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Executive Summary 
 
The Teaching Standards Framework (TSF) project was initiated to facilitate the 
development of teaching standards for the Australian higher education sector. Macquarie 
University had developed teaching standards frameworks at both the institutional and 
individual level for its own internal auditing purposes in 2009. The role of the standards 
frameworks was to provide criteria that could be used to assess institutional and 
individual performance data in a way that contributed to the continual improvement of 
learning and teaching. In early 2010, Macquarie proposed that the frameworks be tested 
as a possible tool for assessing teaching quality across the Australian university sector. 
This was in recognition of the role standards would play in the new regulatory regime that 
was being introduced by the Australian Government. Funding was provided by the 
Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR) through the 
Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) for the testing of the institutional 
framework. All Australian universities were invited to participate, 17 submitted an 
expression of interest with nine universities involved in testing and re-designing the 
framework between August and December 2010, two at their own expense. 
 
The testing of the framework has resulted in six standards that provide institutions with a 
way of benchmarking the quality of their teaching, learning environment and curriculum: 
 
Teaching Standards 
 
Standard 1 The institution’s teaching structures ensure quality learning outcomes. 
 
Standard 2 The institution’s teaching practices ensure a quality student learning 

experience. 
 
Learning Environment Standards 
 
Standard 3 The institution’s services and resources enable quality learning outcomes. 
 
Standard 4 The institution’s services and resources enable a quality student learning 

experience. 
 
Curriculum Standards 
  
Standard 5 The institution ensures that the curriculum is current, academically robust 

and rigorous. 
 
Standard 6 The institution ensures that curriculum content and assessment practices 

produce quality learning outcomes. 
 
The revised TSF provides the structure and methodology for institutions to indicate how 
they meet each of these standards. The TSF is designed around three themes and seven 
focus areas that are considered common to all institutions. These provide a common 
benchmark whilst allowing for both the celebration of institutional excellence and the 
identification of areas in need of development. The themes are focussed on the quality of 
the teaching, the learning environment and the curriculum. The seven focus areas 
indicate the strategies and operational imperatives necessary if the three themes are to 
be achieved –  Management Responsibilities, Planning, Resources, Policies and 
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Procedures, Practices, Outcomes, and Monitoring and Evaluation. A set of criteria is 
listed under each focus area and for each criterion there is a performance indicator. 
Institutions are also able to include institution-specific criteria against which they wish to 
make an assessment. For each criterion, an assessment is made. The TSF has the 
advantage of allowing an assessment across an entire institution or smaller 
organisational units. It allows each university to indicate an area (or areas) in which they 
excel and those areas in need of development. In the same way, an institution is also 
able to indicate where they believe the listed criteria do not apply. There is also the 
facility for universities to report extensively on particular focus areas.  
 
There was considerable support in the sector for the TSF, and particularly amongst 
institutions participating in the project. The project provided the opportunity for detailed 
and positive collaboration between the participating institutions. This led to a sharing of 
ideas and development of common understandings of concepts – a useful outcome on its 
own. However, key issues remain in regard to the acceptance of the TSF for use across 
the sector. Firstly, the purpose of any specific application of the TSF must be clear. 
Secondly, universities must be able to demonstrate their distinctiveness, while still being 
held to a common set of standards. The version of the TSF included in this report can be 
used for quality assurance and quality enhancement, and also includes the capacity for 
universities to identify what is distinctive about them. These are crucial issues that must 
always be taken into consideration when the TSF is applied. 
 
Participating institutions were also of the view that the TSF required more testing and 
consultation before it could be implemented, as the timeline for the current project had 
been short especially when compared to analogous exercises like Excellence in 
Research Australia (ERA). It was also felt that the TSF would work best as an online tool. 
A possible model of how this could look is included in this report. 
 
The reality of the regulatory regime in which Australian institutions will shortly be 
operating, increases the need for a tool through which excellence and areas in need of 
development can be evaluated and standards defined. The TSF, with more testing, could 
be that tool. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The comprehensive feedback and suggestions received throughout the project have 
highlighted a range of challenges to the introduction of a TSF in the Australian higher 
education sector. To mitigate these issues as much as practicable, the following 
recommendations are made: 
 

1. Evaluation – the timeframe for testing the original TSF and the development of a 
revised version suggests that additional testing and evaluation is necessary. An 
independent external assessor should be commissioned to undertake an 
evaluation of the content and usability of the revised TSF. 
 

2. Support – universities are large and complex organisations with a myriad of 
demands for reporting. Acceptance of the TSF will depend in part on the ease of 
compliance. A sophisticated online data submission and reporting tool, with 
appropriate software and technical support should be developed to facilitate 
acceptability by the sector. 
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3. Implementation – the development of an implementation plan for testing and 
rollout across the sector is required, but is conditional on the development and 
ease of use of the recommended online submission tool. 
 

4. Communication – the TSF has been developed to provide benefits to the sector 
broadly and also to individual institutions and within them, smaller organisational 
units. A comprehensive communication strategy detailing purpose, methodology 
and benefits, and including a glossary, should be developed once the online tool 
and implementation plan have been finalised. 

 
Future projects of a similar nature would benefit from a longer timeframe to ensure more 
comprehensive testing, evaluation and development phases. 
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1. Project Objectives and Process 
 
The Teaching Standards Framework (TSF) project was proposed by Macquarie 
University (MQ) in a spirit of openness and collegiality. Macquarie had developed the 
TSF originally for its own internal auditing purposes in 2009. The role of the standards 
framework was to provide criteria that could be used to assess institutional performance 
data in a way that contributes to the continual improvement of learning and teaching. It 
was intended that the TSF would help institutions evaluate their structures and practices 
in the light of student performance. A key aim of a standards framework is to identify the 
relationship between institutional structures and practices and improving learning 
outcomes (Baird & Gordon, 2009; Gibbs, 2010; Scott, 2008). The aim of the national TSF 
project was to develop from within the higher education sector a framework that 
institutions could use to evaluate their own teaching performance in relation to the goals 
and priorities they set for themselves (ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report, 2003; 
Hodgson & Whalley, 2007; Scott, 2008; Westerheijden, Hulpiau & Waeytens, 2007). 
 
Specifically, the project aimed to: 
develop a revised and enhanced version of the TSF 
collate information from each participating university on how they would propose to report 
on compliance with the TSF both internally and to government 
develop on this basis a set of arrangements by which institutions could report on their 
performance against the TSF to the Department of Education, Employment and 
Workplace Relations (DEEWR) or to the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards 
Agency (TEQSA) 
draft an implementation plan for consultation with the sector and potential adoption of the 
TSF across the higher education sector 
 
All Australian higher education institutions were invited to participate. Six institutions, in 
addition to MQ, were selected from the 17 that submitted an Expression of Interest. Two 
further institutions agreed to participate at their own expense (Attachment 1). The seven 
selected institutions met in August 2010, with all participating institutions meeting in 
December 2010. During October, members from the national project team visited each of 
the selected institutions to discuss progress. In November, the University of Wollongong 
and the Queensland University of Technology project teams were provided with an early 
draft of the revised framework for their comments and feedback. 

 
A Steering Committee was established to provide oversight of the project (Attachment 1) 
and held a teleconference in September 2010. 
 
Each of the selected institutions, the Steering Group, and all institutions who submitted 
an Expression of Interest, were provided with the following documentation:  

(a) Teaching Standards Framework - Institution 
(b) Teaching Standards Framework - Institution (inclusive of reporting requirements) 
(c) Draft Glossary of Terms 
(d) Final Reporting Template 
(e) Agreed allocations for testing 
(f) Teaching Standards Framework Project Proposal - summary 
(g) Teaching Standards Framework - Individual 
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The associated timeline was agreed as: 
 

Date Requirement 

30 September 2010 Completion of Desktop Review 
Commencement of Targeted Audit 

25 October 2010 Submission of Progress Report (maximum 2 pages) to 
Macquarie University 

1 December 2010 Submission of: 
(a) final report 
(b) case studies of current best practice in relation to 
the implementation and assessment of compliance with 
the TSF 
(c) suggestions for how to record and report compliance 
with the TSF, both for internal quality enhancement 
processes and to government 

13/14 December 2010  Final Summit (to be held in Sydney) – the meeting was 
subsequently held on 13 December 

21 February 2011  Final Project Report due to ALTC 
 

 
2. Testing and Enhancement 
 
In the process of testing the TSF, the participating institutions identified a number of 
issues with its purpose, structure and content. Whilst all strongly agreed that the concept 
of a teaching standards framework had merit, there was general consensus that in 
relation to the TSF the purpose (quality enhancement, quality assurance or both) and 
audience (internal or external) were unclear, the language was sometimes vague, 
repetitive and inconsistent across the levels, some of the criteria were repeated in 
different themes, some included more than one idea, and the level statements did not 
always directly correspond to the criteria. Some of the sources of evidence were 
considered too ‘Macquarie-centric’ (e.g. referring to a Teaching Index), whilst others were 
considered too vague (e.g. ‘plans’). 
 
This feedback, together with that received through the institutional visits made by the 
national project team, the progress reports and the two summit meetings, confirmed the 
need to revise the structure of the TSF to make it more usable, hence a re-design was 
required.  
 
Throughout the testing of the TSF it became evident that the separation into the three 
original themes – Culture, Governance and Practices – and the grouping of the criteria 
around these themes was not practical and hence the TSF was difficult to operationalise. 
It resulted in significant repetition of criteria within and across the themes, in gaps, and in 
an overall lack of a hierarchical structure to the criteria and the three themes. 
 
Some of the criteria besides being repeated within the TSF, were in some cases also 
vague and inconsistent in their assessment focus. Some were too broad whilst others 
were too specific. In other instances, some of them seemed to be a sub-criterion of other 
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criteria or a performance indicator. Overall, the criteria did not seem to flow logically 
within and between the three themes.  

 
The performance indicators proved in many instances insufficient and inconsistent in how 
they measured outputs and outcomes (i.e. some of them required a particular number, 
some a proportion, and others seemed to be a source of evidence). Institutions also 
identified ambiguity in the use of performance indicators and sources of evidence. 
 
Some levels and their descriptors were double-barrelled, others were vague and 
inconsistent when assessed against the criteria, and in some cases the descriptors 
introduced new requirements that were not stated in the criteria. The distinction between 
“Yes, but” and “No, but” was often very vague and unclear. 
 
Institutions were concerned that the language used in the TSF often lacked clarity, was 
too vague, often emotive and inconsistent between the individual themes, criteria and 
levels. They also indicated that some of the language used (particularly in the sources of 
evidence section) was also far too ‘Macquarie-specific’.  
 
To address the findings from the testing undertaken by the institutions, the first step was 
to eliminate repetition from within the criteria. The next step was to align the criteria so 
that they flowed logically through the TSF. In order to do this, performance indicators, 
assessment levels and sources of evidence were not considered – the focus was on the 
formulation and content of the individual criteria only.  
 
This allowed the main themes to be extracted from the original criteria statements (see 
Figure 1). Any misleading language, vagueness and lack of clarity was removed. By 
extracting the main themes, two groups emerged. First were common institutional goals 
such as quality learning and teaching, quality curriculum, quality assurance and quality 
enhancement, pedagogical research, discipline research, ongoing professional 
development, and a student-centred approach. Second were areas through which these 
University goals could be achieved such as management structure, planning, resources 
(for infrastructure and facilities, staffing), funding models, policies and procedures, 
practices, review, and student feedback. 
 
Analysing the above themes and organising them into an hierarchical order a new 
structure emerged. The TSF was now organised into three discrete but interrelated 
themes focussing on the quality of: 
 

• Teaching 
• Learning Environment 
• Curriculum 

 
Within this structure, teaching refers to all aspects related to institutional, faculty and 
departmental support for, and the enhancement of, quality teaching. The learning 
environment brings the student into the TSF and refers to the provision of an environment 
that positively contributes to the student’s learning experience. Curriculum refers to what 
is being taught, the programs, units/subjects and the processes for their development, 
review and renewal. 
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Figure 1 – ‘House of Quality’ 
 
 

Six standards provide the universal goals of all institutions as they relate to quality 
learning outcomes and the quality of the learning experience. Quality teaching, quality 
learning environment and quality curriculum are necessary to reach these standards.  
 
Teaching 
Standard 1 The institution’s teaching structures ensure quality learning outcomes. 
 
Standard 2 The institution’s teaching practices ensure a quality student learning 

experience. 
 
Learning Environment Standards 
 
Standard 3 The institution’s services and resources enable quality learning 

outcomes. 
 
Standard 4 The institution’s services and resources enable a quality student 

learning experience. 
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Curriculum Standards 
  
Standard 5 The institution ensures that the curriculum is current, academically 

robust and rigorous. 
 
Standard 6 The institution ensures that curriculum content and assessment 

practices produce quality learning outcomes. 
 
The TSF provides the structure and methodology for an institution to assess its 
performance within each focus area and theme, and identify their areas of excellence and 
their areas for development. Detailed criteria and performance indicators guide their 
assessment. 
 
The three themes are naturally very closely interconnected and some of the criteria might 
appear to be repeated. However, whilst such a distinction might be seen as somewhat 
artificial, it is considered essential if the TSF is to be a usable tool to assess standards in 
institutional practices in learning and teaching. The separate focus emphasises the 
importance of each of the criteria within each of the themes. The structure also maintains 
the logical flow of the criteria and thus facilitates the making of an assessment. 
 
Originally seven focus areas were proposed: Management Structure, Planning, 
Resources, Policies and Procedures, Practices, Outcomes and Review. Based on the 
feedback received from the participating institutions, particularly during the discussion 
held at the final summit meeting, and ongoing work towards the enhancement of the TSF, 
the final focus areas were agreed as: 

 
• Management Responsibilities 
• Planning 
• Resources 
• Policies and Procedures 
• Practices 
• Outcomes 
• Monitoring and Evaluation 
 

The structure of the three themes with the same seven focus areas within each allows for 
a clear and structured assessment to be made. Within this structure, the criteria focus on 
a specific aspect of an institution’s performance within a specific focus area and within a 
specific theme. It also allows for more detailed criteria and the filling of gaps identified in 
the original TSF. This structure removes the repetition of the criteria from throughout the 
TSF and recognises the importance of all the focus areas to all aspects of an institution. 
There is also an option for institutions to add institution-specific criteria; this was a clear 
deficiency in the original TSF.  
 
