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Reframe early conceptual model
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Reframe: QUT’s Evaluation Framework

Reframe is changing our approach to the evaluation of courses, units, teaching and student experience at QUT. We
are moving away from a single survey tool to a richer, more holistic and customisable approach.

This approach will help our academics design and deliver high-quality learning experiences, and review the impact
of their teaching practice on student learning. Through it, we will also be able to provide more timely access to
specialised support and meet external reporting requirements.

The Framework consists of:

Personal evaluation strategy

a personal strategy you develop annually using the University endorsed
suite of evaluation tools: Automated or Self-selected

academic staff are expected to annually engage in evaluation, drawing on
multiple sources of qualitative and quantitative data

evaluation needs to be targeted to focus on the impact on student learning

Automated unit and learning
evaluation activities

student teaching team

Pulse survey

» early in the unit (usually Week 4)
» centrally delivered and open for 2
weeks

» 3 questions + 1 extended comment

» formative with results given to key
stakeholders

student  teaching team

Insight survey

» opens at the end of the teaching
period (usually Week 13)

» centrally delivered and open for 4
weeks

» 3 questions + 1 extended comment

» student evaluation flows through to all
stakeholders including TEQSA for
institutional reporting

student

Unit exit survey

» automatically and centrally delivered
to students when they withdraw from
a unit

» students can rank their top 3 reasons

out of a list of 7 reasons for
withdrawal

» Includes 1 extended comment

» results flow through to key
stakeholders

http://lwww.intranet.qut.edu.au/teaching/review-evaluate

Self-selected, endorsed
evaluation suite

teaching team | industry

Tailored survey | stuent

select from a bank of questions to
gather feedback from students, peers
or industry (currently consists of a
Tailored teacher survey; includes 1
standard scale item, up to 5 optional
questions + 1 extended comment)

Peer review peer
ask a peer to review your teaching

practice, materials or assessment
items

teaching team

Instant response  stuent

use Instant response tools and
activities to collect and review student
or peer feedback quickly and directly

teaching team peer

Existing data

use current unit reports, course reports
and other available data to review your
progress and impact on student
learning

Customised approach

document your use of customised
approaches to evaluate your unit,
teaching and impact on student
learning

Reframe: QUT's Evaluation Framework UT
Learning and Teaching Unit
Version 9 (Feb 2014)




Reframe embedding strategies

ExistingData
downloads

2013-48,680
2014-111,589

Teaching Team
Surveyresponses
2013-705

2014-116

‘ Emailenquiries

2013-3,844
2014-5,284

Professional
Development

Personal Evaluation Workshops
Strategyonline 2013-334

2013-334 2014-845
2014-485




Reframe distributed grants

A

2015
2014 Reframe

Commissioned
‘ Reframe Digital Grant $10,000
2013 Stories
4 2012 $20,000

Reframe Pilots
Round2
Reframe Pilots $25,000
Round1
$25,000

2011



Business Intelligence &

QUT

Reframe: QUT’s Evaluation Framework

Teore

Data and Reporting layer made up of:

* 1 Universe

* 18 purpose built tables

* 15000 lines of code across 16 programs
* 7 key Business Objects Reframe reports

* Course, unit, teaching, learning, HR & PD data
for every course, unit, faculty, school and staff
member at QUT

http://eprints.qut.edu.au/70534/1/reframe-approach-at-
a-glance.pdf)
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http://eprints.qut.edu.au/70534/1/reframe-approach-at-a-glance.pdf

Corporate dashboards

Historic Course Performance Key

Review and Reaccreditation Planning Key

Green Performance score == +2 Mo data or predictive data 3 =T |8 Course scheduled to be reaccredited
| MNeutral Performance score < +2 & =-2 | Link Direct link to Course Analytic Profile | Course scheduled to be retired |
| Red Performance score <= -2 | v > 4 Trend indicators comparing targeted year's data ‘ | Mid-cycle Mid-cycle review scheduled to commence |

against previous year's data

In 2014, the Course Quality Assurance process has been merged with the Course Transformation and Reaccreditation Planning
(CTRP) process. The provision of historical and predicitive course data is designed to assist Faculties with planning processes.

| = Course phasing out - no reaccreditation planning required |

1 Predictive Course Performance data is caleulated using linear regression for each performance measure. The performance model is then applied to the predicted values to calculate the predicted course
perfarmance. Predicfed Course Performances are anly shown for courses with af least 2 years of histarical data.

QUT Business School

Average Historical Course . Total # 2016 Review and Reaccreditation
Course Lavel Performance 2015 Total 201SEFTSL | 2015Indicative | "o # AC0VE | praging out Planning - totals
Enrolment Total Course Revenus y 15 Courses!
2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 Majors (2015) | ppajors (2015) [GEETER Mid-cycle
Undergraduate 09 0.7 12 04 5,116 3,806.0 $62,174,950 28 3 52 a0 20
Postgraduate 0.5 02 0.3 0.3 3,402 1,742.2 $42,574,959 3T 24 61 100 114
n—— 2015 Predictive Course Course Transformation &
Historical Course Performance 2015 2015 : 2015 2015
Course Cme Total EFTSL Indicative Course Major Performance’ Reaccreditation Plan
2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 Enroiment| Total ume | Status Status 2016 2017 2016 | 2017 2019 | 2020

BS05 - BBusiStudyAreaA) UG | 3o 20 30 |-10 4995 37031| $60.815822| Active Mid-cycle

BSOSACA - BBus(Acc) UG | 40 10 30 | oo 1,648 1,256.1| $22.500.404 Active Mid-cycle

