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1 Introduction and Context 
 
The broad approach to quality assurance and enhancement at DCU aims to promote and 
develop a culture of quality throughout all aspects of the University. The framework derives 
from the spirit of Quality Assurance and Quality Improvement enshrined in the Universities Act 
(1997), which is the legislative basis for quality throughout the Irish University sector, and the 
Qualifications and Quality Assurance (Education and Training) Act 2012. 
 
The DCU processes for quality reviews at DCU are further aligned to the standards and 
guidelines for quality assurance in the European Higher Education Area (ESG) and the 
published guidelines of Qualifications and Quality Ireland (QQI). 
 
This Report presents the findings of a quality review of the President’s Office (DCU), following 
a visit by the Peer Review Group undertaken on 8th and 9th May 2025.  
 

1.1 Overview of the Area under Review 
 
The President’s Office supports the President of DCU, the Chief Officer of the University, in 
fulfilling his duties to manage and direct the University in its academic, research, 
administrative, financial, and personnel strategies (as outlined in the Universities Act 1997) as 
well as the successful execution of the DCU Strategy. The President is the highest ranking 
administrative and academic officer of the University and reports to the Chancellor who is the 
Chair of the Governing Authority. In addition, the President’s Office also supports the Deputy 
President in fulfilling her duties of oversight of the Executive Faculties, Student Recruitment, 
Student Support & Development, Quality Assurance and Institutional Research, Library 
Services, Strategic Initiatives, Communications, Marketing and Events and Centre for 
Talented Youth in Ireland (CYTI).  
 
The President’s Office is a small team of five people who work within a dynamic and busy 
environment located in the Albert College Building of the University. The President’s Office is 
comprised of: 

1. Ms. Lorraine Heffernan. Head of President’s Office Operations. 
2. Ms. Jane Neville. Assistant to the President.  
3. Ms. Jennifer O’Toole. Personal Assistant to the Deputy President.  
4. Mr. Eoghan Langan. Graduate Intern who directly supports the President and the 

President’s Office. 
5. Dr. Jean Hughes. Director of Strategic Initiatives. 

 
The President’s Office serves as a critical focal point within the University that provides the 
highest levels of administrative and executive support to enable the President and Deputy 
President to fulfil their obligations and responsibilities to all of the University’s internal and 
external stakeholders. The main responsibilities of the President’s Office is to: 

1. Serve as Gatekeepers to the President and Deputy President (dealing directly with any 
requests for the President’s and/or Deputy President’s attendance at events, triaging 
emails). 

2. Manage the daily operations of the President’s Office including diary management and 
scheduling, domestic and international travel arrangements, formalising protocols for 
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high level dignitaries, coordinating senior delegations visits to the University, event 
planning and support (e.g. Honorary Conferrings, new openings of buildings etc.), 
catering management and room bookings & Estates, organisation of car parking, 
Freedom of Information responses).  

3. Provide administrative/secretarial support for University Committees chaired by the 
President and Deputy President, including the University Executive, Heads & Deans, 
Honorary Doctorate Sub Committee and the Scholarships Advisory Committee.  

4. Provide administrative support to the Chancellor (currently on an informal/ad hoc 
basis). 

5. Communicate and correspond with external stakeholders, including the Higher 
Education Authority, Government Departments, Irish Universities Association, high-
level dignitaries (Taoiseach, President of Ireland). 

6. Budget and Resource management. 
7. Management and coordination of the Annual President’s Awards Season. 
8. President’s Office Risk Register. 

      

2 Approach to Self-Assessment 
 
2.1 Quality Review Committee 
 
The President’s Office Quality Review Group was convened in November 2024 and was 
composed of Dr Jean Hughes, Ms Lorraine Heffernan and Mr Eoghan Langan.  The group 
met together weekly and met with the Director of Quality Assurance and Institutional Research 
and the President and Deputy President as part of this quality review process.  A SWOC 
session with the full team was facilitated by Dr Martina Crehan, Director of the Teaching 
Enhancement Unit at DCU on 30th January 2025.   
 
