


EVALUATION OF THE HDR PROGRAM


This document delineates a brief plan on how I might evaluate the UTS program, identify strengths and shortcomings, as well as formulate a plan on how to improve the program.  I could withdraw some of these activities if similar tasks had been completed recently.
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	Desk top review




To evaluate the HDR program—including the content, administration, strategy, policies, procedures, and resources—I would first conduct a desktop review.  I have already commenced this review.  This review would include an analysis of 

· social media reports, such as Glassdoor and Quora
· official evaluations, such as QILT
· the UTS website, including the policies and documents, such as the induction
· resources, including RES-HUB, E-Research, Aspire, Career Hub, and HELPS
· Research Master and Content Manager

Once the data are extracted, I would conduct several analyses. The following table outlines these analyses.

	Analyses
	Details

	· Natural language processing
	· Subject the data, such as concerns raised on Glassdoor, to natural language processing
· For example, compare n-grams with other universities in Sydney and to other universities in the ATN
· Subject these data to latent semantic analysis

	· Comparison to ACGR good practice guidelines
	· Apply the Gap Analysis Tool for Good Practice Framework


	· Language analysis 
	· Analyse linguistic features to measure clarity and utility of the information
· These features include metrics that measure redundancy, ambiguity, sequencing, and other attributes   
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	Example 1: Analysis of Glassdoor



The following network was derived from a preliminary latent semantic analysis—after extracting the concerns that were more common at UTS than other universities in Sydney or the ATN.  This analysis uncovered several key concerns, although these concerns might not be germane to the HDR program. 

· Staff often referred to fragmentation, such as the perception of silos, rather than a cohesive vision across leaders or collaborative platforms
· This fragmentation may partly explain concerns around bureaucracy, such as unnecessary levels of approval and limited interoperability, as well as limited transparency around changes
· This bureaucracy also precludes continuous improvement, manifesting as conservative management and administration
· Without this sense of continuous improvement, administrative support to facilitate teaching is not perceived favourably, compromising innovation and efficiency—as well as impeding the resolution of problems, such as limited space and conference funding for HDR students
· The bureaucracy and inadequate teaching support might be consistent with the perception that many promotions do not seem to be systematically related to merit or innovation and do not support diverse staff, despite the rhetoric
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	Example 2: Analysis of Policies and Procedures



I will assess the extent to which the policies and procedures are perceived as efficient.  Although this information will primarily be derived from subsequent interviews, I will also compare these policies and procedures to standards and practices that have been shown to be effective in past research.  The following table outlines some examples in which the policies and procedures may deviate from validated exemplars. 

	Existing policy or procedure
	Considerations and validated alternatives

	Supervision
	

	· UTS differentiates four graduate research supervisors and five categories
	· Titles and administrative categories should generally align; otherwise, when categories seem hazy, compliance tends to diminish
· The distinction between co- and assistant supervisors has been shown to diminish the development and initiative of assistant supervisors

	· Category 2 supervisors can be principals for Masters but not PhD
	· Success of Masters students is especially dependent on the support of principal supervisors
· Hence, principal supervisors of Masters and PhD students should perhaps be equally experienced

	· The contract of principal supervisors must exceed the candidature of their graduate research student
	· The policy should more revolve around whether principal supervisors are likely to continue this role during the candidature
· Otherwise, the policy does not accommodate supervisors who are likely to leave or retire as well as supervisors on fixed contracts but likely to continue

	· The supervisory panel must include at least one principal supervisor and one co-supervisor.
	· Some policies or procedures refer to the attributes of this panel, such as expertise in the relevant discipline, methodology, and setting
· Some policies or procedures recommend an end user or apprentice supervisor

	Candidature
	

	· Confirmation of candidature is due 12 months for full-time PhD candidates
	· Studies indicate that deviations from 9 months are inversely related to completion time—although the precise time does depend on the criteria that are applied to evaluate this confirmation
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	Interviews



I would then complement the desktop review with interviews of relevant stakeholders.  Several measures would be introduced to prevent delayed responses to more pressing matters.  For example

· email invitations would prompt stakeholders to express their initial concerns to identify matters that warrant urgent attention
· a preliminary working report—that outlines the key concerns of stakeholders and possible avenues to address these concerns—would be available within two weeks and updated regularly

The key stakeholders would be finalised in consultation with the core team, such as Professor Kate McGrath, Associate Professor Alex Munt, and Yamini Sandiran.  The stakeholders are likely to include at least the individuals in the following table.

	Potential stakeholders

	· all the Responsible Academic Officers
· all the HDR Administrative Coordinators
· all members of the Graduate Research School
· all members of the Higher Degree Research Board 
· students enrolled in the program and students enrolled in relevant pathway programs
· an industry partner associated with each Faculty or Institute



I would tend to commence the interviews with stakeholders who the core team perceive as especially cooperative and helpful because

· these stakeholders might help me understand the program better
· I would be more informed before I speak to other stakeholders.

The interviews would primarily revolve around the concerns of these stakeholders as well as their solutions.  In addition, over time, I would test a few potential initiatives and solutions.  The following table outlines a few initiatives I might test.

	Potential initiatives

	· A strategy around shaping and demonstrating, rather than accommodating, the future 

	· Rewards—such as seed funding, scarce opportunities, extra tuition, office space, or prizes—to students or teams that resolve specific problems with the course

	· An online adventure game to support candidates, attract applicants, & interact with industry

	· Templates on how industry can utilise HDR during and after completion

	· A supervision point system to encourage supervisors to develop their supervision skills and contribute towards the program 
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