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1. Introduction 

The Commonwealth of Learning Review and Improvement Model (COL RIM) is a quality assurance 

model designed for post secondary institutions in Commonwealth countries. A staff survey is 

completed as the second step in the implementation of the COL RIM. The purpose of the staff survey 

is to inform the internal self-reviewers about areas of possible strength and weakness. Self review is 

the third step in the model. 

The COL RIM works with ten performance areas, divided into enablers and results as shown below: 

 

1. Managing change 
strategically 

SECTION ONE 

Enablers 

SECTION TWO 

Results 

2. Stakeholder and partner 
orientation 

3. Learner and knowledge 
society focus 

4. People Management 

10. Support system 
outcomes 

8. Research, innovation and 
entrepreneurial outcomes 

9. Staff outcomes 

7. Teaching and learning 
outcomes 

6. Impact on society 
outcomes 

5. Resources, knowledge 
and information 
management 

Furthermore, quality indicators in each of the ten areas are related to six cross cutting themes: 

Communication How effectively does the institution communicate with its 
stakeholders? 

Needs orientation How well does the institution provide the outcomes that its 
stakeholders need and value? 

Engagement How effectively does the institution engage with local and 
international communities 

Innovation and creativity How effective are the institution’s innovative and creative responses 
to a changing environment? 

Capacity Building How effectively does the institution develop the capacity of its people 
to provide valued outcomes for stakeholders 

Quality Management How well does the institution monitor and improve its performance? 

 
The staff survey is based on a set of 48 quality indicators that encompass both the processes (28 
enabler indicators) and the outcomes (29 results indicators) of the institution. Each indicator also 
belongs to at least one of the cross-cutting themes.  
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For each indicator respondents are provided with three alternative descriptive statements, 

characterising three levels of performance, and asked to rate performance in their own area of 

operation by picking the descriptive statement that best represents their experience. 

The survey involves rating each indicator on a three tier scale as shown below:   

 Numerical weighting What this rating means  

A. Opportunity for 
improvement 0 Inadequate, high risk, reactive approach to problems, lack of 

coherence: little or no alignment of activities across the institution, 
little or no use of performance indicators, no systematic 
evaluation of outcomes 

B. Threshold 
(Improvement 
orientation) 

1 Some evidence of a systemic approach to quality management of 
core processes, key risks are managed, some quality problems are 
identified and effort made to address them. Some use is made of 
key performance information for improvement planning. 

C. Good practice 2 Seamless deployment of systems across the institution, proactive 
approach to problems, joint problem solving, evaluation data used 
systematically to improve efficiency and effectiveness, evidence of 
continuous refinement and innovation, strong focus on outcomes 

D. I don’t know No weighting  

Ratings can therefore be interpreted as follows: 

 A numerical rating of less than one may indicate the need for improvement.  

 A rating of more than one may show that the institution is moving towards the achievement 

of the quality standard.  

These ratings don’t tell a full story since they are based on opinion and perception only, and not yet 

backed up by other forms of evidence. The ratings can inform judgements, rather than being 

judgements themselves. Together with respondents’ comments, the survey ratings are considered 

indicative of areas of potential strength and weakness for further investigation. 

This report is in four parts.  

 This Section One is the introduction to the survey and its implementation in Sri Lanka.  

 Section Two provides a synthesis of the themes that have emerged, using the six cross 

cutting thematic questions as a basic structure. This section serves as an executive summary 

of the findings. 

 Section Three provides a brief report on responses to each individual indicator in each of the 

ten performance areas. 

 Section Four draws some conclusions about perceived strengths and weaknesses for the self 

review team to investigate and recommends specific actions. 
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1.1 Open University of Sri Lanka responses to the staff survey  

At the commencement of the trial implementation of the COL RIM, the staff survey was sent to all 

staff at the Open University of Sri Lanka. The total number of staff is 1031. A target response rate of 

25% of the total was set but this was not achieved, despite postponing the closing of the survey for 

one week. However, the proportion of academic staff is around 300 of the total figure of 1031 and it 

is notable that the response rate was substantially higher amongst this population (refer discussion 

under sample stratification, below). 

196 responses were collected. Of these 105 responses were unfinished. 80% of the unfinished 

responses consisted of demographic data only with no attempt to answer the survey questions. The 

number of complete responses was 91, which amounted to a 9% response rate. Because of this low 

response rate some preliminary analysis of the sample was undertaken to ascertain whether the 

sample was representative enough to warrant full analysis. 

Sample Size 

The total staff complement at OUSL is 1031 across 9 faculties. A sample size for a survey of this 

population would be 105 at a margin of error of .03 and an alpha level of .05 using the Bartlett, 

Kotrlik, & Higgins1 table for Determining Minimum Returned Sample Size for a Given 

Population Size for Continuous and Categorical Data. 

The survey returned a sample of 91 complete responses and this represents 87% of the indicated 

sample size. At an alpha level of .1 the sample returned is above the minimum sample rate required 

of 75 using the Bartlett, Kotrlik, & Higgins2 table. Therefore the sample of 91 returned is adequate 

for our research. 

Sample stratification 

The sample returned would also have to be representative of the population and we stratified it 

according to the Faculties in the University. The table below shows the percentage distribution of 

the population across the faculties and this is compared to the percentage distribution of the 

returned sample across the same strata. The distributions follow almost an identical pattern as 

shown in the graph below. No further statistical proof is considered necessary as the two 

distributions are substantially the same and in the cases where the sample distribution points far 

exceed the population points this is indicative of a high response rate in the particular strata. 

Faculty Staff Staff Distribution Responses Response 
Distribution 

Faculty of Education 51 5% 19 21% 

Faculty of Engineering technology 179 17% 12 13% 

Faculty of Humanities and Social 
Sciences 

97 9% 8 9% 

Faculty of Natural Sciences 199 19% 31 34% 

                                                             

1
 Organizational Research: Determining Appropriate Sample Size in Survey Research, James E. Bartlett,, II Joe W. Kotrlik and  Chadwick C. 

Higgins, Information Technology, Learning, and Performance Journal, Vol. 19, No. 1, Spring 2001  

2
 Organizational Research: Determining Appropriate Sample Size in Survey Research, James E. Bartlett,, II Joe W. Kotrlik and  Chadwick C. 

Higgins, Information Technology, Learning, and Performance Journal, Vol. 19, No. 1, Spring 2001  
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Other Academic 2 0% 0 0% 

Academic Support 207 20% 10 11% 

Senate House 34 3% 3 3% 

Administrative complex 136 13% 5 5% 

Other Divisions 126 12% 3 3% 

 1031 100% 91 100% 

 

We also checked the distribution of the sample by role in the university and the table below shows 

that while it follows the population in respect of management staff there is mirror effect when it 

comes to the teachers and technical/administrative roles. The sample contains a far higher 

proportion of teachers and a lower proportion of technical and support staff. While the majority of 

the staff is primarily technical and administrative the majority of respondents are primarily 

academic. However this kind of effect could be expected given the fact that teaching is the primary 

business of the University. The relatively lower representation of the technical and administration 

services staff is not however so low as to be significant. In practice the University’s activities are 

dominated by the academic role and this has reflected itself in the survey. 