A comprehensive online questionnaire was sent to 168 internal stakeholders on 17th February 
2025 with a deadline of 3rd March 2025.  The stakeholders were composed of those deemed 
to have regular contact with the President’s Office:  members of committees supported by the 
Office, the Alumni Office, the Office of the Executive Director of Engagement, the Student’s 
Union President; DCU Educational Trust, the Estates Office, Trispace,  Office of the Chief 
Operations Officer, the Communications, Marketing and Events (CME) Department, the 
Executive Deans and the Faculty Offices, and the Finance Office. The questions posed were 
designed to address all aspects of stakeholder interactions with the Office.  The questionnaire 
elicited 113 responses, a 67% response rate.  
 
A semi-structured interview was held with the Chancellor on 19th March 2025 to ascertain her 
feedback on the support she receives. 
 
Given that the President’s Office team is a small one, involvement of the full team and 
communication with them in relation to the preparation for this Quality Review process proved 
to be seamless.  Updates were provided to the administrative team at their weekly operations 
team meeting, and all team members were invited to input into the process. 
 
 
 



 

3 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

2.2 The Self-Assessment Report 
 

● The Peer Review Group (PRG) considered the self-assessment report (SAR) to be a 
comprehensive and well-structured document that demonstrated a high level of self-
reflection. The SAR provided a thorough assessment of the President’s Office  
effectiveness across all its activities and was underpinned by an honest and 
constructive evaluation of current strengths and areas for development. 

● The PRG notes that the self-assessment process was informed by meaningful and 
inclusive consultation with a broad range of stakeholders. President’s Office staff, 
wider university colleagues, students, and external stakeholders were all appropriately 
engaged through surveys, focus groups, and interviews. This broad engagement 
enriched the SAR, ensuring that the perspectives captured reflect the full range of the 
President’s Office interactions and responsibilities. 

● The inclusion of a detailed SWOC analysis further enhanced the report, offering 
valuable insight into internal capabilities and external opportunities and challenges. 
The PRG considered both the SAR and the SWOC analysis to be complete, accurate, 
and appropriately self-critical.  

● In summary, the PRG affirms that the self-assessment report was completed 
accurately and provided a helpful, reflective overview of the President’s Office’s current 
position. It was clearly informed by wide consultation across the University and 
provided a credible and constructive basis for the review process. 
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3 Approach Taken By Peer Review Group 
 

3.1 Peer Review Group Members 
 
Membership of the Peer Review Group for the Quality Review was 
 

● Ms. Nicola Skelly, Executive Director, Washington Ireland Program (Chair) 
● Ms. Aoife Butler, Vice President for Academic Life, Students' Union 
● Dr. Michael Freeley, Assoc. Prof. in Biotechnology, School of Biotechnology, DCU 
● Ms. Pauline Mooney, Academic Secretary, OVPAA, DCU 
● Dr. Jennifer Murphy, Advisor to the President (Interim), University College Cork.   

 
 

3.2 Overview of Approach Taken by Peer Review Group 

The Self-Assessment Report (SAR), along with appendices and related background 
documents, were distributed via email to the PRG on 15th April, 2025. Each PRG member 
individually completed an Initial Impressions Template, and these comments were 
subsequently consolidated by the Quality Promotions Office and shared with the Peer Review 
Group.  The site visit took place over two days, 8th and 9th May 2025. The timetable for the 
visit commenced with a briefing from the Director of Quality and Institutional Research. This 
was followed by a private meeting of the PRG where Nicola Skelly was selected as the group 
Chair.  Dr Michael Freeley took on the responsibility of the Coordinating Reviewer of the PRG. 

During the initial discussions, the PRG agreed that the review remit as set out in the briefing 
was very narrow and the extent to which it warranted the same approach as wider reviews 
was questioned. Having clarified that the PRG recommendations were limited to the 
President’s Office, which serves the President and the Deputy President, and which comprises 
5 professional staff members, the PRG group agreed to approach the review within the 
limitations of the scope outlined. The group discussed their initial thoughts and findings from 
the SAR and agreed to approach the stakeholder meetings in a positive manner of open 
questioning that encouraged participants to engage constructively and honestly in the review 
process.  The Chair opened each session and PRG members were invited to pursue a line of 
questioning based on their areas of interest/expertise as well as their evolving assessment of 
the performance of the Office. Multiple meetings were held over the two days with very senior 
stakeholders including the Chancellor, President, Deputy President, Senior Management 
Group.  Meetings were also held with senior committee stakeholders and Professional 
Services stakeholders that work most closely with the President’s Office. Before each session, 
there was a brief discussion about the areas of questioning. Following each session, the PRG 
took time to reflect on the conversations. The lunch and dinner times were also used as 
opportunities for further reflection and discussion. 

