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GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO QEP PEER REVIEWER REPORTS 

Four focus areas were selected for Phase 1 of the Quality Enhancement Project (QEP) with 

which all institutions were asked to engage, namely: (1) enhancing academics as teachers, (2) 

enhancing student support and development, (3) enhancing the learning environment, and (4) 

enhancing course and programme enrolment management. In September 2014 each university 

produced a baseline submission that addressed the following questions for each focus area: 

 Which aspects of your institution’s Strategic Plan relate to this focus area? (Please be specific by quoting 

from the Strategic Plan). 

 What activities do you currently have in place related to this focus area that are successful? What 

evidence do you use to conclude that they are successful? (Do not provide detailed evidence, just a 

description of the type of evidence you collect and a short summary of the results.) 

 What activities related to this focus area have you initiated during the past three or four years that have 

not been as successful as you had hoped? In what ways were they unsuccessful? What do you think might 

be the reasons for the lack of success? 

 What activities have you recently implemented or are you planning to implement in the next 12 to 18 

months related to this focus area? Why have you chosen these particular activities?  What is the need or 

problem they are intended to address? 

 What are the challenges or problems related to this focus area that still need to be addressed in your 

institution?  

The submission also included an introductory section on the contextual features of the 

institution that are salient to student success, a description of how the submission was prepared, 

and a concluding section on other activities the institution was undertaking to promote student 

success and challenges being faced. 

Universities were asked to submit final reports by 11 December 2015 that indicated 

improvements that had been made or were being planned since the baseline reports were 

submitted. The stated aim of the report is shown below. 

The aim of the institutional report is to demonstrate efforts to bring about enhancements in 

each of the four Quality Enhancement Project (QEP) focus areas since the beginning of Phase 

1 of the QEP in February 2014, reflect on the journey towards enhancement and assess the 

extent to which the efforts have resulted in improvements. 

Because of widespread student protests in the last few months of 2015, some reports were 

submitted early in 2016. In the final report, for each focus area universities responded to the 

following questions: 

 Summarise what the university considers to be the key issues in [this focus area] in one or two paragraphs. 

 During Phase 1 of the QEP, what changes at institutional level (a) have been made, (b) are in progress, 

or (c) are in the planning stages that relate to enhancing academics as teachers? 
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 Provide one or more (but not more than 5) exemplars to illustrate specific aspects of the changes that are 

successful.  Provide evidence for claims of success. Where an activity is in the planning stages, indicate 

what evidence will be collected. 

 Provide one or more (but not more than 5) exemplars of changes that have not been successful and 

suggest reasons. 

 If possible, identify one or more promising practices related to this focus area. Describe the practice and 

provide evidence for success. Suggest what the key features might be. 

 Identify the main challenges the university still faces in relation to this focus area. 

The document also included an introduction that described how the report was prepared and a 

concluding section on reflections on Phase 1 of the QEP. 

During 2016 and early 2017 individual institutional visits were carried out by two peer 

reviewers and the Director: Institutional Audits. The CHE communicated with the DVC 

Teaching and Learning or Academic to find a suitable date for the visit, and then a formal letter 

was sent to the Vice-Chancellor, which included the names of the peer reviewers and a request 

to indicate whether he or she felt there was a serious conflict of interest. In addition to logistical 

matters, the letter described the purpose and format of the visit as follows: 

The purpose of the institutional visit is to provide a structured opportunity for institutional leaders to 

engage with peer reviewers external to the institution about the journey they are taking towards 

improvement in the QEP focus areas, the milestones achieved, the challenges encountered along the way 

and the plans for further improvement. It is also an opportunity for institutions to receive feedback on 

their engagement with the focus areas and suggestions for what else they might consider doing, or doing 

differently, based on what is being learned in and with the sector. Please note that we are interested in 

what is being done at your university that relates to the four Phase 1 focus areas, not just designated QEP 

activities. 

The broad frame for the visit is appreciative inquiry (AI), originally developed by Cooperrider and 

Srivastva (1987)1. AI is a strengths-based approach to change management that uses the “positive core” 

of an organisation as the starting point for growth and improvement. In contrast to problem-solving – 

trying to fix what is – it employs a generative method to envision what does not yet exist. While it is 

impossible for peer reviewers to engage in a full-blown AI process, the institutional visit is intended to 

focus on the positives as a springboard for thinking about what to enhance and how. 

During the visit we would like to meet with the following groups of people over the course of the day: 

1. Senior management (60 minutes) 

2. Key role players involved with Focus Area 1 (80 minutes) 

3. Key role players involved with Focus Area 2 (80 minutes) 

4. Key role players involved with Focus Area 3 (80 minutes) 

                                                 
1 Cooperrider, D.L. & Srivastva, S. (1987). Appreciative inquiry in organizational life. In Woodman, R. W. & 

Pasmore, W.A. (Eds), Research in Organizational Change and Development, Vol. 1, Stamford, CT: JAI Press, 

129-169. 
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5. Key role players involved with Focus Area 4 (80 minutes) 

6. Senior management (30 minutes for feedback) 

The team will have read the university’s QEP baseline report and final report. At the meetings, the team 

may ask for further information beyond what was in the two documents.  The university may also wish 

to bring additional information to the meetings. 