 Staff Staff 
Distribution 

Responses Response 
Distribution 

Primarily management role 201 19% 18 20% 

Primarily teaching/research role 281 27% 62 68% 

Primarily technical or administrative support 
services 

550 53% 11 12% 

 1032 100% 91 100% 
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1.2 Method and presentation of results 

Because of the small number of respondents in some departments only six groupings are used for 

Faculties and Departments. Three groups are used for staff types and four for length of service: 

Faculties and Departments Number of 
respondents 

Response 
Rate 

Faculty of Education 19 20.9% 

Faculty of Engineering and Technology 12 13.2% 

Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 8 8.8% 

Faculty of Natural Sciences  31 34.1% 

Academic Support 10 11.0% 

Senate, Administration and Other Divisions 11 12.1% 

All 91 100.0% 
Staff type   

Primarily management role 18 19.8% 

Primarily teaching/research role 62 68.1% 

Primarily technical or administrative support services 11 12.1% 

All 91 100.0% 

Length of Service   

More than 10 years 45 49.5% 

7 - 10 years 8 8.8% 

4 -  6 years 16 17.6% 

0 -  3 years 22 24.2% 

All 91 100.0% 

Ratings are calculated by averaging all the individual ratings for indicators and performance areas 

(group of indicators) for each Faculty or Department, staff type and length of service. Comments are 

used to illustrate or otherwise shed interpretive light on ratings. 

The pie charts in this report represent the frequencies of particular responses within an indicator to 

reveal the inner composition of the overall rating. Pie charts are presented when the distribution of 
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responses is of interest, and not for the purpose of drawing attention to either issues of concern or 

good practice. Indicators with an average weighting of 0.5 or less are highlighted in red for attention. 

In the text some indicators with ratings above 0.5 are also described as issues of concern. 
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2. Findings by theme 

Ratings for each theme are arrived at in the first instance by averaging ratings for all the indicators 

relevant to this theme.  This approach is mechanistic, and potentially misleading, because of the 

large number of ratings being aggregated; and overlap due to most indicators being relevant to 

more than one theme. Therefore the ratings are moderated by the analyst against three descriptive 

statements for each theme. Any adjustment that is made to numerical weightings is justified in 

relation to the fit between the findings and the descriptive statement for the level of performance. 

In this report no adjustments were made to the ratings. 

2.1 Communication 

How effectively does the institution communicate with its stakeholders? 

Opportunity for improvement Threshold  

(Improvement orientation) 

Good practice 

There is little consultation with 
stakeholders and important 
information does not reach those 
that need it  

There are systems for 
consultation and getting feedback 
from stakeholders 

Communication of information to 
stakeholders is mostly adequate 
and timely so that in general 
people know what they need to 
know.  

The institution works closely with 
stakeholders and ensures that  
information that various 
stakeholders need for decision 
making is accurate, up-to-date, 
comprehensive and readily 
available  

0.84   

There is a strong perception that non-management staff, and especially technical and administrative 

support staff, are not well informed about developments in the University. Infrastructure for 

communication flow within the University may be under-developed resulting in internal 

communication bottlenecks and dead-ends. Relevant to this are staff perceptions of weak 

relationships between leaders and both internal and external stakeholders. Communication with 

external stakeholders may not be a high enough priority for success in a competitive environment. 

Processes and avenues for providing University information to external stakeholder appear to be 

minimal, with underdeveloped systems for eliciting and processing their feedback. 

2.2  Needs orientation 

How well does the institution provide the outcomes that its stakeholders need and value? 

Opportunity for improvement Threshold  

(Improvement orientation) 

Good practice 

Planning and resource allocation 
and programmes are not aligned 
to the identified needs of learners  

Key stakeholder needs are 
identified and management of 
resources and methods effectively 
balances the interests of all 
stakeholders  

Planning and resource allocation 
and programmes are responsive 
to ongoing analysis of national 
and international trends and 
feedback from internal and 
external stakeholders 

0.88   
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The University appears to be meeting the needs of stakeholders in many respects, especially in its 

flexible delivery of popular programmes which allow employed people to work and study 

concurrently. However without systematic feedback from stakeholders on how well their needs are 

being met (satisfaction data) and without regular reporting on student outcomes (retention and 

success) the University is unable to demonstrate conclusively that it is meeting the needs of its 

stakeholders. 

The survey results suggest that there may be a critical lack of alignment between planning, resource 

allocation required to implement plans, and quality assurance to monitor and measure the success 

of implementation. 

2.3 Engagement 

How effectively does the institution engage with local and international communities? 

Opportunity for improvement Threshold (Improvement orientation) Good practice 

There is little evidence of engagement with 
relevant local and international bodies and 
communities 

The institution has some formal involvement 
with relevant local and international groups such 
as industry/professional bodies, academic 
communities, other providers, funding bodies, 
accreditation agencies, local community, 
national and international bodies 

The institution is actively engaged in working 
collaboratively with local and international 
communities to achieve common goals 

  

0.81   

Staff of the University feel that they are not well supported to engage with local and international 

communities. Achievements in this area seem to be mainly the result of individual efforts rather 

than the result of clear expectation and systematic support. 

2.4 Innovation and Creativity 

How effective are the institution’s innovative and creative responses to a changing environment? 

Opportunity for improvement Threshold (Improvement orientation) Good practice 

The institution is slow to respond to a changing 
environment  and to the meeting the diverse 
needs of a growing student population 

The institution supports and encourages the 
creative use of new technologies and new modes 
and methods to meet the needs of current and 
future students 

The institution is well known for its innovative 
‘cutting edge’ responsiveness to the emerging 
needs of its stakeholders.  

0.83   

While there appears to be some support and satisfactory achievements for innovation and creativity 

in research, there appears to be little, if any, support for innovation and creativity in teaching and 

assessment, over and above support for open and distance modes of delivery. 

2.5 Capacity Building 

How effectively does the institution develop the capacity of its people to provide valued outcomes 

for stakeholders? 

Opportunity for improvement Threshold (Improvement orientation) Good practice 

The institution provides an inadequate level of 
support for the staff development that is 
necessary to meet stakeholder needs 

Staff are supported to develop their skills and 
knowledge and gain the experience they need in 
order to advance their careers 

The institution invests in its people, and the 
return on that investment is demonstrated 
through their success and demonstrable 
expertise in leadership, management, research, 
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teaching and service provision  

0.80   

There is a strong perception that staff establishment (i.e. number of positions) does not meet the 

needs of the University, especially in terms of technical and administrative support, and that 

allocation of workload unreasonably burdens some staff. People’s performance is not consistently 

managed and there may be lack of adequate training to support staff to make best use of the 

equipment and technologies available. 

2.6 Quality management 

How well does the institution monitor and improve its performance? 

Opportunity for improvement Threshold (Improvement orientation) Good practice 

Some aspects of quality is managed in some 
areas but the deployment of systems and 
assurance of quality is piecemeal, and there are 
significant risks 

There is a coherent system and infrastructure for 
managing quality; risks are managed and quality 
culture is developing in some areas 

The institution regularly evaluates its 
performance; plans and implements 
improvement interventions and monitors its own 
progress 

0.87   

An overall impression of the results of the survey is that there is a lack of consistency across 

departments, with widely variable results, suggesting that each department has its own independent 

ways of doing things, with no coherent institution wide system for managing institutional 

performance. There seems to be little dissemination of good practice within Faculties or across 

Faculties and Support Departments. 

