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for the Computer Services Department

Insert date here

	Peer Review Group (PRG) visit
	21st – 23rd March 2005

	Final PRG Report received
	11th July 2005

	Unit Quality Improvement Plan Received
	22nd Sept. 2005

	Follow-up Meeting held
	


Follow-up Process

· Following receipt of the finalised peer review group report on July 11th 2005, the Director of Quality Promotion sent copies to : 

· The Director of the Unit, who ensured that a copy was made available to all members of staff and informed the unit of the requirement to produce a unit response (in consultation, where necessary with the reporting senior officer, the Secretary)

· The President, other members of Executive and the Quality Promotion Committee

· The Director of the Unit sent the Unit Response to the Director of Quality Promotion on 22nd September 2005.

· The Director of Quality Promotion convened a follow-up meeting on XXXXXXXX which involved the following participants :

· Representing the Quality Promotion Unit

· Representing the Unit

· Representing Line-Management

· Representing Senior Management

· Representing the Peer Review Group

· Following the above meeting, the Quality Improvement Plan was drafted and sent for consideration by Executive on XXXXXXXXX

· Following approval of the Quality Improvement Plan, the Director of Quality Promotion will prepare a summary report incorporating the Peer Review Group Report and the Quality Improvement Plan for consideration (and approval) by the Governing Authority on XXXXXXXXXX

· The Peer Review Group Report, the Quality Improvement Plan and the Summary Report to Governing Authority will then be published on the University website.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This quality improvement plan was developed in response to the recommendations made by the Peer Review Group following their examination of the CSD self-assessment report and visit to the Computer Services Department in March 2005.  The PRG report was finalised in July 2005 and contained a number of recommendations, many of which were endorsements of issues that had been identified by CSD itself in the self-assessment report.  These issues are summarised below - 

Areas identified in the CSD Self Assessment Report and endorsed by the Peer Review Group Report.

· Developer resources for the development and integration of core and peripheral systems.

· Temporary staff contracts.

· Issues relating to the grading structure, career development and promotional opportunities.

· The office environment.

· Strategy for the use of web technologies, self-service access to applications and financial transactions on the web.

· Formalising the relationship CSD has with other groups in relation to planning.

· Promotion and raising awareness of CSD services.

· Issues relating to equipment replacement and upgrade cycles.

In July 2005, the original CSD Quality Review Committee re-convened as the CSD Quality Improvement Committee, to discuss the recommendations in the Peer Review Group Report and formulate the department’s response.

In the intervening period, action plans have been developed for a number of the areas identified in the Self Assessment Report.  These are summarised below - 

Actions in progress

· A number of new IT support positions have been advertised with 5 year contracts.  This initiative begins to address the issues that were identified relating to short term contracts.

· Plans for improvements to the office environment are being drawn up.  A number of possible alternatives will be researched and costed prior to a final decision being made.

· Proposals for inclusion of ICT (including web) in the strategic planning process have been presented to the president.

· A number of proposals in relation to replacement cycles for desktop equipment have been submitted.  No proposal has been agreed as yet.

· The recruitment of new IT support staff will enable the unit to provide extended hours support coverage.

2. RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE PEER REVIEW GROUP REPORT
The PRG report presented its recommendations using the following 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

Recommendations were also classified as being – 

U: The responsibility of University Executive / Senior Management

A: The responsibility of the Administrative Unit

Recommendations made by the Peer Review Group were categorised under the following headings: 

· Organisation and Staffing

· Central Role of ICT in the Strategic Development of the University

· Replacement Cycles and Investment

· IT Support for Teaching and Learning

· Interaction of the Unit with other IT Providers in the University

	Recommendation in Peer Review Group Report
	Classification
	Unit Response in Quality Improvement Plan
	Timeframe

	Organisation and Staffing

	1. 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]
	A proposal for the recruitment of a developer resource was drawn up and submitted to Budget Committee in May 2005.  No response has been received.