The selection of participants is up to you.  However, we hope that you will be able to be part of the first 

meeting, and if possible, the last. For the meetings with senior management, we would like to speak with 

people who have the authority and responsibility to implement and drive initiatives at institutional level 

that relate to the four focus areas of Phase 1 of the QEP2. For the meetings on the focus areas, we hope 

that students will be included.  

Several weeks before the institutional visit, the two peer reviewers were sent the institutions’ 

two reports, two articles on Appreciative Inquiry and the peer reviewer manual, which contains, 

among other things, a list of possible questions and detailed guidelines for the peer reviewer 

report. Immediately prior to each institutional visit, the peer reviewers and the Director: 

Institutional Audits spent most of a day preparing for the visit by going through the institution’s 

two submissions in detail. During this preparatory meeting, several specific questions for the 

senior management were formulated and areas in which the panel wanted more information 

were identified for each focus area. The meetings that took place during the institutional visit 

were audio-recorded, and the audio files were sent to the peer reviewers after the visit for 

reference.  

Each peer reviewer report is based on three data sources: the institution’s baseline submission, 

the institution’s final report and the content of the meetings during the institutional visit. As 

stated in the letters to the VCs, institutions could provide additional information during the 

visit. Some institutions did provide further documentation to elaborate on specific issues during 

the visit or, by agreement, emailed additional documentation immediately after the visit; in 

these cases such documentation was also taken into account in writing the report. It was 

necessary to limit the scope of the work in this way to ensure that the work could be completed 

within a specified time frame and also to be fair to all institutions. 

Following receipt of the peer reviewers’ reports, the CHE undertook a process of editing and 

harmonisation of the reports (to ensure a reasonable level of consistency among them) before 

sending them to institutions. In the initial letter to each VC it was indicated that the reports 

would be sent to the institutions for corrections, but that institutions were not expected to add 

new information at this stage. After the corrections were received from institutions, the final 

report was produced; new information was not included. It is hoped that the report will be a 

useful resource for an institution in its own journey to improvement. In addition, the reports 

will be among the documents that the CHE will use to produce a document synthesising what 

has been learnt during Phase 1 of the QEP across the sector. The final reports will serve at the 

Institutional Audits Committee and the Higher Education Quality Committee for information. 

                                                 
2 (1) Enhancing academics as teachers, (2) Enhancing student support and development, (3) Enhancing the 

learning environment, (4) Enhancing course and programme enrolment management. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The University of the Witwatersrand (Wits) is a notable research-intensive university, a 

contextual factor which was highlighted in the institutional submissions and during the site 

visit, and must be borne in mind in any assessment of its work in the Quality Enhancement 

Project (QEP) focus areas.   

Wits has five faculties, based on three geographically close campuses, and structurally 

operates in terms of a hub and spokes model, through which there is considerable 

devolvement of decision-making to Faculty Deans. With regard to the QEP, this devolved 

governance model has significant strengths in the sense that it empowers the leadership at 

Faculty level to make decisions quickly and develop and implement strategies and 

frameworks that are appropriate for the different contexts; at the same time it presents 

challenges, in that it makes it difficult to drive change from the centre in a coherent and 

deliberate manner.   

The commitment of top management to the QEP process was confirmed by the presence of 

the Vice-Chancellor at both the opening and closing meetings during the site visit, together 

with his senior management team, including the Executive Deans. The QEP has been driven 

primarily by the DVC Academic, whose support for teaching and learning was mentioned 

with appreciation in several interviews. A list of 16 members of staff (including the DVC 

Academic, the Registrar and the Dean of Students, and then generally at the level of Director, 

Head, Assistant Dean, etc.) who had assisted in the development of the institutional response 

was provided. It was, however, not made clear to what extent there had also been engagement 

with the QEP at lower levels of the institutional hierarchy.  

Within the hub and spokes structure, much of the support and development as regards 

teaching and learning for staff and students (Focus Areas 1 and 2) has been devolved to 

Faculties, with units and officers located in Faculties. At the same time, Wits has a range of 

centralised units which support various aspects of staff and student development: the Centre 

for Learning, Teaching and Development (CLTD), including a central Writing Centre and 

the Academic Support Unit, the Division of Student Affairs with a number of sub-units such 

as the Counselling and Career Development Unit (CCDU) and the Development and 

Leadership Unit (DLU), Wits Sport, Campus Housing and Residence Life and the Campus 

Health and Wellness Centre (CHWC). The emerging question was, given the examples of 

the various initiatives at both Faculty and institutional levels relating to the four focus areas, 

how does the institution go about driving improvements in these areas in a coherent way? 

While the panel did not gain full clarity as to how these various units functioned as a coherent 

network, it was clear that a considerable amount of very valuable work is being done both in 

the faculties and in the centralised units. 

Overall it appears that very satisfactory progress is being made in addressing and embedding 

improvements in the focus areas at institutional level. Indeed, there was consensus that the 

QEP has significantly raised the profile of teaching and learning at Wits. Genuine effort has 

been made and is being made to put in place policy, strategies and/or plans to institutionalise 
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what Wits sees as key issues in enhancing improvement in the four focus areas. These 

include, among others, approval by Senate of the Teaching and Learning Plan, in which 

every Faculty has to implement activities to achieve several institutional goals, such as 

management of enrolment in line with Wits strategic priorities and a 5-year interim 

curriculum renewal process for relevance and improved teaching. In addition, aspects of 

accountability have been factored into Wits’ devolved system of governance in which each 

Faculty under the Dean sets its own teaching and teaching support targets, as well as its own 

management criteria and performance expectations.  

