to all areas of the University.  For historical reasons the schools of Electronic Engineering, Computing and Physical Sciences deliver various IT services to their relevant communities.

The Unit works with individual Faculties, Schools and Units in planning for and in delivering appropriate IT facilities and services. IT policies and proposals of a more general or infrastructural nature are processed through the Executive Committee, the main decision making body within the University.

The overriding aim of the Unit is to improve the quality and effectiveness of DCU as a University through the application and use of information related technologies and processes.

Key responsibilities of the department include - 


· The provision, development and maintenance of information systems to support the operational and management information needs of the University

· Support for teaching and learning and research

· Support for the computing needs of students throughout the campus and remotely

· Development and maintenance of the networks, operating systems and technical infrastructure to underpin the above

· Delivery of packaged and other software solutions to support academic and non academic staff

The four sections of the department together with their responsibilities are:


CSD Services Group
This Group, which comprises Helpdesk, Desktop Development, Service Development and CBT Coordinator, was re-structured in the last 12 months. It provides advice, assistance, computer laboratory management and helpdesk services. Working with the other CSD teams, the CSD Services Group strives to ensure the successful implementation of new technologies, as they become available, to all customer groups.

Business Systems Group
The Business Systems Group provides business solutions to meet the rapidly changing needs of the University. It provides consultancy, process redesign, project management, analysis, design, package evaluation, selection and implementation services and software maintenance services to the University.

Web Development Group
The Web Development Group is responsible for the development of the primary University web site. The group also plays a major role in the identification, development and implementation of Internet based processes for the general business of the University (e.g. Web based exam results, registration, transaction processing etc.). The group also provides consultancy on general web issues and technologies. A key responsibility is the evaluation of emerging Internet technologies with a view to implementation of appropriate technologies within the University.

Technical Infrastructure Group
The key responsibilities of the Technical Infrastructure Group are to plan, manage and operate infrastructural information and communications technologies / systems for the University.  These systems support University business requirements in the context of the Internet age and widely-accepted modern technical standards. The technologies used include data communications / networking / cabling technologies, servers, desktops and infrastructural software running on desktops, network-devices and servers.


2.
The Self-Assessment Process

The Co-ordinating Committee
Maria Lyons, Senior Business Analyst, Chairperson

Ian Bell, IT Specialist 

Alan Crean, Customer Support 

Fergus Donohue, Senior Systems Specialist

John Doyle, Analyst Programmer 

Pearl Kehoe, Call Centre Support*

Genevieve Quinn, Multimedia Systems Advisor

Paul Smith, Services Manager

Brendan Tolan, Director

* Pearl Kehoe left the University during the course of the review; she was not replaced on the committee

Methodology Adopted
The committee met on approximately 15 occasions between July 2004 and February 2005. Brief notes from each meeting were kept on a shared drive, which was available to all staff.  Tasks were allocated to committee members based on their areas of expertise.  All committee members provided valuable input in relation to the methodology and tasks required to complete the self-assessment report.

In order to obtain customer opinions of the quality and coverage of services provided by the department, three on-line anonymous surveys were undertaken for the following customer groupings: – 

· All Staff

· All Students

· Heads of Schools and Units

In order to ascertain the internal Unit perspective, a number of initiatives were undertaken.  An external consultant was employed to facilitate off-site workshops for each of the 4 teams within the department. The outcome of the workshops was a SWOT analysis for each team and an overall SWOT analysis for the department. All of the issues identified were then amalgamated after which a full day meeting was held for the whole department with the external facilitator. This meeting involved a presentation of the summary findings by the facilitator, a discussion on the key issues facing the department and a voting process to prioritise those issues.  An online anonymous survey of Unit staff was also undertaken, which gave staff members a further opportunity to voice their opinions

During the course of the review staff within the Unit were kept well informed on progress.  Committee members had the responsibility of keeping the members of their constituency informed.  Periodic update bulletins were also distributed to all staff within the department.

The Peer Review Group concluded that the process adopted by the Unit was appropriate, conformed to Quality Promotion Unit guidelines and was both effective and inclusive.