A common refrain in the comments, and supported by the ratings, is that there is no system to 

ensure that plans and decisions are implemented. Quality assurance of assessment appears to be 

quite robust, but in other areas there is little evidence of systematic institution wide processes for 

ensuring that policies are implemented to achieve the desired results. 
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3. Findings by performance area 

3.1  Enablers 

Enablers are the policies, processes, systems and behaviours in place to support the achievement of 

results. As a general rule we would expect to see that there is a positive relationship between strong 

enabling mechanisms and good outcomes; and conversely we would expect that where supporting 

mechanisms are weak, it will be difficult to achieve and sustain good outcomes. 

3.1.1  Managing change strategically 

Ratings and comments in this performance area show that management staff are more confident 

that change is being managed strategically than other staff types. Three areas for improvement 

identified in this section are (i) financial management practices (ii) communication of institutional 

vision and policy decisions to staff and related to this (iii) weak implementation and follow through 

of decision making. Policies and procedures that support lifelong learning are perceived as a 

strength. 

Performance area Relevant indicators Score 

1. Managing 
change 

strategically 

1.1 The vision and mission of the institution reflect national and community goals and 
the identified interests and needs and expectations of its stakeholders 

1.11 

1.2 Ongoing strategic planning is informed by information about institutional 
performance and external environmental information  

0.93 

1.3 Policy and strategy are communicated and deployed through a current and 
coherent framework of key processes that ensure consistent and coordinated delivery 
of services and the achievement of institutional goals 

0.94 

1.4 Performance is reviewed regularly against agreed performance targets and 
improvement plans are implemented and monitored 

0.99 

1.5 Policies and procedures support lifelong learning goals (e.g. inclusiveness, access, 
progression, credit transfer, non-formal learning opportunities, transparency, flexible 
delivery) 

1.26 

1.6 Finances are managed to support the institution to achieve its goals 0.72 

Average 1.00 

1.1 The vision and mission of the institution reflect national and community goals and the 

identified interests and needs and expectations of its stakeholders 

With a rating of 1.11 this is one of the higher rated indicators in the survey. More than a quarter feel 

that the University demonstrates good practice in this area. Nevertheless, nearly half of the 

respondents feel that the University only reaches a threshold level of performance. The range of 

responses across the departments show a variety of opinion, and comments also show that not 

everyone is guided by the mission and vision of the University, for example: 

There are instances vision & mission of our institution are forgotten due to various reasons 

Many are not familiar as they are not aware or disregard the importance of having a 'mission and vision' 

Management rated this indicator higher than academic or technical and administrative support staff. 
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1.2 Ongoing strategic planning is informed by information about institutional performance and 

external environmental information 

This indicator (average rating 0.93) is also highest rated by management staff. A quarter of 

respondents gave it the lowest rating. This lower rating is consistent with a number of comments in 

various places in the survey which suggest that information about the performance of the institution 

(e.g. stakeholder satisfaction, student retention, graduate destinations) is either not collected or not 

known. This indicator is relevant to the results indicator 10.2 which was also rated 0.93. Comments 

reveal some cynicism, for example.  

Ongoing strategic planning not informed. 

Since strategic planning will probably not be followed up it is not a productive exercise. 

1.3 Policy and strategy are communicated and deployed through a current and coherent 

framework of key processes that ensure consistent and coordinated delivery of services and the 

achievement of institutional goals 

This indicator was rated 0.94. Only 17% of respondents felt that good practice is achieved at OUSL in 

the deployment of policy and strategy. 22% of respondents selected the lowest level of 

performance, and 14% selected ‘don’t know’ which suggests gaps in staff awareness of awareness of 

policy and strategy. As with the comment above which suggests that strategic planning may not be 

followed through, comments under this indicator suggest that a framework of policy and strategy 

has been developed but implementation may not be happening, for example: 

The OUSL does not have any coherent policies and in any case there are no mechanisms by which to ensure 
that all departments follow them 

However evaluation and revisiting the policies are at a lower level, and for certain areas policies are not 
present/visible. 

The core processes are known and policies set but there are many implementation problems mainly  due to 
lack of resources and commitment 

The procedure is laid down and policy intention is clear but when it comes to implementation people are not 
sure why things are done that way. I can see some kind of block here. 

Comments suggest that the problem issues include weak communication with staff and lack of 

internal quality assurance to ensure that policy is implemented. 

1.4 Performance is reviewed regularly against agreed performance targets and improvement plans 

are implemented and monitored 

The results for this indicator (rating 0.99) show that the majority of respondents do not believe that 

all aspects of the performance of the University are systematically reviewed against set targets. A 

range of responses implies that performance may be regularly reviewed in some areas, i.e. there 

may be pockets of good practice.  This indicator is rated lowest by technical and administrative staff 

and highest by management. A comment under this indicator suggests that (as above in 1.3) the 

main issue is lack of follow up after decisions have been made. 
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1.5 Policies and procedures support lifelong learning goals (e.g. inclusiveness, access, progression, 

credit transfer, non-formal learning opportunities, transparency, flexible delivery) 

This is the highest rated indicator in the survey (rating 1.26). It corresponds with a high rating for 

outcomes of lifelong learning goals in 10.1. Elsewhere in the survey it is apparent that many of the 

Universities students are employed people whose needs are met through flexible modes of delivery. 

More than a third of respondents believe that OUSL achieves good practice in this area, and there is 

strong convergence of opinion across all staff types.  

1.6 Finances are managed to support the institution to achieve its goals 

This is the lowest rated indicator in the set (0.72), with strong convergence of opinion across staff 

types. 40% of respondents do not perceive a transparent and fair system for allocating funding. Only 

17% believe that the allocation of funding at the university is fair and transparently linked to the 

achievement of strategic goals. Comments illustrate perceptions of inequitable distribution, lack of 

accountability, and lack of resource support for some new initiatives: 

Highly discriminative 

The ADB funds that were allocated for research work was rather biased. Genuine researchers (MPhil and 
PhD students) were allocated minimum funds and the senior lecturers were given millions which were not 
used for genuine research and not accounted in the proper way.. 

There is very little co-operation from those managing finances to co-operate with academics. 

Whenever a novel program to be launched, even physical resources, funding has become a huge barrier. 

Relevant to the ratings and comments for this indicator is the rating for indicator 5.1 which is the 

lowest rated indicator in the survey with a score 0f 0.49 for adequacy of resource allocation. 
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3.1.2 Stakeholder and partner orientation 

Ratings and comments in this performance area show that staff perceive weakness in the 

effectiveness of their leadership, weak communication with internal and external stakeholders and 

lack of support for engagement with local and international communities. 

Performance 
area 

Relevant indicators Score 

2. Stakeholder 
and partner 
orientation 

2.1 Leaders create and maintain relationships with internal and external stakeholders 
that are characterized by high expectations, engagement in decision making and 
commitment to common goals 

0.68 

2.2 Identified stakeholders are informed about the performance and plans of the 
institution and the services it offers in relation to their own interests and needs and 
expectations 

0.84 

2.3 There are structured processes for eliciting and using feedback from stakeholders 
to inform decision making 

0.86 

2.4 Strategies, policy and agendas are implemented to encourage and support 
educators to engage and collaborate with local and international communities to 
achieve common goals 

0.66 

2.5 Relationships with partners and suppliers locally and internationally are formalized 0.87 

Average 0.78 

2.1 Leaders create and maintain relationships with internal and external stakeholders that are 

characterized by high expectations, engagement in decision making and commitment to common 

goals 

The rating for this indicator is 0.68. More than a third of respondents selected the lowest level of 

performance for this indicator and only 7% selected the good practice level of performance. 