A precondition for institutionalizing quality enhancements in the four focus areas is 

undoubtedly the availability of related institutional-level policies, strategies and frameworks. 

The area of teaching and learning, for instance, (and the four focus areas) is accommodated, 

though not foregrounded, in the Wits Vision 2022 Strategic Framework, predominantly in 

terms of ‘academic excellence and the Wits experience’.  At the start of 2015 Wits approved 

its Teaching and Learning Plan 2015-2019 (as part of its overall Academic Plan), which 

identifies seven broad priority areas and accommodates much of the four focus areas of the 

QEP, notably, 

1. Creation of teaching standards; 

2. Lecturer evaluation based on negotiated criteria and processes;  

3. Continuing professional development; 

4. Central academic development coordinating unit liaising with each Faculty’s 

Teaching and Learning Centre; 

5. Encouragement of communities of practice as part of pedagogical development; 

6. Increase in research productivity and supervision capacity; 

7. Improving teaching skills of lecturers and fast tracking their use of blended 

learning.  

The ongoing implementation of this new Plan has undoubtedly been of use in foregrounding 

teaching and learning and building institutional coherence.  

However, a similar plan or framework for ‘Student Development and Support’, Focus area 

2, appears not yet to be in place, which would have assisted in giving the considerable 

amount of work done in this area greater institutional coherence. It was noted that the Office 

of Student Affairs interfaces with a number of institution-wide and faculty-based student 

support programmes, which are aimed at the holistic development of students with regard to 

academic and social interventions. Examples of the successes of these student support 

activities abound. For instance, creating visibility of Higher Education programmes in rural 

areas through student workshops and access to campus has led to increased retention rate of 
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Wits’ rural students, which now stands at around 90%, alongside improved recruitment and 

retention rate of student athletes.  

Focus Areas 3 and 4 are, by their nature, likely to be more institutional in approach. With 

Focus Area 3, at institutional level, a Campus Master Plan for the utilization of learning 

spaces and technology is in place. Regarding Focus area 4, the centralized Student Enrolment 

Centre (SEC) gives the university’s applications, selections and registrations the necessary 

institutional coherence, and improvements are clearly being institutionalised. 

Appropriate governance arrangements are in place with regard to Focus areas 1 and 2:  each 

Faculty has a Faculty Teaching and Learning Committee, which reports to the Senate 

Teaching and Learning Committee, which serves as the governance hub for teaching and 

learning.  CLTD has an Advisory Board, with two representatives from each Faculty, and in 

turn reports to STLC. It is, however, not fully clear how the Division of Student Affairs (and 

other non-academic units), as well as the University Library, interrelate with Faculties on a 

governance level. 

Support for students is clearly well-embedded in the Faculties, with each Faculty (for 

instance) having appointed an ‘at risk coordinator’ (in some cases two) who identifies and 

offers interventions to ‘at risk’ students. (It was not clear whether these are permanent or 

more short-term posts.) It is noteworthy that, in one Faculty, the term ‘at risk’ students has 

since been replaced by ‘road to success’ students, giving it a more progressive and positive 

slant. It appears that most academic interventions for students are being offered by the 

Faculties (perhaps with the exception of the First Year Experience (FYE) programme), 

which suggests that they are less generic in nature and more embedded in disciplines. 

Similarly, the Information Literacy training increasingly being offered by the Library is 

being integrated into faculty courses. Support for staff within faculties appears to be 

somewhat better developed in some than in others. For instance, in some Faculties (e.g. 

Science, Health Sciences, Engineering and the Built Environment) there is clearly a longer 

tradition of staff support as regards the range of support services on offer, while other 

Faculties may only recently have begun instituting active staff support programmes. 

However, in all cases support and interventions are now in place. Compulsory induction for 

new academic staff, which in terms of institutional policy is linked to staff confirmation and 

promotion, is still a faculty responsibility. However, the panel notes that the institution is 

currently working on establishing some clearly defined teaching standards that are likely to 

impact on hiring, probation and promotion criteria related to teaching quality.  

Other interventions are positioned within the centralized units. Further staff professional 

development activities are offered primarily by the CLTD: workshops and seminars, a range 

of Short Learning Programmes (SLPs), a PGDip in Higher Education (Teaching and 

Learning), with a further PGDip in HE currently under development. CCDU offers a range 

of services around student counselling and career development, including the FYE 

programme. While there is clearly interest in all these services, it was not clear to what extent 

they are being drawn on (in an institution the size of Wits), and to what extent Wits is solving 
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the dilemma of ensuring that those staff (perhaps less so students) who are most in need of 

development actually draw on these services.  

It was not clear to what extent students had been involved in the QEP process at Wits; of the 

students expected for the interviews, unfortunately only one student leader arrived and stayed 

just for a short while.  