	Immediate

	2. An appropriate resolution to the contract staffing issue be agreed in conjunction with the University HR Department and Unit staff  
	[P1UA]
	This issue is being actively worked on with the Human Resources Department with the highest priority. New IT services support personnel positions were advertised on August 12th.
	3-6 months

	3. A review and rationalisation of the grading structure in conjunction with the University HR Department. 
	[P2UA]
	This recommendation has been classified as University and Unit responsibility.  CSD would like Executive to request support and assistance from the Human Resources Department to address this matter.
	1-2 years

	4. A regular skill audit to be conducted with an appropriate training needs assessment and training plan implemented for Unit staff 
	[P1UA]
	An annual audit of CSD staff skills vs. requirements will be included in the department’s annual planning process.  Individual development needs will be addressed as part of the Universities Performance Management and Development Scheme (PMDS) which will be rolled out to the department during 2005.
	Annually

	5. Some improvements to office environment (heating /air-conditioning control) be implemented. 
	[P2A]
	Issues relating to the office environment within CSD are being actioned with the Estates Office.  Proposals for modifications to the air ducting and air conditioning systems are being drawn up.
	3-6 months

	Central Role of ICT in the Strategic Development of the University

	6. Staff across the University recognise 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]
	This recommendation has been classified as University responsibility. CSD agree with this recommendation.

CSD has submitted proposals to the president for the inclusion of ICT (including web strategies) in the University’s strategic plan.  
	3-6 months

	7. 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. 
	[P1UA]
	This recommendation has been classified as University and Unit responsibility. CSD agree with this recommendation.

CSD has submitted proposals to the president for the inclusion of ICT in the strategic plan and all component plans.

CSD staff members also now sit on the following committees – 

Strategic Planning Group (Internal Advisory Board)

Research Strategy (Internal Advisory Board)

Learning Innovation Strategy (Internal Advisory Board)

Internal Communications Strategy (Internal Advisory Board)


	3-6 months

	8. 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]
	The unit proposes that an additional staff resource is required to undertake a number of initiatives relating to the promotion of the department.  These initiatives would include – the development of web based manuals, instruction sheets, newsletters and FAQ type information,  re-vamp of the content of the CSD website, development and provision of general training sessions and drop-in clinics, development and distribution of hard copy information for staff and students.  This additional staff resource would be required for a minimum of 9 months in order to progress this project.
	1-2 years

	Replacement Cycles and Investment

	9. 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]
	This recommendation has been classified as University responsibility. CSD agree with this recommendation.

A number of proposals have previously been drawn up by CSD and other groups.  Cross faculty consensus on requirements has not been reached.  This issue was tabled at a meeting of Executive on September 6th 2005.  The matter has now been referred to the budget committee.
	3-6 months

	10. 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]
	This recommendation has been classified as University responsibility.  For the last four years, the University budget has provided an amount of €123,000 to cover infrastructural computer equipment.  The continued provision of this amount should ensure that there is no reduction in current service levels.  A formal assessment of replacement cycles and budgetary requirements could be undertaken.
	3-6 months

	IT Support for Teaching and Learning

	11. 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]
	This recommendation has been classified as University responsibility. CSD agree with this recommendation.
	2-3 years

	12. Student perception of ICT services are negatively impacted by the poor provision of equipment in some areas. 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. 
	[P2UA]
	CSD will investigate how the monitoring of student satisfaction in relation to ICT could be managed in conjunction with the annual ‘Student Experience’ survey conducted by The Registry. In relation to student satisfaction with equipment and resource availability, CSD awaits the outcome of proposals in relation to equipment replacement and the implementation of increased hours of support cover.
	Annually

	13. 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]
	The unit is restricted by current contract issues which have already been referred to Executive.  The new IT services support personnel positions which were advertised on August 12th will provide more flexible working arrangements which will reflect the requirements of the University. 

	3-6 months

	Interaction of the Unit with other IT Providers in the University

	14. 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]
	This recommendation has been classified as University responsibility. CSD agree with this recommendation.
	On-going


In general, recommendations fall into three categories

· Recommendation concerning shortcomings in services, procedures and facilities which are within the control of the Unit
· Recommendations concerning shortcoming in services, procedures and facilities which are outside the control of the Unit
· Recommendations concerning inadequate staffing, facilities which require capital investment

The Unit should also indicate the timeline for implementation of the recommendations

· Recommendations that have already been implemented

· Recommendation that will be implemented within 1 year

· Recommendations that will be implementation within 5 years

· Recommendations that will not be implemented as they can be demonstrated to be unreasonable or impractical

3. PRIORITISED RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

This section should only contain a list, prioritised by the Quality Implementation Committee, of resource requirements necessary to implement the recommendations outlined in the Self- Assessment and Peer Review Group Reports. Estimates of the cost involved should also be included.