The PRG had strong consensus on the recommendations and commendations. The PRG 
Chair agreed to give the exit presentation to the President’s Office staff at the end of the review 
process.  
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4 Approach to Quality Assurance and Enhancement 

This Quality Review was undertaken in the context of DCU’s Quality Review Process for 
Academic and Professional Units/Areas. The unit last underwent review in 2017 and since 
then the unit and its functions have undergone restructuring as part of wider organisational 
design undertaken within the University.   Of the 10 recommendations made in the 2017 PRG 
Report, most were addressed in full in advance of and/or as a result of the restructuring that 
has taken place.  A small number of recommendations remain in train, though clearly progress 
has been made in respect of them.  For the most part, these were included in the areas for 
improvement identified by the unit themselves and are addressed later in this report. 

It was evident to the PRG that members of the President’s and Deputy President’s Office team 
are committed to the delivery of operations of the highest quality.  They are acutely aware of 
how their function not only enables but reflects upon the roles of the President and Deputy 
President, and strive to maintain the highest possible professional standards.  The efficacy of 
the committee support function provided by the office in respect of Executive and Heads and 
Deans, for example, was the subject of very positive feedback from stakeholders during the 
site visit.  

The team’s practice of executing, reviewing and improving repeated processes is positive.  
Clearly, the team plan carefully for those events – President’s Office events - that lie explicitly 
within their remit to manage.  There is evidence that debriefing exercises are embedded into 
and follow on from these events, which is also to be commended.  The extension and 
consistent application of these practices to those operations to which the unit contributes but 
for which they are not wholly responsible is an area for development.   

Among the areas for improvement that the team themselves identified was the establishment 
of greater clarity regarding those large events which the President and/or Deputy President 
attend, the organisation and management of which rests with the Communications, Marketing 
and Events (CME) team. Working collaboratively with relevant colleagues to establish a 
shared understanding of respective roles and responsibilities, their reflection in appropriate 
and aligned internal and inter-unit SOPs should serve to address some of the issues [PM1] 
identified by the unit itself and by stakeholders in this regard.  The cyclical, consistent 
solicitation of stakeholder feedback and review of the efficacy of those SOPs in light of that 
feedback, closing the feedback loop for all concerned, should improve efficacy and efficiency. 
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5 Findings of the Peer Review Group 
 

5.1 Planning and Effective Management of Resources 
 
The President’s Office operates as a high-performing, professional, and discreet team that 
consistently enables the effective functioning of the President and Deputy President. 
Stakeholder feedback across all levels of the University has repeatedly affirmed the team's 
responsiveness, efficiency, and strategic value. The office plays a critical enabling role, 
facilitating core executive activities while exemplifying the openness and accessibility that the 
President models for the institution. However, to sustain this high performance and address 
emerging pressures, opportunities exist to enhance visibility, coordination, and the strategic 
deployment of limited resources. 

The use of a shared Google Calendar enables coordinated diary and meeting scheduling for 
the President and Deputy President. While this system is functioning well, some issues have 
been noted regarding building-wide visibility of events, particularly for shared spaces such as 
the foyer. Engagement with the Estates team and the potential development of a shared 
calendar or other mechanism could address this and support better resource coordination 
across the building. 

Gatekeeping functions which are essential to protecting executive time and prioritising 
engagements, are currently managed by the PA to the President and Deputy President and a 
student intern, with broader support from the team. The graduate internship model, which has 
supported this function effectively, should be reviewed and evolved as a long-term capacity-
building solution. Given the success of the first internship, efforts should be made to embed 
the model sustainably into the Office’s resource planning. 

In support of workload clarity, the team should also consider reviewing email triage processes. 
There is scope to strengthen internal triaging mechanisms so that requests that fall outside 
the remit of the President’s Office are efficiently redirected with appropriate context. This would 
create bandwidth for core strategic activities and ensure that responsibility for follow-up 
actions is clearly assigned. 