 

 

2. FOCUS AREA 1: ENHANCING ACADEMICS AS TEACHERS  

(Including professional development, rewards and recognition, workload, conditions of 

service and performance appraisal) 

THE INSTITUTION’S STRENGTHS 

The QEP initiative at Wits has been able to draw on the leadership of the DVC Academic, 

who clearly had an awareness of, and commitment to, teaching and learning from the 

assumption of his post. Furthermore, the Centre for Learning and Teaching Development 

(CLTD) had recently been reconfigured (following an earlier review) to focus much more 

strongly and coherently on teaching and learning. Two (perhaps three) of the five Faculties 

(Science, Health Sciences; and possibly also Engineering) had lengthy traditions of staff 

development and student support to draw on. Mention was made in the interviews of the 

CHE audit findings, which, for instance had prompted the Faculty of Science to develop a 

Faculty Teaching and Learning Plan. The University also appears to have an awareness of 

the importance of data and evidence (e.g. student performance data) in taking decisions 

regarding teaching and learning and student support; and of the need for incentives in 

promoting an interest in teaching and learning. This is of considerable significance within 

a research-intensive university. 

APPROACH TAKEN TO IMPROVEMENT 

A variety of approaches has been adopted, all underpinned by the Teaching Learning Plan 

2015-2019, which was approved by Senate in early 2015, with roll-out driven by the DVC 

Academic and his office. Structural approaches include Faculty appointments and 

structures, e.g. the appointment of Teaching and Learning consultants in Humanities, the 

Humanities Teaching and Learning Centre and the Science Teaching and Learning Centre. 

Each Faculty appoints an Assistant Dean for Teaching and Learning, who, in some cases 

deals with staff development. In other faculties there is an additional appointee to drive staff 

development. Wits has identified some key issues in enhancing academics as teachers. 

These include, among others, the creation of teaching standards and criteria, conducting 

valid and efficient lecturer evaluations and running workshops, seminars and formal 

postgraduate courses in higher education. The continuous professional development of 

lecturing staff has focused primarily on the quality of teaching and on innovative pedagogy. 
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This has been driven in part by Faculty activities, in part by the workshops, events and fora 

rolled out by the Centre for Learning and Teaching and Development (CLTD).  

The reconfigured CLTD has mainstreamed its activities in order to support the teaching and 

learning development needs of academic staff. (The development component for 

professional and support staff, previously also under the CLTD, was moved to a separate 

unit in the Central Human Resource (HR) Division.) Two postgraduate diplomas in the field 

of teaching and learning have been introduced and the first students, i.e. teaching staff, have 

been registered. Wits has also sought means of incentivising engagement in teaching and 

learning through rewards and recognition. 

The research office is working with the SLTD to develop new academics through its one-

year Early Career Academic Development Programme, comprising a suite of development 

workshops. Candidates must apply to HR and get the support of their Head of School. 

IMPROVEMENTS UNDERTAKEN AND PROGRESS MADE 

Professional development 

Of seminal importance has been the approval of the Teaching and Learning Plan 2015-

2019, which positions ‘professional teaching’ as a framework for development. The Plan 

states: ‘Wits needs to provide for the professional development of academics, focusing on 

teaching and the development of a culture of scholarship and research in teaching.  Such 

development will position the University appropriately to respond to national and 

international expectations of producing high-calibre graduates, global citizens and 

professionals; improving the quality of teaching and learning; and improving graduation 

rates. These are important aspects that inform pedagogical practice and the recognition of 

learning and teaching scholarship, and teaching as a legitimate area of research’.  

(Presumably the Plan has been followed by a schedule for implementation, e.g. with targets, 

though such a document was not included in the reports.)  

It is significant that Wits is developing institutional teaching standards and criteria, which 

will be used in performance appraisal and promotions once approved. A draft document has 

been drawn up. 

A 5-year interim curriculum review and renewal process that forms part of an overall review 

of quality enhancement in the focus area has recently been initiated.  It is anticipated that 

this renewal will have implications for relevance and improved teaching. 

The Centre for Learning and Teaching Development (CLTD) has been reconfigured after a 

Triennial Review process, and has in the past two years mainstreamed its activities to 

support the teaching and learning, and development needs of academic staff.  It is now 

positioned to play a central role in provision of professional development activities, with 

academic staff able to access their workshops, events, fora, and SLPs, and CLTD appears 

to be satisfied with uptake.  Particularly noteworthy has been the implementation of the 
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PGDipEd (HE) for academic staff.  As part of CLTD strategy, Communities of Practice 

(CoPs) have been established within Faculties, though these appear not to have been too 

successful, possibly because in some faculties other initiatives were already in place. The 

subsequent discussion in the University’s final QEP report says little more about the CoPs 

and rather reports on Centres and Units (often of many years’ standing) that are focusing 

on teaching and learning in Faculties. 

In each Faculty an Assistant Dean for Teaching and Learning has been appointed and 

Teaching and Learning Units (of different types) have been established in several of the 

Faculties, to drive teaching and learning excellence (and student support).  Some further 

detail follows. 

In the Faculty of Engineering and the Built Environment, a Faculty Teaching and Learning 

Committee has been in place for many years, which focuses on the performance of 

academics, problem (or gatekeeper) courses and teaching methodologies. In terms of the 

‘apprenticeship’ model of transferring ‘best practice’ within the profession, all new staff 

(not only the young) are assigned a mentor, whose task it is to introduce the newcomer to 

the norms and expectations of the teaching role. This, in turn, challenges the mentor to 

consider new ideas, methods and technologies that the newcomer wishes to experiment 

with. 