Comments suggest that various issues may contribute to the overall rating including lack of visible 

leadership and lack of effective leadership in some areas: 

But the out put is not proportional to their effort 

Departments are often dysfunctional with no real leadership. 

Leaders don’t know how should they get the best from their staff. 

The distribution of responses across departments shows variety within Faculties and groupings of 

operational units, but with consistently lower than average ratings in the Faculty of Natural Sciences  

2.2 Identified stakeholders are informed about the performance and plans of the institution and 

the services it offers in relation to their own interests and needs and expectations 

The rating for this indicator is 0.84. A quarter of respondents selected the lowest rating for this 

indicator but half of the respondents felt that the institution informs stakeholders adequately. One 

comment suggests that old fashioned marketing methods should be replaced by more modern 

approaches. 
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2.3 There are structured processes for eliciting and using feedback from stakeholders to inform 

decision making 

This indicator was rated 0.86. Most respondents agree that some feedback is collected but less than 

10% believe that this is done systematically and regularly and used to make improvements. 23% 

indicate that in their area feedback is either not collected or has no impact. Management ratings 

were significantly higher than other staff. There were no comments under this indicator to shed light 

on these ratings. However comments under related indicators in the Results section (7.1-7.4 and 

10.3) all suggest that while there may be structured processes for obtaining feedback these are not 

implemented consistently, and results may not be analysed and made available. 

2.4 Strategies, policy and agenda are implemented to encourage and support educators to engage 

and collaborate with local and international communities to achieve common goals 

This was the lowest rated indicator in this section (0.66). The lowest level of performance was 

selected by 38% of respondents, indicating perceived lack of time and lack of support for 

engagement activities. Underlying issues proposed in the comments include workload, lack of 

interest and lack of facilities and services to support engagement, for example: 

In addition to perceived lack of time most people are simply not interested 

Academics are heavily loaded with not only delivery part but a huge part with administration and 
coordination 

Adequate infrastructure facilities / services are not provided 

Management and technical administrative support staff rate this indicator much higher than 

academic staff. For academic staff as a group this is the second lowest rated indicator in the survey. 

2.5 Relationships with partners and suppliers locally and internationally are formalized 

This indicator was rated 0.87. Interestingly the longer people have been working at OUSL the lower 

they rated this indicator. This suggests that new staff perceive better performance in the area of 

forming and maintaining relationships with external partners. The spread of results suggests that 

this may vary across departments, and some departments have well established formal 

relationships, and some have none.  
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3.1.3  Learner and knowledge society focus 

This performance area is the highest rated area in the survey showing confidence in effective 

teaching and learning relationships and in assessment practices. However there is evidence of very 

variable performance across different teaching departments and lack of consistent standards to 

guide practice. 

Performance area Relevant indicators Score 

3. Learner and 
knowledge society 

focus 

3.1 Programmes are designed and developed to meet learners' needs and reviewed 
regularly to ensure that they remain current and relevant to present and future 
needs 

0.93 

3.2 Teaching and learning methods and delivery modes are deployed to meet the 
needs of learners and other stakeholders 

0.99 

3.3 Learners are provided with information and support services that are 
learner/client-centred and support the academic, social and personal development of 
all learners 

0.94 

3.4 Educators and learners develop effective relationships for teaching and learning 1.18 

3.5 Assessment and feedback to learners supports learning and provides useful 
information to stakeholders 

1.00 

3.6 Quality assurance of assessment ensures that assessment outcomes are valid and 
fair and assessment information is reliable  

1.23 

3.7 Strategies, policy and agendas are implemented to encourage and support 
educators to engage in relevant research 

0.87 

3.8 Strategies, policy and agendas are implemented to encourage and support 
educators to be innovative and creative in meeting the needs of learners 

1.10 

Average 1.03 

3.1 Programmes are designed and developed to meet learners’ needs and reviewed regularly to 

ensure that they remain current and relevant to present and future needs 

This indicator was rated 0.93. Only ten percent of respondents chose the highest level of 

performance and 61% rated performance at threshold level. These ratings and the comments show 

that some departments review and update their programmes, in some cases using international 

benchmarks, for example:  

A few programmes are done. Others? 

For some courses international standards are met and feedback loop is continued 

But up to certain extent only. 

Recently several courses have been reviewed and redesigned 

However review and improvement of programmes is not implemented in a systematic and 

consistent way across all programmes. Three departments returning the lowest scores for 

systematic review and improvement of programmes are all in the Faculty of Engineering and 

Technology. 

3.2 Teaching and learning methods and delivery modes are deployed to meet the needs of 

learners and other stakeholders 

The average rating for this indicator was 0.93. Technical and administrative support staff rated this 

indicator higher than academic or management staff. Although the majority of respondents selected 
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the threshold level of performance for this indicator, showing that a big effort is being made to use 

methods and modes of delivery that meet learners’ needs, 16% of responses suggest that methods 

and modes may be failing to meet learner needs. Comments indicate that issues may include 

materials which are not user friendly and reliance on traditional approaches to teaching and 

learning: 

Students prefer chalk & talk 

Staff are either not trained or are unwilling to be innovative in teaching methods. 

Low user-friendliness in printed materials ( a frequent feedback received from students) 

3.3 Learners are provided with information and support services that are learner/client-centred 

and support the academic, social and personal development of all learners 

The average rating for this indicator was 0.94. There is departmental variation with two departments 

(in the Faculty of Education and the Faculty of Humanities) rating this very highly. This indicator was 

lowest rated by departments on the Faculty of Engineering and Technology and the Faculty of 

Natural Science. The 25% who rated performance lowest may be referring to either inadequacy of 

information or lack of uptake of services, or both as indicated in these comments: 

Learners don't make use of services that are available even. 

Institution does not update information nor it inform students about registration on time 

3.4 Educators and learners develop effective relationships for teaching and learning 

This is one of the highest rated indicators in the survey (rating 1.18) with high scores for many 

departments. Exceptions include one department in the Faculty of Engineering and Technology and 

one in the Faculty of Humanities and Social Science. More than a third of respondents (39%) selected 

the highest level of performance for this indicator showing that they believe that learners find their 

teachers accessible and they benefit from structured opportunities to discuss their concerns and 

their progress. Management rate the quality of teaching and learning relationships higher than 

academic staff. Comments suggest that the accessibility of individual teachers varies and there may 

not be institutional guidelines regarding accessibility, engagement of individual learners and creation 

of opportunities for one to one interactions:  

learners can consult teachers at any time 

But not in all departments, and not all in a single department 

Research/project students get lot of time with teachers 

Mainly because the students are not much aware on methods of 'open and distance' learning 

Some teachers are accessible while some are not 

3.5 Assessment and feedback to learners supports learning and provides useful information to 

stakeholders 

Technical and administrative support staff rate this indicator much lower than management staff. 