Strategic initiatives are typically high-impact and delivered under strict time constraints and by 
a single staff member. While the current model is working, any increase in volume or 
complexity could pose risks without additional capacity.  

Administrative support to the Chancellor is currently minimal due to the Chancellor’s self-
sufficiency. However, with a new appointment in 2025, this requirement is expected to grow. 
The upcoming transition presents a valuable opportunity to clarify and formalise roles and 
responsibilities in relation to the Chancellor and Governing Authority (GA) to avoid duplication 
or gaps in provision. 

In a broader context, the seamlessness with which the team delivers its responsibilities may 
unintentionally obscure the scale of effort and expertise required. To increase visibility, 
consideration should be given to setting out office functions, roles, and responsibilities, 
through improvements to the Office's website or internal communications. In addition, 



 

7 
 

 

presenting an annual overview of the Office’s functions to Heads and Deans could support 
greater institutional understanding and alignment. 

Plans to digitise archives and transfer materials to the University Library are underway and 
reflect a strategic effort to preserve institutional memory. However, this work remains a lower 
priority due to current resourcing. Outsourcing this function should be explored as a practical 
means of maintaining momentum while allowing the internal team to focus on immediate 
operational priorities. 

There is a recognised need to enhance collaboration with the Communications and Marketing 
(CME) team, particularly in relation to shared or overlapping functions such as event planning. 
The development of jointly owned protocols or Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) would 
support clarity of ownership, reduce duplication, and enable better resource sharing. This work 
could also benefit from organisational development support or external peer connections to 
build capacity through shared learning. 
 

5.2 Effectiveness of Activities and Processes 
 
The effectiveness of the President’s Office activities and processes has been largely informed 
by the last Quality Review undertaken in 2017 where, as highlighted in Section 4 of this report, 
the 10 recommendations have been largely implemented. In addition, the SAR prepared by 
the President’s Office team for this Quality Review (2025) enabled the team to reflect on the 
processes and activities that are working well, and where others need improvement and/or 
revision. The opportunity afforded to the PRG to meet with the President, Deputy President, 
Chancellor, Senior Management Group, members of Heads & Deans, Internal stakeholders 
as well as the President’s Office team, provided us with comprehensive evidence and detailed 
feedback that the vast majority of activities and processes within the President’s Office run 
efficiently and smoothly. This ensures that the highest operational and administrative support 
is given to the President and Deputy President across all of their areas of responsibility.  
However, the meetings with internal stakeholders also provided valuable feedback to the PRG 
where several activities and processes within the President’s Office can be improved and vice 
versa. The main area for improvement was the communication between the President’s Office 
and the CME team regarding ownership and responsibilities for visiting dignitaries, Honorary 
Conferrings and the opening of new buildings, specifically where events are organised for the 
President (i.e. where his presence is required), and when they are organised by the President 
(i.e. the President’s Office). It is acknowledged by the PRG after consultation with both the 
President’s Office and the CME team that the organisation of university events and the 
delegation of responsibilities often require last-minute decisions and late changes to 
schedules, largely due to the dynamic role of the President. The activities and processes that 
can be improved/refined include:  

1. The provision of SOPs that outline the scope and responsibilities for events that are 
managed by the President’s Office and those that are managed by the CME team. 

2. More regular meetings, and greater time allocated for such meetings, between 
designated members of the President’s Office team and the CME team to flesh out in 
detail events that require the President’s presence. 
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Another area for improvement that arose following consultation with members of Heads & 
Deans was communication of protocols for internal stakeholders that wish to engage with the 
President’s Office in order to secure the President’s attendance at an event.    
 
In summary, a common theme that emerged from the PRG’s meetings with internal 
stakeholders was the need for clear communication on all sides. The PRG were confident that 
any such issues can very easily be dealt with. These commendations and recommendations 
should help to influence the activities and processes of the President’s Office in the short-term 
future.         
 

5.3 Communication and Provision of Information 
 
The President’s Office plays a central role in ensuring timely, accurate, and confidential 
communication across the University. It serves as a key conduit for institutional messaging 
from the President and coordinates communications on matters of strategic importance.  
 
Ongoing efforts should be focused on enhancing visibility and accessibility of information, 
particularly through the development of the Office’s website. In the short term, this includes 
providing clarity on the distribution of roles and responsibilities within the Office and making 
key protocols more visible and accessible to internal stakeholders. A broader restructuring of 
the website should be considered as capacity permits. 
  