In the Faculty of Science, the Science Teaching and Learning Centre, which has three 

academic development staff, serves to support and enhance the development of reflective 

and creative teaching environments, both by means of their induction programme and 

through a ‘professionalisation of teaching’ course. The latter, offered by a School Teaching 

and Learning Committee, aims at enhancing academics as teachers and encourages them to 

become involved in researching their practice as teachers. Throughout the course, the policy 

requirements of providing student-centred teaching in an outcomes-based environment that 

needs to provide for epistemological access are addressed. Some very positive attendees’ 

comments are cited in the University’s final QEP report. The course includes the 

requirement for a research project to be undertaken to deepen the understanding of student 

learning and to contribute to the scholarship of teaching and learning in the faculty.  This 

initiative could well be shared with other institutions. 

In the Faculty of Health Sciences, in 2014 the first staff members were taken in to the 

Postgraduate Diploma of Health Sciences Education, with the first graduates emerging in 

2015. This has represented an important site for inter-professional learning for academic 

staff from both within the institution and the broader health sciences education community 

and is an exemplary practice that could be shared with the sector. In addition, the School of 

Public Health has developed a school-based process for a ‘Road map for Teaching and 

Learning’. 

The Faculty of Humanities has recently established a Teaching and Learning Unit that will 

address pedagogical performance issues, and has implemented a Scholarship of Teaching 

and Learning initiative to encourage academic staff to conduct research into their teaching 
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and learning environments; more than 12 grants have been provided from a budget of 

R400 000. The School of Education (within the Faculty) is piloting a T&L e-platform for 

academic staff. It is meant to serve as a central repository for staff on different aspects of 

their professional needs and support. Out of a total staff of one hundred, sixty have already 

signed onto this platform. 

The Faculty of Commerce, Law and Management has now begun to initiate staff 

development and is putting plans in place to develop support for enhancing teaching and 

learning from the academic staff side. 

Institutional arrangements for probation (rolled out within Faculties) now include an 

individual development plan, developed in conjunction with the Head of School, and 

monitored over three years, to ensure that any gaps are filled. This plan includes the 

development of a teaching portfolio. More challenging (as mentioned by the Vice-

Chancellor in the closing discussion) is to ensure that longer-serving staff continue 

developing their teaching and learning skills, as is necessitated by the ongoing changes in 

the teaching and learning environment; success in this regard is likely to vary from Faculty 

to Faculty.  

According to the written reports, there appear to have been some challenges as regards the 

implementation of student evaluation of teaching. However, in the interviews it was 

reported that good progress has been made in redeveloping institutional policy as regards 

student and peer evaluation of teaching. The revised draft policy includes both 

developmental approaches and accountability, as well as interventions for staff with a track 

record of poor performance as regards teaching. One area that will require further attention, 

discussed in the interviews, was the need to provide feedback to students so that they feel 

that their input is taken seriously. 

There are already some indications of the positive impact of these various initiatives. For 

instance, mention was made that student throughput rates have risen substantially over the 

past few years.  

Rewards and recognition 

The institutionalisation of a Performance Management system in 2016 is envisaged as 

rewarding excellent teaching. It will be linked to a set of agreed upon targets and established 

criteria and standards for academic staff performance (which are currently under 

development). 

The negotiated agreed-on 1% of the annual salary increase award includes a percentage for 

teaching and learning. 

Teaching Awards are both devolved to Faculties and embedded by means of policy around 

the Vice-Chancellor’s Teaching Awards. (Admittedly the purse attached to the Teaching 

Awards is lower than that of the Research Awards.) 
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As regards promotion, institutional policy now requires that a teaching and learning 

portfolio is included in all promotion applications. (Mention was made during the 

interviews that two recent applications in the Faculty of Science were sent back, due to the 

lack of such a portfolio.) However, no further detail is given as to the nature of these 

portfolios, though presumably the Teaching and Learning Criteria and Standards (now 

available in draft form) will assist in portfolio assessment. While both teaching and research 

are considered in promotions up to associate professor, promotion to full professor is based 

primarily on research output, and does not allow for teaching quality and teaching-related 

research to be the primary criteria. 

Workload 

There was relatively little discussion of workload in the documents and in the interviews. 

Workload is presently managed by Heads of School, and/or within faculties. Workload 

currently includes teaching, research and active citizenship; but these are not spelled out in 

detail at the various levels of appointment. There is a fair degree of standardisation around 

teaching, with junior staff being assigned greater teaching loads than senior staff. (It is 

unclear whether these higher teaching loads may also include a significant number of large 

classes.) The DVC Academic checks workload distribution at Faculty level and seeks to 

manage any clear discrepancies. 

An institutional approach to workload is under development, though it appears that there 

are some doubts as to whether an institutional approach is indeed feasible, given that duties 

can be so different across faculties.  

Conditions of service 

Probation appears to be well managed and embedded by means of an institutional policy, 

with some interesting approaches being followed in faculties. Probation for permanent 

appointees lasts for three years, during which time staff follow a personal development plan 

and are carefully monitored. Year 1 involves an induction process, with progress reports 

and recommendations as to whether the appointment should continue. 