The assessment scale was also modified. The original TSF included five assessment 
options: Yes, and; Yes; Yes, but; No, but; and No. Feedback indicated that the “No, but” 
option could be removed as it did not add any value to an assessment as it was 
considered indistinguishable from an assessment made under the “Yes, but” level. The 
“Yes, and” option was replaced by the inclusion of an “Areas of Excellence” column. This 
provides an institution with the opportunity to identify those areas in which they excel. 
Acknowledging both the quality assurance and quality enhancement aspects of the TSF, 
an “Areas for Development” column was included to allow for the identification of those 
areas in which an institution recognises additional effort and progress is required. 
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Following feedback from the participating institutions, a “Not Applicable” option was 
added to allow the TSF to accommodate the diversity of institutional structures and 
operations. The final assessment scale is now: 

 
• Yes 
• Yes, but 
• No 
• Not applicable 
• Areas of Excellence 
• Areas for Development 
 

The descriptors in the individual assessment levels are no longer needed as the new 
structure of the TSF provides sufficient guidance for the assessment of a particular 
criterion in a particular focus area within a particular theme.    
 
There was general agreement that the sources of evidence section that was part of the 
original TSF provided some guidance to assist with determining an assessment. 
However, the stated sources proved to be insufficient, limiting, sometimes irrelevant and 
too ‘Macquarie-specific’. The revised structure of the TSF requires an institution to submit 
a report in which the institution evidences their claimed level of assessment. Institutions 
would do this through sources of evidence that are relevant and available to them. 
 
The revised TSF, including the six standards, is detailed in Appendix A. 
 

 
3. Acceptability to Australian Universities 
 
Institutions participating in the project displayed strong support for a consistent, sector-
wide tool that could be used to evaluate teaching quality, such as the TSF, because it 
would bring the following advantages: 
 

• it would provide the sector with a common language to discuss teaching quality 
• it would facilitate benchmarking between institutions or across the sector 
• it would provide a systematic way in which institutional structures, policies and 

practices could be assessed in relation to one another, thus providing a clear 
overview of a university’s practices 

• it would provide a tool by which institutions could evaluate faculties, departments 
or other academic units comparatively. 

 
Some institutions found the tool easy to use. Although all found the lack of a clear 
purpose, especially as to whether it was a tool to guarantee compliance, or else one for 
long-term development, a significant obstacle to full implementation. The version of the 
TSF which was tested during the project did not specify a use. The final version 
presented here has been designed to lend itself to a variety of uses – quality assurance, 
quality enhancement, benchmarking – at a variety of different organisational levels – 
department, school, institution. In this way, the specific purpose of the TSF will be 
defined by the context of whichever body was using it at the particular time it was 
applied. The TSF is intended to provide this flexibility and to be adaptable to different 
organisational structures and priorities. As indicated above, the issues identified with the 
structure and content have been addressed through the revisions made to the TSF. 

 



 
 

Teaching Standards Framework Project – Final Report 13 
 

There remain other significant issues to be considered if the TSF is to be adopted. The 
single most important one is the specification of goals and targets. Participating 
institutions expressed a variety of opinions on this topic. Some argued that the causal link 
between institutional inputs and learning outcomes was not established in the literature 
(see Appendix C: Annotated Bibliography), and therefore, an institution could satisfy all 
the expectations of the TSF without being able to guarantee stellar outcomes. In other 
words, there is a lack of clear evidence to show exactly what quantitative measures can 
be set as a minimum guarantee of quality performance. Similarly, institutions have 
different priorities and goals, are at different stages of development and in different 
regional contexts. It is impossible, therefore, to define specific quantitative benchmarks 
that could be applied across the sector to every institution. On the other hand, other 
institutions felt that the TSF lacked precision if specific quantitative targets were not set. 
Some even expressed versions of both opinions. 
 
There would be significant and justifiable resistance to the TSF specifying uniform 
quantitative targets, but at the same time, quantitative data must be able to be included in 
any individual assessment. The final version of the TSF requires different types of 
quantitative data (for example, staff/student ratios, costs to students of services, waiting 
times, student satisfaction rates, graduate employer feedback etc) to be provided, but in 
a way that is appropriate to the particular university’s situation and plans. In alignment 
with the introduction of Compacts, it would be up to an individual university to argue what 
is the appropriate measure of performance for that institution. In this way, quantitative 
measures can be applied while still recognising the diversity of the sector. 
 
Given the strong support expressed for a framework like the TSF, and the consistent 
judgement on the part of participating institutions that the TSF is accessible and usable, 
then there should be widespread acceptance for its use, as long as the purpose of any 
individual application is clear, and there is sufficient sensitivity to the situation of 
particular institutions during the course of an assessment. 
 

 
4. Application within National Context 

 
With the Australian Government proposing to establish a new national regulatory and 
quality agency for higher education, the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards 
Agency (TEQSA), in 2011, there will be an increased emphasis on quality and standards 
within higher education. Part of the remit of TEQSA will be to monitor quality and set 
standards. 
 
The purpose of the TSF has always been to meet the twin aims of quality assurance and 
quality enhancement. The six standards detail the universal goals of all institutions as 
they relate to quality learning outcomes and the quality of the learning experience. The 
TSF  is seen as providing institutions with a structure and methodology to assess their 
performance, and an opportunity to benchmark their teaching, learning environment and 
curriculum. In this way it provides an external focus for compliance purposes and an 
internal focus for development. 

 
Following more testing and evaluation the TSF, including the six standards, could be one 
method of providing the sector with an agreed basis on which quality and standards could 
be determined. It has the advantage of having been developed from within the sector. It 
has been structured to be adaptable to institutional contexts and hence accommodate 
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institutional diversity whilst ensuring a focus on the necessary infrastructure, systems, 
support and resources required for the provision of a quality learning experience. 
 
The structure of the TSF provides benchmarking opportunities at different levels – theme, 
focus area and criteria. It also allows an assessment to be made at different 
organisational levels (e.g. the entire institution or smaller organisational units such as 
departments or schools). In this way, the TSF provides the possibility for a range of 
benchmarking opportunities. It will allow for institutions to indicate their areas of 
excellence and therefore provide benchmarks towards which other institutions can aspire. 
It will also facilitate the sharing of good practice and opportunities to learn from both 
within an institution and across the sector more broadly. 
 

 
5. Implementation 
 
The version of the TSF that is the outcome of this project (Appendix A) is not considered 
final. The nine institutions involved in the testing provided comprehensive and detailed 
analysis on the original TSF. The result of their testing substantially altered both the 
structure and methodology, thus resulting in a revised TSF. More testing and consultation 
is considered essential before it would be considered appropriate for full implementation 
across the sector. 
 
The timeframe in which this framework has been tested and revised has been very 
limited. It compares extremely unfavourably with both the time and resources provided to 
support the Excellence in Research Australia (ERA) initiative, a similar concept but with a 
focus on research. For this initiative, the initial ERA announcement was made in 
February 2008 and was then followed by a period of consultation and trials with a final 
submission required two and a half years later. In relation to the development of the TSF, 
DEEWR agreed to fund the project through the ALTC at the end of June 2010 with a 
requirement for the project to be completed by the end of February 2011, a period of just 
eight months. 
 
With TEQSA keen to protect and assure the quality of international education and 
streamline current regulatory arrangements, it would not be advisable to use this version 
of the TSF until additional testing has been undertaken. 
 

The feedback received through the testing phase highlighted the importance of the TSF 
being an online tool. Many institutions expressed frustration with the cumbersome 
structure of the Excel document they were required to work with. The need to repeat data 
that had already been provided to government was seen particularly as a poor use of 
university time and resources, with limited value-add. Therefore any implementation of 
the TSF would need to be supported by a detailed and easy to use online tool. In view of 
the QA and QE possibilities afforded by the TSF, the tool should not just be for the final 
submission to DEEWR, but rather available for institutions to undertake internal self-
assessments, and internal and external benchmarking. This would require extensive 
technical and software support.  
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An online tool (see Appendix B for an example1

 

) would provide a simple and accessible 
environment in which detailed analysis and evaluation could be made, quantitative data 
linked together and a coherent report produced. It would allow universities to represent 
themselves, succinctly and comprehensively, and for an auditing body to extract precise 
data. This would facilitate an efficient and coherent comparative overview of the 
Australian university sector. 

 
6. Recommendations 
 
The comprehensive feedback and suggestions received throughout the project have 
highlighted a range of challenges to the introduction of a TSF in the Australian higher 
education sector. To mitigate these issues as much as practicable, the following 
recommendations are made: 
 

1. Evaluation – the timeframe for testing the original TSF and the development of a 
revised version suggests that additional testing and evaluation is necessary. An 
independent external assessor should be commissioned to undertake an evaluation 
of the content and usability of the revised TSF. 
 

2. Support – universities are large and complex organisations with a myriad of demands 
for reporting. Acceptance of the TSF will depend in part on the ease of compliance. A 
sophisticated online data submission and reporting tool, with appropriate software 
and technical support should be developed to facilitate acceptability by the sector. 

 
3. Implementation – the development of an implementation plan for testing and rollout 

across the sector is required, but is conditional on the development and ease of use 
of the recommended online submission tool. 
 

4. Communication – the TSF has been developed to provide benefits to the sector 
broadly and also to individual institutions and within them, smaller organisational 
units. A comprehensive communication strategy detailing purpose, methodology and 
benefits, and including a glossary, should be developed once the online tool and 
implementation plan have been finalised. 

 
Future projects of a similar nature would benefit from a longer timeframe to ensure more 
comprehensive testing, evaluation and development phases. 
 
 

                                                
 
1 The design of the sample online tool has been based on the structure and layout of the current 
TEQSA website, for illustrative purposes only. 
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APPENDIX A – Revised Teaching Standards Framework 
 
Six standards provide the universal goals of all institutions as they relate to quality 
learning outcomes and the quality of the learning experience. 
 
Teaching 
 
Standard 1 The institution’s teaching structures ensure quality learning outcomes. 
 
Standard 2 The institution’s teaching practices ensure a quality student learning 

experience. 
 

Learning Environment Standards 
 

Standard 3 The institution’s services and resources enable quality learning 
outcomes. 

 
Standard 4 The institution’s services and resources enable a quality student 

learning experience. 
 

Curriculum Standards 
  

Standard 5 The institution ensures that the curriculum is current, academically 
robust and rigorous. 

 
Standard 6 The institution ensures that curriculum content and assessment 

practices produce quality learning outcomes. 
 

 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Structure 
 
The Teaching Standards Framework (TSF) is a tool for assessing standards in 
institutional practices in learning and teaching. It is structured around three themes: 
 

• Teaching 
• Learning Environment 
• Curriculum 

 
Within each theme are seven focus areas – Management Responsibilities, Planning, 
Resources, Policies and Procedures, Practices, Outcomes, Monitoring and Evaluation. 
Each of these are broken down into criteria (statements of principles) and performance 
indicators (actions to be undertaken) against which and assessment may be made.  
 
How to use the Framework 
 
The TSF can be used to assess performance across an entire institution or it can be 
modified and adapted for use in smaller organisational units (e.g. departments, faculties, 
schools). The TSF does not specify levels of performance, as these should be defined by 
the assessing body at the time of any particular assessment. For example, if the 



 
 

Teaching Standards Framework Project – Final Report 17 
 

framework is being used by a University to audit its own performance, levels of 
performance should be set according to the University’s goals and priorities and its 
current stage of development. The same principle should apply if a University were 
auditing a particular department, faculty or school. If the TSF is be used for 
benchmarking between universities, the universities should negotiate the appropriate 
levels of performance. If the TSF is being used by an assessment body auditing the 
whole sector, the auditing body should determine usable cross-sector standards. To 
enable this range of functions, the TSF repeatedly refers to “appropriate” or “adequate” 
levels of performance.  
 
Given the variety of different types of universities, their differing stages of development, 
structures and missions, it is not possible to fix standard quantitative measures of 
performance that will be uniform across the sector. Appropriate and relevant quantitative 
measures are to be set each time the TSF is applied. 
 
