Mid-term Review of QA Performance (2002 – 2004) 

1.
Introduction
The long and winding road towards QA in Assumption University was rekindled in May 2003 with the following chronology:
· May 2003 –  Revamped the Au QA system (that was used to evaluate the performance of the academic and administrative units from academic years 2002 to 2004) by introducing a new Performance Management based QA model resulting in 6 manuals as follows:

· AuQS 2000 QMS Manual for Academic units (2nd Edition, 2003)

· AuQS 2000 QMS Scorebook for Academic units (2nd Edition, 2003)

· AuQS 2000 QMS Internal Audit and Assessment Manual for Academic units (2nd Edition, 2003)

· AuQS 2000 QMS Manual for Administrative units (2nd Edition, 2003)

· AuQS 2000 QMS Scorebook for Administrative units (2nd Edition, 2003)

· AuQS 2000 QMS Internal Audit and Assessment Manual for Administrative units (2nd Edition, 2003)

· May 2004 – Stabilized and streamlined the QA system by revising the QA manuals resulting in:

· AuQS 2000 QMIPS Manual for Academic units (3rd Edition, 2004)

· AuQS 2000 QMIPS Scorebook for Academic units (3rd Edition, 2004)

· AuQS 2000 QMS Manual for Administrative units (3rd Edition, 2004)

· AuQS 2000 QMS Scorebook for Administrative units (3rd Edition, 2004)

· October 2005 – Developed the AuQS 2000 CQM (Curriculum Quality Management) (1st Edition, 2005) system for program or curriculum management by the departments or programs in the undergraduate and graduate programs.

· October 2003 onwards – Revamped the QA web (www.qa.au.edu) to be more attractive and to serve as the key media to disseminate QA information and there has been continuous evolution of the QA web to have more QA information. 
· May 2004 to February 2006 – Established a comprehensive series of AU performance indices to reflect the critical performance indicators that provide and overview of the QA performance outcome of AU as follows:
· SAR Performance Index (SPI) – started in academic year 2002

· Stakeholders Satisfaction Index (SSI) – started in academic year 2004

· Service Quality Satisfaction Index (SQSI) – started in academic year 2005

· Instructors’ Competency and Effectiveness Index (ICEI) – starting in academic year 2006
· Students’ Competency and Effectiveness Index (SCEI) – starting in academic year 2006
· Resource Providers’ Competency and Effectiveness Index (RPCEI) – starting in academic year 2007

2.
SPI (SAR Performance Index) Review  for Academic Years 2002 – 2004
2.1
Explanation of the SAR Performance Index (SPI)
The SPI is based on the 9 KPI sets of the AuQS 2000 QMIPS in use since 2003, and is based on a 1000 points index. As shown in chart 1, the overall performance of  AU based on the SPI is 4.67/10.00, 5.61/10.00 and 6.11/10.00 for the academic years 2002, 2003 and 2004  
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2.2
SPI Observations
1. Using the SAR Performance Index (SPI) of the SAR of the units and the IAAT reported performance index (charts 2 to 4), it can be seen that all units have steadily and continuously improved on their previous performance from 2002 to 2004 leading to the continuous improvement of the university as indicated in chart 1 reaching an averaged 611/1000 score or a Band 5 performance.
2. For the undergraduate academic units, it can be seen that the units started with a rather conservative score of 437/1000 in 2002 and have exerted efforts to improve their performance to 629/1000 in 2004 and their SAR was validated by the rather consistent scores as assessed by the IAAT over the 3 years period. (Refer to appendix 1 for KPI 1 to 9 Weighted Scores)
3. For the administrative units, their performance in 2002 was low as this was the first time that they were assessed on the same 9 KPI standards as compared to the earlier years whereby they were only assessed on the 4 KPI sets. But their time and efforts to reposition themselves as resource providers has paid off with better support service and as validated by the IAAT over the 3 years period. (Refer to appendix 3 for KPI 1 to 9 Weighted Scores)
4. For the graduate units (Refer to appendix 2 for KPI 1 to 9 Weighted Scores), two main points can be identified in that 

a. The scoring has not changed much leading to the question of whether the 2002 scoring was over inflated and what efforts have actually been exerted to show a 3 years improvement as the scores do not vary over the 3 years period. 
b. The scoring by the IAAT was markedly lower over the 3 years period substantiating the issue in (a) and raise the question of the efforts towards consistent QA improvement by these units.
3.
SSI (Stakeholder Satisfaction Index) Review for Academic Years 2002 – 2004
3.1
Explanation of the Stakeholder Satisfaction Index (SSI)
The Stakeholder Satisfaction Index (SSI) was the 2nd University index developed to determine the satisfaction of the stakeholders of AU, namely students (undergraduate and graduate), parents, alumni and employment market on the key aspects of:

· Quality of AU Graduates

· Instruction and Lecturers

· Quality of AU Students

· Curriculum

· Quality of AU Supporting Services

· Quality of Infrastructures

· Overall Image of AU
The SSI model uses the gap analysis based on the difference between means average of the Expectation and Perception. The interpretation of the index is that the higher the gap difference, the bigger the potential issue or problem. An example is a negative 1.2 has a higher issue or problem probability of a negative 0.4. 

Generally, the rule of thumb of interpretation based on the gap differences is:

· Gap difference that is positive is Good Performance, the higher the better the performance.

· Gap difference of negative 0 – 0.5 =  moderately poor

· Gap difference of negative 0.51 – 1.0  =  poor

· Gap difference of negative 1.0 and above = very poor
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3.2
SSI Observations
1. Chart 5 showed that the SSI of the main stakeholders of over the 2 years period of 2004 and 2005 had steadily improved as the gap differences were lower. The only exception was that of the graduates’ SSI which had increased and is still in the negative 1.0 and more range. This could relate to the SPI for the graduate units as noted in 2.2. It showed that most of the stakeholders have a poor perspective of the performance of AU with the undergraduates and graduates who are the direct contact stakeholders having a poorer perspective of the performance of AU with gaps differences of more than 1.0. 

2. Chart 6 also showed an overall improvement in the SSI over a 2 years period but it is alarming to know that as the students stay longer in the university system, there is a higher tendency of being more dissatisfied as indicated by the higher gap differences in the 3rd and 4th year students. It also showed that the gap differences signaling the performance to be in the poor to very poor range. On the plus side, the gap differences in 2005 are lower than that of 2004 indicating that there had been certain improvements in the university system that had made the students’ view of AU performance to be more positive.  

3. Chart 7 showed all the undergraduate schools have improved markedly over a 1 year period with most of the units moving from a very poor to a poor performance that could indicate that efforts have been made to improve on the stakeholders’ satisfaction.

4.
SQI (Service Quality Index) Review for Academic Year 2005

4.1
Explanation of the Service Quality Index (SQI)
The Service Quality Index (SSI) was the 3rd University index developed to determine the satisfaction of the stakeholders of AU with regard to the service support delivered by the key administrative units to namely students (undergraduate and graduate), lecturers and staffs on the service and information dimensions of:

· Tangibles

· Reliability

· Responsiveness

· Assurance

· Empathy

· Information
The SQI model uses the same gap analysis as in the SSI based on the difference between means average of the Expectation and Perception. The interpretation of the index is that the higher the gap difference, the bigger the potential issue or problem. An example is a negative 1.2 has a higher issue or problem probability of a negative 0.4. 

Generally, the rule of thumb of interpretation based on the gap differences is:

· Gap difference that is positive is Good Performance, the higher the better the performance.

· Gap difference of negative 0 – 0.5 =  moderately poor

· Gap difference of negative 0.51 – 1.0  =  poor

· Gap difference of negative 1.0 and above = very poor
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4.2
SQI Observations
1. Chart 8 showed that on the overall the gap difference of all the key administrative units surveyed was less than 0.5 which mean that the performance was moderately poor with administrative unit and registrar having the highest gap differences followed by Au Net, Student Affairs and OHRM.
2. Chart 9 showed that on the average the gap difference as assigned by the graduate students and lecturers are markedly higher especially for the Au Net and Registrar office than the other 2 groups of stakeholders. It is heartening to note that most of the gap differences are in the range of moderately poor with the exception as noted.
3. Chart 10 showed that responsiveness, empathy, information and reliability (which are actually the heart of service quality) are the main areas with the highest gap differences. Most of the gap differences are in the moderately poor range. It also appeared that most of the highest gap differences for the key aspects are in the administrative unit and registrar followed by Student Affairs, Financial Office, Au Net and OHRM.
5. 
Discussion of Performance of Academic Years 2002 – 2004 
1. Based on SPI, SSI and SQI, it can be noted that on an overall basis from the SPI and SSI, there has been an effort made towards continuous improvement over the last 3 years since in the introduction of the revamped AuQS 2000 QMIPS quality assurance system of Assumption University.
2. It can also be noted that the QA system has stabilized and that all units are “comfortable” with the system that could lead to complacency.