Academic staff rating of performance in assessment and feedback lies midway between the average 

ratings of the two other staff types. Low ratings for this indicator from teaching departments are 

concentrated in departments of the Faculty of Engineering and Technology. Comments suggest that 
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issues may include timeliness and sufficiency of feedback as well as expertise in assessment 

methods, for example: 

But feedback not sufficient and timely 

Staff must be better trained in assessment methods. 

feedback is less in some cases 

3.6 Quality assurance of assessment ensures that assessment outcomes are valid and fair and 

assessment information is reliable 

This is the second highest rated indicator in the survey (rating 1.23). Several teaching departments 

rate performance in this area very highly. One exception is a department in the Faculty of 

Engineering and Technology. All three staff type rate this indicator above 1.0. 

3.7 Strategies, policy and agenda are implemented to encourage and support educators to engage 

in relevant research 

This is the lowest rated indicator in this section (rating 0.87). The distribution of results suggests that 

educators are encouraged to engage in research in some areas and not in others. Lower score are 

found in departments of the Faculty of Engineering and Technology and Faculty of Natural Science, 

and some of the highest ratings are found in the Faculty of Education and Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences. Comments suggest that high workload and low expectations may be contributing 

factors, for example:  

No facilities and money for good scientific research 

It is difficult to find time to do research as staff members are highly engaged in coordination and 
administration work. 

There is no research culture and no compulsion to engage in research. 

but low time as specially for junior academics who are loaded with work 

This indicator is rated lowest by staff members with more than ten years service at the University, 

suggesting that senior staff members are least satisfied with institutional support for research. This 

indicator is relevant to the results indicator 8.2 which is rated 1.0. This shows that some research is 

happening in spite of perceived lack of support for it. 

3.8 Strategies, policy and agenda are implemented to encourage and support educators to be 

innovative and creative in meeting the needs of learners 

A relatively high rating of 1.10 for this indicator corresponds with high ratings for indicators relevant 

to lifelong learning (indicators 1.5 and 10.1)There is a range of responses to this indicator including a 

quarter of respondents who rate it at the highest level of performance and 20% who rate it at the 

lowest level of performance. Technical and support staff rate this lower than management or 

academic staff. Good results are spread across all Faculties, and comments suggest that some 

individuals are taking advantage of the support available and some are not. 

The OUSL is not keeping up with other institutions in innovative methods of open and distance learning. 

But it depends on the teacher's commitment 
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3.1.4 People management 

Results for this performance area are the lowest in the survey, with only the Faculty of Education 

returning an average rating above 1.0 for this set of indicators. There is wide divergence of opinion 

in this section between management and other staff types, with discontent most prevalent amongst 

technical and administrative support staff. There is evidence of perceived weakness in all areas of 

staff management, but there is also evidence of pockets of good practice in some departments. 

Performance 
area 

Relevant indicators Score 

4. People 
Management 

4.1 Appropriately qualified and experienced educators are effectively attracted, recruited, 
and integrated into the institution 

0.80 

4.2 Educators participate in improvement-oriented performance management and are 
supported to engage in professional development activity 

0.64 

4.3 Allocation of workload is fair and transparent and reflects the vision, mission and goals of 
the institution 

0.68 

4.4 Staff contribute to interdisciplinary teams and collaborative projects with local and 
international colleagues to achieve valued outcomes 

0.64 

4.5 Staff establishment is adequate for the size and diversity and strategic direction of the 
institution  

0.62 

Average 0.67 

4.1 Appropriately qualified and experienced educators are effectively attracted, recruited, and 

integrated into the institution 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.8. The lowest ratings for this indicator are from 

teaching/research staff. A quarter of respondents and some comments indicate that there may be 

unfilled vacancies and difficulties in recruiting suitable staff. A couple of comments suggest possible 

issues with the quality of newly recruited staff.  

For the department there are unfilled vacancies 

It is difficult to find qualified staff members to do post graduate programmes according to the recruitment 
criteria 

Remuneration, opportunities for progress are quite low for University Academics in Sri Lanka 

The quality of the staff recruited is often unsatisfactory. 

but no-one concern on their performances 

4.2 Educators participate in improvement-oriented performance management and are supported 

to engage in professional development activity 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.64. Forty percent of respondents believe that there is no 

performance management system for evaluating the performance of individuals. 16% indicate that 

they don’t know whether performance is managed, which rather suggests that for these 

respondents it is not. Only 10% of respondents recognise good practice in this area. There are 

teaching departments and operational units in each of the 6 grouping for analysis (4 Faculties; 

Academic Support; Senate, Administration and Other) that appear not to implement any form of 

performance management, but at the same time pockets of good practice exist across all the 
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groupings. One comment suggests that the issue is not so much lack of performance management 

but lack of corrective action to close the gap between actual and desirable performance. 

4.3 Allocation of workload is fair and transparent and reflects the vision, mission and goals of the 

institution 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.68. One third of respondents indicate lack of a consistent 

workload allocation system that ensures equity of workload allocation. Technical and administration 

support staff returned a rating of 0.22 for this indicator, in stark contrast to an average rating of 1.06 

from management staff. In the Faculties the highest ratings for this indicator are in the Faculty of 

Education and in lowest are in the Faculty of Engineering and Technology. The average rating for 

teaching staff is 0.64. Comments indicate that staff perceive uneven workload allocation to be a 

critical issue, with some staff being ‘overloaded’, while others have lighter workloads: 

Some staff members hand over their workload to junior staff members which is not noted by the hierarchy 

Since some staff members are not competent in some task, work load will not distribute equally 

Work load unevenly distributed 

Very unfair allocation of workload 

Person who works will be overloaded. 

Despite the comment suggesting that senior staff pass on workload to junior staff, the results show 

that staff members who have served at OUSL for more that ten years rated this indicator lowest. 

New staff with 0-3 years’ service rated this indicator highest (average 1.0). 

4.4 Staff contribute to interdisciplinary teams and collaborative projects with local and 

international colleagues to achieve valued outcomes 

This indicator (rating 0.64) is related to indicator 2.4 (rating 0.66) which concerns policy and strategic 

support for collaborative work with local and international colleagues. This indicator is lowest rated 

by staff with more than ten years service and by technical and administrative staff. Responses from 

36% of respondents indicate that there is no collaborative work. Nevertheless a third of respondents 

indicate that the institution values team work and encourages interdisciplinary team. Three 

comments show that only a few staff members are actually engaged in collaborative activity. 

4.5 Staff establishment is adequate for the size and diversity and strategic direction of the 

institution 

This is the second lowest rated indicator in the survey (rating 0.62). 44% of respondents gave this 

indicator the lowest rating showing that in their opinion either methods and/or criteria for 

quantifying staffing needs are unclear or some staffing decisions seem unjustifiable. Either way 

staffing is considered inadequate for the size and diversity and strategic direction of the University. 

Technical and administrative support staff rated this indicator very low (average 0.18) so the 

perceived inadequacy of staffing may be most strongly felt by this group of staff. Management staff 

rated this indicator at 1.0.  
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3.1.5 Resources, Knowledge and Information Management 

A number of key problem areas in this section include the adequacy of resources, effective 

utilization of equipment and information management technologies, and lack of systematic 

collection and processing of information. 