The TSF is not a complete assessment table. It is a framework within which assessments 
are to be made. The most important part of an assessment exercise is the discursive 
narrative the TSF gives rise to, which provides a full account of where a University is in a 
particular field, and its long-term development plans. 
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SUMMARY OF THE THEMES, FOCUS AREAS AND CRITERIA 
 
1. Teaching 
 
Management Responsibilities  
 Senior authority with university-wide oversight of learning and teaching 
 University academic structure facilitates quality learning and teaching 
 Inter-faculty quality assurance and quality enhancement process for learning and 

teaching 
 Faculty quality assurance and quality enhancement process for learning and teaching 
 Departmental quality assurance and quality enhancement process for learning and 

teaching 
  
Planning  
 Clearly defined values for learning and teaching incorporated into university planning  
 University teaching plans outline: 

- a mechanism/framework for teaching quality assurance and quality enhancement 
- how to assure and enhance the qualifications of teachers  
- how to support and  enhance quality teaching  
- how to recognise and reward quality teaching  
- how to evaluate teaching performance in relation to comparable institutions  

 Plans incorporate feedback from stakeholders for future planning 
 Plans for quality teaching assurance and enhancement at a faculty level 
 Plans for quality teaching assurance and enhancement at a department level 
  
Resources  
 Allocation of adequate financial resources to support quality teaching including: 

- a provision of adequate human resources in staffing  
- recruiting and retaining quality academic staff 
- supporting and enhancing quality teaching  
- recognition and reward for quality teaching  

  
Policies and Procedures  
 Established, systematic and accessible policy framework 
 Policies and procedures embed learning and teaching values (established in 

university strategic plans) into teaching practice 
 University has policies and procedures for:  

- assuring and enhancing the quality of teaching 
- supporting and enhancing teaching  
- recognising and rewarding quality teaching  
- benchmarking teaching quality 

  
Practices  
 Quality academic staff are appointed and retained 
 Ongoing professional development is encouraged and available to all academic staff 
 University undertakes research into learning and teaching  
 University teaching responds to current research in learning and teaching 
 University learning and teaching plans are enacted 
 Reporting on progress of plans 
 Quality teaching is recognised and rewarded  
 Quality teaching practice is shared 
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Outcomes  
 Quality of academic staff 
 Student performance 
 Graduates are appropriately qualified 
 Student satisfaction 
 Graduate employment rates 
 Employer satisfaction 
  
Monitoring and Evaluation  
 Regular reviews of: 

- university management responsibilities for learning and teaching administration, 
quality assurance and quality enhancement 

- learning and teaching plans 
- learning and teaching policy and procedures 
- learning and teaching staff development 

 National and international benchmarking is evidenced in regular reviews 
  
 
2. Learning Environment 
 
Management Responsibilities  
 Senior authority with university-wide oversight of learning and teaching resources and 

support 
 University has a process for assuring and enhancing student welfare 
 University process for quality assurance and quality enhancement in the provision of 

learning spaces 
 University process for quality assurance and quality enhancement in the provision of 

information resources 
 University process for quality assurance and quality enhancement in the provision of 

learning and teaching technologies 
  
Planning  
 University plans for learning and teaching include:  

- arrangements for academic support for students 
- health and wellbeing support for students 
- clearly defined expectations about student rights and responsibilities  

 University plans for the use of learning spaces 
 University plans for the provision of information resources  
 University plans for the use of quality technology to support learning  
 Plans for quality learning support at faculty level 
 Plans for quality learning support at departmental level 
 Plans for systematic data collection 
  
Resources  
 Allocation of adequate financial and human resources to provide: 

- academic support for students 
- student health and wellbeing 
- infrastructure 
- information resources  
- technology to support learning  
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Policies and Procedures  
 Policies and procedures to provide access to:  

- academic support  
- health and wellbeing support  

 University has policies and procedures for the administration of learning spaces  
 University has policies and procedures for the administration of information resources  
 University has policies and procedures for technology to support learning and 

teaching 
  
Practices 
 Academic support services are available  
 Students access academic support services 
 Non-academic support services are available 
 Students access non-academic support services 
 University systematically collects data 
  
Outcomes  
 Adequate provision of academic support services 
 Adequate provision of non-academic support services 
 Quality student learning experience 
  
Monitoring and Evaluation 
 Regular reviews of university provision of: 

- academic support services for students 
- non-academic student support services 
- adequate infrastructure for learning and teaching 
- adequate information resources 
- adequate technological support for learning and teaching 

 
 
3. Curriculum 
 
Management Responsibilities   
 Senior authority with university-wide oversight of curriculum quality 
 University curriculum quality assurance and quality enhancement process 
 Faculty curriculum quality assurance and quality enhancement process  
 Department curriculum quality assurance and quality enhancement process 
  
Planning 
 University strategic planning sets standards and protocols for curriculum quality 

assurance and quality enhancement, including: 
- curriculum development 
- curriculum review 
- curriculum renewal 
- curriculum benchmarking 

 Faculty strategic planning sets standards and protocols for curriculum quality 
assurance and quality enhancement 

 Department strategic planning sets standards and protocols for curriculum quality 
assurance and quality enhancement  
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Resources  
 Allocation of financial resources for curriculum quality assurance and quality 

enhancement  
 Allocation of human resources for curriculum quality assurance and quality 

enhancement 
 University provides academic and technical expertise to support curriculum quality 

assurance and quality enhancement 
 University provides technical and material support for curriculum quality assurance 

and quality enhancement processes 
  
Policies and Procedures   
 University policies and procedures enable quality assurance and quality enhancement 

in the areas of: 
- curriculum development 
- curriculum design 
- curriculum and unit reviews 
- curriculum and unit renewal 
- benchmarking 

 Faculty policies and procedures enable quality assurance and quality enhancement in 
the areas of curriculum development, design, review, renewal and benchmarking 

 Department policies and procedures enable quality assurance and quality 
enhancement in the areas of curriculum development, design, review, renewal and 
benchmarking 

  
Practices  
 Curriculum informed by current research in the discipline 
 Curriculum conforms to professional accreditation standards (where appropriate) 
 Curriculum is designed to ensure specified student learning outcomes 
 Curriculum presented using the most effective technologies and modes of delivery 
 Teaching materials provide students with all necessary information about content, 

requirements and resources 
 Assessment practice is based on student learning outcomes 
 Student performance is measured against specified student learning outcomes 
  
Outcomes  
 Students achieve specified learning outcomes 
 University programs lead to the development of graduate capabilities, workplace skills 

and discipline-based knowledge 
 Students are satisfied with the curriculum 
 Employers are satisfied with the curriculum 
  
Monitoring and Evaluation  
 Regular reviews of: 

- all university strategies for curriculum development 
- units and programs 
- policies and procedures on curriculum development, design and delivery 
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1. Teaching 

THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT AREAS OF 
EXCELLENCE 

AREAS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT REPORT 

Yes 
Yes, 
but No N/A 

1.
 T

EA
C

H
IN

G
 

M
an

ag
em

en
t R

es
po

ns
ib

ili
tie

s 
Senior authority with 
university-wide oversight of 
learning and teaching 

Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) or 
equivalent with responsibility for learning 
and teaching in job description.         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

University academic structure 
facilitates quality learning and 
teaching 

Faculties, departments and disciplines 
are organised in a clear and systematic 
way with appropriate leadership 
structures with clearly defined roles.         

Inter-faculty quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement process for 
learning and teaching 

Committee reporting to academic board 
(or equivalent) with responsibility for 
learning and teaching in terms of 
reference.         

Faculty quality assurance 
and quality enhancement 
process for learning and 
teaching 

Reporting line within faculty for learning 
and teaching (eg dedicated learning and 
teaching committee with appropriate 
terms of reference and/or an associate 
dean with an appropriate job description).         

Departmental quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement process for 
learning and teaching 

Reporting line within department for 
learning and teaching (eg through a 
dedicated learning and teaching 
committee with appropriate terms of 
reference and/or a department learning 
and teaching director with an appropriate 
job description).         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Pl
an

ni
ng

 

Clearly defined values for 
learning and teaching 
incorporated into university 
planning  

University plans incorporate a set of 
values that underpin learning and 
teaching (eg student centred perspective, 
diversity, quality assurance and quality 
enhancement).         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

University teaching plans 
outline: 

  
        

a) a mechanism/framework 
for teaching quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement 

a) University plans include a 
governance model that has clear 
protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes for assuring and enhancing 
teaching quality.         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT AREAS OF 
EXCELLENCE 

AREAS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT REPORT 

Yes 
Yes, 
but No N/A 

 b) how to assure and 
enhance the qualifications of 
academic staff  

b) University plans include strategies 
for employing quality academic staff (eg 
staff with teaching qualifications, teaching 
awards).         

 c) how to support and  
enhance quality teaching  

c) University plans include strategies 
for ongoing professional development, 
grants and fellowships, workload 
allocation.         

d) how to recognise and 
reward quality teaching  

d) University plans include strategies 
for academic promotions, awards, prizes 
and grants.         

e) how to evaluate 
teaching performance in 
relation to comparable 
institutions  

e) University plans include strategies 
for benchmarking activities with other 
institutions or industry providers. 

        
Plans incorporate feedback 
from stakeholders for future 
planning 

Stakeholders provide feedback into, and 
on, teaching plans. 

        
Plans for quality teaching 
assurance and enhancement 
at a faculty level 

Faculty plans, based on higher-level 
university plans, have clear protocols, 
responsibilities, roles and timeframes for 
quality assurance and quality 
enhancement.         

Plans for quality teaching 
assurance and enhancement 
at a department level 

Departmental plans, based on higher-
level faculty and university plans have 
clear protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes for quality assurance and 
quality enhancement.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<To be entered by institutions> 

        

R
es

ou
rc

es
 

Allocation of adequate 
financial resources to support 
quality teaching including: 

  

        <To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) a provision of adequate 
human resources in staffing  

a) University evaluates systematically 
and transparently the levels of staffing 
required to conduct and support teaching 
adequately, sets appropriate  targets (eg 
for staff : student ratios) and allocates         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT AREAS OF 
EXCELLENCE 

AREAS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT REPORT 

Yes 
Yes, 
but No N/A 

resources accordingly 

 b) recruiting and retaining 
quality academic staff 

b) University provides financial 
resources to recruit and retain quality 
academic staff (eg staff with teaching 
qualifications, teaching awards)         

c) supporting and 
enhancing quality teaching  

c) University provides financial 
resources for the ongoing professional 
development of staff (eg an office 
focussed on research into learning and 
teaching, professional development, and 
enhancement) and allows staff time to 
pursue professional development.         

d) recognition and reward 
for quality teaching  

d) University provides financial 
resources to support academic 
promotions, awards, prizes and grants.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Po
lic

ie
s 

an
d 

Pr
oc

ed
ur

es
 

Established, systematic and 
accessible policy framework 

University has a policy repository 
accessible to staff and students.         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

University has clear and transparent 
procedures for the review and renewal of 
policy.         
University sets targets for policy quality 
(eg proportion of policy documents 
publicly accessible, proportion reviewed 
within review period and for reducing the 
number of out-of-date documents).         

Policies and procedures 
embed learning and teaching 
values (established in 
university strategic plans) into 
teaching practice 

Consistent learning and teaching values 
can be tracked across a range of 
university plans and procedures.  

        
University has policies and 
procedures for:  
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT AREAS OF 
EXCELLENCE 

AREAS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT REPORT 

Yes 
Yes, 
but No N/A 

 a) assuring and enhancing 
the quality of teaching 

a) University policies include strategies 
and procedures for attracting and 
retaining quality academic staff (eg 
appointment policy, promotions policy).         

 b) supporting and 
enhancing teaching  

b) University policies include strategies 
and procedures for the ongoing 
professional development of staff (eg 
training courses, grants and fellowships, 
staff health and wellbeing, workload 
allocation).         

c) recognising and 
rewarding quality teaching  

c) University policies have strategies 
and procedures for recognising and 
rewarding quality teaching (eg 
promotions, awards, prizes and grants).         

d) benchmarking teaching 
quality 

d) University policies include protocols 
and procedures for benchmarking with 
other institutions, including for 
establishing targets and conducting 
assessments.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Pr
ac

tic
es

 

Quality academic staff are 
appointed and retained 

Goals and strategies are in operation and 
targets are reached for appointing and 
retaining quality academic staff (eg staff 
with teaching qualifications, teaching 
awards).         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

Ongoing professional 
development is encouraged 
and available to all academic 
staff 

Academic staff undertake professional 
development. Professional development 
is included in the review and planning 
processes for all staff.         

University undertakes 
research into learning and 
teaching  

Teachers undertake pedagogical 
research leading to quality publications, 
grants, fellowships and exchanges.         

University teaching responds 
to current research in 

University communicates innovations in 
research in learning and teaching to staff.          
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT AREAS OF 
EXCELLENCE 

AREAS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT REPORT 

Yes 
Yes, 
but No N/A 

learning and teaching Academic staff incorporate pedagogical 
research into their teaching practice as 
reported in departmental, faculty and 
university teaching reviews and staff 
professional development planning.         

University learning and 
teaching plans are enacted 

Academic staff are aware of the content 
of university (including 
faculty/department) learning and teaching 
plans, learning and teaching goals and 
priorities, and address these in their 
practice.          
Unit outlines reflect learning and teaching 
plans.          
Student and other feedback indicate 
success in meeting plans.         

Quality teaching is 
recognised and rewarded  

University rewards and celebrates quality 
teaching (eg through promotions, awards, 
prizes and grants).          
University sets and reaches targets for 
applications for promotions and learning 
and teaching awards.         

Quality teaching practice is 
shared 

Academic staff undertakes peer 
observation of teaching. Staff implements 
quality teaching practices.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

O
ut

co
m

es
 

Quality of academic staff University fulfils plans and meets 
established targets for the number of 
quality academic staff (eg based on 
information supplied in applications for 
appointment and promotion in relation to 
academic staff with formal teaching 
qualifications; numbers of teaching staff 
with teaching awards, grants or 
fellowships; and numbers of staff 
conducting pedagogical research).         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT AREAS OF 
EXCELLENCE 

AREAS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT REPORT 

Yes 
Yes, 
but No N/A 

Student performance University fulfils plans and meets 
established targets for student 
performance (eg measured by student 
result evaluation processes, and 
measurable attainment of learning 
outcomes).         

Graduates are appropriately 
qualified 

Graduates attain graduate capabilities, 
workplace skills and discipline-based 
knowledge as defined in the Australian 
Qualifications Framework or relevant 
industry-based policy documents.         

Student satisfaction University meets established goals for 
student satisfaction in national, sector-
wide and internal student feedback.         

Graduate employment rates University meets established goals for 
graduate employment.         

Employer satisfaction Surveys of employers indicate employer 
satisfaction with University teaching.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

M
on

ito
rin

g 
an

d 
Ev

al
ua

tio
n 

Regular reviews and 
reporting on: 

Drawing on feedback from staff, students 
and stakeholders, the University conducts 
regular reviews of its:         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) university management 
responsibilities for learning 
and teaching administration, 
quality assurance and quality 
enhancement 

a) management responsibilities for 
learning and teaching according to clear 
protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes which specify how such 
reviewing is reported and acted upon.         

b) learning and teaching 
plans 

b) learning and teaching plans 
according to clear protocols, 
responsibilities, roles and timeframes 
which specify how such reviewing is 
reported and acted upon.         

c) learning and teaching 
policy and procedures 

c) learning and teaching policy and 
procedures according to clear protocols, 
responsibilities, roles and timeframes 
which specify how such reviewing is 
reported and acted upon.         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT AREAS OF 
EXCELLENCE 

AREAS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT REPORT 

Yes 
Yes, 
but No N/A 

d) learning and teaching 
staff development 

d) learning and teaching staff 
development according to clear protocols, 
responsibilities, roles and timeframes 
which specify how such reviewing is 
reported and acted upon.         

