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Abstract

In recent times there has been an increasing demand for detailed information on Deakin University’s
courses and units. This demand has stemmed from an increased need to review the Institution’s
activities to ensure that they meet and exceed the requirements of students, staff, graduates, employers
and the general community whilst complying with the University’s long-term strategic goals.

Traditionally the preparation of indicators and data for each course was performed by staff within the
Planning Unit at the request of the faculties’ administrative staff. As the volume of requests increased
and began to create a significant workload it was decided that a single database would be developed to
contain the most common indicators for all possible course and campus combinations. This database
would be designed in a user-friendly manner to enable faculty administrative staff to extract the data
on their own, thus freeing up Planning Unit resources for other purposes.

This paper discusses the process in which the database was developed, and examines issues faced in
the development of the database and how they were overcome.



Background

At Deakin University, the Planning Unit has traditionally been the source of historic student and staff
planning data. Data maintained by the Planning Unit includes:

• Government submission data for students, staff and finances;

• Selection data such as Victorian Tertiary Admission Centre (VTAC) statistics, popularity polls
and course targets;

• Graduate Destination Survey/ Course Experience Questionnaire (GDS/CEQ) data and associated
indicators; and

• Other derived performance outcome indicators such as retention and progress rates.

The data is maintained for two broad categories of reporting – recurring and ad-hoc.

The Planning Unit has a suite of set reports it produces each year such as the Pocket Statistics, the
Fact Book and the GDS/CEQ Summary Reports. The workload associated with such reports is
definable and, in most cases, manageable. In addition, each year the Planning Unit has been able to
anticipate the need to provide large volumes of current and historic data for course reviews (for
continuing accreditation) and faculty reviews (a rolling cycle of one faculty per year). While the
requirements traditionally differed from faculty to faculty and course to course depending on the
intended use and client, the workload associated with such tasks could be planned for.

The second category of reporting, ad-hoc requests, are far less predictable, particularly given Deakin’s
diverse multiple campus, multiple study mode nature. Ad-hoc requests are initiated by a number of
clients and via a number of means. Clients include university executive, faculty administrative staff,
students and DEST along with those external to the university sector such as professional
associations, employers and the general public. As reported by Westrup (1999), the volume of
requests from non-traditional clients such as students, employers and professional associations,
particularly with respect to the accreditation process, have increased considerably in recent times.
This interest has been partly driven by an increased focus on quality from the government and media
and a proactive approach taken by institutions and the AVCC (Hambly, 1999).

The university community is also becoming more reliant on planning data and analysis in the strategic
planning process. Operational and strategic performance indicators and reporting have been
developed at Deakin, and require the provision of accurate and timely information. As this process has
been developed, both forms of reporting have been required – recurring in that the data and
information are needed to meet systematic deadlines and ad-hoc in that many of the indicators had not
been measured before.

To date, the current quality focus has resulted in an increased demand on Planning Unit resources
brought about by an increased demand for ad-hoc requests for quantitative data and the subsequent
interpretation and analysis of such data. Unfortunately due to the administrative focus of computer
systems, the majority of resource input into an ad-hoc request is in the form of data extraction,
manipulation and transformation leaving very little time to add value through analysis.

The Way Forward

Much of the quality debate focuses on the comparability of courses (programs) from institution to
institution and the assurance that their accreditation is justified (refer Anderson, Johnson and
Milligan, 2000 and Harman and Meek, 2000). Unfortunately for a large institution providing volumes
of data at the course (program) level of detail places increased pressure on strained Planning resources
and in some cases such effort may not be proportional to the resultant outcomes (Anderson et al
2000). In an attempt to ease the pressure on resources it was decided that a series of pre-compiled
reports would be produced and distributed in a user-friendly format to key administrative staff within
the university. It was hoped that this would empower clients to retrieve their own data and free
resources within the Planning Unit to take on value adding activities rather than just number
crunching.



Ballarat University, although much smaller in size (15% of Deakin’s enrolments (DEST, 2002)) had
successfully implemented a course profile report, the basic format of which seemed to fit the
requirements of the pre-compiled concept. With permission from Ballarat, it was decided that these
reports would form the basis of the concept, with a little customisation to Deakin’s specific needs.

The Development Process

The process followed to develop the database is shown in Figure 1. The entire process took
approximately two years (fractional) from initial idea to distribution. The development process is
described in detail in the following section.