Performance 
area 

Relevant indicators Score 

5. Resources, 
facilities 

knowledge and 
information 

management 

5.1 Allocation and maintenance of facilities and resources is adequate for the mode and type 
of teaching and learning, and for the number of students and reflects the vision and mission 
and goals of the institution 

0.49 

5.2 Infrastructure for communication flow, quality assurance and accountability is clear 0.74 

5.3 Performance information (such as data on staff and learners) is well managed, accessible 
and used for planning and improvement purposes 

0.82 

5.4 Users are adequately trained to make innovative use of equipment and information 
management technologies 

0.84 

Average 0.72 

5.1 Allocation and maintenance of facilities and resources is adequate for the mode and type of 

teaching and learning, and for the number of students and reflects the vision and mission and 

goals of the institution 

This is the lowest rated (0.49) indicator in the survey. 58% of respondents indicate that facilities and 

resources are either inadequate or under utilised, as shown in the pie chart showing the distribution 

of responses below. Very low ratings for this were returned by academic and technical and 

administrative staff, and by staff who have served at OUSL for ten years or more. Comment indicate  

Often equipment available is not used due to lack of interest or training. 

Lack of human resources and technical resources and training especially for non academic staff 

Figure 1: Indicator 5.1 Allocation and maintenance of facilities and resources is adequate for the mode and type of 
teaching and learning, and for the number of students and reflects the vision and mission and goals of the institution: 
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5.2 Infrastructure for communication flow, quality assurance and accountability is clear 

This indicator is rated 0.74. A large number of staff from both teaching and non teaching 

departments (35% of the sample) selected the lowest rating for this indicator, with an average of ‘0’ 

for some whole departments. Technical and administrative support staff rate this indicator lowest 

(average 0.36). Management staff also recognise a problem with communication flow in their 

average rating of 0.87. Comments show that communication is not flowing downwards to lower 

level staff. 

Often people who are not in management positions do not know what is happening in the university. 

Especially among lower level  of workers 

Accountability is poor. 

5.3 Performance information (such as data on staff and learners) is well managed, accessible and 

used for planning and improvement purposes 

Responses indicate that information on staff and learners is not consistently collected and/or used. 

A rating of 0.22 from technical and administrative support staff suggests that they are least aware of 

data collection and utilisation. A rating of 1.0 for management staff suggests a different perspective, 

while the ratings that contribute to the average rating for teaching departments (0.87) shows 

variable performance. Clearly some teaching departments collect and use institutional research data 

and some don’t. There does not seem to be an institution-wide system for collecting data and 

making that data accessible to all staff, but one comment made here (and one under 4.5 below) 

indicates that this is to be rectified.  

Although information is there nobody analyses data systematically to give the information needed  

New MIS is being implemented to cover all areas 

Collect data but difficult to get 

5.4 Users are adequately trained to make innovative use of equipment and information 

management technologies 

This is the highest rated indicator in this set (0.84). Clearly there are issues to address since the 

overall average rating (0.84) indicates a level of performance below threshold. A University 

specialising in non traditional modes of delivery would be expected to aspire to a much higher level 

of performance in this area. Nearly a quarter of respondents selected the lowest rating which shows 

that in their view no training takes place and therefore little benefit is to be had from the 

technologies and equipment available. The lowest ratings for training in the use of technology and 

equipment are from technical and administrative support staff (0.5) and staff who have served at 

OUSL for 10 years or more (0.67). Comments are reminiscent of comments made under 5.1 (that 

equipment is underutilised due to lack of knowledge of how to use it) and 5.3 above (that an 

information management system is to be implemented: 

very low level 

Information management system is just established 

but not utilized effectively 

Expensive equipment lies unused. 

but wonder whether this training is relevant  
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3.2 Results 

Results are the outcomes that the University can demonstrate. Results show us the impact of the 

systems and policies and processes that the University has in place. Good results suggest that 

systems, policies and processes are working to the desired effect. Poor results suggest inadequate or 

ineffective enabling systems to support the achievement of the desired result.  

3.2.1  Impact on Society outcomes 

Ratings and comments in this performance area show that while some departments are engaging 

positively with stakeholders, including local and international communities, and delivering popular 

programmes, this positive activity is not happening consistently across the institution. 

Performance 
area 

Relevant indicators Score 

6. Impact on 
society 

outcomes 

6.1 Practices and operations in all parts of the institution are legal and ethical; and financially 
stable and sustainable  

0.85 

6.2 The institution engages positively with its stakeholders and demonstrates accountability 0.86 

6.3 The institution meets stakeholder expectations and public perception of the institution is 
positive  

0.80 

6.4 The institution demonstrates leadership in public and academic debate and contributes to 
the development of local and international communities 

0.95 

Average 0.86 

6.1 Practices and operations in all parts of the institution are legal and ethical; and financially 

stable and sustainable 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.85. The relative confidence of the management (average 

1.06) in the ethical practices of the institution is not shared by technical and administrative staff 

(average 0.5) and especially by staff of the Library (average 0.3). One comment resonates with 

comments made in several places in this survey that there is a perceived lack of systematic 

monitoring of performance and follow up to address identified issues: 

Unethical practices can go unchecked as there are no mechanisms to address the issues. 

Figure 2 below shows the spread of responses for this indicator, with only half of the respondent 
showing positive confidence in ethical practices. 
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Figure 2: Indicator 6.1 Practices and operations in all parts of the institution are legal and ethical; and financially stable 
and sustainable 

 

6.2 The institution engages positively with its stakeholders and demonstrates accountability 

This indicator (average rating 0.86) is rated most highly in the Faculty of Education. A quarter of the 

respondents felt that the institution either doesn’t collect or is unresponsive to feedback from 

stakeholders. On the other hand 12% felt that the institution is highly responsive to stakeholder 

feedback. The spread of responses and comments show that there may be pockets of good practice 

and some areas which don’t engage with the full range of stakeholders: 

only for some 

This is the practice of faculty of education, not much aware of other sections 

Institution is responsive to regulatory & funding bodies only 

for some 

6.3 The institution meets stakeholder expectations and public perception of the institution is 

positive 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.80. One third of respondents indicate that the institution 

may not be first choice for many school leavers and/or there maybe an increasing number of 

complaints. Nevertheless the programmes are thought to be popular and the institution is believed 

to be generally respected. However the overall rating of 0.80 is low, and not conducive to success in 

a competitive situation. Four comments indicate that the institution does not yet attract 

international students, other comments include: 

The programmes are popular but complaints are increasing. 

there are several highly island wide popular programmes 

6.4 The institution demonstrates leadership in public and academic debate and contributes to the 

development of local and international communities: 

This indicator is rated 0.95. High ratings for this indicator are distributed across all Faculties and 

other groupings except the Faculty of Engineering and Technology. Comments indicate that a small 

minority of people demonstrate leadership in public and academic debate. One comment suggests 

that the political climate has not been conducive to participation in public debate. 
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3.2.2  Teaching and learning outcomes 

The corresponding performance area for Learner and Knowledge Society Focus (enabler indicators 

3.1-3.8) is the highest rated performance area in the survey. Based on this one would expect higher 

ratings for teaching and learning outcomes. This section shows that there is a lack of data on 

learning outcomes, and that while the University might in fact be achieving good outcomes in this 

area, there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate this. 