3. Even though there appeared to be improvements, these improvements are subjectively assessed without the reliance on measurable indicators of effectiveness and efficiency. 

4. The SPI, SSI and SQI showed only the overall averaged out means and gap differences of all the academic and administrative units as a total university indicator and as such do not reflect the full details of the performance of:

a. The SPI assessment is based on the weighted scores of each KPI set and does not identify the internal KPI used by the academic or administrative units.

b. Each departments or programs of study in each of the academic unit or the departments or divisions in each of the administrative unit.

c. The areas that needs specific attention or improvement specific to a department or program or study in an academic unit or division in an administrative unit.
d. The gap difference analysis used does not identify what are the causes or issues leading to a higher or lower gap difference. 

6. 
Priority Actions to be addressed

1. Based on the discussion in section 5 (points 4a, 4b, 4c and 4d) noted above the academic and administrative units concerned would need to:

a. For 4a to 4 d, all the academic and administrative units will need to define the cause-effect of each of the weighted score or the gap difference in order to the real cause of the problems resulting in the overall score or gap difference. This means that each of the weighted scores and gap difference need to be studied or researched further to identify the real cause using the fish-bone analysis.
b. For 4a and 4b, the academic units will need to define what key performance indicators (input, process, output and outcome indicators for each KPI set) are used to arrive at a weighted score in each of the KPI set. The academic units will need to identify these indicators as shown in the AuQS 2000 CQM and the 2 standards and 7 KPI sets of ONESQA.

c. Once the cause-effect has been identified, the units would need to define what actions need to be planned and acted upon in their 1 year or 5 year plan.

2. Based on the SPI, SSI and SQI, it appeared that all the units need to take priority action on identifying and developing a set of objective and measurable internal key performance indicators for each of the AuQS 2000 QMIPS 9 KPI aspects rather to rely on a subjective set of assessment as being presently done in the SAR and IAAT reports.
3. All academic and administrative units will need to ensure that the data collection on their faculty and department performances are based on the ONESQA 2 standards and 7 KPI sets.

4. Specifically, all units would need to define the input, process, output and outcome indicators on:

a. Teaching and learning 

b. Curriculum Management

c. Research Performance Index

d. Academic Service Performance Index

e. Instructor Competency and Effectiveness

f. Student Competency and Effectiveness

5. All units will need to identify 3 of the more important activity that needs immediate attention and put it into the 1 year action plan. Those that have lesser priorities would need to be attended to in the later stages of the units’ 5 year strategic plan as to the mechanisms and actions taken to reduce the gaps differences identified in the cause-effect analysis. 

7. 
Conclusion

As a precaution, the interpretation of the SPI, SSI and SQI Performance from the periods of 2002 to 2004 has to be interpreted with care as they only provide an overall big picture of the performance of the university as a whole, or the academic and administrative units from the overall perspectives. For the individual perspectives, the units would need to go back to their own SAR and IAAT reports of academic years 2002 to 2004 to reflect on:
· Their own performance and whether they have been approached from a holistic and realistic aspect, as we need to accept the fact that anything can be manipulated.

· Their own audit and assessment based on an fact based and evidence based approach with the output and outcome indicators clearly determined and developed to justify their own performance.  

As discussed above the following conclusions of the past 3 years are:

1. The university QA system using the AuQS 2000 QMIPS has stabilized with an indication towards better and improved performance through continuous improvements.

2. The academic and administrative units would need to strengthen their internal audit and assessment by developing a fact based and evidence based system based on the AuQs 2000 CQM and the ONESQA 2 standards and 7 KPI sets.

Appendix 1: Comparison of Undergraduate Schools’ SPI Performance of KPI 1 to 9 for Academic Years 2002, 2003, 2004

Note on the interpretation of the weighted scores: 

1. In the interpretation of comparative performance, the weighted scores as shown must be interpreted with care, as some units with lower scores might be a higher performer that is dependant on:
a. The degree of rigor and reliability (evidenced-based mechanisms) of the unit in their own internal assessment.

b. The approach taken by the units as based on their own internal QA system and as aligned with the university’s AuQS 2000 QMIPS. 

2. In the 3 years period comparative evaluation, the 3rd year score might be lower than the previous years and this could be due to the re-evaluation of the units’ performance within the context of change in the external or internal factors that are the drivers of performance. 
3. Variations could exists if the units do not relate and compare the upcoming year’s performance with that of the previous years in that each year assessment is done independent of the previous year. 