Figure 1 - Development Process - Flow Chart

Selection of Indicators

The initial scope of the project was to produce a report detailing a series of indicators for all
combinations of course and campus. With the Ballarat model as a starting point, the indicators
initially chosen were as shown in Table 1.
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Table 1 Indicators initially chosen for project scope

Report Section Included Indicators (Three most recent years of data)
Course Applications HECS based VTAC Preferences Distributions, Fee based VTAC Preferences and Direct

Applicants, Grand Total
Course Load Commonwealth Funded Targets and Actuals by Commencing Status, Variation from

Target, Total load – all funding sources
Cost Threshold Course breakeven EFTSU and cost recovery band (DU Model)
Student Profile Mode of Attendance distribution, Type of Attendance distribution, Enrolments: EFTSU

profile, Funding Source distribution
Unit Profile Average number of units per student, average number of units from same Faculty,

average number of units from other faculties, four elective rule (DU specific indicator)
Basis for admission Basis for admission distribution EFTSU and percent
ENTER Scores Percent with ENTER, percent with ‘At risk’ ENTER (<50), lowest ENTER, highest ENTER,

ENTER range
Commencing Cohort Loss Commencing Cohort Attrition for this course, Deakin undergraduate average and a

benchmark figure
Student Retention Rates Percent still enrolled in the course, percent transferred to another course, percent not

retained
Student Progress Rates SPR for this course, Deakin undergraduate average and variance
Grade Point Average GPA for this course, Deakin undergraduate average and variance
Course Completions Percent completed, percent completed in minimum time
Equity Groups –
Commencing Students

Percent NESB, Rural and Isolated, Low SES, Disabled, Female and ATSI

CEQ Outcomes This course and national results – percent broadly satisfied for each scale.
GDS Outcomes Percent available for full time work, percent in full time work, percent in full time study,

median starting salary – for this course and national results.

The indicators chosen were largely similar to those traditionally provided for course reviews and were
in accordance with the AVCC guidelines for course quality reviews (AVCC, 1992) and the national
protocols for higher education approval processes (DETYA, 2000 and reported in Standard dictates
for a great institution, 2001). These protocols advocate that quality assurance and review processes
incorporate the collection of data against performance indicators, the maintenance of appropriate
records, monitoring of student success (progress, retention and completion) and student learning
outcomes such as graduate employment and further study and student satisfaction. Note also that the
indicators measure four of the six key areas which the AVCC have identified as reasonable measures
of performance, namely student completion rates, student satisfaction, student employment or
movement to further study and equity targets (Coaldrake, 2000).

Audience and Sponsorship

An initial audience consisting of the University Executive, Faculty Deans and senior administrative
staff, Academic Board and the Accreditation Committee was selected. To meet the varied needs of
this audience, it was decided that accessing the reports should be accomplished via a simple point and
click interface.

A mock report containing the indicators as shown above and screenshots of an interface format were
drawn up and packaged into a Project Concept Proposal (PCP). The concept was pitched to the
Deputy Vice-Chancellor/Vice-President (Academic), for whom one responsibility includes overseeing
the accreditation and course review process. The project was approved shortly after with a timeframe
for completion by late 2001 and implementation for 2002.

Now came the difficult part, delivering what was promised!

Prototype Development

Microsoft Access was chosen as the platform on which the report would be developed. This was
mainly due to its inclusion in the standard operating environment (SOE) and the ease with which it
could be used to produce a user-friendly interface.

The first stage of the prototype development was the table design. Each field in the report was given
an appropriate name. Rather than use years as labels, each field was given a subscript of one, two or
three to represent the current and previous years. This ensured subsequent refreshing of the table with



new data would not become cumbersome due to field name changes. For example in the first release
of the database, ‘1’ was used for 2001, ‘2’ for 2000 and ‘3’ for 1999. In the second release ‘1’ became
2002, ‘2’ became 2001 and ‘3’ became 2000.

All data required was input into a single back end database. Queries that would ordinarily have been
written to produce the data and then discarded were saved and named using a similar subscript
convention, as too were the subsequent tables created from the query results. Data was summarised as
required on the basis of a unique ID field created by concatenating course and campus codes.

To minimize repetition and the overall number of tables, data drawn from each raw table was kept
together in subsequent tables. For example although equity data and mode of attendance data were
required in different sections of the report, as they came from the same raw table, they were kept
together.