3.
The Peer Review Group (PRG) Process

Site Visit Programme

	Monday 21st March 

	14.00
	Briefing by Director of Quality Promotion

	15.00
	Private meeting of Peer Review Group

	16.00
	Consideration of Self-Assessment Report with Unit Quality Co-ordinating Committee

	19.30
	Dinner for Peer Review Group and Unit Quality Co-ordinating Committee

	Tuesday 22nd March 

	9.00
	Meeting with Business Systems Group

	9.30
	Meeting with Web Development Group

	10.00
	Meeting with Technical Infrastructure Group

	10.30
	Meeting with Services Group

	11.00
	Meetings with individual team members (by request)

	12..30
	Visit to core and ancillary facilities including Computer Laboratories

	13.15
	Working Lunch

	14.00
	Meeting with Academic staff and representative from linked colleges

	15.00
	Meeting with Non Academic staff

	16.00
	Meeting with students

	16.30
	Meeting with Director of the Unit

	19.30
	Private working dinner for PRG

	Wednesday 23rd March

	9.00
	Meeting with Senior Officers of the University

	9.45
	Report drafting

	10.30
	Meeting with Deans and Heads

	11.30
	Meeting with the Unit Management Team

	12.15
	Meeting with Director of the Unit

	13.30
	Report drafting and working lunch

	16.00
	Exit Presentation


Methodology

The Peer Review Group (PRG) received the Self-Assessment Report and associated appendices three weeks in advance of the site visit. This provided sufficient time to read and absorb the report contents. The first business of the group was the election of Mary Crowe as chairperson. The chairperson took specific responsibility for recording the PRG’s preliminary findings which were explained in the exit presentation. Miriam Corcoran was appointed rapporteur in advance of the site visit.

During the initial meeting of the PRG it was agreed that although the programme schedule was tight it would not prove useful to divide the group into separate teams. Therefore the full group attended all meetings and visits. Initially, individual members of the group identified discrete areas for consideration but this was revised following day one when it emerged that it would be more beneficial to structure the report according to the key issues that emerged early and consistently throughout the course of the visit.

Overview of the Site Visit

The site visit began with a through overview of the process presented by the Director of the Quality Promotion Unit. The material provided prior to the visit was comprehensive. It gave full background to the Quality Review process as well as the detailed information relevant to this particular review.

The programme schedule was amended over the course of the visit in order to include meetings with representatives of the University linked colleges and representatives from those Schools offering independent IT facilities; these included the Schools of Electronic Engineering, Computing and Physical Sciences.

An initial meeting was held on the first day with the Unit Quality Co-ordinating Committee during which a brief presentation was made to the PRG. The presentation provided a summary overview of the feedback received from the various stakeholder surveys and the internal Unit staff survey. The presentation also highlighted the challenges that the Unit have identified as critical going forward. 

This session together with the informal dinner held later that evening provided the PRG with the opportunity to develop an appreciation of the quality process as experienced by the Unit and to gain a preliminary indication of current and future issues.

On the second day the PRG met the heads and staff of all four functional groups within the Unit. The group then met separately with a number of Unit staff who had requested such meetings. Following lunch and a review of the core and ancillary facilities of the Unit, meetings were held with three stakeholder groups; academic staff, non-academic staff and students. These meetings were extremely useful and were very well attended.  The final meeting of the day was with the Director of CSD during which issues that had arisen during the day were explored and clarified.

The final day began with a meeting with the Senior Officers of the University. The PRG met with the President, the Secretary and the Director of Finance in the company of the Director of the Quality Promotion Unit. The Director of Human Resources was unable to attend but the PRG was given the opportunity to raise issues by email with other senior HR staff. This meeting focussed on the strategic direction of the Unit function within the University. 

Given the full and intensive nature of the programme the campus tour on the final day was cancelled so that the PRG could begin the drafting the report. The group also had a final clarification meeting with the Director of the Unit. The site visit concluded with an exit presentation to the staff of the Unit during which preliminary findings were outlined.

