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This is feedback from the TEU on the proposed selection criteria for each faculty. This feedback is given on the understanding that the TEU has no part to play in the formulation of any specific criteria that have the potential to dismiss any of its members. This feedback is intended to highlight criteria that we consider do not meet the standards of being objective, measurable and transparent.  Where these standards are not met, the Institute has a heightened risk of challenges to its selection procedures and outcomes.

General comments

We are providing largely generic feedback as many of the criteria exist over many of the proposed selection documents.  

It is not clear how some of the criteria suggested will actually be measured. If it is subjective or is based on the perception of the person making the selection, the results can be open to challenge.

Subject Qualifications

It is surprising to see these have not been tailored to the disciplines in question.  It does give the appearance of a lack of understanding of what qualifications are the most valuable for the institution in the respective disciplines.  We would expect to see realistic subject/trade qualifications to count.  

Range and number of courses taught

Two sets of the criteria (Engineering and Consumer Services) limit the range and number of courses taught to the 2011 year, which is unusual and unfair, and doesn’t compare with those of other Faculties where a larger year range is measured.  

All the ‘courses taught’ criterion shows is what an individual was allocated by their manager this year, nothing more.  More broadly, the range of what an individual has taught is about the teaching allocations made by their manager rather that what they would have wanted to or are able to teach.  It will also depend on what range of skills their colleagues have, rather than solely saying anything about one individual.  Specialists are more likely to always be allocated their subjects.   In some areas it is irrelevant where they are employed on a specific programme.  Caution needs to be applied in this criterion – there has been experience of selection as a result of a staff member being concentrated in teaching lower level qualifications.  In reality the key reason that that person had been allocated that teaching over several years was due to their particular ability to manage the learning and behavioural complexities more common at the lower levels of learning.

How is it going to be assessed that a person is qualified to teach a course?  By qualification, by what they have done before, by what an individual says they can do?

Teaching Qualifications 

For a number of the criteria there is a gap at the level 4 qualification.  There is a well-documented dispute over the application of the level 4 teaching qualification at MIT.  In 2009 a document came (at the 11th hour) to TEU for comment, which centred on the level 5 teaching qualification being the new benchmark at MIT.  The focus of that document was for new staff coming in.  Both TEU and key managers at Director level had made that assumption, but it was latterly claimed by MIT that the level 5 qualification applied to all staff, who must go through a process of upskilling.  Despite a long process (which is documented) of TEU requesting an upskilling plan for the Institute, an analysis of the depth and breadth of upskilling necessary, and a plan for managing Recognition of Prior Learning processes, nothing has eventuated.  Most of MIT’s staff employed prior to 2009-2010 will have legitimately attained a level 4 qualification as the then recognised benchmark, and will also potentially have had difficulties in securing the appropriate qualification as MIT withdrew its own, people then studied through AUT, before then in some cases being required to change back to MIT.  The level 4 has until recently been the endorsed qualification, and must be accounted for in this process.

What does “if you are currently studying for a level but not yet completed then you will be assessed at the appropriate level” mean? (in some it says the level below).  It would be both surprising and contentious that no credit is given for a person making the effort to continue to develop in either their discipline or in tertiary teaching.

Lecturer Evaluations
We consider Lecturer evaluations as professional development tools for academic staff.  Using this tool in this process is not appropriate.  There is a huge body of research that questions the validity of student evaluation of teaching. Whilst obviously numbers come out of the process, making it measurable, these are the results of a subjective process involving a considerable amount of factors, only some of which relate to the individual skill of the lecturer.  Factors such as gender, cultural perceptions, the size of the class, the difficulty level of the material, if it’s compulsory or not, are all factors that impact.  In short we do not think they should be used.

Pass Rates 

These may be measurable but are subject to external factors that make them unfair because they are neither objective nor transparent.  There are many factors that contribute to pass rates, only one of which is the skill of the lecturer.  Education is an iterative process where the student contributes (or doesn’t) to their learning and this will obviously affect the pass rates as well.  The entry level of students accepted onto programmes will also impact on this, as will the complexities of things such as the student’s  home environment.

Other – contribution to MIT
Programme Leader roles are contestable and limited and therefore only available to a limited number of staff.  Not everyone is a programme leader and it is inequitable to measure this if the role/duties were not able to be done by others.  In addition, PLs are compensated for the additional duties which they perform. 


The same concerns apply for course co-ordination numbers in Business as well.  Differing scores based on number of students is not objective as different disciplines will have differing amounts in classes.

There are several examples in the documents of “contributions to MIT” which, like PLs above, are distinct responsibilities not available to everyone, and for which the person contributing should already have been compensated through it being an ‘additional duty’.

Other – industry engagement and/or research

Surprised about the low ranking of research where it is required from an individual and not clear why limited to 2010 and 2011 in Business.

Industry engagement: There may be some areas where industry engagement is not available or appropriate.


Specific queries 

Professional and Technical Teaching Capability: in Engineering and Trades and Consumer Services, it is unclear as to why ‘non base’ is listed and should not be differently measured.

School of English
Specific knowledge of teaching ESOL/ multi-cultural student needs/pastoral care: There is no information about what will be actually measured and how it will be done.  Not clear what is needed to meet the criteria.

Ability to plan and organise self/support others to succeed in their roles and positively contribute to team environment:

Again, what will actually be taken into account? This is neither measurable nor objective. 

Schools and Community

What will be used as evidence?  Will the sources of evidence have different weightings – ie some thought of as strong and others weak? Or is it the content that will have the weightings??  These are open to interpretation and need revision

� See Wrigley Kelly and Massey for case law around selection processes in a redundancy situation