The final stage of the data processing was the drawing together of all the refined tables into one large
table, using the unique record ID as a key.

This process of writing and proofing queries and designing the table interactions took about one
month of full time work for one person which, in practise became three months when combined with
other daily requirements.

Once the back end database was produced, it was then time to produce the front end, the report and
user interface.

It was the production of the report where the first obstacles were encountered. The report format
presented in the PCP was four pages long, with each field being unique, i.e. no repetition of data.
Unfortunately, Microsoft Access is not capable of handling such a large area in the report detail.

However due to the nature of the report, a solution was found quite easily. As each course and campus
combination had the same format and only one report would be printed at a time, it was possible to fit
the four unique pages into one Microsoft Access report with some slight modification. As the report
would only ever print one record, by putting the first page on the report header and the last page on
the report footer, the remaining two pages could fit into the report detail. However while the report
could be handled by Access in terms of print area, fitting the data was another issue.

Microsoft Access is limited to 255 fields in a table; this is clearly specified in the documentation.
What isn’t clear though is that a report is also limited to 255 fields and controls, including bound
fields (those bound to a field in a table) labels (i.e. headings and captions), lines and calculated fields
(those calculated using fields in the table). So while it was possible to fit all of the non-calculated data
into the table, fitting all of these fields as well as the calculated ones, such as totals and percentages
and also labels and lines to improve presentation was a different story. To overcome this problem
required both a compromise and some ingenuity.

Where possible labels were merged, so rather than having three different labels for each column
heading, one label and tabulation was used instead. Where two number fields would have been
required to show both the number and percent, one text field was used instead consisting of the
number and the percentage in brackets, eg ‘15 (43%)’. This field was then populated in the underlying
table to reduce the number of calculated fields significantly. After as much condensing and reduction
as possible, in the end some indicators had to be removed from the report.

As the project evolved, the level of Microsoft Access knowledge within the Planning Unit increased
significantly. Subsequent versions and releases of the course profiles report will not face the same
issue as more advanced methods for including larger volumes of data in a single report have been
discovered. Further examination of potential enhancements is presented in a subsequent section.

Prototype Evaluation and Modification

Once a working prototype had been developed with which the Planning Unit was satisfied, example
reports were circulated to the intended audience for feedback and consultation. Many of the
participants were very responsive to the concept and eager to provide input. A large list of suggested
modifications was produced and each suggestion evaluated in turn.



Unfortunately, due to the scope of the project, the agreed timeframe and the previously discussed
limitations of the software, some of the suggested improvements had to be excluded from the current
project. However, some of these additional requirements have been used as the basis of new Planning
Unit projects and reports. For example, one suggestion was to include an age distribution of students.
Rather than include this in the course profile, a separate project examining trends within the age
distribution in more detail was completed later in the year. As a result of suggestions made, quite a
number of new projects were initiated.

Of the proposed changes adopted, the most practical idea was to extend the database capabilities to be
able to report on a course (all campuses), a campus (all courses) or a faculty (all courses and
campuses for a faculty). As all of the required data was already stored in the underlying tables, this
suggestion only required further amalgamation of the data. Consequently three new options were
added to the database with the interface modified accordingly.

After a number of further refinements the report format and interface were put before a number of key
stakeholders to gain final approval. The final format was approved with only minor changes by the
project sponsor, the Deputy-Vice Chancellor/Vice-President (Academic), as well as Academic Board
and the Accreditation Committee. The final list of indicators is shown in Table 2.

Table 2 Indicators included in the final report format

Included Indicators (Three most recent years of data)Report Section
Unchanged Added Removed

Course Applications HECS based VTAC Preferences
Distributions, Fee based VTAC Preferences
and Direct Applicants, Grand Total
Applicants

Total Offers, Commencing Enrolments,
Average reasonable applicants per
commencing enrolment, Acceptance
rate, VTAC First Preferences:
Enrolments ratio, VTAC First to Fourth
Preferences: Enrolments ratio

Course Load Commonwealth Funded Targets and Actuals
by Commencing Status, Total load – all
funding sources

Variation from Target

Cost Threshold Course breakeven EFTSU
and cost recovery band
(DU Model)

Student Profile Mode of Attendance distribution, Type of
Attendance distribution, Enrolments: EFTSU
profile, Funding Source distribution

Unit Profile Average number of units per student,
average number of units from same faculty,
average number of units from other faculties