National and international 
benchmarking is evidenced in 
regular reviews 

University has an established 
benchmarking program at department, 
faculty and institutional level including 
clear protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes for agreeing on standards, 
and how the review will be reported and 
implemented.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 
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2. Learning Environment 

THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

2.
 L

EA
R

N
IN

G
 E

N
VI

R
O

N
M

EN
T 

M
an

ag
em

en
t R

es
po

ns
ib

ili
tie

s 
Senior authority with 
university-wide oversight of 
learning and teaching 
resources and support 

Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) or 
equivalent with responsibility for learning 
and teaching resources and support in job 
description.         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

University has a process 
for assuring and enhancing 
student welfare 

Senior officer responsible for student affairs 
(including pastoral care, academic advice 
and referral to student services).         

University process for 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement in the 
provision of learning 
spaces 

Delegated authority entrusted with the 
administration of learning and teaching 
spaces, with effective lines of 
communication with faculties and 
departments.         

University process for 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement in the 
provision of information 
resources 

Delegated authority entrusted with the 
administration of information resources, with 
effective lines of communication with 
faculties and departments. 

        
University process for 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement in the 
provision of learning and 
teaching technologies 

Delegated authority entrusted with the 
administration of learning and teaching 
technologies, with effective lines of 
communication with faculties and 
departments.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Pl
an

ni
ng

 

University plans for 
learning and teaching 
include:            

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) arrangements for 
academic support for 
students 

a) University plans ensure the appropriate 
provision of study skills training, transition 
support, academic advice, mentoring and  
student orientations.         

b) health and wellbeing 
support for students 

b) University plans ensure the appropriate 
provision of accommodation, careers advice, 
medical facilities, counselling, financial 
support, scholarships.         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

c) clearly defined 
expectations about student 
rights and responsibilities  

c) University communicates expectations 
about student rights and responsibilities (eg 
through a student charter or code of 
conduct).         

University plans for the use 
of learning spaces 

University plans define goals and strategies 
for the assessment, allocation and 
management of learning spaces.          

University plans for the 
provision of information 
resources  

University plans define goals and strategies 
for the assessment, allocation and 
management of information resources (eg 
library).         

University plans for the use 
of quality technology to 
support learning  

University plans define goals and strategies 
for the assessment, allocation and 
management of technology (eg network, 
hardware).         

Plans for quality learning 
support at faculty level 

Faculty plans have clear protocols, 
responsibilities, roles and timeframes for 
quality learning support, and both enable 
and fulfil university plans.         

Plans for quality learning 
support at departmental 
level 

Department plans have clear protocols, 
responsibilities, roles and timeframes for 
quality learning support, and both enable 
and fulfil faculty and university plans.         

Plans for systematic data 
collection 

Plans include strategies, clear protocols, 
responsibilities, roles and timeframes for 
systematic data collection (eg for statutory 
reporting). 

    <Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

R
es

ou
rc

es
 

Allocation of adequate 
financial and human 
resources to provide:           

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) academic support for 
students 

a) University assesses the need for 
resources for student academic support 
taking into account its diverse student 
population (eg study skills, transition 
support, mentoring and orientation), sets 
appropriate targets (eg for cost to students         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

and waiting times) and allocates resources 
accordingly. 

b) student health and 
wellbeing 

b) University assesses the need for 
resources for student health and wellbeing 
taking into account its diverse student 
population (eg accommodation services, 
careers advice, medical facilities, 
counselling, financial support, scholarships 
etc) , sets appropriate targets (eg for cost to 
students and waiting times) and allocates 
resources accordingly.         

c) infrastructure c) University assesses the need for 
resources to provide adequate materials and 
infrastructure taking into account its diverse 
student population (eg learning spaces and 
spaces for support services), sets 
appropriate targets (eg utilisation rates of 
learning spaces, effective class sizes, staff : 
student ratios, quantity of on-campus 
accommodation) and allocates resources 
accordingly.         

d) information resources  d) University assesses the need for the 
provision of adequate information resources 
taking into account its diverse student 
population (eg library resources for both on-
campus and distance students), sets 
appropriate targets (eg number of resources 
on request, proportion of students accessing 
resources, waiting times for borrowing) and 
allocates resources accordingly.         

e) technology to support 
learning  

e) University assesses the need for 
resources for technology taking into account 
its diverse student population, sets 
appropriate targets (eg for cost to students, 
renewal of equipment, range of software, 
and waiting times) and allocates resources         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

accordingly. 

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Po
lic

ie
s 

an
d 

Pr
oc

ed
ur

es
 

Policies and procedures to 
provide access to:            

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) academic support  a) University policies and procedures 
outline clear protocols, responsibilities, roles 
and timeframes for the provision of 
academic support for students  (eg in the 
areas of study skills, transition support, 
mentoring and orientation).         

b) health and wellbeing 
support  

b) University policies and procedures 
outline clear protocols, responsibilities, roles 
and timeframes for the provision of services 
to support the health and wellbeing of 
students (eg in the areas of accommodation 
services, careers advice, medical facilities, 
counselling, financial support, scholarships 
etc).         

University has policies and 
procedures for the 
administration of learning 
spaces  

University policies and procedures outline 
clear protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes for assessing a need for space 
allocation and for monitoring of the use of 
learning spaces in the light of established 
goals and targets.          

University has policies and 
procedures for the 
administration of 
information resources  

University policies and procedures outline 
clear protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes for assessing a need for 
information resources and for monitoring of 
the use of information resources in the light 
of established goals and targets.          
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

University has policies and 
procedures for technology 
to support learning and 
teaching 

University policies and procedures outline 
clear protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes for assessing a need for learning 
and teaching technologies, and for 
monitoring of the use of learning and 
teaching technologies in the light of 
established goals and targets.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Pr
ac

tic
es

 

Academic support services 
are available  

The university establishes appropriate 
facilities for student academic support in 
response to measured student needs.         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

Students access academic 
support services 

Assessment of student needs identifies 
targets for the provision and use of student 
academic support services and the targets 
are met.         

Non-academic support 
services are available 

University establishes facilities for non-
academic student support in response to 
measured student need and available 
university resources.         

Students access non-
academic support services 

Assessment of student need identifies 
targets for the provision and use of non-
academic student support services and the 
targets are met.         

University systematically 
collects data 

University analyses and uses data collected 
(eg for statutory reporting purposes) 

    <Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

O
ut

co
m

es
 Adequate provision of 

academic support services 
Student feedback and other indicators (eg 
improved student performance, higher 
retention rates, a reduction in the number of 
disputes and complaints) indicates that 
University is meeting established goals for 
the provision of academic support services.         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

Adequate provision of non-
academic support services 

Student feedback and other indicators (eg 
improved student performance, higher 
retention rates, a reduction in the number of 
disputes and complaints) indicates that 
established goals for the provision of non-
academic support services are being met.         

determine the 
assessment> 

Quality student learning 
experience 

Student involvement in cultural, social, 
sporting and volunteering activities improve 
the quality of student learning experience.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

M
on

ito
rin

g 
an

d 
Ev

al
ua

tio
n 

Regular reviews of 
university provision of: 

Drawing on feedback from staff, students 
and stakeholders, the university conducts 
regular reviews of its provision of:         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) academic support 
services for students 

a) academic support services according to 
clear protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes which specify how the review will 
be reported and implemented.         

b) non-academic student 
support services 

b) non-academic support services 
according to clear protocols, responsibilities, 
roles and timeframes which specify how the 
review will be reported and implemented.         

c) adequate 
infrastructure for learning 
and teaching 

c) adequate infrastructure for learning and 
teaching, according to clear protocols, 
responsibilities, roles and timeframes which 
specify how the review will be reported and 
implemented.         

d) adequate information 
resources 

d) information resources, according to 
clear protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes which specify how the review will 
be reported and implemented.         

e) adequate 
technological support for 
learning and teaching 

e) adequate technological resources for 
learning and teaching, according to clear 
protocols, responsibilities, roles and 
timeframes which specify how the review will 
be reported and implemented.         

<Institution-specific criteria <Click to enter>         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

(optional)> 
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3. Curriculum  
 

THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

3.
 C

U
R

R
IC

U
LU

M
 

M
an

ag
em

en
t R

es
po

ns
ib

ili
tie

s 

Senior authority with 
university-wide oversight of 
curriculum quality 

Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) or 
equivalent with responsibility for curriculum 
quality.         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

University curriculum 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement 
process 

Committee reporting to an academic board 
(or equivalent) with curriculum quality 
responsibilities in terms of reference. 

        
Faculty curriculum quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement process  

Reporting line within faculty for curriculum 
quality (eg dedicated curriculum quality 
committee with appropriate terms of 
reference and/or an associate dean with 
appropriate job description).         

Department curriculum 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement 
process 

Reporting line within department for 
curriculum quality (eg dedicated curriculum 
quality committee with appropriate terms of 
reference and or a department learning and 
teaching director with appropriate job 
description).         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Pl
an

ni
ng

 

University strategic 
planning sets standards 
and protocols for 
curriculum quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement, including: 

University plans define responsibilities, 
procedures, goals and targets for curriculum 
quality assurance and quality enhancement. 

        
<To be 

entered by 
institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) curriculum 
development 

a) University plans identify responsibilities, 
procedures and timeframes for the 
development of high quality curriculum, and, 
where relevant, its conformity to professional 
accreditation requirements.         

b) curriculum review b) University plans identify responsibilities, 
procedures and timeframes for curriculum 
review.         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

c) curriculum renewal c) University plans identify responsibilities, 
procedures and timeframes for the periodic 
renewal of curriculum.         

d) curriculum 
benchmarking 

d) University plans identify responsibilities, 
procedures and timeframes for the 
benchmarking of curriculum between 
appropriate departments and institutions.   

 

    
Faculty strategic planning 
sets standards and 
protocols for curriculum 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement 

Faculty plans align with university curriculum 
quality assurance and quality enhancement 
plans. 

        
Department strategic 
planning sets standards 
and protocols for 
curriculum quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement  

Department plans align with university and 
faculty curriculum quality assurance and 
quality enhancement plans. 

        
<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

R
es

ou
rc

es
 

Allocation of financial 
resources for curriculum 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement  

University supplies sufficient financial 
resources for the cost of curriculum 
development, review, renewal and 
benchmarking (eg costs of equipment, 
technology, communication, travel and 
dissemination).         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

Allocation of human 
resources for curriculum 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement 

University allocates sufficient qualified 
academic and professional staff and staff-
time for curriculum development, review, 
renewal and benchmarking.         

University provides 
academic and technical 
expertise to support 
curriculum quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement 

Academic and professional staff has access 
to expert advice in curriculum development, 
review, renewal and benchmarking. 
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

University provides 
technical and material 
support for curriculum 
quality assurance and 
quality enhancement 
processes 

Academic and professional staff has access 
to technological and material resources and 
equipment to support curriculum 
development, review, renewal and 
benchmarking. 

        
<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Po
lic

ie
s 

an
d 

Pr
oc

ed
ur

es
  

University policies and 
procedures enable quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement in the areas 
of: 

University policies and procedures specify: 

        

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) curriculum 
development 

a) responsibilities for initiating and 
approving curriculum development, as well 
as required evidence and relevant 
timeframes.         

b) curriculum design b) standards of unit design (including 
quality of unit materials) in terms of teaching 
and assessment practice and learning 
outcomes.         

c) curriculum and unit 
reviews 

c) responsibilities, timeframes and 
documentation for unit and curriculum 
review, including protocols for gathering and 
assessing feedback from students, staff and 
other stakeholders.         

d) curriculum and unit 
renewal 

d) responsibilities, timeframes and 
documentation for unit and curriculum 
renewal, including protocols for gathering 
and assessing feedback from students, staff 
and other stakeholders.         

e) benchmarking e) responsibilities, timeframes and 
documentation for unit and curriculum 
benchmarking to ensure (i) parity of 
standards within the university and (ii) 
comparability of standards between 
universities.         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

Faculty policies and 
procedures enable quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement in the areas 
of curriculum development, 
design, review, renewal 
and benchmarking 

Faculty policies and procedures specify 
responsibilities, timeframes and 
documentation for curriculum development, 
design, review, renewal and benchmarking 
in co-ordination with university policies and 
procedures. 

        
Department policies and 
procedures enable quality 
assurance and quality 
enhancement in the areas 
of curriculum development, 
design, review, renewal 
and benchmarking 

Department policies and procedures specify 
responsibilities, timeframes and 
documentation for curriculum development, 
design, review, renewal and benchmarking 
in co-ordination with university and faculty 
policies and procedures. 

        
<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

Pr
ac

tic
es

 

Curriculum informed by 
current research in the 
discipline 

Review and benchmarking processes 
confirm curriculum is informed by current 
research in the discipline.         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

Curriculum conforms to 
professional accreditation 
standards (where 
appropriate) 

Courses are awarded professional 
accreditation (where appropriate). 

        
Curriculum is designed to 
ensure specified student 
learning outcomes 

Staff, student and stakeholder feedback, 
peer review, and review and benchmarking 
processes confirm link between curriculum 
design and student learning outcomes.         

Curriculum presented 
using the most effective 
technologies and modes of 
delivery 

Staff, student and stakeholder feedback, 
peer review, and review and benchmarking 
processes confirm effectiveness of teaching 
technologies and modes of delivery.         

Teaching materials provide 
students with all necessary 
information about content, 
requirements and 
resources 

Student feedback confirms quality of 
teaching materials (eg demonstrated 
through reduced appeals). 

        
Assessment practice is 
based on student learning 

Student feedback, review and benchmarking 
processes confirm link between assessment         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

outcomes and student learning outcomes. 