A strategic priority should be to strengthen collaboration with the CME team, recognising the 
co-ownership of certain activities. Where appropriate, distinctions in responsibility should be 
clarified and supported through co-developed protocols to ensure alignment and mutual 
understanding. 
  
To improve efficiency and create additional capacity, the Office should also review its email 
triage processes. This will involve identifying and redirecting queries that are more 
appropriately handled by other units, ensuring relevant context is provided and the matter is 
closed from the President’s Office’s perspective. 
  
These actions collectively aim to enhance the clarity, responsiveness, and strategic alignment 
of communication within the University. 

 

5.4 Ongoing Quality Enhancement 

The PRG notes that there is an opportunity for the team to build upon and consistently apply 
the quality enhancement practice that was evidenced, for example, in the Review of the 
President’s Awards.  Planned recruitment to a currently vacant post should provide bandwidth 
and possible additional, complementary skills sets to support and enable a systematic review 
of the Office Manual, and the development of process-specific SOPs that would include the 
attribution of roles and responsibilities, particularly in respect of those processes that are 
delivered in collaboration with other units and functions.  This should better enable the unit to 
clearly communicate its functions to relevant stakeholders within and outside the University, 
via unit webpages and other means.  
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The team’s reflective approach, their clear commitment and openness to change that was 
evident in the SAR, was equally evident during the site visit and was roundly attested to by 
stakeholders.  Effective and positive  internal relationships position the team well to draw upon 
the experience, expertise and capabilities of colleagues in other units to inform and enhance 
their own practice.  This would allow the team to benefit from exposure to examples of good 
practice as it relates to the formulation and, where relevant, presentation for internal and 
external consumption of unit SOPs; the use of business applications or solutions to enhance 
efficiency; and/or the effective presentation of information and guidance for consumption by 
internal stakeholders.  

In light of the relatively recent restructuring, a review that considers the skills and capabilities 
mix within the team might usefully be conducted  with a view to maximising the efficacy of the 
team, given its size.  The team might draw on expertise within and support from colleagues 
within the Learning and Organisational Development unit in DCU People.  In addition, 
exposure to structures and practice in equivalent functions in other Universities might prove 
very useful in this context, and aid in informing and enhancing the culture of continuous 
improvement within the Office.   
 

5.5 External Perspectives 
 
The President’s Office is consistently recognised by university stakeholders as a high-
performing and discreet unit that plays a vital enabling role in the University’s leadership. Its 
professionalism and responsiveness are widely acknowledged, and there is strong alignment 
between stakeholder feedback and the unit’s own self-assessment.  
 
Survey participation from external stakeholders was notably high, reflecting strong 
engagement with the review process. Feedback highlighted the Office’s facilitation of major 
institutional initiatives, such as the development and implementation of the University’s 
Strategic Plan, as well as its critical support for executive-level committees including Executive 
and Heads and Deans. These activities were consistently described as efficient and well-
coordinated. 
 
The emphasis placed by the Office on professionalism and discretion, while a key strength, 
also contributes to the seamlessness of its service although this is something that can 
occasionally lead to a lack of visibility of its impact. As a result, there is an opportunity to better 
communicate the scale and scope of the Office’s work. One recommendation to support this 
would be the introduction of an annual presentation to Heads and Deans, outlining the Office’s 
remit, evolving priorities, and any associated protocols. This could help clarify responsibilities, 
promote alignment, and ensure the Office’s contributions are more widely understood and 
acknowledged across the University. 
 
While the Office’s remit is broadly understood, internal tensions highlight areas where clearer 
boundaries and role definitions are needed. These tensions do not affect the quality or delivery 
of events and engagements, but rather centre on process ownership and communication 
timelines. There is a strong recommendation to build and enhance the working relationship 
with CME through co-developed protocols and joint clarification of ownership, especially in 
shared responsibilities such as event planning and external communications. Such efforts will 
help restore confidence, reduce duplication, and support more integrated service delivery. 
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Direct feedback from the current Chancellor confirmed a positive view of the Office and its 
support functions. Nonetheless, the introduction of a formal orientation process for incoming 
Chancellors, may assist in onboarding new Chancellors and ensure expectations are aligned 
from the outset. Given the upcoming transition in 2025, this represents a timely and valuable 
opportunity. The insight that different Chancellors may require different levels of administrative 
support is particularly important and should inform future resource planning and role definition. 
The Office itself had expressed concerns about the level of service provided in this area; 
however, stakeholder feedback does not suggest any significant shortcomings. This difference 
in perception is likely manageable and could be resolved through clear role definition and 
planning for future support needs. 
 