Students studying more than one unit
from outside their faculty

Four elective rule (DU
specific indicator)

Basis for admission Basis for admission distribution and percent Commencing Enrolments EFTSU
ENTER Scores Percent with ENTER, lowest ENTER,

highest ENTER
Median ENTER Percent with ‘At risk’

ENTER (<50), ENTER
range

Commencing Cohort Loss Commencing Cohort Attrition for this course,
Deakin undergraduate average

Percent transferred to a new course A benchmark figure

Student Retention Rates Percent still enrolled in the course, percent
transferred to another course, percent not
retained

Student Progress Rates SPR for this course, Deakin undergraduate
average

Variance

Grade Point Average GPA for this course, Deakin undergraduate
average

Variance

Course Completions Completions, percent completed in minimum
time

Number Completed, Average
completion time

Percent Completed

Equity Groups –
Commencing Students

Percent NESB, Rural and Isolated, Low
SES, Disabled, female and ATSI

Number as well as percent

CEQ Outcomes This course and national results –for each
scale.

Mean Score Percent Broadly Satisfied

GDS Outcomes Percent available for full time work, percent
in full time work, percent in full time study.

Average Starting Salary (First FT Job),
Average Salary (All), Deakin
comparable results (same course type)

Median Starting Salary,
National Results



Production and Distribution

An initial production of fifty CD ROMs was distributed to key University staff members during
August 2002. Presentations were made to the University executive and other key stakeholder groups.
This resulted in constructive feedback and some planned improvements for future publications. A
number of requests for copies have filtered in from staff that have learned of the CD ROM from other
staff in their division/faculty and, as a result, feel that they would also benefit from the database. To
date these requests have been logged and should sufficient numbers exist, a second batch will be
produced.

How it all works

Sourcing Data

The course profile reports had to reconcile to data reported to the government hence the Microsoft
Access output files from DESTPAC where chosen as the ideal starting point, particularly as Microsoft
Access was chosen as the platform. Other data not reported to DEST but required for the reports
included:

• Campus data i.e. what campus students were enrolled at for each course attempt;

• CEQ/GDS data, limited to relevant indicators such as course, campus, activity, starting salary and
CEQ scale responses;

• Offers data, sourced from the student administration system;

• Applicant rates, both direct and through VTAC (Victorian Tertiary Admission Centre); and

• Various reference tables to add meaning to raw coding and allocation of courses to faculties.

In addition several tables were derived from the raw DEST tables such as retention rates and progress
rates.

Data Transformation

After the importing of new tables and refreshing of historic data and reference tables, most of the
work involved in producing the refined data for the report is performed by make-table queries in the
back end Microsoft Access database, queries that produce new tables by refining existing ones. All of
the queries are designed to directly transform the raw data, such as that contained in the government
submission data tables, into the meaningful indicators required for the report.

The only transformations not performed by Microsoft Access is the formatting of data maintained by
other divisions such as direct applicants and offers data and of CEQ data. Transformation of this data
took place in Microsoft Excel, mainly due to increased simplicity, particularly in combining the CEQ
statements into scales. However in future the back end database capabilities could be extended to
handle these transformations.

The only calculation not performed by Microsoft Access is the derivation of median ENTER scores
and median starting salaries. Unfortunately, Microsoft Access (and Microsoft Jet, the underlying SQL
interpreter) only includes a limited set of domain aggregate functions such as Sum, Average, Min,
Max and Count. Calculations of indicators where the median was required were performed using
more specialised statistical software such as Minitab 12 or SPSS.

Annual Updates
Although this degree of automation resulted in a longer development period, when it came time to
update the report for 2002, the process was significantly easier. The initial development process took
close to two months of full time work. In stark comparison, the first update, to incorporate 2002 data,
took less than two weeks, with much of this time spent in manual transformations (using Microsoft
Excel) and on the final proofing and testing.

Advantages



An Improvement Focus

Marshall (1998) writes that traditional approaches to quality in higher education have focussed on
assurance, assessment, monitoring and reporting of quality rather than on improving quality. This may
be so but in order to improve quality, institutions need to be able to define what constitutes an
improvement. Without meaningful quantification, such a judgement is difficult to make.

Herein lies the problem as the definitions, monitoring and reporting associated with quality
improvement can easily become the focus, with the net result that the primary objective, to improve
quality, becomes a sidelined issue. Therefore, in order for institutions to start taking action towards
improving quality they first need to define how it will be measured and what constitutes an
improvement. To this end Deakin produces an annual set of priorities setting targets for the
improvement of various performance indicators.