Student performance is 
measured against specified 
student learning outcomes 

Department, faculty and university evaluates 
student results against specified learning 
outcomes.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

O
ut

co
m

es
 

Students achieve specified 
learning outcomes 

Department, faculty and university confirm 
students have met specified learning 
outcomes.         

 
 
 
 

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

 
 
 
 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

 
 
 
 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

University programs lead to 
the development of 
graduate capabilities, 
workplace skills and 
discipline-based 
knowledge 

Feedback from staff, students and 
stakeholders (eg employers, other academic 
institutions, professional bodies and other 
relevant groups) confirm graduates have 
attained graduate capabilities, workplace 
skills and discipline-based knowledge.         

Students are satisfied with 
the curriculum 

Student feedback, application and retention 
rates confirm student satisfaction with 
curriculum.         

Employers are satisfied 
with the curriculum 

Employer feedback and application rates 
confirm employer satisfaction with and 
reputation of curriculum.         

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 

        

M
on

ito
rin

g 
an

d 
Ev

al
ua

tio
n Regular reviews of: Drawing on feedback from staff, students 

and stakeholders:         

<To be 
entered by 

institutions> 

<To be entered 
by institutions> 

<Provide 
details of the 
institutional 
context and 
the evidence 

used to 
determine the 
assessment> 

a) all university 
strategies for curriculum 
development 

a) University, faculties and departments 
undertake regular reviews of curriculum 
strategies and report on outcomes.         

b) units and programs b) departments and faculties provide 
written reviews of curriculum quality 
according to a specified schedule.          

c) policies and 
procedures on curriculum 
development, design and 
delivery 

c) departments, faculties and relevant 
university offices provide written feedback 
on the effectiveness of curriculum 
development, design and delivery.         
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THEMES FOCUS 
AREAS CRITERIA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

(EXAMPLES) 

ASSESSMENT 
AREAS OF 

EXCELLENCE 
AREAS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
Yes 

Yes, 
but No N/A 

<Institution-specific criteria 
(optional)> 
 

<Click to enter> 
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APPENDIX B – Sample Online Teaching Standards Framework  
(TSF) 
 
 

Wireframe 1 TEQSA Teaching Standards Framework Welcome 

Wireframe 2 Teaching Standards Framework Sign in 

Wireframe 3  Home 

Wireframe 4a Methodology 

Wireframe 4b Methodology (cont) 

Wireframe 5a Teaching - Focus Area - Management Responsibilities  

Wireframe 5b Teaching - Focus area - Management Responsibilities (cont) 

Wireframe 8 Teaching - Focus Area - Management Responsibilities - Areas of 
Excellence 

Wireframe 9 Teaching - Focus Area - Management Responsibilities - Write Report 

Wireframe 10 Teaching Standards Framework Submission 
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APPENDIX C – Annotated Bibliography  
 

Reference Abstract Summary notes 

Alexander, D. (2009). Quality and 
Standards in Higher Education 
Discourse: A Linguistic Overview. 
In Proceedings of AUQF 2009: 
Internal & External Quality 
Assurance: Tensions & Synergies. 
1-3 July, Alice Springs, Australia, 
pp. 36-45. 

 

 

http://www.auqa.edu.au/files/auqf/p
aper/paper_10_paper.pdf  

This paper provides an overview through a 
linguistic lens on the meaning of ‘quality’ and 
‘standards’ as used in higher education 
discourses. The paper first canvasses the 
everyday usages of ‘quality’ and ‘standards’, and 
then within the context of higher education. It 
looks at how these terms are used and what 
terms are used in conjunction with them. It 
questions whether there is a precise meaning for 
either ‘quality’ or ‘standards’ in everyday use or in 
the context of higher education discourse. It also 
questions the extent to which the meanings 
assigned the words in technical definitions is 
reflected in their actual use within the higher 
education community. As a consequence, a re-
thinking of the presenting dependency relation 
between these terms is re-examined in the light 
of the semantics of actual use. Preliminary 
explications of ‘quality’ and ‘standards’ are then 
offered and tested for application in the higher 
education context. Finally, some observations are 
made on the value of semantic analysis in 
relation to higher education ‘quality’ and 
‘standards’ talk. 

 

Amongst other things the author notes the move from a 
definition of quality as 'fit for purpose' (AUQA) to the linking of 
quality with standards in the Bradley review. 

 

Concludes that the words 'quality' and 'standards' derive their 
meanings from their context. The author recommends further 
examination of these 'through compilation of a small corpus of 
higher education writing, possibly from both scholarly and 
popular media sources'.  

 

 

http://www.auqa.edu.au/files/auqf/paper/paper_10_paper.pdf�
http://www.auqa.edu.au/files/auqf/paper/paper_10_paper.pdf�


 

Teaching Standards Framework Project – Final Report 54 
 

Reference Abstract Summary notes 

Baird, J. & and Gordon, G. 
(2009). Beyond the Rhetoric: A 
framework for evaluating 
improvements to the student 
experience. Tertiary Education 
and Management 15, 3, 193–207. 

 

 

http://www.informaworld.com/10.
1080/13583880903072976 

A framework is described to assist institutions in 
evaluating the extent to which activities described 
as “quality improvements” or “quality 
enhancements” are likely to directly improve the 
student experience. The framework classifies 
ways of improving the student experience into 
“coaching improvements”, “umpiring 
improvements”, and “facilities improvements”, 
while also considering the location of 
improvements along a “risk avoidance—quality 
assurance—quality enhancement” continuum. 
The utility of this framework is explored through 
case studies of sector-wide initiatives in Scotland 
and Australia. If used to stimulate internal 
discussion, the framework can help institutions to 
better balance their efforts to improve the student 
experience. 

The paper aims to assist institutions in structuring discussions 
about priorities for improving the student experience.   

The authors suggest a framework classifying improvements to 
the student experience as: 

• 'coaching improvements', eg improvements to curriculum, 
programs to develop the skills of academics such as cross-
cultural teaching, activities to assist students to reflect on 
their learning;  

• 'umpiring improvements', eg assessment policies providing 
rubrics and criteria for student assessment, guidelines for 
examiners, alternative forms of assessment to better 
measure learning achievements; and  

• 'training facilities' eg learning resources, physical learning 
spaces, IT and learning technologies. 

The framework then puts these elements on a grid against the 
three elements of risk avoidance, normative quality 
assurance, and quality enhancement.  

The paper suggests that the framework allows institutions to 
consider the balance of improvements to the student 
experience across risk avoidance, normative quality 
assurance, and enhancement, thereby assisting clearer 
assignment of responsibilities for policy development and 
implementation. 

 

Cameron, H. & Tesoriero, F. 
(2004). Adjusting institutional 
practices to support diverse 
student groups. Paper 
presented at the Inaugural 

Changes in the nature of higher education 
include expanding student numbers, shifting 
standards for entry to university and 
consequential increasing diversity of students’ 
educational backgrounds. More flexible learning 

Reports on a UniSA School-based initiative to provide more 
support and development to sessional staff, in the absence of 
other institutional supports. The PD sessions offered aim to 
provide a forum for sessional staff to develop their teaching, 
encourage stronger links between continuing and sessional 
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Reference Abstract Summary notes 

Pacific Rim First Year in Higher 
Education Conference: Dealing 
with Diversity. Queensland 
University of Technology in 
conjunction with Monash 
University, Melbourne, 14-16 
July 2004. 

 

 

http://www.fyhe.com.au/past_pap
ers/Papers04/004.doc  

processes are required to provide more 
consistent and effective educational experiences 
for all students. In the School of Social Work and 
Social Policy at the university of south Australia a 
number of processes have been trialled. These 
include a project aimed at improving the 
consistency of grading of students' work and 
encouraging students to see themselves as 
partners in the learning experience by engaging 
them in providing feedback on educational 
processes. An additional focus is on the stronger 
support of sessional tutors, who are increasingly 
the educational mainstay within universities. 
Preliminary work in all these areas is reported on 
in this paper. We examine the implications of 
further strengthening these processes for 
developing more effective strategies in providing 
effective learning with diverse groups of first year 
students.  

 

staff, and to help shape processes which will ensure good 
teaching, include eg consistency of approaches to 
assessment. This School-level support for staff, focused on a 
move towards a systemic approach of culture building, is 
intended to improve capacity to respond effectively to diverse 
student needs. 

 

Chalmers, D. (2007) A review of 
Australian and international quality 
systems and indicators of learning 
and teaching. Carrick Institute for 
Learning and Teaching in Higher 
Education. 

 

Accessed online: 
http://www.altc.edu.au/resource-
learning-leaders-change-uws-2008  

 This report provides an overview of the quality processes and 
trends in teaching and learning in Australia and in several 
OECD countries and indicators of teaching and learning 
performance at the national and university level. It suggests 
that it is at the intra-institutional level where teaching 
indicators are most effective in enhancing student learning. 
Four dimensions of teaching practice are identified in the 
report:  

1. Institutional climate and systems (e.g. Adoption of a 
student-centred learning perspective; Relevant and 
appropriate teaching experience, qualifications and 

http://www.fyhe.com.au/past_papers/Papers04/004.doc�
http://www.fyhe.com.au/past_papers/Papers04/004.doc�
http://www.altc.edu.au/resource-learning-leaders-change-uws-2008�
http://www.altc.edu.au/resource-learning-leaders-change-uws-2008�


 

Teaching Standards Framework Project – Final Report 56 
 

Reference Abstract Summary notes 

development; Use of current research findings in 
informing teaching and curriculum; Funding model in 
support of teaching and learning) 

2. Diversity and inclusivity (e.g. Valuing and 
accommodating student and staff diversity) 

3. Assessment (e.g. Explicit learning outcomes) 

4. Engagement and learning community (e.g. the extent 
to which staff feel engaged with their teaching and 
research and the extent that they are connected to a 
learning community) 

Gibbs, G. (2010). Dimensions of 
Quality 

 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ass
ets/York/documents/ourwork/evid
ence_informed_practice/Dimensi
ons_of_Quality.pdf 

 In this report, Gibbs attempts to synthesise the various 
educational research that attempts to identify the variables 
that impact on higher education quality. In doing so, Gibbs 
frames the research against John Biggs 3P model and 
examines the evidence for the relative impact of presage, 
process and product variables. In doing so he suggests that 
what best predicts educational gain is a measure of 
educational process, ‘… in other words, what institutions do 
with their resources to make the most of the students they 
have’. The report argues for a better focus on evidence in 
order to understand quality. It should be noted the reflection in 
the report is against a primarily UK based system but Gibbs 
makes a good case for the need to undertake multivariate 
analysis of variable data to understand the dimensions that 
affect quality in a national context. 

The variables identified are worth further exploration and are 
attached as an appendix to this bibliography. 

Governance and Teaching and 
Learning, in ASHE-ERIC Higher 
Education Report (2003). Vol. 30 

 This chapter defines effective teaching and learning, then 
demonstrates how some of the main environmental 
components at a prototypical university—mission and goals, 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/York/documents/ourwork/evidence_informed_practice/Dimensions_of_Quality.pdf�
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/York/documents/ourwork/evidence_informed_practice/Dimensions_of_Quality.pdf�
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/York/documents/ourwork/evidence_informed_practice/Dimensions_of_Quality.pdf�
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/York/documents/ourwork/evidence_informed_practice/Dimensions_of_Quality.pdf�
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Reference Abstract Summary notes 

Issue 1, p73, 9p 

 

Retrieved 3 Dec 2010 from 
Academic Search Premier 
database. 

 

size, constituents served, visibility, culture, climate, and 
programmatic range—impact the potential for such teaching 
and learning, both directly and indirectly. (p.74) 

Argues that organisational cultures can enhance or impede 
the effectiveness of strategies for improving teaching.   

Conducive cultures include these characteristics: 

• The commitment of senior administrators and department 
chairs to reward 

• Good teaching as well as research; 

• Faculty who value teaching and are collaboratively 
engaged in planning as 

• well as implementing programs to improve teaching, 
thereby creating 

• ownership of these activities; 

• Tenure and promotion processes that are directly 
connected to rigorous 

• evaluations of teaching (Massy, Wilger, and Colbeck, 
1994; Rice and Austin, 1988).(p.76) 

Discusses briefly the impact of institutional size, student 
profiles, program range and institutional history of educational 
engagement and institutional governance arrangements to 
support good teaching. 

Healey, M., O'Connor, K. Mason 
& Broadfoot, P. (2010). 
Reflections on engaging students 
in the process and product of 
strategy development for 

Two areas of growing importance for academic 
developers are: first, their involvement in the 
development of institutional and faculty learning 
and teaching strategies; and second, how to 
engage students in academic development 

(Full text not yet available online) 
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learning, teaching, and 
assessment: an institutional case 
study. International Journal for 
Academic Development, 15, 1, 
19-32. 

activity at institutional, department and discipline 
levels. This paper explores both interests by 
considering how academic developers may 
engage students in the development of both the 
process and product of institutional learning and 
teaching strategies. Following a discussion of the 
nature of strategy and why student engagement 
is important, this paper presents the authors' 
reflections on how one UK institution, the 
University of Gloucestershire, has sought to 
engage students in the process of strategy 
development. It concludes that those who lead 
strategy, especially academic developers, should 
purposefully engage students in both the process 
and product of strategy development. This 
approach of co-generation is equally applicable to 
ensuring that learning perspectives and 
requirements specific to particular groups of 
learners are addressed strategically, such as 
those of international students and disabled 
students. 

The Higher Education Academy 
(nd).The UK Professional 
Standards Framework for teaching 
and supporting learning in higher 
education.   

 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/asset
s/York/documents/ourwork/reward
andrecog/ProfessionalStandardsFr
amework.pdf  

 This pamphlet lays out a framework for professional standards 
for teaching and supporting learning in higher education. It 
was developed for institutions to apply to their professional 
development programmes and activities and thus demonstrate 
that professional standards for teaching and supporting 
learning are being met. 