The Faculty of Science approach to probation is considered exemplary and could well be 

shared with other institutions. The programme includes a faculty-based induction, 

attendance at workshops and one-on-one development through peer reviews. Workshops 

include one on the principle of ‘constructive alignment’, which helps staff to understand the 

concept of Wits being an outcomes-based university. Staff on probation are expected to 

attend a minimum number of workshops during the three years, and to document this. They 

also develop a teaching portfolio, which ensures that all components of the induction 

programme are well integrated.  It is indicated that a short-course credit-bearing certificate 

associated with this probation programme is being introduced, which is intended to 
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contribute one module towards a Postgraduate Diploma in Higher Education. This approach 

could also be shared with other institutions. 

Performance appraisal 

A Performance Management system for academic staff is currently under development. 

This system will include performance in teaching and learning, and will draw on the Criteria 

and Standards for Teaching and Learning, which are now available as a draft document. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER IMPROVEMENTS 

While considerable and impressive progress has been made, the panel would like propose 

some additional developments for consideration by Wits. 

In view of the hub and spokes relationship between central management (and central 

initiatives) and the Faculties, the development of an institutional Continuing Professional 

Development framework, with associated Faculty Plans, could ensure an adequate and more 

coherent level of implementation in all Faculties. It is not clear how decisions are taken at 

present as to which activities will be centralised and which Faculty based. 

The panel suggests that Wits consider whether, in order to enhance the quality of teaching 

and for the reward, recognition and promotion of same, the induction programme should 

become an institutional responsibility and that it be required of all new academics, even if 

rolled out in the faculty context. An interesting example of how this could be done is 

Stellenbosch University, which has a compulsory one-year induction programme that is 

partially centrally offered and partially faculty-based. 

Wits might benefit from liaison on a range of matters relating to teaching and learning with 

other higher education institutions (in addition to the very focused liaison with the 

universities of Limpopo and Venda, which was mentioned in the documentation and 

discussions). 

The total teaching staff figure for Wits suggests that substantial numbers of part-time staff 

are involved in learning facilitation, and Wits might wish to put in place some arrangements 

for the professional development of part-time staff.   

Lecturer evaluation by students is an important component of the quality management of 

teaching, and it is encouraging to hear that a revised policy is being developed to 

accommodate this important issue. The panel suggests that the University consider ways of 

getting feedback to students, even if it is to students taking a course in the following year. 

Wits is urged to reconsider the approach of assigning greater teaching loads (and possibly 

large classes) to more junior staff, which is likely to impact negatively on both the staff 

members concerned and on the students. 
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The ratio of students to teaching staff in various Faculties and disciplines, and particularly 

in the context of a research-intensive university such as Wits, was not indicated. The panel 

wondered whether staff are able to find the time to develop their own teaching abilities, or 

to develop or evaluate innovative teaching methods. Heavy workloads do appear to be a 

challenge in certain knowledge areas or disciplines, for instance in the Faculty of Health 

Sciences. It is suggested that time for professional development be included in the allocation 

of workloads. 

The panel was told that Wits (as a research-intensive university) is giving thought towards 

the respective weightings of research and teaching in staff workloads, with opinion divided 

on this matter. Some tension in the views of the interviewed staff in this regard was 

apparent, and especially with regard to academics on probation or applying for promotion. 

When considering this issue, Wits will undoubtedly bear in mind that both knowledge 

production through research and the facilitation of learning through teaching can be 

considered the core business of universities, and that the global reputation of universities is 

increasingly focusing on these two interdependent activities, and not research excellence 

only. In this regard Wits might perhaps wish to revisit the capping of its “teaching only” 

differentiated promotion track at Associate Professor level, on the basis of teaching and 

learning excellence and the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning.  (In the final discussion 

it became clear that this matter is under debate at Wits, with opinion rather divided, given 

Wits’ position as a research-intensive university. Discussions are currently focusing on the 

distinction between scholarly teaching and the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning.) 

One result of the highly devolved management model used at Wits is that each faculty has 

developed its own approaches to enhancement. While the panel recognises that there are 

contextual difference in faculties, the University is nonetheless encouraged to create 

platforms for sharing of good practices among faculties. In this way, some exemplary 

practices could become more widespread within the University.  

OVERALL COMMENTS ON WHAT THE INSTITUTION HAS DONE AND IS 

DOING TO IMPROVE IN THIS FOCUS AREA 

The institution has made good progress in this regard, with some Faculties clearly doing 

excellent work.  Other Faculties have now initiated improvements, which is very positive. 

Some areas, such as workload and performance appraisal, are still to be rolled out to 

academics. Perhaps reporting (in the form of a feedback loop to the CLTD)  on the successes 

and challenges of the curriculum renewal activities and /or other related projects undertaken 

within the Faculties would be of added incentive and encouragement to those Faculties in 

need of improvements in such areas. In addition, the staff enhancement programme would 

gain further in terms of coherence by means of an overall framework within which to locate 

the various interventions, so that they can more clearly interface. 
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3. FOCUS AREA 2: ENHANCING STUDENT SUPPORT AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

(Including career and curriculum advising, life and academic skills development, 

counselling, student performance monitoring and referral) 

THE INSTITUTION’S STRENGTHS  

Student development is clearly being taken seriously by the University, which seeks to attract 

top performers nationally, while at the same time paying attention to transformation of its 

student intake.  There is a clear understanding of the need for a holistic approach to student 

support, including both academic and ‘eco-social’ interventions. Wits can report some 

improvement in retention and throughput rates at undergraduate level, especially with regard 

to rural students. 