Overall Comments on the Visit

The PRG welcomed and commented on the professional, concise and comprehensive self-assessment report, which was supported by full appendices and related documentation. 

A brief introductory presentation given to the group by the Unit on the first day was complementary to the report and was very useful in focussing the PRG’s attention on the key issues facing the unit. 

The PRG was impressed with the demonstrated and articulated commitment to the quality process. Support from the Quality Promotion Unit and the Unit during the visit was excellent throughout with requests for additional meetings and supporting documentation promptly accommodated. Support in terms of infrastructure, communications and facilities was excellent. 

It should be noted that the PRG was extremely impressed with the universally positive feedback received at all stakeholder meetings regarding the service offered by the Unit. It is clearly a service unit held in very high regard with individuals and teams being praised for their customer response and service focus. This is a considerable achievement for a service operating in such a central and rapidly evolving field. 

There was evidence that the quality of the services now provided was achieved as a result of a long-term improvement programme and a concern for the customer.

The PRG was happy with the response of the stakeholders to the assessment exercise and the clarity and helpfulness of their contributions to the group meetings.

The PRG was impressed by the professional way in which CSD was managed, the daily and strategic planning of the Unit is an example to the other Schools and Units in the University.  
The Review was focused on CSD. For historical reasons, the Schools of Electronic Engineering, Computing and Physical Sciences provide various ICT services internally. A weakness identified in the Applications Architecture Review (May 2003) is that the sharing of information is not maximised, as there are many islands of information and insufficient integration. There may be efficiency gains from integrating services, procurement and support and in ensuring that all departments share a common ICT strategy.

Review Group’s View of the Self-Assessment Report

The PRG was happy that the Self-Assessment Report represented a full and honest assessment of the Unit’s performance. 

The content was fully supported by two comprehensive volumes of appendices containing planning documentation, University Applications Architecture, Service Improvement Audit Reports and full stakeholder survey data and analysis. 

The site visit and the discussions confirmed the quality of the Self Assessment Report. The staff had engaged fully in the process and had developed an accurate assessment of the important issues. The meeting with the individual team members raised no new issues.

Review Group’s View of the SWOT Analysis

The SWOT analysis (below) highlighted the Unit’s strengths and was supported by the evidence obtained by the PRG during the visit.

Some of the weaknesses identified by the SWOT analysis were also confirmed during the visit and these will be addressed in the recommendations section of this report. However, other perceived weaknesses such as “We never say “No” to work” and “Unanticipated workloads arising” were not viewed by the PRG as weaknesses but rather as a reflection of the professional approach of the Unit to their function and the increasing demand placed upon it by the stakeholders. 

	STRENGTHS
	WEAKNESSES

	· Good Place to Work

· Good Customer Relations

· High Skill Levels

· Good level of openness 

· Encouraged to pursue Education

· Openness to new technologies

· Management are approachable

· University has a positive view of the department

· Good at leading and innovating

· Service Level Agreements

· Sociable and approachable work colleagues

· Support staff in different areas of the University
	· Situation in relation to contract staff

· Lack of agreed priorities across teams

· Inconsistency in Grades Vs Roles

· Lack of clarity on role with Campus Companies

· We never say “No” to work

· Poor formal communications

· Poor Marketing of CSD services

· Lack of Development skills

· Unanticipated workloads arising

· Poor condition of Lecture Rooms / Student Labs

· Need to identify individual development needs

· Duplication of infrastructure/services with EE/CA

	OPPORTUNITIES
	THREATS

	· Market CSD services

· Increase collaboration with Research Units and faculties for the support of the research agenda

· Link Training & Development to Performance Management

· Establish central Staff database

· Employ developer resources

· Empower Helpdesk in more tasks

· More cross-team projects

· Use departmental priorities to drive the Planning Process

· Use suitability tests in recruitment

· Work more with Campus Companies

· Improve communications within the department 

· Introduce more formal policies and procedures
	· Uncertainty about budget cutbacks within DCU

· Schools and Units acquiring IT services independently of CSD

· Some Schools / Units not buying-in to IT Strategy

· Healthy IT market could lead to loss of key staff

· Serious  breaches or hits in  security, hacking, virus etc 

· Lack of resources allocated to projects from within Schools / Units

· Over dependence on individuals within CSD

· Disillusionment if initiatives such as the Quality Review are not followed through

· Fall off in number of students


Report Methodology

A first draft of the report was prepared and circulated by the rapporteur and forwarded to the other members of the PRG for comment and additional text. Amendments and inputs were collated and a final draft was compiled. Following approval from the PRG, the draft report was forwarded to the Director of Quality.