The standards framework aims to act as: 

• an enabling mechanism to support the professional 
development of staff engaged in supporting learning 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/York/documents/ourwork/rewardandrecog/ProfessionalStandardsFramework.pdf�
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/York/documents/ourwork/rewardandrecog/ProfessionalStandardsFramework.pdf�
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• a means by which professional approaches to supporting 
student learning can be fostered through creativity, 
innovation and continuous development 

• a means of demonstrating to students and other 
stakeholders the professionalism that staff bring to the 
support of the student learning experience 

• a means to support consistency and quality of the student 
learning experience. 

The Higher Education Academy 
and the Genetics Education 
Networking for Innovation and 
Excellence (GENIC) CETL, 
University of Leicester (2009). 
Reward and Recognition of 
Teaching in Higher Education.  

 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourw
ork/supportingresearch/rewardandr
ecog  

 This paper investigates the current practices in UK in 
recognising and rewarding teaching, through an online survey 
of academic staff and an examination of UK higher education 
institutions’ policies for recognising and rewarding teaching 
and how these policies were implemented. The results paint a 
picture where teaching and learning is often missing from 
promotion criteria, and when they are articulated, they are not 
always implemented. This call for fundamental changes to 
promotion process and institutional culture where teaching is 
given as much weight as research. 

Hodgson, K. & Whalley, G. 
(2007). The effectiveness of a 
university’s administration of its 
learning and teaching. Teaching 
in Higher Education 12, 2, 275-
279. 

The external evaluation of a university’s learning 
and teaching by, for example, professional bodies 
and (in the UK) by the Quality Assurance Agency, 
might fulfil several functions but of particular 
importance must be the use the university can 
make of it in improving the quality of its provision. 
This paper argues that sometimes, however, 
aspects seen to be in need of improvement might 
arise not directly from the learning and teaching 
itself but from the administrative context in which 
it takes place. 

Suggests that a number of factors which can affect teaching 
standards are related to university-determined administrative 
structures and procedures. These might include class sizes, 
procedures around supplementary examinations etc. The 
authors argue that, when assessing aspects of a university's 
learning and teaching, the administrative context in which it 
takes place should also be investigated. 

The paper suggests a series of questions which could be 
asked as part of such an investigation, including questions 
around high-level responsibility for learning and teaching; 
relationships between admin structures for LT and other 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/supportingresearch/rewardandrecog�
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/supportingresearch/rewardandrecog�
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/supportingresearch/rewardandrecog�
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related areas such as library, finance, facilities. 

 

(2001). Illinois Professional 
Teaching Standards. 

 

http://www.isbe.state.il.us/profprep/
pcstandardrules.htmf  

 This framework is structured around a series of Standards (eg 
Content Knowledge, Learning Environment, Diversity), each of 
which is accompanied by Knowledge Indicators and 
Performance Indicators. Standards are spelt out for all 
teachers, and also for a range of other certifications such as 
secondary school subject areas and, unusually, for leadership 
positions in schools. 

The Standards apply to teacher preparation programs and 
issuance of State initial teaching certificates and are included 
in State policy documents, so institutionalising the minimum 
standards. 

Ingvarson, L. and Kleinhenz, E. 
(2006). Standards for advanced 
teaching: a review of national and 
international developments. 
Teaching Australia - Australian 
Institute for Teaching and School 
Leadership. 

 

http://research.acer.edu.au/teachin
g_standards/2/  

This report provides a review of national and 
international developments in relation to 
advanced standards and certification processes 
for teaching. It also considers the implications of 
current research on teaching for the development 
of advanced teaching standards and related 
improvements in teaching and learning. 

The report (based in the school education sector) provides a 
rationale for developing professional standards for teachers. 

It examines definitions of standards and identifies links 
between research on teaching and development of advanced 
teaching standards. Concluding that advanced teachers in 
particular are specialists they argue that effective standards 
need to represent the range of specialist fields and levels in 
the teaching profession. 

An investigation of the history of standards for professional 
development and recognition showed that the notion of 
developing profession-wide standards and standards-guided 
professional learning systems is widely accepted among 
Australian teachers. The authors then investigate four 

http://www.isbe.state.il.us/profprep/pcstandardrules.htmf�
http://www.isbe.state.il.us/profprep/pcstandardrules.htmf�
http://research.acer.edu.au/teaching_standards/2/�
http://research.acer.edu.au/teaching_standards/2/�
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standards systems in detail. 

The study's conclusions include: 

• an independent professional body that brings together all 
the stakeholders with an interest in quality teaching is 
best placed to support the development of teaching 
standards that are rigorous in their assessment and that 
support on-going professional learning 

• for standards to be 'profession-wide', and accepted and 
used as such, they need to be developed independent of 
employer or non-professional organisations, while still 
seeking input from these. The authors cite 'profession-
owned' standards written by practising teachers under the 
auspices of an independent professional body with a 
majority of teachers on its governing board. 

• professional standards need to indicate skills and 
knowledge of effective teachers but also how to tell when 
standards are being met. Without this standards cannot 
be used to provide useful feedback to guide professional 
development. 

Knight, P. & Trowler, P. (2000). 
Department-level Cultures and 
the 

Improvement of Learning and 

Teaching. Studies in Higher 
Education Volume 25, 1, 69-83. 

 

This article argues that good practice in teaching 
and learning in the English-speaking world may 
be compromised by structural changes in the 
higher education system. The impact of these 
changes is, however, affected by leadership 
practices and working cultures at the 
departmental level. These can, it is argued, assist 
in the development of `deeper’ teaching and 
learning practices even in a context which may 
be seen as unfavourable to them. Rejecting 
simplistic notions of transformational leadership 
and organisational cultural engineering, the 

 



 

Teaching Standards Framework Project – Final Report 62 
 

Reference Abstract Summary notes 

article identifies activity systems at the local, 
departmental, level as the central loci of changes 
in approaches to and recurrent practices in 
teaching and learning. Desirable change is most 
likely to be achieved in collective and 
collaborative ways, which means that change 
processes are contingent and contextualised, and 
that outcomes are unpredictable and fuzzy. The 
data in this article come from in-depth interviews 
with academics in England and Canada; from one 
author’ s previous studies; and from literatures on 
faculty’ s work environments in English-speaking 
countries. 

New Zealand Teachers Council 
(2007). Graduating Teacher 
Standards: Aotearoa New Zealand. 

 

http://www.teacherscouncil.govt.nz/
te/gts/gts-introduction.pdf  

 The Graduating Teacher Standards describe what a teacher 
graduating from an initial teacher education program: will 
know; will understand; will be able to do; and the dispositions 
they will have that are likely to make them effective teachers. 
The NZ Teachers' Council holds the view that, as a 
profession, teachers have the right and responsibility to 
determine who shall enter and remain in the profession. The 
profession records its expectation Provisionally Registered 
Teachers will meet the Graduating Teacher Standards. 

The Standards cover the areas of Professional Knowledge, 
Professional Practice, and Professional Values and 
Relationships. 

 

NSW Institute of Teachers (nd). 
Framework of Professional 
Teaching Standards.   

 The underlying principle of the standards is that they will 
sustain and stimulate teachers and support quality learning for 
students. The Standards articulate the link between the quality 

http://www.teacherscouncil.govt.nz/te/gts/gts-introduction.pdf�
http://www.teacherscouncil.govt.nz/te/gts/gts-introduction.pdf�
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http://www.nswteachers.nsw.edu.
au/IgnitionSuite/uploads/docs/Pro
fessional%20Teaching%20Stand
ards.pdf  

 

of teaching practice and student learning. The Framework is 
designed to describe clear benchmarks for identifying and 
describing effective teaching. 

 

(Based in school education) These standards are built around 
four key stages in a teacher's career – graduate teacher; 
professional competence; professional accomplishment; and 
professional leadership. At each of these stages the standards 
outline the level of competence and experience teachers 
would display. At each of the four key stages the standards 
describe teachers' work in three domains: professional 
knowledge; professional practice; professional commitment. 
Seven elements describe areas encompassed in the domains. 

 

The Framework is intended to provide a common reference 
point to 'describe, celebrate and support' teachers' work. 'The 
Professional Teaching Standards describe what teachers 
need to know, understand and be able to do as well as 
providing direction and structure to support the preparation 
and development of teachers. 

Policy Brief, WestEd, University of 
Michigan (2000). Ensuring teacher 
quality: a continuum of teacher 
preparation and development. 

 

http://www.wested.org/online_pubs
/po-00-05.pdf  

 This brief, focused on the school education sector, notes the 
relationship between good teaching and student outcomes. It 
goes on to note the importance of an articulated, widely 
accepted, teacher preparation and support system which is 
based upon agreed standards about what teachers should 
know and be able to do. The developmental continuum - from 
curriculum in teacher preparation programs, induction, to 
ongoing professional growth - must align with the agreed 
standards. The document summarises critical features of 

http://www.nswteachers.nsw.edu.au/IgnitionSuite/uploads/docs/Professional%20Teaching%20Standards.pdf�
http://www.nswteachers.nsw.edu.au/IgnitionSuite/uploads/docs/Professional%20Teaching%20Standards.pdf�
http://www.nswteachers.nsw.edu.au/IgnitionSuite/uploads/docs/Professional%20Teaching%20Standards.pdf�
http://www.nswteachers.nsw.edu.au/IgnitionSuite/uploads/docs/Professional%20Teaching%20Standards.pdf�
http://www.wested.org/online_pubs/po-00-05.pdf�
http://www.wested.org/online_pubs/po-00-05.pdf�
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recruitment, preparation, credentialing, induction and ongoing 
professional development processes. 

Scott, G. (2008). University student 
engagement and satisfaction with 
learning and teaching. Submission 
to Review of Australian Higher 
Education Request for Research 
and Analysis. 

 

http://www.deewr.gov.au/highere
ducation/review/documents/scott.
pdf  

 Scott's submission is based on a review of the literature on 
student satisfaction, engagement and retention. Amongst 
other things, the literature shows: 

• a productive learning environment has both physical and 
virtual dimensions; it is necessary to configure universities to 
make learning more flexible, responsive and student, rather 
than teacher, centred.  

• learning is a social experience so the structure, culture 
and curriculum of the university all need to actively foster 
a wide range of informal as well as formal social 
interactions.  

These factors demonstrate the importance of institutional 
structures and frameworks to support the above. 

The document proposes a framework for quality evaluation 
which includes a focus on implementation - for instance, 
evidence that planned course and support systems are being 
put into place in the way intended; and impact, for instance, 
staff promotion as a result of involvement, student retention, 
and reported satisfaction levels in a course. 

Serow, R. C. (2000). Research 
and teaching at a research 
university. Higher Education 40, 
449-463. 

This paper examines tensions between the 
research and teaching components of the faculty 
role. It does so by reporting results from a case 
study of committed undergraduate teachers at a 
research university. Having agreed that research 
was the dominant element in the university’s 

This (US-based) article notes the tendency to reward research 
productivity over teaching. The researchers interviewed 29 
academics at one university. Participants agreed that while 
there were some rewards for teaching - awards, cash grants - 
research performance was necessary for career progression 

http://www.deewr.gov.au/highereducation/review/documents/scott.pdf�
http://www.deewr.gov.au/highereducation/review/documents/scott.pdf�
http://www.deewr.gov.au/highereducation/review/documents/scott.pdf�
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academic reward system, sample members were 
cross-classified along two dimensions: First, their 
own adaptation to the reward structure, as 
indicated by their five-year records of 
involvement in funded research; second, 
individuals’ stated attitudes and beliefs toward 
the teaching and research roles. Although the 11 
active researchers (ARs) within the sample 
reported somewhat more positive attitudes 
towards research than did the 18 less active 
researchers (LAs), we found considerable 
overlap across, and variation within, the two 
subsamples. Particularly noteworthy were the 
presence of a strong allegiance to the historic 
teaching mission of public universities among 
both groups and, among the LAs, an oppositional 
cadre of politically adept senior faculty who had 
achieved some success in preserving or 
expanding the place of undergraduate teaching in 
the reward systems of their departments and 
colleges. The paper concludes by considering the 
case study findings in light of both recent 
theoretical work on intrinsic motivation and the 
future of the teaching role. 

and peer esteem within the institution. 

 

The researchers analysed the ways in which participants had 
adapted to the institutional reward system. 'Coping strategies' 
for staff who were less active researchers and saw 
themselves as focusing on their teaching included relying on 
tenure, their own reputations as excellent teachers and 
collegial working relationships to shield them from 'the 
system's harshest consequences'; and actively working to 
elevate the status of teaching. 

 

The study notes that universities are likely to experience 
resistance to change where staff members perceive the 
changes as inimical to their own sense of professional 
responsibility. An implication is that institutional reward 
structures affect staff behaviours and priorities.  

Smith, M. (2010). Lecturers’ 
Attitudes to Inclusive Teaching 
Practice at a UK University: Will 
staff “resistance” hinder 
implementation? Tertiary 
Education and Management 16, 
3, 211–227. 

Higher education institutions in the UK are 
required, by law, to make anticipatory reasonable 
adjustments for students with disabilities. 
Inclusive teaching practice, if adopted across the 
sector, would ensure that the needs of students 
with disabilities are considered and provided for, 
before they even arrive on campus. This paper 

Amongst other things, this article notes that the lack of time to 
participate in professional development, and structural factors 
which encourage staff not to prioritise professional 
development in teaching, are inimical to staff engagement with 
inclusive practice in teaching. A case study suggested that 
universities have a role in providing information and support 
around inclusive practice to teaching staff, and noted the 
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http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/
726381_731193519_926158170.
pdf  

sets out the background and key findings from an 
institutional research project at a UK university 
that aimed to discover if academic staff's 
attitudes would be problematic or conducive to 
the implementation of inclusive teaching practice. 
The paper concludes that there is little evidence 
of widespread “resistance” but rather, the 
research discovered a prevailing belief in the 
rights of students with disabilities to education, 
albeit a belief which is limited in its practical 
application in the classroom. The paper also 
reports on a number of recommendations made 
to the case study university as a result of this 
research. 

