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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Introduction 
 
Mr Gabriel Jezierski, Head of Learning and Teaching, University of Wales Institute, 
Cardiff (now Cardiff Metropolitan University), has been engaged as an external 
critical friend to help evaluate the effectiveness and impact of the current Teaching 
and Learning Strategy and also to inform the successor strategy for the next five 
years. 
 
He presented his second commentary in December 2012 (attached). 
 
Methodology 
 
For his first commentary (TLC/11/35b), October 2011) Mr Jezierski undertook a 
desk-based document review, which included a range of University strategic 
documents and the progress reports (central and faculty) for each year of the 
Strategy to date (2008/9, 2009/10, 2010/11), and a series of structured interviews 
with senior staff in a number of central departments within the Teaching and 
Learning portfolio, and Teaching and Learning Co-ordinators. 
 
For this report, the 2011/12 progress reports were included in documentation 
considered.  The meetings involved Students’ Union and (full-time undergraduate) 
class representatives, a range of Teaching and Learning Co-ordinators, past and 
present, the Chair of the Partnerships Forum, the Pro-Vice-Chancellors (Research 
and Innovation) and (Educational Partnerships and International Affairs), and the 
Head of Planning and Development in Physical Resources.   
 
Report 
 
Sections 1 – 3 review the context for and process around the development of the 
Strategy and the monitoring of its implementation through annual action plans and 
progress reports. 
 
The analysis is generally positive, noting strong buy-in, ownership, and 
responsiveness.  Mr Jezierski reports that, while it is possible to get a feel for 
progress at Faculty or departmental level, a summative assessment for the institution 
overall is more difficult, particularly for an external reviewer, because of the 
autonomy allowed to individual units for self-reporting, the limited use of quantitative 
performance measures and the absence of an holistic overview through aggregation 
of results in reports by the University. 
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Sections 4 – 6 provide synopses of the meetings held in autumn 2012.  They give 
both summary and verbatim comments and cover strategic themes as well as 
specific matters arising from individuals’ experiences. 
 
Sections 4 and 5 consider communication with students, student engagement and 
the student experience.  The sub-section ‘General Progress’ indicates significant 
improvements in a number of areas, although with some variability. 
 
Section 6 considers the role of the Centre for Higher Education Practice in 
supporting academic staff development, and the use of (new) technology. 
 
Sections 7 – 9 attempt to summarise the views expressed by students, staff and by 
the reviewer, again in regard to both general and specific matters, those of 
Mr Jezierski focussing on the Strategy and as such offering pointers for the next 
Strategy. 
 
Overall Assessment 
 
Section 10 provides an overall assessment and conclusions.  The Strategy, with its 
emphasis on enhancement is judged very successful.  Especially in the final years of 
the period, closer engagement with students has resulted in a clear, positive impact 
on the student (learning) experience. 
 
Precise quantification of overall progress is considered difficult and Faculties would 
appear to be moving at different speeds. 
 
Future Considerations 
 
In Section 11, 15 recommendations are made.   
 
One relates to the current Strategy: proposing that the progress reports for 2012/13 
are required to include summative assessment of each activity against each Key 
Performance Indicator. 
 
The others relate to the next Strategy.  Generally, the University is encouraged to 
build on the current Strategy whose broad direction seems right, but it should 
consider the number of agendas which are feasible at any one time and also 
consider the metrics.  Specific points highlighted relate to: 
 
• comparability of student experience across campuses, and also partner 

institutions; 
 
• progression opportunities from partner institutions to the University, and 

University engagement with students of those institutions; 
 
• continuing the engagement theme which increases student involvement and 

responsibility; 
 
• currency of the curriculum; 
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• availability of work placement in all courses; 
 
• a specific question about the value of continuing interviews with early leavers; 
 
• CHEP; 
 
• a coherent approach to the use of technology/social media; 

 
• communication with staff and students. 
 
The New Strategy [Section 2] 
 
Mr Jezierski then identifies some topics to inform the next Strategy (1.1 – 1.4): 
 
• managing change in a climate of resource constraint and linkages between 

strategy, plans and actual delivery; 
 
• the value of robust business intelligence based on timely, accurate institutional 

data and evidence; 
 
• the University’s brand; 
 
• the relative (perceived) value accorded to teaching and research and the 

development of a shared culture in support of student learning; 
 
• the opportunities provided by the new campus development. 

 
The drafting of the new Strategy offers opportunities in 13 areas: 
 
Generally to clarify its purpose; to take account of recent research; to sharpen the 
dovetailing around key [internal] agendas; to articulate synergies and linkages 
between strategies; to strengthen the alignment between internal agendas and those 
of external agencies. 
 
Specifically: 
 
• to articulate jointly the synergies between research and scholarship and 

teaching and learning;  
 
• to strengthen the student as partners/change agents theme;  
 
• to ensure that there is a clear student support strategy directly linked to the 

Strategy;  
 

• to consider the balance between student ‘employability’ and ‘entrepreneurship’;  
 

• to consider the interplay between ‘innovation’ and ‘creativity’;  
 

• to improve communication – an internal marketing strategy to convey actual 
values;  
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• to bolster CHEP;  
 

• to engage academic staff;  
 

• to exploit new ways of learning and teaching and the use of new 
technology/social media. 

 
Mr Jezierski finishes his report by grounding his commentary by reference to 
potential barriers (1.5) (pressures on staff), risks (1.6) around the new campus, a 
lack of buy-in to the Strategy, the research/teaching issue, the curriculum – its 
currency and danger of over-packing it, and not emphasising internationalisation in a 
global world, and finally the reality of DEL’s HE Strategy (1.7). 
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