4.
Findings of the Review Group

The following section outlines the key issues facing the Unit as identified from the SAR and from interviews held over the course of the site visit. The second part of this section contains the key observations of the PRG.

4.1
Frequent Issues Arising

The following is a summary of key issues arising from the review:-

· CSD are involved in the implementation of key elements of current University strategy. The PRG also considered that the Unit had a role to play in strategy formulation since technological breakthroughs may inform university strategic direction.

· A key issue for the Unit is the need to continually review its organisation and staffing to accommodate the changing demands from end-user departments within DCU. Examples of this include the increasing use of IT in teaching and learning and the greater dependence on IT by the research community, all-resulting in additional demands for new services being placed on the Unit.


· A recurring theme from academic departments is the issues arising from support being provided by two units for classroom and lecture theatre technology support and provision. A view was expressed that a facilities management focus was required to integrate a variety of functions, ICT, AV and telephony.


· In addition, academic staff also highlighted that the current 9-5 ICT service hours were not aligned to their working day with issues arising regarding set-ups for lectures commencing at 9am and after 6pm. It was recognised that the Unit is not currently resourced to extend its service hours to meet this essential requirement. 


· It was noted that increasing demands are being placed on the Unit by the success in the development of campus companies. It was identified that the growth in campus companies and their increasing requirements for ICT support will have resource and budgetary implications for the Unit.


· It was noted that there is no formal schedule or budget for the replacement of PCs. The ability of the Unit to provide a quality service is interlinked with the age profile of the PC infrastructure resulting in IT resources constantly being diverted to fixing ageing equipment as opposed to providing proactive IT services. The Unit has little direct control over the replacement policies of PCs as PC purchasing decisions have historically been devolved to individual schools/units. 


· It has been the policy of the University to buy off-the-shelf applications and systems (e.g. Agresso, ITS) however there is an increasing need to integrate the large business systems and currently the Unit has no developer resource to accomplish this. 


· The lack of developer resource also has an impact on the Unit’s ability to customise existing business systems and/or add additional functionality.

· In addition, the lack of developer resource impacts on the ability to leverage and support existing Moodle developments and to deliver a robust and flexible virtual learning environment.


· Career progression was identified as an issue for staff of the unit.


· No Unit wide training and development plan. Training is provided on an individual or case by case basis.

· An issue for the Helpdesk is the large number of contract staff employed to perform this function. While there is a need to balance permanent and contract staff, it was noted by the PRG that the Helpdesk function was provided entirely by contract staff and this has issues for the continuity of service provision.


· In the last 5 years there has been a heavy investment in ICT infrastructure and the current budget process with small increases (i.e. real value decreases) each year does not take account of the fundamental shift in the ICT cost base and its subsequent replacement scheduling.

4.2
Peer Review Group Observations

Organisation and Staffing

The demands on computing services are subject to constant change to reflect new and evolving business requirements and advances in technology. The organisation and staffing arrangements need to be kept under regular review to match demands.  These business needs have been well reflected within the Unit and organisational change has been made where necessary. The Unit continues to review its internal structures and uses staff mobility as opportunities for restructuring. 

Overall the staff of the Unit is seen to perform very well by their community and the staffing numbers in their structure are reasonably in line with needs. In general terms, the Unit is capable of matching its current demands but will find it increasingly difficult to release resources to fully contribute to the long term business needs of the University.