 

importance of faculty and subject groups in implementing 
inclusive practice. 

Stensaker, B., Maassen, P., 
Borgan, M., Oftebro, M. & 
Karseth, B. (2007). Use, updating 
and integration of ICT in higher 
education: Linking purpose, 
people and pedagogy. Higher 
Education 54, 3, 417-433. 

In this article the use, updating and integration of 
Information and Communication Technology 
(ICT) for teaching and learning purposes is 
discussed. Based on an empirical study using 
interviews and document analysis of the 
implementation of ICT in five Norwegian 
universities and colleges, the article analyses a 
number of factors that are of importance for the 
implementation of ICT in higher education. The 
analysis discloses that Norwegian higher 
education institutions often have adequate 
economic resources and a rather well developed 
technical infrastructure and support structure 
related to the use of ICT. However, attempts to 
link ICT initiatives to organisational development 
issues and to human resource management have 

This study is based on five Norwegian higher education 
institutions and their attempts to use and update ICTs to 
support teaching and learning. The article studies the 
implementation of ICTs in higher education institutions in 
Norway. The analysis points to the importance of links 
between ICT and staff professional development activities, 
and ICT and organisational development initiatives, if ICTs are 
to be successfully integrated into learning and teaching 
practice. For instance, it suggests the need for coordinated 
links between development of ICTs, staff development in their 
use, and rewards for staff who spend time remaining up-to-
date; and notes the importance of allowing sufficient economic 
resources. It describes the need for ICT initiatives to be 
coordinated with other organisational development efforts and 
goals. 

http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/726381_731193519_926158170.pdf�
http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/726381_731193519_926158170.pdf�
http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/726381_731193519_926158170.pdf�
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not been very successful. In the conclusion it is 
argued that pedagogical issues and 
organisational and human development aspects 
must be better linked if ICT is to play a more 
effective role in teaching and learning in 
Norwegian higher education. 

Teaching Australia Network (2009). 
Standards for accomplished 
teachers and principals: a 
foundation for public confidence 
and respect. Teaching Australia. 

 This document lays out the case for the use of standards for 
accomplished teachers and principals. It positions teaching 
standards as part of the policy repertoire which can influence 
student achievement by influencing teacher quality. It says 
that in professions such as medicine, accountancy, agreed 
standards of practice certified by peers contribute to the high 
regard in which practitioners are held. By taking responsibility 
for developing profession-wide standards, teaching underlines 
its claim to professional status, a commitment to effective 
practice and its involvement in quality assurance. The 
standards presented for 'accomplished teaching and school 
leadership' are based on considerable research and the work 
of professional associations and the education jurisdiction. 

Towers, S., Alderman, L., 
Nielsen, S., & McLean, S. V., 
(2010). ‘A risk-based approach to 
course quality assurance’. In 
Quality in uncertain times, 
Australian Quality Forum, Gold 
Coast, 13 p. 
http://www.auqa.edu.au/files/auqf
/paper/paper_a2.pdf 

A decade ago, Queensland University of 
Technology (QUT) developed an innovative 
annual Courses Performance Report, but through 
incremental change this report became quite 
labour-intensive. A new risk-based approach to 
course quality assurance, that consolidates 
voluminous data in a simple dashboard, responds 
to the changing context of the higher education 
sector. This paper will briefly describe QUT's 
context and outline the second phase of 
implementation of this new approach to course 

Reports on an institutional-level system for quality assurance 
and enhancement of courses and programs. QUT has 
developed a reporting structure designed to identify and 
manage risk, as measured by regular course review reports. 
The reporting cycle recognises the need to provide support to 
deal with problems where they become apparent and support 
services are provided to assist with analysing problems and 
developing improvement strategies for individual courses. The 
structure also allows for the identification of high-performing 
courses, which can be disseminated through the institution. 

http://www.auqa.edu.au/files/auqf/paper/paper_a2.pdf�
http://www.auqa.edu.au/files/auqf/paper/paper_a2.pdf�
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quality assurance. The main components are: 
Individual Course Reports (Ices), the 
Consolidated Courses Performance Report 
(CCPR), Underperforming Courses Status 
Update and the Strategic Faculty Courses Update 
(SFCU). These components together form a 
parsimonious and strategic annual cycle of 
reporting and place QUT in a positive position to 
respond to future sector change. 

Trowler, P. & Bamber, R. (2005). 
Compulsory Higher Education 
Teacher Training: Joined-up 
policies, institutional architectures 
and enhancement cultures. 
International Journal for 
Academic Development 10, 2, 
79–93. 

 

A number of countries, including Sweden and the 
UK, are considering the introduction of 
compulsory teacher training for higher education 
(HE) lecturers. This paper assesses whether 
such a policy is likely to achieve its aims, and the 
issues that may arise as the policy is 
implemented. The paper draws on experience 
with this policy in Norway, empirical research 
from relevant studies, and on social practice 
theory to illuminate the processes involved and 
identify prospects and pitfalls. The paper 
concludes that while compulsory higher 
education teacher training may achieve some of 
its goals, as a standalone policy it is unlikely to 
achieve them all. Higher education institutions 
and their staff are involved in multiple games, 
with competing goals and different rules. 
Meanwhile higher education policy-making often 
lacks coherence, with contradictory outcomes in 
different areas of policy. If policy-makers at all 
levels are serious about the enhancements to 
teaching and learning that compulsory training is 

Considers whether the introduction of compulsory teacher 
training (being considered in various places, including UK and 
Sweden), is likely to achieve its aims. Argues that the existing 
incoherent and conflicting policy and cultural environments will 
mean that compulsory training is unlikely to be as effective as 
it is intended to be. 

Argues for 'joined-up' resources, structures and processes 
necessary to supplement compulsory training, including: 

• learning architecture within universities 

• need to sustain enhancement cultures in departments and 
workgroups 

• the need to align a range of institutional policies with 
clearly identified priorities 

• provision of appropriate resources 

Also provides a brief literature-based discussion on the 
relationship between teacher training and student outcomes. 
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designed to achieve the policy must be 
prioritized, properly resourced, and measures 
taken to develop a hospitable environment for it 
both structurally and culturally. The paper 
concludes with some specific proposals to aid 
educational developers in implementing such 
policies. 

Trowler, P., Fanghanel, J. & 
Wareham, T. (2005). Freeing the 
chi of change: the Higher 
Education Academy and 
enhancing teaching and learning 
in higher education. Studies in 
Higher Education 30, 4,. 427–
444. 

 

 

http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/p
dfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=3&hid=11
3&sid=a0229658-1b6f-45f8-9a1c-
e75cda00f997%40sessionmgr114  

This article examines recent UK policy initiatives 
to enhance teaching and learning in higher 
education in the UK, and the quality of the 
student experience there. The Higher Education 
Academy has recently begun to work in this area 
and the Higher Education Bill (2004) has passed 
into law. A reflective review of previous initiatives 
is therefore very timely. The article shows that, 
while these different initiatives have been 
explicitly addressed at different levels of analysis, 
the meso level—a particularly significant one—
has been largely forgotten. Meanwhile these 
interventions have been based on contrasting 
underlying theories of change and development. 
One hegemonic theory relates to the notion of the 
reflective practitioner, which addresses itself to 
the micro (individual) level of analysis. It sees 
reflective practitioners as potential change 
agents. Another relates to the theory of the 
learning organization, which addresses the macro 
level of analysis and sees change as stemming 
from alterations in organizational routines, values 
and practices. A third is based on a theory of 
epistemological determinism and sees the 

Argues that interventions by (UK) government and its 
agencies to enhance learning and teaching have focused at 
the levels of the individual and disciplines, while neglecting 
the level of department and workgroup. This level is 
considered particularly significant because it is where 
students and lecturers engage together in teaching and 
learning practices. 

 

Also notes that policies, at government or institutional level, 
may interact and counteract each other, saying that while 
much higher education policy is 'not joined up' it can be highly 
detrimental to change efforts. They give the example of the 
UK RAE exercises where institutions were rewarded for their 
research output, while the QAA's subject review had no 
financial benefit. 

 

The authors recommend encouragement of reflective practice 
within reflexive departments to bring about significant 
enhancements in teaching, learning and the student 
experience. 

http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=3&hid=113&sid=a0229658-1b6f-45f8-9a1c-e75cda00f997%40sessionmgr114�
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=3&hid=113&sid=a0229658-1b6f-45f8-9a1c-e75cda00f997%40sessionmgr114�
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=3&hid=113&sid=a0229658-1b6f-45f8-9a1c-e75cda00f997%40sessionmgr114�
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=3&hid=113&sid=a0229658-1b6f-45f8-9a1c-e75cda00f997%40sessionmgr114�
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Reference Abstract Summary notes 

discipline as the salient level of analysis for 
change. Meanwhile, other higher education 
policies exist alongside those mentioned above, 
not overtly connected to the enhancement of 
teaching and learning but impinging upon it in 
very significant ways in a bundle of disjointed 
strategies and tacit theories. Of particular 
relevance here are policies on funding, on 
research and on widening participation, all 
implemented in an increasingly managerialist 
environment in which work intensification and 
degradation of resources are occurring. Missing 
in all this is coherence across the policies, and 
their underlying theories, at the different 
analytical levels. Because there is disjointedness 
in various government and other agencies, higher 
education policies they have tended to obstruct 
rather than complement each other. Hence our 
use of a metaphor from Eastern philosophy—the 
notion of blocked chi. Also missing is a robust 
theory of change and associated set of policies at 
the meso level of analysis—the departmental 
level. We suggest ways in which the latter 
omission might be rectified, thus freeing the ‘chi 
of change’. 

Weeks, P. (2000), Benchmarking 
in Higher Education: An Australian 
Case Study. Innovations in 
Education and Training 
International 37, 1, 59-67. 

In 1995 the Teaching and Learning Development 
Unit (TALDU) formerly known as the Academic 
Staff Development Unit (ASDU) at the 
Queensland University of Technology (QUT) 
embarked on a benchmarking project to compare 
the ways in which university teachers are 

This is one of the few published studies of benchmarking 
exercises based in the Australian higher education sector. It 
focused on benchmarking a course designed to prepare 
university teachers for their roles. The study concludes that 
such benchmarking exercise could be applied to a course as a 
whole or to the development and implementation of a course. 
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Reference Abstract Summary notes 

prepared for their teaching role. In particular, we 
benchmarked our Graduate Certificate in 
Education (Higher Education) with some 
examples of best practice of similar programmes 
in Australia, the USA and the UK. We developed 
benchmarking partnerships with the University of 
New South Wales, (Sydney) and the University of 
Texas at Austin and we used the UK Staff and 
Educational Development Association (SEDA) 
accreditation scheme to inform our practice. This 
paper outlines the process we used and the 
findings of our project. The improvements we 
have made to the Graduate Certificate in 
Education (Higher Education) in light of the 
benchmarking process and the Staff and 
Educational Development Association (SEDA) 
requirements for accreditation are also 
discussed. 

It recommends benchmarking as a way to stimulate planned 
change. 

Westerheijden, D., Hulpiau, V. & 
Waeytens, K. (2007). From 
Design and Implementation to 
Impact of Quality Assurance: An 
Overview of Some Studies into 
what Impacts Improvement. 
Tertiary Education and 
Management 13, 4, 295–312 

 

 

http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/
752196_731193519_786950630.

Attention shifted in recent years from design and 
implementation to use and usefulness of quality 
assurance. Scientific studies focus increasingly 
on quality assurance's impact on curricula and 
individual teachers. Which factors influence 
follow-up activities and what is their relation to 
improvement of education? One factor that we 
single out is teachers' experience of quality 
assurance and how that influences the climate for 
quality work in higher education institutions, 
against the backdrop of the social context in 
which quality assurance was introduced. The 
article critically analyses a number of studies on 

Reviews the literature on the impact of QA activities on 
curricula and individual teachers: what factors influence 
follow-up and what is their relation to improvement of 
education?  

 

Notes that follow-up on teaching evaluations by individual staff 
depends on internal factors (particularly relating to lecturers' 
attitudes to QA in general, and the evaluation instrument in 
particular) and external factors. External factors include 
support for lecturers in interpreting evaluation results and for 
follow-up. They note that 'the organisational climate in which 
education and evaluation take place is regarded [in the 

http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/752196_731193519_786950630.pdf�
http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/752196_731193519_786950630.pdf�
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Reference Abstract Summary notes 

pdf  the topic. literature] as important' (p.307). Emphasis is placed on the 
importance of the organisational climate: the extent to which 
staff believe that teaching is valued in the institution - partly 
demonstrated by the extent to which teaching plays an 
effective role in appointment, tenure and promotion decisions - 
affects their preparedness to respond to evaluations. 
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Summary of Gibbs G, (2010) Dimensions of Quality: 
 

Variables 

Relative utility of the phenomenon (or correlation of the phenomenon with quality provision) 

Good 

(+ve) 

Possible 

(neutral) 

Questionable 

(-ve) 

Input (Presage) – the context 
before students ‘start learning’. 

 

Input variables do not explain 
much variation between 
institutions in terms of educational 
gain. 

Funding used for staff 
development, learning and 
teaching centres and academic 
support staff – ‘ a campus ethos 
devoted to student success’. 

Quality of students and 
students’ expectations of 
themselves including cultural 
capital, aspirations, self-
confidence and motivation. 

Funding used for the quality and 
amount of teachers this ‘buys’ 
and per student capita spent of 
learning resources. 

SSRs but only if this is a true 
indicator of who is doing the 
(quality) teaching and the quality 
of feedback received (bald SSR 
data is unhelpful). 

Prior research performance or audit score 
obtained by a department or institution.  

Environment (Process) – what 
goes on as students learn. 

 

This is seen as the best predictor 
of educational gain by the 
student. 

Class size (large classes have –
ve effects on performance and 
quality of student engagement). 
Lower student feedback ratings 
are also given to teachers of 
larger classes. 

Close contact with teachers 
(interaction between student 
and teachers on a personal 
basis). The role of the class 
contact. 