Clearly improving quality in terms of student outcomes at the institution level must be driven by
improvements at the course (program) level. Hence the indicators included in the annual priorities
publications at the institution level also were reproduced at the course (program) level in the course
profiles database, allowing faculty executive staff to identify room for improvement or good practise
and take action towards improving quality. The net effect of such smaller scale measures to improve
quality contributed to the overall improvement at the University level.

Benchmarking

The course profile report provides faculty executive officers detailed data on their courses that allows
for meaningful benchmark comparisons with outcome data of similar courses offered by their
competitors. The benchmarking manual for Australian Universities (McKinnon, Walker and Davis,
2000) details indicators, which are suitable for use during benchmarking. Many of these are included
in the course profiles report including student progress rate, first year retention rates, equity outcomes,
student satisfaction, employability and competitiveness benchmarks.

Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) Audit

The course profile database will also be very beneficial when Deakin is audited by AUQA. According
to the AUQA’s Audit Manual (2002), the scope of the institutional audit will pay particular attention
to a number of factors. The first of the five factors is that of program (course) approval and
monitoring. The course profile report provides a user-friendly tool to assist with course monitoring
and enables a clearer focus on course indicators.

The fifth factor of AUQA’s institutional audit scope relates to systematic internally initiated reviews
(eg of departments, themes). The course profile report (run for an entire faculty) also provides
evidence of a commitment to departmental review, even when a formal faculty review is not due (at
present each faculty is reviewed every five years on a rolling basis).

In addition the AUQA audit manual (2002) provides guidelines for the preparation of the audit
performance portfolio (to be provided by the institution as evidence of self audit). One of the
suggested portfolio inclusions is to address the issue of KPI’s and their interpretation. Improving
quality in terms of student outcomes at the institution level is often driven by improvements at the
course (program) level. The course profile database permits monitoring of such indicators at this
level.

Furthermore, the audit manual (AUQA, 2002) advocates the inclusion of detailed data in the
appendices to support statements made in the main document. Examples given include KPI values,
GDS and other employment data, CEQ data, PREQ data, student numbers, non-completion (attrition)
rates, course completions and student basis for admission. Data maintained in the course profiles
database will ease the pressure on the Planning Unit to provide such data in the period leading up to
and during the AUQA audit.



Continuing Accreditation

One of the major benefits of the course profiles database will be for continuing accreditation, a
process whereby a course is reviewed (usually five years after the previous accreditation) to determine
whether or not it is still effective and in line with the institution’s long term strategic goals. It was
initially planned that an additional module of the course profiles database would be built specifically
for the continuing accreditation process. The additional module would provide extra data (five years
worth instead of three) and would not include other less relevant indicators. In addition the module
would include other data such as information relating to external recognition, relevant professional
associations and key dates in the history of the course, such as date of accreditation, last date of
reaccreditation and next continuing accreditation date.

As recommended by the AVCC (1992), the continuing accreditation (course review) process involves
the examination of each course in the context of the changes that have taken place since the last
review and focuses on evaluating whether or not the course remains relevant. In doing so the review
panel consider data on application and enrolment rates, student feedback, student employment
outcomes, entry standards, non-completion (attrition) rates and completion numbers.

As most of this data is maintained in the course profiles database, the continuing accreditation review
panel decided that in its current format, the course profile report would suffice for the extent of
Planning Unit data provision for the course review process. To address the five years of data issue,
1999 was chosen as the reference point so by combining current and historic course profile reports,
the user could develop a longer time series than the three years provided by the report. For this reason,
both the 2002 and the now superseded 2001 database were distributed when the project was released.

University Management Plans

Many aspects of the course profiles report are now being included in strategic plans at all levels of the
university. The University’s Teaching and Learning Management Plan for 2003-2005 is currently
being drafted with many of the quantitative indicators of the plan taken directly from the course
profiles report. The advantages of this are two fold. Including widely accepted and readily available
indicators allows for a quantifiable way to determine improvement, rather than the historic subjective
descriptions of what constituted best practise. Secondly, as the Planning Unit already produces the
indicators required to support the plan, no extra work is required when the time comes to evaluate the
outcomes of the plan.