It is worth noting that while CSD views its current staffing allocation as adequate, several stakeholder groups expressed the view that the Unit was under-resourced. There is little capacity to cope with new initiatives and some areas are under pressure to meet growing demands.

The following sections look at each of the functional groups in turn.

Technical Infrastructure

This group consists of four sections, Networks, Netware, Systems and Databases and has a total of 10 staff. On the whole it appears that the staffing of this group broadly reflects the demands on it, however the vacancy left by the recent resignation of the head of this group provides an opportunity to reconsider the overall managerial structure of the Unit.

Web Development

This is a small group of just two people but it holds a position of strategic importance to the University given the 1st key strategy of the Unit being ‘Think Web First’.  There are some indications that this group is beginning to be a bottleneck in terms of strategic advice relating to the web.  There could be merit in considering carefully the precise remit of this group in relation to the Business Systems group and how web advice on new systems is given as distinct from the construction of the University’s web site.  The Communications and Marketing Unit should provide better advice on Web design issues and the use of statistical information derived from hits on Web pages and their included resources.

Business Systems

This group consists of five staff and provides the business solutions required to meet the rapidly changing needs of the University. The members of the group work in partnerships with service units such as Finance, HR and Registry and these relationships appear to work well. The working of this group is core to the business processes of the University and these are required to be integrated into the web. Consequently it is essential that this group strengthen its web expertise.  There are significant indications that with additional resource significant added value could be gained by revisiting the packaged solutions bought in and exploiting more of their capabilities. 

Services

The Services Group consists of 4 sections, Helpdesk, Desktop Development, Service Development and CBT Coordination with a total of 17 staff and part-time postgraduate students. This group appears to be adequately staffed and the extremely positive reactions from around the University as to the quality of the service and its customer-focused nature would support this. The current team have considerable experience of value and have demonstrated a commitment to self-development.

One particular and pressing problem affecting this group is the fact that all of the Helpdesk staff are on short-term contracts.  Given current legislation it may well be very difficult to continue with these styles of contracts and with a number of them expiring later this year there is considerable anxiety amongst the staff themselves as to what is going to happen. It is essential to come to a resolution of this issue as quickly as possible.

Central Role of ICT in the Strategic Development of the University

The Strategic Plan for 2001-2005 recognised the importance of technology to the majority of the academic themes selected for strategic development. One of the overall objectives set was that “DCU will be an international leader in developing and implementing the concept of the e-university, including the dissemination of knowledge”.

It is clear from discussions with the various stakeholders that the University community regards the development of Web enabled technologies as central to the future strategy of the University. In the view of the PRG this represents an important business opportunity for the University and the University’s staff have expressed pride that the University is to the forefront in these developments. They see opportunities, for example, for online registration payment. It is important to them that the University maintains its pre-eminent position in this regard. 

The current focus on the Web is one indicator of the potential importance of ICT in formulating business strategy. Most progressive organisations are aware of the possibilities offered by new technologies to transform the way services are provided to both internal and external customers. Some universities will take a leading role.

ICT is also strategically important because it has become an essential component in the functioning of the University and must be managed as a significant risk. It will require significant investment to keep pace with the reasonable demands of the Schools and Units and to cater for technological obsolescence. 

It is not clear to the PRG, however, that the goals expressed in the “Leading Change” document have been integrated into the daily operations of the University and the Group were somewhat surprised to learn that the Unit was not centrally involved in the formulation of this strategic plan. The Group is also aware that the University is currently formulating the University’s ICT policy that will address the Web issue in particular and recommends that the Unit be fully represented at a high level in these discussions. 

The Review has shown the CSD has adopted an organisation-wide approach in building the University’s information and technology architectures. Formal recognition of this role would help to avoid duplication and conflict in the future. Appropriate governance arrangements will ensure that the customer interests are addressed.

Replacement Cycles and Investment

The University has made a significant investment in ICT that is being used to good effect. It enables the staff to deliver core activities in a way that exploits the opportunities presented by new and emerging technologies.  

ICT is characterised by continual advances and consequential obsolescence. The perception of the adequacy of services is affected by innovations. Students, in particular, now have access to ICT facilities in the home and elsewhere that define “acceptability”.  