Effort (as an aspect of 
engagement). 

Teachers who have a teaching 
qualification (rather than mere 

Total number of hours students 
dedicate to study. 

Low inference feedback from 
students such as promptness of 
feedback on assignments. 

Appropriate sophistication of 
curriculum documentation and 
levels of demand therein. 

Peer ratings (when they are not 
biased by reputational factors). 

Student support arrangements 
appropriate to the context (e.g. 
academic advising) but it is 
difficult to draw general 

Class contact hours (have little to do with 
educational quality). Less teaching ≈ more 
study/more teaching ≈ less study.  

Relationship between quality or quantity of 
a teacher’s research and quality of 
teaching (the two are not +vely correlated) 

Student ratings of teachers where there is 
no commonality of instruments used by 
institutions. 

Global student ratings of teaching (herein 
evidence to reinstate the ‘clear goals and 
standards’ and ‘assessment’ variables to 
the CEQ). 

A high research priority (at the expense of 
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Variables 

Relative utility of the phenomenon (or correlation of the phenomenon with quality provision) 

Good 

(+ve) 

Possible 

(neutral) 

Questionable 

(-ve) 

maturation or experience). 

Undergraduate research 
schemes (e.g. MIT have 80% of 
UGs involved in ‘real’ research) 
i.e. deliberately engineered 
research opportunities as part of 
learning. 

Defined standards of 
achievement. 

Extent to which course promote 
deep rather than surface 
approaches to study. 

The extent to which evidence 
based teaching practices (e.g. 
Chickering and Gamson’s 7 
Principles) are adopted (often 
conceptualised as student 
engagement and as measured 
by the NSSE). Strong links 
between NSSE scores and 
educational gains. 

Formative assessment and 
timely and discriminatory, quality 
feedback. 

Evidence of secure quality 
enhancement processes (e.g. 
investment in staff development 

conclusions. 

Qualities of departmental 
leadership.* 

Departmental culture (that 
values and rewards teaching).* 

Healthy communities of 
practice.* 

*These all correlate +vely with 
educational gain but they are 
difficult to measure so in the 
middle column. 

 

research used in teaching). 

Reputation (is not a valid indicator of 
educational quality). 

Lack of talking about teaching and a 
fragmented focus on individual courses. 

Increasing the percentage of part-time and 
non-tenure track staff is associated with 
poorer student engagement and lower 
graduation rates. 
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Variables 

Relative utility of the phenomenon (or correlation of the phenomenon with quality provision) 

Good 

(+ve) 

Possible 

(neutral) 

Questionable 

(-ve) 

and teaching and learning 
centres). 

Sytematised student feedback 
accompanied by a collegial 
review of the feedback with an 
expert and observation of 
teaching. 

Output (Product) – the 
outcomes of learning. 

 

Product measures are strongly 
influenced by variables that are 
difficult to interpret. 

Social processes for learning 
and academic integration and 
impacts on retention. 

Use of management information 
and student data to identify 
students at risk of failing 
followed by targeted 
intervention. 

Final year dissertations, honours 
and project reports. 

 Degree classifications. 

Short-term employability data (as opposed 
to longer-term consequences). 

Conflation of outcome and gain. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – Key Participants, Steering Committee and 
Meeting Schedule  
 
 
PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS 
 

Australian National University 
Flinders University* 
Griffith University 
Macquarie University 
Queensland University of Technology 
Swinburne University of Technology 
University of New England 
University of Southern Queensland* 
University of Wollongong 

 
* Participated at own expense 
 
 
Meetings 

An initial meeting was held on 25 August 2010 for institutions funded through the 
project. A further meeting was held on 13 December 2010 with representatives 
from all participating institutions, the Steering Committee, the Department of 
Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, and the national project team. 
In addition, members from the national project team visited each institution which 
had received funding. On 23 November 2010, a teleconference was held between 
Queensland University of Technology, the University of Wollongong and 
Macquarie University to discuss the proposed revisions to the TSF. 

 
 
Institutional Visits 
 

Institution Date of Visit Project Team Members 

University of Wollongong 13 October Professor Sachs 
Professor Mansfield 
Ms Kosman 

Australian National University 15 October  Professor Mansfield 
Ms Kosman 

Swinburne University of 
Technology 

18 October Professor Sachs 
Professor Mansfield 

Griffith University/ 
Queensland University of 
Technology (joint meeting) 

21 October Professor Sachs 
Professor Mansfield 

University of New England 22 October Professor Mansfield 
Ms Kosman 
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STEERING COMMITTEE 
 
Terms of Reference 
 

1. Provide advice on the Teaching Standards Framework ALTC-funded project. 
2. Engage the wider higher education sector on the issue of teaching standards. 
3. Provide a quality assurance check on project implementation. 
4. Ensure all deadlines and reporting requirements are met. 

 
Membership 
 

Chief Executive Officer, ALTC (Chair) Dr Carol Nicoll 

Department of Education, Employment 
and Workplace Relations representative Ms Catherine Vandermark 

TEQSA / AUQA Representative Mr Ian Hawke 

Universities Australia Deputy Vice-Chancellors 
(Academic) Committee representative Professor Joanne Wright 

Participating University representative Professor Judyth Sachs 

 
Meeting 
 A teleconference was held on 10 September 2010 with a meeting and 

presentation being held on 17 February 2011. 
 
 
Institutional reports are available on request. Please email projects@altc.edu.au
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ATTACHMENT 2 – December 2010 Meeting Report 
 
 
Teaching Standards Framework (TSF) Final Summit Meeting 
13 December 2010 
Stamford Plaza Sydney Airport Hotel 
 
 
Purpose 
 
The meeting was held to discuss the findings from each of the participating institutions in 
relation to their testing of the TSF. All institutions had completed their testing and 
submitted their final reports prior to the meeting. These had been made available to 
participating institutions via a secure website 
(http://www.mq.edu.au/provost/pro/vost.htm) and are published in Volume 2 of this report. 
 
 
Present 
 
1. Professor Judyth Sachs, Macquarie University 
2. Ms Bronwyn Kosman, Macquarie University 
3. Associate Professor Ian Solomonides, Macquarie University 
4. Ms Katarina Poorova, Macquarie University 
5. Professor Nick Mansfield, Macquarie University 
6. Professor Liz Deane, Australian National University 
7. Ms Andrea Benson, Australian National University 
8. Professor John Dearn, Australian National University 
9. Dr Dennis Alexander, Australian National University 
10. Professor Kerri-Lee Krause, Griffith University 
11. Dr Calvin Smith, Griffith University 
12. Associate Professor Heather Smigiel, Flinders University 
13. Professor Stephen Towers, Queensland University of Technology 
14. Professor Suzi Vaughan, Queensland University of Technology 
15. Dr Carol Nicoll, Australian Learning and Teaching Council 
16. Mr Philip Aungels, Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 

Relations  
17. Ms Deborah Martin, University of New England 
18. Dr Simone Buzwell, Swinburne University of Technology 
19. Mr David Hall, Swinburne University of Technology 
20. Professor Rob Castle, University of Wollongong 
21. Ms Claudia Perry-Beltrame, University of Wollongong 
22. Dr Megan Kek, University of Southern Queensland 
23. Dr Michael Sankey, University of Southern Queensland 
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Agenda 
 
8.30:  Arrive. Coffee 

8.45:  Welcome. (JS) 

 Plans for the Day (NM) 

• Agenda 

• What can be achieved 

9.15:  Project Requirements (BK) 

 Outstanding Issues (NM) 

• Timing of project 

• The need for more testing 

• The purpose of the TSF 

10.00:  Summary of Final reports (NM/BK) 

10.30:  Coffee 

10.50:  Draft New TSF (KP) 

 Relationship of TSF to the literature (IS) 

12.30:  Lunch 

1.15:  The New Draft TSF: Discussion of Key Issues (All) 

• Themes 

• Focus Areas 

• Criteria 

• Performance Indicators: should they be specified and if so, what should they 
be? 

• Sources of Evidence: should they be specified and if so, what should they be? 

• Levels: should they be specified and if so, what should they be? 

3.00:  Coffee 

3.30:  Implementation (All): 

• How should the purpose of the TSF be defined? (Possible preamble) 

• How should the TSF take account of institutional specificity? 

• How should we report against the TSF? 

• How can the TSF facilitate acknowledgement of excellence and innovation? 

 
Key 
 

BK Bronwyn Kosman 
IS Associate Professor Ian Solomonides 
JS Professor Judyth Sachs 
KP Katarina Poorova 
NM Professor Nick Mansfield 
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Summary of Main Issues 
A number of common issues were raised through the reports and testing: 
 

• purpose and assessment type – QA v QE 
• audience – internal / external / both 
• language 
• themes 
• methodology for testing / review / implementation 
• title 
• value to institution of completing / complying 
• assumption that existence = enactment 
• absence of teacher 
• lack of apparent link to existing protocols / documents (eg National Protocols, 

Indicator Framework for HE Performance Funding) 
• inability to accommodate institutional diversity and achievements 

 
Revised Framework 

1. The meeting received a presentation on how the development of a revised 
Framework had evolved from the feedback and reports received throughout the 
project. Below is a summary of how the revised framework addresses the 
deficiencies identified in the original framework. 

 
Issue Original TSF Revised TSF 

Themes Too interrelated Three themes: 
Quality Teaching 
Quality Learning Support 
Quality Curriculum 
 
Seven Focus Areas within 
each theme: 
Management Structure 
Planning 
Resources 
Policies & Procedures 
Practices 
Outcomes 
Review & Reporting 

Not clear that the three identified are actually 
three discrete areas 

 

Criteria Repetitive Revised structure removes 
repetition whilst 
recognising the importance 
of the focus areas to all 
aspects of an institution. 
 
Provides vertical slice that 
was not possible in 
previous version  

Some include more than one element 
(making assessment problematic) 

No clear link between the criteria within a 
theme 

Too input focussed 

Not always a link between criteria and 
sources of evidence / PIs 

Too many 
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Issue Original TSF Revised TSF 

Some a Yes or No, rather than a scale 

 

Levels Difficult to accommodate differences across 
an institution (might be Yes in one area, but 
No, but in another – what assessment should 
be used to not lose the achievements in the 
Yes area?) 

Currently proposing four 
(Yes, and; Yes; Yes, but; 
No) but open for discussion 

Need more detail about how the levels 
actually differ from each other, particularly 
the difference between Yes, but and No, but 

Maybe include N/A option 

Assessment depends on audience / purpose 

Difficult to assess at lower organisational 
levels 

 

Language Too Macquarie-centric Agree 

Vague and emotive (appropriate, adequate) 

 

Sources of 
Evidence 

Not always directly linked to criteria Can now be practice, not 
just documentary Some criteria / performance indicators are 

really a source of evidence 

Not relevant to all levels of an institution 

 

Assumption There is no clear evidence in the TSF of the 
link between institutional contributions and 
student learning outcomes 

Undertaking literature 
review – ref Ian 

 

Gaps Teacher Allows institutions to 
include their own criteria. 
 
Works from institutional 
level through faculty/school 
to teacher. 
 
Includes student. 

Staff feedback into learning and teaching 

Innovative teaching 

International campuses / teaching 

Professional programs 

Sessional staff 

Pathway (from TAFE) 

Link with National Protocols 

Student support services 

Moderation 
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Issue Original TSF Revised TSF 

Technological literacy (of students) 

 

Testing Lack of clear methodology Allows for assessment at 
lower levels Difficult at lower organisational levels 

 
 

2. The group discussed the revised TSF and suggested the following changes: 
 

Themes 
o ‘Learning Support’ -> ‘Learning Environment’ 

 
Focus Areas 
o ‘Management Structure’ -> ‘Management Responsibility’ 
o ‘Review and Reporting’ -> ‘Monitoring and Evaluation’ 
o  ‘Outcomes’ last 

 
Criteria 
o ‘Planning’ -> ‘Objectives and Planning’  
o add 

• blanks for institution to add own 
• student progression to pg studies 
• proportion of students moving to institution for pg studies 
• staff satisfaction 

o clarify which criterion have absolute levels i.e. Yes or No 
o maybe only some of the criteria need PIs 
o remove: 

• specific reference to ‘on-campus’ 
• emotive words such as improving, adequate, etc... 

 
Include Methodology 
o internal use 
o external use 
o benchmarking 

 
Purpose: 
o to be used internally as a checklist prior to external QA check (i.e. self-

review that identifies risk) 
o cross-institutional benchmarking 
o inter-institutional benchmarking 

 
Evidence / PIs 
o use existing data sets / instruments (don’t require institutions to submit data 

already provided to government) 
o include what proportion of data is to be analysed 
o clarify who decides proportion / selection 
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Audience 
o recognise that different audiences have different knowledge, so framework 

must be easily understood and interpreted 
o question about availability of evidence used to make judgements within 

framework 
 
Outputs 
The meeting agreed that a Glossary of Terms would benefit both the implementation of 
the TSF and the sector more broadly. 
 
Particular definitions to be included: 

o curriculum – program design 
o unit 
o program - the combination of units and/or research work that must be 

satisfactorily completed to qualify for an award (e.g. BA, PG Cert, 
Associate Diploma) 

 
Findings 
- a general acceptance for the principle of an evidence-based TSF  
- the need for a balance of both qualitative and quantitative measures within the TSF 
- for the TSF to provide institutions with a valuable internal tool that could also be used 

for external purposes 
- the preference to use existing data sets strategically and not to have to resubmit data 

that has already been submitted to government (or is required to be submitted) 
- that this is just the starting phase in the development of the TSF 
- that for the TSF to receive sector-wide support, it would need to be an online tool 
- more time is needed to test the revised TSF and clarify the methodology 
 
 
Agreed Actions 
The national project team would work through all the comments, suggestions and 
feedback received and determine how best to incorporate the details into the revised TSF 
and final report. A draft of the final report would be circulated to participating institutions 
for feedback / comments in advance of the final report due date (21 February 2011) to 
the ALTC.  
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