The Office’s central role in facilitating the delivery of the University Strategy is well-recognised 
internally. However more could be done to communicate how the strategic agenda is 
operationalised and led from the centre. Enhancing the Office’s public-facing materials, such 
as by updating the website to provide more visible information on responsibilities, processes, 
and points of contact, would improve visibility and support a more outward-facing posture. 
 
Additionally, the creation of a formal mechanism for triaging and redirecting emails that fall 
outside the Office’s remit could free up capacity and provide clearer service expectations to 
external stakeholders interacting with the Office. 
 
The President’s Office enjoys a strong reputation among internal stakeholders, who recognise 
its role in enabling institutional leadership with discretion and professionalism. While the lack 
of external stakeholder input limits the current review’s perspective, the Office’s internal 
engagement, strategic support, and ceremonial responsibilities are clearly appreciated. Future 
efforts to clarify roles, enhance interdepartmental collaboration, and increase the visibility of 
the Office’s work will strengthen its capacity to represent the University’s executive leadership 
effectively. 
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6 SWOC Analysis and Plans for Improvement 
 

6.1 SWOC Analysis 
 
The self-assessment report for the Area included a proposed summary SWOC 
analysis.   Based on the Peer Review Group’s evaluation of the self-assessment report and 
insights from the peer review visit, we present the following as an accurate reflection of the 
Area’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and challenges. 
 
 

Strengths Weaknesses 
● Highly professional and engaging staff. 
● Deeply committed to ensuring the smooth 

and organised operation of the office.  
● Effective committee support. 
● Clear and collective sense of purpose. 
● Dynamic working environment with the 

ability to rapidly pivot in response to the 
President’s and Deputy President’s needs.   

● Single points of failure creates risks for 
business continuity 

● Lack of awareness around events being 
organised in the building of the 
President’s Office.   

● Access/security of the President’s 
Office.  

Opportunities Challenges 
● Strengthen relationships with the CME 

team. 
● Clarify business ownership and SOP’s for 

cross-functional activities. 
● Enhance communication to internal 

stakeholders about the Office and related 
protocols 

● Enhance the President’s Office website.  
● The vacant role, which is under recruitment 

can be used to add complimentary skills and 
capacity to the team.  

● Managing capacity in light of the 
unpredictability of demands.  Small 
team of 5 staff with defined roles leaves 
little room for contingency planning in 
the event of an unexpected absence. 

● Creating time for reflection and 
professional development. 

● Absence of clear business ownership 
for some cross-functional activities risks 
duplication and gaps and frustrations. 

 
6.2 Plans for Improvement Identified by President’s Office 

The Peer Review Group (PRG) largely endorses the recommendations set out in the Self-
Assessment Report (SAR), noting the scope of the Review which was limited to the operations 
of the President’s Office. The areas for improvement identified by the President’s Office reflect 
a mature and reflective self-evaluation process and align closely with the findings of the PRG. 
These recommendations are realistic, appropriately targeted, and grounded in a desire to 
enhance effectiveness, communication, and stakeholder engagement. 

The PRG found no major gaps in the SAR’s identification of improvement areas and agrees 
that these priorities are well-judged. Moreover, they align closely with feedback received 
during the review process and support a trajectory of continuous enhancement. The PRG 
recognises the importance of resourcing and capacity in implementing these changes and 
commends the Office for its proactive and practical approach to institutional improvement. 