Performance area Relevant indicators Score 

7. Teaching and 
learning outcomes 

7.1 Learners persist with their studies and progress steadily   0.75 

7.2 Learners achieve their goals ( including developing of their skills and knowledge 
and completing formal qualifications ) 

0.88 

7.3 Learners are generally satisfied with all aspects of their academic, social and 
personal development experiences 

0.90 

7.4 Graduates of the institution are employable in their field(s) and eligible to 
progress to higher levels of study 

0.77 

7.5 Improvement and excellence in teaching are recognised and rewarded 0.64 

Average 0.79 

7.1 Learners persist with their studies and progress steadily 

This indicator is rated 0.75. Ratings for this indicator confirm the findings under 5.3 that there does 

not appear to be an institution wide information management system and while these data are 

collected in some areas, and could be extrapolated from student registration data, little analysis is 

undertaken to quantify outcomes for learners. Only 3% of respondents believed that there is data 

showing high rates of retention and success, and 23% of responses indicate that either there is no 

data or data show low rates of retention and success. Comments include:  

This depend on the faculty 

Even if there is data, no analysis is being done to study the retention and success thereof. 

There is no consistent data but this can be seen from the registration history of students. 

7.2 Learners achieve their goals (including development of their skills and knowledge and 

completing formal qualifications) 

Similarly for this indicator (rated 0.88) few respondents believe that there is data that shows high 

rates skill development and completion of qualifications, and 20% indicate that either there is no 

data on student success or data shows low success rates. One comment suggests (as above) that this 

data could be extrapolated from records such as academic results.  

There is no formal data collection but this can be seen from examination results, etc 

Of concern is that for both this indicator and 7.1 above 20% of all respondents claim that they don’t 

know whether learners persist or achieve their goals. The majority of these respondents are 

academic staff, who would be expected to know this. Even senior academic staff members with 

more than ten years’ service record appear to have no information on the retention and success 
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rates of their students. The comment of one newer staff member suggests that academic outcomes 

are not made freely available to all staff: 

I’m not eligible to receive these data 

7.3 Learners are generally satisfied with all aspects of their academic, social and personal 

development experiences 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.90. A few teaching departments returned very high ratings 

for this indicator and only two teaching departments (in the Faculty of Engineering and Technology) 

returned very low ratings. 20% of all respondents indicate that there is no data on student 

satisfaction, but just over half nevertheless have the impression that learners are generally satisfied. 

Comments support the findings that satisfaction varies across the campus, and that perceptions of 

student satisfaction are mostly based on informal feedback: 

But there are no proper data to show 

Depend on the faculty 

There is no data and learner views have to be obtained informally. 

7.4 Graduates of the institution are employable in their field(s) and eligible to progress to higher 

levels of study 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.77. Ratings and comments for this indicator also show that 

there is no formal collection of data.  

no information available after the graduation 

I haven’t seen such data. But relevant people have.  

No tracer study on the graduates of Faculty of Natural Sciences was complete. 

Nevertheless six staff members from five different teaching departments and one non teaching 

department gave this indicator the ‘good practice’ rating. These ratings may reflect the effort of 

individual staff members to keep track of their graduates. 

Comments also show that many students of the university are employees who work and study 

concurrently, which may also account for high ratings in some areas:  

Most of the students enrol in this faculty are teachers and those who are already working in the educational 
institutes 

Most undergraduates in the institution are already employed 

7.5 Improvement and excellence in teaching are recognised and rewarded 

This indicator (average rating 0.64) is low rated in most teaching departments except in the Faculty 

of Education, and it is especially low rated by long term staff (45 respondents with more than ten 

years service at the University returned an average of 0.3 for this indicator). 35% of all respondents 

indicate that there is no formal recognition of excellence in teaching. 
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3.2.3  Research, innovation and entrepreneurial outcomes 

Ratings and comments for this performance area show that good research and entrepreneurial 

outcomes are being achieved in some areas, but that there is more emphasis on research related 

innovation than innovation and creativity in teaching.  

Performance area Relevant indicators Score 

8. Research, 
innovation and 
entrepreneurial 

outcomes 

8.1 Innovation and creativity and partnerships are used to develop relevant products 
and services 

0.88 

8.2 Research outputs are relevant to national development goals and institutional 
goals and meet international standards 

1.00 

8.3 Excellent research performance is recognized and rewarded 1.05 

8.4 Creative and innovative approaches to meeting the needs of learners are 
recognized and rewarded 

0.73 

Average 0.91 

8.1 Innovation and creativity and partnerships are used to develop relevant products and services 

This indicator is rated 0.88. Results show that innovation and creativity are being channelled into the 

development of products and services in some areas, but only 10% would describe this as a 

flourishing culture of innovation and creativity. Since there are no comments, there is no indication 

of what products and services are being developed. 20% of respondents are unaware of any 

development of products and services. 

8.2 Research outputs are relevant to national development goals and institutional goals and meet 

international standards 

Results for this indicator (rated 1.00) suggest that pockets of research activity across all faculties are 

producing some relevant research outputs. Comments indicate that there is no formal expectation 

for research and no systematic support for it: 

Research output is poor 

Individual academics do their own research which the institution may not even be aware of. 

no targets as such but research is encouraged 

8.3 Excellent research performance is recognized and rewarded 

This is the highest rated indicator (average 1.05) in this section and the distribution of results shows 

that nearly three quarters of respondents perceive that excellence in research is recognised and 

rewarded. 

8.4 Creative and innovative approaches to meeting the needs of learners are recognized and 

rewarded 

This indicator is rated 0.73. Low ratings for this indicator contrast with much higher ratings for the 

corresponding enabler indicator 3.8. Clearly the strategies, policy and agenda that support 

innovative and creative approaches to meeting the needs of learners do not include recognition and 

reward. 27% of respondents do not agree that creative and innovative ways of meeting students; 

needs are recognised and rewarded. There is strong convergence of opinion amongst different types 

of staff. Only 6% of respondents recognise ‘good practice’ in this area.
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3.2.4  Staff outcomes 

The corresponding performance area People management (enabler indicators 4.1-4.5) is the lowest 

rated in the survey. Some more highly rated indicators in this section suggest that good outcomes 

are nevertheless being achieved in pockets of good practice in some parts of the University. 

Performance 
area 

Relevant indicators Score 

9. Staff 
outcomes 

9.1 Staff are retained and empowered to achieve performance targets and progress their 
careers within the institution 

0.69 

9.2 Staff are actively involved in the organizational, social/cultural and academic life of the 
institution 

0.92 

9.3 People's performance contributes to the achievement of institutional goals and shows 
ongoing development of new knowledge and skills   

0.93 

Average 0.85 

9.1 Staff are retained and empowered to achieve performance targets and progress their careers 

within the institution 

This indicator is rated 0.69, in keeping with low ratings for enablers under People Management. Half 

of the survey respondents are staff members who have worked at OUSL for ten years or more, so 

turn over does not appear to be a problem issue. Therefore the 37% of respondents giving this 

indicator the lowest rating suggests lack of data and/or low satisfaction. Comments indicate that 

both of these may be the case, for example: 

haven't seen such data 

Salaries and working conditions are unsatisfactory. 

Only 10% of respondents indicate that staff are well supported and highly satisfied. 11% do not 

know whether staff are retained and empowered to perform well or not. 