BS05ADY - BBus(Adv) UG 0.0 -1.0 1.0 0.0 146 100.5] 51,466 567 Active Mid-cycle

BS05ECO - BBus(Econ) UG 1.0 1.0 k1] 1.0 240 176.0 $2,521,179 Active Mid-cycle

BSO5FIN - BBus(Fin) us | 20 50 1.0 10 503 3748| $6.291078 Active Mid-cycle

BS05HRM - BBus{HRM) UG 3o 1.0 3.0 20 33 261.6 3,801,404 Active Mid-cycle

BS05IMB - BBusiintBus) UG 1.0 20 40 -1.0 325 2389 4,229,858 Active Mid-cycle

BSOSMAN - BBus(Mat) UG | 3o 0.0 20 |-20 527 3621| $5.860,849 Active Mid-cycle

BSOSMKG - BBus(Mkg) us | 20 10 1.0 20 809 6019| $9.856,824 Active Mid-cycle

BS05PUR - BBuUs{PR) UG 1.0 20 45 -1.0 141 102.0 51,369,884 Active Mid-cycle

BS05ZZ7 - BBus{NoMjr) UG 1.5 20 40 40 275 2293 52,817,775 Active Mid-cycle




Q3 Average

Beyond descriptive statistics
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Analysis of student feedback comments




Offer not accepted
665

[ ]
Offered a place in
STO1
2013-2015 34

n=1,970

analytics

Students with
previous QUT

Not QUT Advanced
Standing pathway

School Leavers

enrolment

?? CPA

Passed course

Withdrawn history

Early Withdrawal Enrolled in STO1

26 (2%)

N

20132015
n=1,305

55

Admitted
660 (51%)

43

Leave of Absence
41 (3%)

Potentially
complete
58 (4%)

Withdrawn
519 (40%)

Passed

1 (0%)




External consultancies

2015

University of
Canterbury,
New Zealand

2015

Department of
Education, Training
and Employment,
QLD - pending

2014

AusAlD proposals
2014 for Australian
University of Award Fellowships-

Technology, Sydney unsuccessful
$20,000

2014

SimonFraser
University, Canada

$20,000 in-kind



Aboriginal Health Council of South Australia Inc (AHCSA]

Legacy and footprint of AHCSA
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OLT submission with Wollongong
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Curriculum renewal evaluation model




Curriculum as institutional storytelling: evaluating and implementing change
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New Evaluation

Post Occupancy Evaluation Tool

Welcome Lyn Alderman.

School Building Survey

This questionnaire requests information about the following aspects of the spaces
and place in which the teaching staff work and the school space in general.

Start school survey Start room survey

Student Survey

This questionnaire requests information about the following aspects of the spaces
and place in which the teaching staff work and the school space in general.

Start new survey

Teaching Staff Survey

This questionnaire requests information about the following aspects of the spaces
and place in which the teaching staff work and the school space in general.

Start new survey

View History
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Visualisation of promotions

QUT Promotion for Academic and Research Staff Level D and E
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= 537 Prepare application 53909
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9
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o
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Research 20-80%  Research 61-80% with Teaching / Service 20-39%
Service 20-50%
533(s)
Application deemed
@ unsuccessful
8
o
e
o
> 53.9(d) .
£ Q;:iqi:xs 7 Applicant’s 53.5(c) 539(a) 53.9(c)
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Non-Intensive Rankings
Successful >=7.50

Interview 7.00—7.45 or over 7.50 where darffication sought
Unsuccessful at shortlisting <7.00

Unsuccessful at interview <7.50

5.35c) / 535

Netification Applicant promoted

Pathway 1: Application successfut

539(e) X 2 8/53

Pathway 2: Clarification sought

i Application ViceChancellor's  |——»
Intensive Rankings ke ccessfyj approval
Successful >=8.00 =
Interview 7.50~-7.99 or over 8.00 where darffication sought
Unsuccessful at shortlisting <7.50
Unsuccessful at interview < 8.00
A 5.3.9(c] 5.35() 539
s o Clarification =5 plicant’s | Committee
Doy sought through, update intenviews
; € Qreniey applicants

5.3.9(c)
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shortlisting or
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/ 5350
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approval Vice Appaal on process
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Pathway 3: Application unsuccessful

Legend:

Document

Decision-making

/4
[ Report
\ \
. CN—.
Outcome
Policy:

MOPP B/5.3 Promotion for Academic Staff
Additional documents:

Promotion Committee Procedures 2014 for
Academic Promotion to Levels C, Dand E

Dr Lyn Alderman and Ms Eve Cuskelly
25 February 2015



Visualisation of data request process

Data request
starting point

v Who are you? v
Who is the data custodian?

Audit and Who commissioned the request? Complaints
monitoring When do you need the data? management
process What data are you interested in? process

Where will the data be stored?

Why do you want this data?

v v v

. Security Security
Locate data, use Securny classification: classification:
ENGE QUYL — | classification: Private behind Protected by
the source Open (public) intranet access rights

| |
|

Are you going to
Research use publish the outcomes No

of this analysis?

Corporate (IP, copyright, standards) and
Ethics approval processes

Corporate use

\ 4

Information

Asset Registry
(IAR)

MOPP policies

—

Approved to Data custodian
proceed Data governance
group
Rules of usage

Unable to proceed No- Yes

Flowchart derived from brainstorming session on 4 December 2014
Tracy Creagh, Sam Nielson, Maria Corpus, Jeff Bibby, Jane Jacobs, Nerida Quatermass, Leanne Levinge and Lyn Alderman




From policy borrowing to implementation

Quality in

Higher
Education




ANY QUESTIONS