A similar approach is being taken for the development of the Good & Best Practise Excellent Courses
Guidelines. These guidelines are being developed by the University to qualify and quantify (where
possible) what constitutes good and best practise for an individual course. Most of the quantitative
indicators have been taken directly from the course profiles report; in addition some of the qualitative
indicators are based on indicators provided in the report. Again, when the guidelines are finished and
the time comes to evaluate those courses that constitute good practise and those courses that constitute
best practise, no additional work will be required by the Planning Unit.

Response to date

The response to the concept has been overwhelmingly positive, from all levels of the University.
Members of the university executive regularly use course profile reports as a starting point for course
evaluation, planning and decision-making. Similar support exists at the faculty level, with one dean,
on first inspection of the concept writing to let us know how terrific she felt it was.

As to be expected with any major change, some users, particularly those not as computer literate, were
initially taken back by the concept of having to produce data for themselves; such a task had
traditionally been done for them. However upon demonstration of the ease of use of the database,
most initial inhibitions were overcome.

Users have commented on the greater data availability afforded by the database. A request for
continuing accreditation data on thirty courses that would have taken Planning Unit staff at least a
week (perhaps two) can now be handled by the user within 15 minutes with out so much as contacting
the Planning Unit.



Future directions

The delivery of the current database was very limited due to the chosen platform, Microsoft Access
2000. Users must be running Access 2000 or better in order to access the reports. In addition, due to
incompatibility, the product has not been successfully tested on a Macintosh system. Microsoft
Access 2000 includes a web delivery option, but any interface built still requires users to have the
Microsoft Office Web Services Pack installed, which is only available with Microsoft Office 2000 or
better. Hence it appears that in order to overcome the limitation of Microsoft Access, further
development with the ultimate goal of html format and hence system and platform independence, is
required. Web delivery via the Deakin intranet would also allow more efficient updates as required.

In addition, as the report is produced using a standard Microsoft Access Report, which is static, data
can not be easily exported for use in other software, eg to produce charts in Microsoft Excel or to
format in a table using Microsoft Word. While this has its advantages in that the data or format cannot
be modified, it does require users to manually import data into their subsequent publications, which in
itself is error prone.

The course profile database is primarily based on course codes (as defined by DEST), unfortunately
some courses at Deakin are essentially identical with the exception of a different course code for
administrative reasons, for example M700 and M701 are both MBA courses, one being a pipelining
course. Users have enquired whether it is possible to produce a report for more than one course at a
time i.e. to group courses. Another use of such a feature would be the ability to group similar courses,
for example several different B Eng streams. Due to the nature of many of the indicators, eg SPR,
GDS and CEQ indicators etc, it is not possible for users to print the separate reports and simply add
the results, hence in order to group courses, the database would be required to recalculate many of the
indicators.

Some users have remarked that some indicators are not as important to their particular needs as to
others, for example equal opportunity officers primarily need equity data whereas the wider audience
may not. Future modifications to the database could see users set up custom options with each section
of the report able to be included/excluded as a separate module. As a further example, consider the
ENTER score distribution, such information is of little use to postgraduate course reports.

Users from Deakin International, the division responsible for Deakin University’s international
marketing, student recruitment and welfare, have asked whether it is possible to exclude domestic
students from the report, in order for them to track international students in the most popular courses.
If the user were able to exclude specific cohorts on the basis of certain characteristics such as mode of
attendance, citizenship, gender, NESB and ATSI, the database’s capabilities and hence usefulness
would be significantly increased.

Currently, the database only allows users to produce the report for one course at a time; an
enhancement of the system would be to allow users to browse by courses on screen. Comparisons
could be made without the need to print to paper.

Finally, as methodologies change and better ways to measure outcomes are found, the course profile
report will continue to evolve to meet the needs of the end users. A significant change occurred
between the 2001 and 2002 editions in that, for 2002, off campus students were considered to be
enrolled at a distinct campus, rather than assigned to their administrative campus, as was the case in
2001.



Conclusion

As the higher education sector, the government and the general public begin to place a greater
emphasis on quality assurance, the demand on planning officers to provide greater volumes of data
will continue to increase. As a result Deakin University’s Planning Unit has attempted to stem some
of this demand, particularly associated with course reviews and performance indicators, by providing
a pre-formatted set of indicators for all course and campus combinations in a user-friendly database.
To date the concept has been received positively and as the quality focus intensifies, time will tell
how effective the measure has been.
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