Resources for Quality Improvement will be allocated by the University under 2 separate funds:

A. The HEA Quality Assurance Programme (funded under the National Development Plan) has a sub measure for Quality Improvement following Quality Review. Each year, the HEA allocate a sum of money to the University to be used to fund some of the recommendations from Quality Review Reports. In total the University received €80K in both 2002 and 2003 for this purpose.

B. In addition, the University sets aside a portion of its core Budget, under the sub-heading: Quality Promotion and Strategic Development Fund) to fund Quality Improvement measures arising from the recommendations in Quality Review Reports.

Priority 1 Recommendations

3.1 Development of Web and ICT Strategic Approach

One of the key priority 1 recommendations from the PRG report was identified as being the need for the University to recognise the importance of the web and web technologies.  The deployment of systems and services via the web was seen as having the potential to gain significant advantage for the University.  The requirement at this stage is for the University to formulate a strategic approach for the use of web and ICT technology, agree a prioritised implementation plan and resource requirements.  CSD currently have the skill-set and resources to develop such a plan in-house at no additional cost to the University.  Prioritisation of implementation and resource requirements would require endorsement and support from Executive.

Cost :  Stage 1 – Development of Web and ICT Strategic Approach – No Additional Cost to the University.

3.2 ICT Planning

CSD currently have a high level of involvement in the selection and implementation of major IT systems across the University. However, in some instances we are not involved in decisions until a late stage in the process.  This has major implications for planning within CSD in terms of effective deployment of the limited resources available, and for the University, in that decisions are sometimes at too late a stage to be rolled back and may not be the optimum solutions from an ICT perspective.  The PRG report proposes that CSD be involved in all ICT related projects from inception.  A move to this planning model could be made at no additional cost to the University.

Cost : No additional cost to the University

3.3 Desktop Replacement Cycles

There is currently no agreed replacement program for desktop IT equipment across the University.  This leads to a degradation of availability and service over time and has a negative impact on students.  A number of proposals that could improve the situation have been researched and submitted to Executive.  Cross faculty consensus on requirements has not been reached. This issue was tabled at a meeting of Executive on September 6th 2005.  The matter has now been referred to the budget committee.  It is not possible to provide costs for this project until the requirements have been agreed.

Cost : Not available

3.4 Developer Resource

Departmental policy in terms of application deployment has been to select and implement appropriate third party packaged solutions.  This policy, while largely successful has a number of limitations – 

(a)The off-the-shelf package solutions are never 100% appropriate and typically, local software has to be developed to meet particular DCU requirements. It is not always feasible to change DCU processes to fit the packaged solution.

(b)  The ability to integrate systems is critical in order to provide efficient processing. Different systems need to be able to “talk” to one another, to share data and processes and to pass things from one system to another. This “integration layer” has to be provided locally and requires software developer skills.

(c) Off-the-shelf packaged solutions do not exist for many processes. Where these systems are straightforward and relatively small in size – it is appropriate to develop them in-house. 

(d)  Frequently, requests arise for fast “quick-win” type solutions. Typically these are relatively small systems that are needed in a hurry and can make a great difference to the Unit or School involved. 

The above issues could be addressed with bespoke developments.  A developer resource is not currently available within the department.  The PRG report recommends the recruitment of a developer in order to exploit the existing investment in business applications and ensure the integration of diverse applications thus enhancing existing functionality.

Cost : €45,000 per annum approx. (incl. employer costs).  This cost could be covered by the re-allocation of costs from other posts that have not been filled.

3.5  Staff Development

The PRG report recommends that a regular skill audit be conducted with an appropriate training needs assessment and training plan implemented for all Unit staff.  This recommendation can be addressed as part of the departments internal planning procedures and the Universities rollout of PMDS.