In conclusion, the PRG affirms that the SAR is a credible and accurate reflection of the Office’s 
current position and improvement priorities. The self-identified recommendations are 
appropriate and consistent with the PRG’s findings, providing a strong foundation for future 
planning and development. 
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7 Summary of Commendations and Recommendations 
 

7.1 Commendations 
 
No Commendation 

 
1 Consistent feedback from all stakeholders attesting to the high performing, 

professionalism, responsiveness and consummate discretion of the team 
2 Recognition that the team provides a critical enabling function to the 

President’s and Deputy President’s  functions and that the team both facilitates 
and themselves embody the open and accessible culture that the President 
models for the University 

3 The quality and efficiency of the Committee support provided by the team to 
various Committees, including Executive and Heads and Deans, was the 
subject of consistent positive feedback 

4 Stakeholder feedback across all levels roundly and very positively 
acknowledged the manner in which the development of the University’s 
Strategic Plan and its implementation had been and continues to be enabled 
and supported 

5 Seamlessness of support provision which, at times, can contribute 
unintentionally to a lack of visibility and/or awareness of the scale of depth and 
expertise required to achieve that outcome 

 
 

7.2 Recommendations 
 
 
No P Level Recommendation 
1 P1 A Build and enhance relationships with CME recognising shared 

responsibility for activities, clarifying distinction of ownership where 
merited, and reflecting and supporting this through co-developed 
protocols. 

2 P2 A In the short term, development of the website to provide clarity 
regarding the distribution of duties and responsibilities within the 
office, and making key protocols more visibly available to internal 
stakeholders, with a view to a broader restructuring of the website 
when capacity permits  

3 P1 A With a view to creating bandwidth and affording greater clarity, 
consideration should be given to the manner in which emails are 
triaged, with a view to ensuring those requests that should most 
appropriately be actioned elsewhere are referred, providing any 
relevant context, thereby closing out the action from the President’s 
Office’s perspective. 

4 P2 A Consider making an annual presentation to Heads and Deans on the 
functions of the Office and associated, relevant protocols.  

5 P1 A Given that a new incumbent is about to commence, build on the 
success of the graduate internship to ensure that the model of 
internship evolves to the continued benefit of the President and the 
function of the Office.   
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6 P2 A Engage with the Estates team to address concerns regarding security, 
and explore the putting in place of a shared calendar or other 
mechanism for the building to provide visibility of events taking place 
in the foyer to all building occupants 

7 P1 U Prior to the arrival of a new Chancellor, the PRG recommends that the 
President’s Office and the Office of the Chief Operating Officer (COO) 
take the opportunity to align, and clarify the roles and responsibilities 
of the respective Offices in supporting the Chancellor’s leadership and 
strategic priorities.  

8 P2 A/U To further enhance the efficiency, consistency, and accountability of 
operations within the President's Office, we strongly encourage the 
continued development and refinement of Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) as a core component of the Office’s operations 
manual. Well-documented SOPs will not only preserve institutional 
knowledge but will also support smooth transitions and alignment 
across the team. 

9 P2 U 
PRG recommends that clear ownership and detailed procedures be 
established by the University for Honorary Doctorates and 
Scholarships. The dedicated Business Owners identified for each 
process to be responsible for leading the development of SOPs that 
clearly define the end-to-end process, decision points, and supporting 
roles. 

As part of this effort, each SOP should explicitly outline the elements 
of the process that are anchored in the President’s Office—particularly 
those involving executive review, strategic alignment, or ceremonial 
oversight. 

10 P2 U 
Consider making coaching support available to staff within the 
President’s Office to support professional growth, enhance leadership 
capability, and foster resilience in what is often a high-pressure and 
high-visibility environment. Coaching would serve as a valuable tool 
for individual development and team effectiveness.  In addition, the 
PRG encourages the exploration of structured opportunities for staff 
to connect with peers in similar roles across the Irish higher education 
sector.  

11 P2 U 
Consider the potential value of inviting the Head of the President’s 
Office Operations to regularly attend Executive Meetings in an 
observing capacity. This would provide a valuable opportunity for 
professional development and contribute to a deeper understanding 
of the wider institutional context in which the Office operates. Such 
exposure would enhance strategic alignment and foster broader 
institutional awareness.  This suggestion aligns with the SAR’s 
overarching emphasis on strengthening internal communication, 
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clarifying institutional protocols, and enhancing collaboration across 
key functions. 
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Appendices 
 

Timetable 

Quality Peer Review Group Visit 

President’s Office 

Thursday 8th and Friday 9th May 2025 

Time Peer Review Group (PRG) 
Activity/Meeting 

Venue Attendees 

  

THURSDAY 8th MAY 2025 

10:00-10:45 Briefing with the Director of Quality and 
Institutional Research 

Guidelines provided to assist the PRG 
during the visit and in developing its report 
(tea and coffee provided) 

BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 

Dr Rachel Keegan, Director of 
Quality and Institutional 

Research. 