9.2 Staff are actively involved in the organisational, social/cultural and academic life of the 

institution 

This indicator is rated 0.92. Results show that while many opportunities may be offered, 

participation in these by staff members may not be optimal. Management have a more positive 

impression of staff engagement than other staff types. Example comments include: 

very low level [of engagement] 

involvement is only to certain extent 

high number of events on campus but it is sad to say that there are very few supporters 

Staff of the Faculty of Education indicate the highest levels of engagement with the life of the 

institution. 
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9.3 People’s performance contributes to the achievement of institutional goals and shows ongoing 

development of new knowledge and skills 

This indicator is rated 0.93. Despite the comment below, the spread of results across departments 

and operational units shows that performance management is only practiced in some teaching 

departments and not all. 

performance appraisal for academics are in place and not the others. 

Figure 3 below shows that performance for this indicator is very variable, with performance 

management being rigorously applied in some areas only. 

Figure 3: Indicator 9.3 People’s performance contributes to the achievement of institutional goals and shows ongoing 
development of new knowledge and skills: 
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3.2.5  Support system outcomes 

Performance area Relevant indicators Score 

10. Support 
system outcomes 

10.1 The institution is making progress towards achieving the goals of 
lifelong learning  

1.22 

10.2 The institution practices fact based decision making and continuous 
improvement in all key performance areas 

0.93 

10.3 Uptake and satisfaction with internal and external services shows 
that these continue to meet stakeholder needs  

0.67 

10.4 Information management and communication systems effectively 
support the achievement of institutional goals  

0.79 

Average 0.91 

10.1 The institution is making progress towards achieving the goals of lifelong learning (e.g. part 

time and distance options, professional development courses, credit transfer etc.) 

High ratings for this indicator (average 1.22) correspond with results for indicator 1.5 (rated 1.26) 

which show strong institutional support for lifelong learning. 62% of respondents perceive that the 

University is actively pursuing ways of making education and training more accessible and 24% 

believe that the University achieves ‘good practice’ in this area. Only 4% of respondents don’t 

believe that progress is being made towards lifelong learning goals. 

10.2 The institution practices fact based decision making and continuous improvement in all key 

performance areas 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.93. Even though the results of this survey shows that in 

many areas there may be lack of information and analysis on which to base decision making, the 

result for this indicator shows some confidence that the institution is moving in the right direction, 

especially amongst newer staff members and managers. Perceptions vary considerably from one 

department to another with some scores of ‘0’ for this indicator and five departments (across 

different faculties) with scores above 1.0. Comments are resonant of comments made earlier in the 

survey about lack of capacity for implementation and follow up, for example 

Identification of performance targets are in their initial stages. 

Many decisions are taken to improve but progress is not as much as I would expect. 

10.3 Uptake and satisfaction with internal and external services shows that these continue to 

meet stakeholder needs 

This is the lowest rated indicator in this set with an average rating of 0.67. As shown in Figure 4, 33% 

of respondents do not agree that there is evidence that services meet stakeholder needs. There is a 

big difference between staff types in the rating of this indicator. Technical and administrative staff 

returned a rating of 0.22 whereas management gave it a rating of 0.92. Staff who have served for 

seven years or more were much more negative (0.33 and 0.38) than staff who have served for less 

than seven years (1.15 and 1). Contradictory comments indicate variable practices, for example: 

We are measuring, these are not improving 

Satisfaction is not measured 
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Low ratings from technical and administrative staff suggest that satisfaction with technical and 

administrative support services is not measured, or as suggested in the comment above, low 

satisfaction with these services is not followed up with improvement interventions.  

Figure 4: Indicator 10.3 Uptake and satisfaction with internal and external services shows that these continue to meet 
stakeholder needs: 

 
 

10.4 Information management and communication systems effectively support the achievement 

of institutional goals: 

The average rating for this indicator is 0.79. More than one third of respondents do not believe that 

information and communication systems are adequately supporting the university to achieve its 

goals. This corresponds with the low rating (0.74) for indicator 5.2 showing lack of infrastructure for 

communication. As suggested in the example comment below the root of the problem may be 

weakness in system implementation as well lack of basic infrastructure for communication and 

information management. Resources were signalled as a major problem issue under indicator 1.5 

This is in place but there are lot of implementations problems due to lack of resources and commitment. 

A very small number of ‘I don’t know’ responses shows that there is awareness of information 

management systems and issues across all departments and staff types. 
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4. Recommendations 

Reviewers should take a thematic approach to their investigations, using the staff comments and 

ratings of the indicators as reference points. Whereas the survey is based on staff opinion, the self 

review must be based on evidence that confirms or disconfirms issues raised in the survey. 

Therefore the reviewers should focus on gathering evidence, and avoid further anecdote and 

opinion. It is recommended that the self reviewers consider the following questions in the course of 

their investigations:  

Communication systems 

 How does information flow through the institution i.e. how are policies, plans and decisions communicated 

from management to staff, and how are the outcomes and issues of operational activities reported to 

management? Where are the communication dead ends and bottlenecks? 

 What policies and practices are in place to encourage people of the University to collaborate and 

disseminate innovative ideas and good practice? 

 How does the institution ensure that academic staff members liaise closely with relevant employers and 

professional bodies to ensure their programmes and approaches are relevant?  

 What structures and processes ensure that University leaders’ relationships with internal and external 

stakeholders are characterized by confidence, common goals and high expectation? 

Financial management systems 

 What is the relationship between budgeting and strategic planning i.e. Does the budget reflect the strategic 

priorities of the University? 

 What criteria are used to guide resource allocation decisions, and are these applied consistently? 

Technologies and equipment utilization 

 What are the issues limiting factors in the full utilization of available equipment and technologies? 

 What is the gap between actual (inventory) and required technologies and equipment? 

 To what extent is resource constraint limiting the development of programmes that meet stakeholders 

needs? 

Human Resource Management systems 

 What is the relationship between performance management of staff, the goals and values of the 

institution, and recognition and reward systems? 

 How effective is the University’s approach to the development and support of innovative and creative 

approaches to teaching and learning  

 Is the staff establishment adequate for the size and type of institution? 

 What criteria are used to allocate workload and are they consistently applied? 

Quality management system 

 How current, comprehensive and accessible are the University’s policies? 

 To what extent does the policy framework support the achievement of the strategic priorities of the 

University? 

 What systems are in place to enable the University to monitor and measure its progress against targets? 

 How is the quality and effectiveness of the University’s key processes measured?  

 How does the university ensure the standards of practice and achievements of each department are 

aligned to the strategic goals and standards of the university? 

 How well does the information management system deliver the information that people need for strategic, 

operational and improvement purposes? 

 What are the mechanisms and processes for collecting and reporting on stakeholder feedback, including 

staff, learners and employers? 
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Appendix 1: Aggregated ratings by group 

  

Managing 
Change 

Stakeholder 
and Partner 

Learner and 
Knowledge 
Society 

People 
Management 

Resources 
Knowledge 
and 
Information 

Impact on 
Society 

Learning 
and 
Teaching 
outcomes 

Research 
and 
Innovation 

Staff 
Outcomes 

Support 
System 
Outcomes 

 Number           

Faculty of Education 19 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.5 0.9 

Faculty of Engineering 
and Technology 12 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.6 

Faculty of Humanities 
and Social Sciences 8 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.5 0.4 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.7 

Faculty of Natural 
Sciences 31 0.9 0.5 1.1 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.9 

Academic Support 10 1.0 0.9 1.2 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.7 1.1 0.9 0.9 

Senate. Administration 
and Other Divisions 11 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 

All 91 1.00 0.78 1.03 0.67 0.72 0.86 0.79 0.91 0.85 0.91 

 

 

 