This approach to student development has been led by the Student Affairs Division, which 

was established to contribute to a vibrant university community through the holistic 

development of students to enable them to succeed academically as socially responsible 

citizens. The programmes that are run under this Division are aimed at enhancing student 

success, broadening access and supporting student wellbeing. The holistic approach is at the 

heart of the First Year Experience (FYE) programme; the welcoming orientation 

programme, the international student support programme and the ‘at risk’ (or ‘road to 

success’) students. The Counselling and Career Development Unit (CCDU), located within 

Student Affairs, offers a variety of (non-academic) student support, and uptake has been 

increasing over the past two years. Services and operations are focused on the facilitation for 

students of an optimal experience of Wits university life by the provision of i) support 

programmes and initiatives geared towards holistic wellness, academic success and high 

retention rates, and ii) enhancement of student-centred programmes and supportive 

counselling and psycho-educative programmes.  Within Faculties, too, student support is 

clearly being taken seriously; some Faculties report on long traditions of student support; 

others have more recently begun to put some interventions in place. There is a close working 

relationship between the Faculties and the Counselling service through the Faculty ‘at risk’ 

coordinators (in one Faculty referred to as ‘road to success’ coordinators). 

APPROACH TAKEN TO IMPROVEMENT 

The ‘hub and spokes’ model clearly underpins the approach to student support and 

development.  On the one hand centralised units are focusing on student support and 

development, most notably CCDU, as well as the institutional Writing Centre.  On the other 

hand, considerable commitment is shown in that each Faculty has appointed one (or more) 

At-Risk Coordinators, as part of an institutionalised Early Warning System, coordinated 

through the CLTD, whose role involves the identification of ‘at risk’ students, the 

implementation of interventions, and possible referral to CCDU. This approach allows for 

contextual diversity across Faculties, within a reasonably coherent system.  
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The introduction of the Early Warning System, with its focus on using data analytics to 

support students, and the Siyaphumulela project, which has helped fund it, has generated 

considerable excitement and interest. This is an area in which Wits anticipates making an 

important contribution at national level to understandings of student performance.  

However, there was no mention made in the documentation of an overarching policy or 

framework on student developmentto guide the activities and to structure coherent 

relationships between centre and Faculties; from the interviews, too, it appeared that such a 

framework is not yet in place. At present useful improvements are being undertaken at both 

the Centre and Faculty levels; but how the two operational entities liaise and coordinate with 

each other is not made explicit within any given framework. (The Teaching and Learning 

Plan does provide policy support and directives for the academic areas of student support 

and development.)   

Some structural changes have also been made: for instance, the institutional Writing Centre 

has been relocated into the CLTD, which is able to give it the necessary context to support 

its important work.  (This might have been part of the overall reconfiguration of the CLTD.) 

IMPROVEMENTS UNDERTAKEN AND PROGRESS MADE 

Career and curriculum advising 

In the written reports, little was said about the career and curriculum advising; the interviews 

also did not produce much clarity as regards this sub-area, with the discussion focusing in 

the main on support for at-risk students. However, during the interviews for Focus area 4, 

the Faculty of Humanities mentioned that very detailed curriculum counselling was being 

undertaken, with teams of counsellors available for some days during the Registration 

period. The purpose is to guide students into a coherent curriculum, in terms of either future 

postgraduate studies or a future career. Suggested programmes of study are available, but the 

curriculum is very flexible. The Faculty is currently seeking to expand this into an on-line 

platform. 

The need for curriculum planning for students who may have failed one or more courses was 

also mentioned in Focus Area 4, and this is clearly being made available. Face-to-face 

curriculum planning for entrants was also mentioned as essential. It was suggested that the 

process in the Faculty of Commerce, Law and Management works well, and that Faculties 

might usefully share their experience. The possibility of developing videos for this advising 

function was also mentioned. Curriculum advising also takes place during the course of 

students’ degrees, if students have chosen inappropriate courses. 

Career advising appears to be undertaken largely through CCDU, and specifically during the 

Final Year Experience programme.  It was indicated that this programme is not limited to 

final year students only, as it is advantageous for students to begin to consider possible 

careers early in their studies. 
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The Wits Targeting Talent programme has for the past 10 years successfully targeted a 

limited number of Quintile 1 learners with a university readiness programme which also 

includes some career and curriculum advising. 

The panel concluded that, although some valuable work was being done, curriculum and 

career advising does not appear to have been a focus for improvement during the past two 

years; the institution appears to have remained more or less with the status quo. 

Life and academic skills development 

Two Faculties in particular, Health Sciences and Sciences, report on long traditions 

(especially so in Health Sciences) of student support within the Faculty, and clearly have 

well-designed systems in place, addressing the need for both academic interventions and 

eco-social ones. Other Faculties (Humanities, Engineering and the Built Environment, and 

most recently Commerce, Law and Management) have put systems in place and appear to 

be ‘feeling their way’, with growing success.  Altogether a wide variety of support 

interventions was mentioned, including mentoring, peer tutors, video-recordings of lectures, 

the introduction of concept tutorials, Winter Schools, the use of clickers and workshops to 

develop soft skills. Academic interventions are generally managed within the faculty 

(possibly with some CLTD support) and appear to be focused on enabling students to cope 

with specific challenging modules; but there is mention of identification of poorly 

performing modules where reconceptualization or changed teaching approaches may be 

required.  