Apart from the difficulties involved in supporting “old” equipment, the currency of the technology deployed is an important factor in the internal and external perception of the University.

Adequate financial provision is needed to ensure that the full range of hardware and software used is capable of meeting the reasonable needs both staff and students. A regular review of the age of equipment is needed to phase out unsuitable workstations on a planned basis.  Our attention was drawn to the difficulties caused by old equipment still in use and its impact on the perceived performance of CSD.

There is some scope for the re-use of some equipment where the requirements may have a lower specification. 

The replacement policy will also affect the departments not served directly by the Unit.

The issue has been recognised by the Executive that initiated a review project in July 2004.  We recommend that this project be completed as a matter of urgency and that a policy to deal with obsolescence and replacement be agreed and fully implemented. 

IT Support for Teaching and Learning

Given the constant development of support services to the teaching function in the University the traditional distinctions between educational services and computer services has become somewhat blurred. Several of the stakeholders have expressed the view that there is confusion as to the responsibilities within the University for the provision and maintenance of these services. For instance the lecturing staff are uncertain whom to contact regarding help with the audio-visual equipment in the lecture theatres.

The University should consider rationalising these services by providing a single contact point and should consider extending the operational hours to 8.45 to 20.00 hours during teaching term. This rationalisation should also include integrating the telephone system with the other electronic network systems.

Interaction of the Unit with other IT Providers in the University

Some concern was expressed in the Self Assessment Report regarding the interaction of the Unit with other alternative computing and network facilities in the University. Following consultation it would appear that these alternative facilities were developed because of specific academic requirements such as alternative operating systems and specialist software provisions that were not supported by the Unit. Some services were provided (such as email) for specific technological reasons, for instance where additional disk quotas or specific software requirements were needed. In cases where the services provided by the Unit have developed and can now satisfy these technical requirements the need for the alternative services has been reduced. 

The PRG view the provision of these non-CSD services as inevitable in an environment of constant technological development and would encourage the Unit to continue to work with the alternative providers to ensure that developments are compatible, where possible, with the ongoing IT strategy of the University.

Accommodation

Currently the Unit is housed in the annex to the Henry Grattan Building with an open-plan model covering 403 m2. The staff was generally happy with the open-plan model and expressed the view that this format encouraged better inter-personal contacts and communication. Some of the staff expressed concerns that the heating and ventilation of this space was not adequate. Several staff viewed the accommodation as an improvement on the previous provision in disparate offices in the Henry Grattan Building.

 During the site visit the PRG was somewhat surprised by the cramped nature of the space provision and could appreciate how this population density could place considerable strain on the ventilation system.

The Unit also has a presence at a number of locations across the University campus and the Mater Dei Institute. Service users were happy with this dispersed model and felt that the close availability of support was important in building up relationships with the with the Unit staff. Some service users expressed disappointment when their key contact people were transferred to other locations or duties. 

Student Feedback

The feedback from the student representatives and the survey was generally positive. There was satisfaction with the student portals, the wireless facilities and with the internal and external email. There was dissatisfaction with the availability of functioning computers at times in the Library and with the printing facilities. The issue of replacing obsolete equipment is dealt with above.

It was commented that the turnover in the student population and the short terms of office of the Student Union Committee makes it difficult to secure and maintain student engagement in the identification and resolution of issues. 

Training and Career Development

Many staff expressed concern at the lack of structured training both for technical training but also in customer focused training to help in dealing with front line support. 

Most progressive organisations operate some form of Performance Management and Development system based upon clear role profiles and objectives. The process helps the employee and manager to identify weaknesses in knowledge and skills and to agree on an improvement programme.  The existing grading structure makes it difficult to make career development plans and to provide for continuity.  

The advances in ICT continually alter the matrix of skills needed to meet the needs of the University. Some skills become obsolete in time. A regular review of the range of skills required is necessary. 

5.
Recommendations for Improvement

During the course of the review, it was very clear that the services provided by the Unit were very highly regarded and satisfaction levels from users were high.  