Ms. Aoife Butler, Vice President 
for Academic Life, Students' 

Union. 

Dr. Michael Freeley, Professor in 
Biotechnology, School of 

Biotechnology. 

Ms. Pauline Mooney, Academic 
Secretary, OVPAA. 

Dr. Jennifer Murphy, Advisor to 
the President (Interim), 

President’s Office, University 
College Cork.  

Ms Nicola Skelly, Executive 
Director of the Washington-

Ireland Programme. 

10:45-11:45 
PRG private meeting time 

●        Select a Chairperson 

●        Discusses key themes and areas 
for exploration based on the self-
assessment report 

●        Assign tasks and responsibilities 
among members 

BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 
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11:45-12:15 Meeting with the Area Head and Area’s 
Quality Review Committee. 

This session will also be attended by the 
Director of Quality and Institutional 
Research. 

This session will commence with a short 
presentation by the area head, followed by 
a discussion on the quality review process 

BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 

Dr Rachel Keegan, Director of 
Quality and Institutional 

Research. 

Ms Lorraine Heffernan, Head of 
President’s Office Operations. 

Dr Jean Hughes, Director of 
Strategic Initiatives. 

Mr Eoghan Langan, Student 
Intern. 

12:15-13:15 Working Lunch BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 
  

13:15-13:45 Meeting with the President BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 
Professor Dáire Keogh 

13:45-14:15 Meeting with Deputy President BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 

Professor Anne Sinnott 

14:15-15:00 Meeting with Area Staff BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 

Professor Dáire Keogh, 
President. 

Professor Anne Sinnott, Deputy 
President. 

Dr Jean Hughes, Director of 
Strategic Initiatives. 

Ms Lorraine Heffernan, Head of 
President’s Office Operations. 

Mr Eoghan Langan, Student 
Intern. 

Ms Jane Neville. 

Ms Jennifer O’Toole. 

15:00-15:15 Coffee Break BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 

  

15:15-16:00 Relevant Internal Stakeholders 
(Professional Unit Representatives) 
Parallel Session No: 1 

AG01 See List Attached 

  

15:15-16:00 Relevant Internal Stakeholders 
(Professional Unit Representatives) 
Parallel Session No: 2 

A204 See List Attached 
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16:00-16:45 Relevant Internal Stakeholders (Committee 
Member Representatives) 

AG01 See List Attached 

  

16:45-17:30 PRG private discussion time BASE ROOM – 
President’s 

Meeting Room 

  

19:30- 

21:00 

  

  

  

PRG Private Dinner and discussion Crowne Plaza 
Hotel 

  

  

  

  

FRIDAY 9th MAY 2025 

10:00 - 10.45 PRG Meeting with members of SMG 

  
AG01 SMG 

10:45 – 11:15 Meeting with Chancellor 

  
BASE ROOM – 

President’s 
Meeting Room 

Ms Bríd Horan 

11:15 - 11:45 Meeting with Head of President’s Office 
Operations BASE ROOM – 

President’s 
Meeting Room 

Ms Lorraine Heffernan 

11:45 – 13:00 PRG working lunch and finalisation of exit 
presentation BASE ROOM – 

President’s 
Meeting Room 

  

13:00 – 13:30 Briefing with the Area Head and Director of 
Quality on key recommendations BASE ROOM – 

President’s 
Meeting Room 

Dr Rachel Keegan, Director of 
Quality and Institutional 

Research. 

Ms Lorraine Heffernan, Head of 
President’s Office Operations. 
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13:30 – 14:00 Exit Presentation 
  

Professor Anne Sinnott, Deputy 
President. 

Dr Jean Hughes, Director of 
Strategic Initiatives. 

Ms Lorraine Heffernan, Head of 
President’s Office Operations. 

Mr Eoghan Langan, Student 
Intern. 

Ms Jane Neville. 

Ms Jennifer O’Toole. 

 
 

 
 
 