Cost :  No additional cost to the University

3.6 Staff Contracts

At the time of the PRG report a significant issue for the department was the contract status of a number of members of staff.  CSD and HR are actively working on this issue.  A number of new positions have been advertised.  This recommendation does not require any additional funding other than that which has already been agreed.

Cost :  No additional cost to the University.

3.7 Infrastructural Equipment Replacement Cycles

As with desktop IT equipment, central (unit) funded server and network equipment also requires upgrade and replacement on a regular basis.  Currently (and for the last four years), an amount from the University’s budget has been made available for this purpose.  The PRG report recommends that this budget provision be clearly guaranteed.  No additional funding over and above this amount is required to maintain the current service levels.

Cost :  No additional cost to the University

Priority 2 recommendations

3.8 Marketing and Promotion

CSD provide a wide range of services and facilities to the University community.  The marketing and promotion of these services and facilities requires improvement to ensure that the University community is fully utilising the expertise available within the department.  This requires the development and publication of various information guides, manuals, FAQ’s, online and hard copy information.  An additional staff resource is required to progress this project.  It is envisaged that the resource would be required for a minimum of 9 months at an approximate cost of €30,000.

Cost : €30,000

3.9 Review of Grading Structures

The PRG report recommends that the grading structures within the department be reviewed and rationalised.  This project would require input from the HR department.  Stage 1 of the project – Review and document proposals for change would not require any additional resources from the University.

Cost :  Stage 1 – Review and Document Proposals – No additional cost to the University.

3.10 Office Environment

Issues relating to the office environment in CSD were raised during the Quality Self Assessment process and were also identified by the PRG during their visit.  The PRG recommends that improvements in the heating/air conditioning system be implemented.  CSD and the Estates Office are currently working on proposals to improve the situation.  Costs are not available at present.

Cost :  Not available

3.11 Lecture Room Equipment

The PRG report identified an issue in relation to support for use of technology in the classroom.  This function is currently divided between two units - Computer Services and Educational Services and this joint responsibility and lack of a single point of contact for support is a source of confusion for the University’s teaching staff. The PRG report recommended that a combined approach be considered, merging these services if appropriate. This recommendation could be implemented with no additional cost to the University.

Cost : No additional cost to the University

3.12 Student Satisfaction

The PRG report recommended that student perception of ICT services be monitored on an ongoing basis and that support provision be reviewed accordingly.  CSD propose to monitor student satisfaction as part of the annual ‘Student Experience’ survey. This recommendation can be addressed with no additional cost to the University.

Cost :  No additional cost to the University

3.13 Support Hours

The current hours of support cover are 9:15 am to 5:15 pm, Monday to Friday.  There is a requirement for support and assistance outside these hours from some areas of the University.  The PRG report recommends that CSD consider how support for extended hours might be facilitated.  CSD require assistance from HR to fully address this matter.  Recent new IT support contracts will provide more flexible working arrangements that will reflect the requirements of the University.  The provision of additional hours support cover through these new positions does not require additional resources other than those already agreed.  Should the requirement for support cover extend beyond front-line support, the costs of providing additional cover would need to be assessed.

Cost : Additional Hours Front-line support cover – No additional cost to the University

3.14 Joint Providers of Services

The PRG report recommends that CSD continue to work with the alternative providers to ensure that all ICT developments are compatible, where possible, with the ongoing strategy of the University. CSD are committed to this approach.  This recommendation can be addressed with no additional cost to the University.

Cost : No additional cost to the University

4. SUMMARY OF THE ONE-YEAR PLAN

· Resolution of contract staffing issue

· Recruitment of additional developer resource

· Implementation of annual skills audit and rollout of PMDS

· Implementation of improvements to the office environment

· Development of web and ICT strategic approach

· Formalise CSD’s involvement in ICT planning

· Finalise desktop replacement cycle policy

· Formalise budgetary process for replacement cycle on infrastructural equipment

· Conduct student satisfaction with ICT survey as part of the student experience survey

· Extend hours of support

· Continue to work with other service providers to ensure that all ICT developments are compatible.

5. SUMMARY OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN

· Review and rationalisation of unit grading structure

· Implement unit promotion and marketing initiatives

· Provide single point of contact for lecture room support
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