The recommendations by the peer review group are therefore focused on:

· Maintaining and improving current high levels of service;

· Addressing broader aspects of development; 

· The Unit involvement in wider strategic issues at the University.

Of necessity, these recommendations involve input from wider groups than the

Unit and may need to be addressed at University level.

5.1 Organisation and Staffing 

A number of internal issues need to be addressed by the Unit in regard to staffing, training and accommodation.

We recommend:

· Additional developer resource be recruited to exploit the existing investment in business applications. This would ensure the integration of these diverse applications and enhance existing functionality. [P1UA]

· An appropriate resolution to the contract staffing issue be agreed in conjunction with the University HR Department and Unit staff  [P1UA]
· A review and rationalisation of the grading structure in conjunction with the University HR Department. [P2UA]
· An appropriate training needs assessment and training plan be implemented for Unit staff. We recommend that a regular skill audit be conducted and arrangements made to equip the staff with the full range of skills needed to perform their duties effectively. [P1UA]
· Some improvements to office environment (heating /air-conditioning control) be implemented. [P2A]
5.2 Central Role of ICT in the Strategic Development of the University

Staff across the University recognised the importance of the Web for the University and the potential to gain significant advantage by deploying systems and services via the web.  This is also expressed in the University's strategic plan. 

We recommend that the University formulate a strategic approach for use of web technology, and ICT generally, and agree an implementation plan with priorities and appropriate development resources. [P1U]
The Unit plays a key role in planning and developing ICT services across the University.  However, in some instances they are not involved in decisions on selection and implementation of technology except at a late stage in the process. The PRG considered that the advice and participation of the Unit represents a significant advantage to the University provided they are involved at an early stage.

We recommend that, as a matter of University policy, the Unit should be involved in all ICT related projects from the beginning. [P1AU]

The University’s staff is not always aware of the level of planning carried out by the Unit.   We recommend that the Unit engage in more general promotion and awareness raising to assist in this regard. [P2A]

5.3 Replacement Cycles and Investment

One area of significant dissatisfaction was the quality of equipment available to students in open access PC facilities.  Individual units or schools purchased this equipment, mainly financed through capital developments.  No agreed equipment replacement programme exists however. Consequently, the quality of equipment available to students is variable and this has a negative impact on the Unit’s perceived quality performance.  

We recommend that the University maintain a record of equipment age and suitability and that it adopt an appropriate replacement policy. [P1U]
A similar issue may arise with regard to central (Unit) funded server and network equipment, where the budget provision for replacement is not clearly guaranteed.  A similar assessment of replacement requirement and budget policy should be adopted. 
We recommend that the Executive agree a policy and budget process for capital ICT equipment replacement. [P1U]

5.4 IT Support for Teaching and Learning

Support for use of technology in the classroom is currently divided between two units - Computer Services and Educational Services.  This is a source of confusion for the University’s teaching staff, which has no single point of contact for support.  

We recommend that a combined approach be considered, merging these services if appropriate. [P2U]
Student perception of ICT services are negatively impacted by the poor provision of equipment in some areas (see Sections 4.2 and 5.3).  It is therefore difficult to assess the quality of service to students. 

We recommend that the Unit continue to monitor student satisfaction and review support provision accordingly. [P2AU] 

The anticipated support requirement from staff and students in the University is for a daily window of 8:45am to 8:00 pm.  When reviewing the support service the Unit needs to consider how this might be addressed. [P2U]
5.5 Interaction of the Unit with other IT Providers in the University

We recommend that the Unit continue to work with the alternative providers to ensure that all ICT developments are compatible, where possible, with the ongoing strategy of the University. [P2U]
Notes on Priorities:

P1: A recommendation that is important and requires urgent action.

P2: A recommendation that is important, but can (or perhaps must) be addressed on a more extended timescale.

P3: A recommendation which merits serious consideration but which is not considered to be critical to the quality of the ongoing activities in the Unit.

A: Administrative Unit

U: University Executive/Senior Management
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