KPI 1: Vision, Mission and Strategic Planning
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KPI 1 observations: There appears to be diverse performance over the 3 years period that could be the caused by the review and realignment of the strategic planning process of the units. 
KPI 2: Teaching and Learning
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KPI 2 Observations: Most of the units have consistently improved on the teaching and learning process with incremental improvements but there do not appear to be quantifiable KPI of the teaching and learning process and outcomes.
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KPI 3: Student Activities

KPI 3 Observations: Most of the units have consistently improved on this KPI as their approaches have become more formalized and systematic. 
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KPI 4: Research

KPI Observations: On the overall, most units would be well advised to review their research policies and systems and to strengthen on this component of the total teaching and learning process. 
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KPI 5: Academic Services

KPI Observations: On the academic services side, the units have consistently improved as they become more external oriented through an expanded public and social service contributions.
[image: image59.emf]36.87

30.45 30.47

31.64

28.3 29.16

0

10

20

30

40

50

2002 2003 2004

SAR

IAAT


KPI 6: Promotion of Thai Arts and Culture

KPI Observations: Most of the units maintained the university’s cultural activities as their basic contribution that should be reviewed to be more proactive at the unit level.
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KPI 7: Administration
KPI Observations: On the administration side, most of the units should have improved on their internal administrative systems that builds on from the previous years unless there are certain internal drastic change in the management of the unit thus causing its administration to deteriorate.
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KPI 8: Finance and Budgeting
KPI Observations: All the units follow the university’s budgetary and project based approach to finance and budgeting but need to match their budgets to the 1 year and 5 years strategic plan.   

KPI 9: Quality Assurance and Performance Results
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KPI Observations: On the overall, the units have shown an overall improvement in the outcome performance indicators but these must be evidenced based that could be quantifiable or qualitative in nature.
Appendix 2: Graduate Schools’ SPI Performance of KPI 1 to 9 [image: image63.emf]210.58
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for Academic Years 2002, 2003 and 2004

KPI observations:
1. It should be noted that the IAAT scores over the 3 years period are consistently lower than what the units assessed themselves for most of the KPI especially the core KPI of 1 to 5 and the final outcome KPI 9 that underlies the core mission of the institution.
2. It should also be noted that the units 3 years performance do not really differ or varies much and that could lead to the question of maintaining a “status quo” with minimal attention to continuous improvement.

Appendix 3: Administrative Units’ SPI Performance of KPI 1 to 9 for Academic Year 2002, 2003 and 2004
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Chart 1: Au Comparative Performance of SPI for Academic Years 2002 – 2004 based on SAR and IAAT Reports
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Chart 2: Au Comparative Performance of SPI Undergraduate Units for Academic Years 2002 – 2004 based on SAR and IAAT Reports
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Chart 3: Au Comparative Performance of SPI Graduate Units for Academic Years 2002 – 2004 based on SAR and IAAT Reports








Chart 4: Au Comparative Performance of SPI Administrative Units for Academic Years 2002 – 2004 based on SAR and IAAT Reports
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Chart 5: Comparison of SSI of Au Stakeholders for Academic Years 2004 and 2005�Satisfaction Index (Perception – Expectation)








Chart 6: Comparison of SSI of Undergraduate Students by Year for Academic Years 2004 and 2005�Satisfaction Index (Perception – Expectation)
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Chart 7: Comparison of SSI of Undergraduate Students by Faculty for Academic Years 2004 and 2005 Satisfaction Index (Perception – Expectation)
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Chart 9: Comparison of by Stakeholders of the SQI of the Resource Providers for 


Academic Year 2005 Satisfaction Index (Perception – Expectation)
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Chart 8: Comparison on Overall Performance of SQI of the Resource Providers for 


Academic Year 2005 Satisfaction Index (Perception – Expectation) 
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Chart 10: Comparison of Key Aspects of the SQI of the Resource Providers for 


Academic Year 2005 Satisfaction Index (Perception – Expectation)
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KPI 1: Vision, Mission and Strategic Planning





KPI 9: Quality Assurance and Performance Results
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KPI 2: Teaching and Learning





KPI 3: Student Activities
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KPI 5: Academic Services
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KPI 7: Administration
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KPI 6: Promotion of Thai Arts and Culture
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KPI Observations:


On the overall, the administrative units have consistently showed a slow but steady improvement on all aspects of the 9 KPI once they fully understand their roles as service support to the core business of the university which is teaching and learning.


The continuous improvements that had made steady progress are KPI 2 to 5 which were not in the old system as they re-orient themselves to be more customer-focused.
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