Most Faculties refer students who appear in need of psycho-social interventions to CCDU, 

while Health Sciences has its own counsellor. Faculties can also request training of tutors 

and mentors through CCDU. Although confirmatory student input was not available, it 

would appear that this network of student support, drawing on both Faculty and CCDU 

resources, is generally functioning well and, in some Faculties, excellently. It might, 

however, be asked whether the current, largely faculty-based approach is making optimal 

use of available resources, and in what ways evaluation and quality assurance of these 

multiple approaches is being managed. It is accepted that each Faculty will have different 

needs and a different culture, and that what works well in one environment might work less 

well in another. Nonetheless, there are undoubtedly good ideas that could be shared among 

faculties. 

As regards interventions being run by central units: 

Good progress is being made with regard to the development of student writing. The Wits 

Writing Centre (WWC) has now been relocated within CLTD and is making progress 

towards developing a writing programme, with the involvement of two Faculty or School-

based Writing Centres (in the School of Law, and in Education). Currently the WWC offers 

one-on-one consultations (with a 30% increase in student uptake seen during 2016); a 

Developing Writers Programme for postgraduate students; a writing intensive programme in 

the Faculty of Humanities; and an enhanced tutor network. Writing fellows are trained to 
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support discipline-specific intensive writing courses, in order to strengthen students’ 

academic literacy skills at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels. A Wits Writing 

Programme has been conceptualised as follows: when fully developed, it is envisaged as 

working with a suite of Writing Intensive courses, supported by Writing Fellow tutors, and 

the existing three Writing Centres. It would be supported by two pillars: practical support 

through the writing centres; and intellectual direction and governance through Faculty-based 

Writing Boards, as subcommittees of the Faculty T&L Committees. This is a development 

which could be shared with other institutions. 

The First Year Experience programme, which is managed by the Student Development and 

Leadership Unit in Student Affairs, is a skills-based programme available to first year 

students. It begins with a generic Orientation programme, which is compulsory; in some 

cases it is followed by a Faculty-specific Orientation programme, as well as Residence 

Orientation. FYE Ambassadors (senior students) function as the first port of call for the first 

week on campus. FYE orients entering students to both academic and social aspects of 

University life, beginning with Orientation and extending through the year. It offers life skills 

sessions and a seminar series presented by experts in various fields. FYE is integrated into 

what Faculties and programmes do; though the panel did not gain full clarity to what extent 

it has become embedded in the faculties and in discipline-driven student learning.  The 

programme has been evaluated three times and subsequently improved, but it is not clear 

what impact this is having, nor what proportion of students become involved in FYE. In 

2015 the Faculty of Humanities ran a FYE Camp (for 100 out of their 6200 entrants), but in 

2016 funding was not available for this.  

FYE is complemented by a Final Year Experience programme, open to students in any year 

of study, which focuses on the journey to employability. This involves presentations, 

workshops on CV writing (though these apparently do not attract many attendees) and Wits’ 

Graduate Recruitment Programme. This approach could also be shared with other 

institutions. 

Mentoring is offered through the CCDU, which trains potential mentors specifically for the 

mentoring of first year students. The ‘At Risk Social Mentoring’ Programme is in the second 

funding cycle of the Teaching and Development Grant and is an important component of the 

Teaching and Learning Plan’s Early Warning System. Some Faculties or Schools refer at-

risk students to CCDU for mentoring support. However, this mentoring system does not 

appear to be available and integrated into all faculties. Significant changes in improvements 

in life skills of students who respond to the invitation for life coaching from trained mentors 

have been recorded. 

Wits does not yet offer a co-curricular transcript, although this is at the planning phase and 

has been approved in principle. 

Counselling 
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Counselling is available in the central CCDU unit, with a further CCDU office on the 

Education campus. Counselling is in place and uptake is increasing; but there are concerns 

about capacity and specifically about the management of students with serious psychological 

problems. Increasingly students are presenting with serious psychological and psychiatric 

issues, and this challenge is being managed through an arrangement with the external 

stakeholders, Akeso clinics. Referrals are made from Faculties, though increasingly students 

are also accessing CCDU interventions on their own.  

Additional staff are required; and there needs to be a Counselling service in the residences, 

to address many of the psycho-social and psychiatric issues presented by students in the 

evening and over the weekends.  

Student performance monitoring and referral 

Wits is a grant recipient in the Kresge-funded Siyaphumulela project. This project seeks to 

coordinate data analytics focused on student success across the institution, with a special 

focus on the following three areas: student readiness for university education, including 

contributory factors that affect success, integration of student enrolment data with other 

forms of relevant student data and developing institutional capacity in data analytics, to allow 

data analytics to be used throughout the institution. A key goal is to develop models to 

predict, especially, undergraduate student success. The first year of implementation was in 

2015, and it is hoped that the redefinition of student support through faculty-based 

comprehensive data analytics can be realised from 2018 onwards. 

As part of its Siyaphumelela project, Wits has established and is institutionalising an Early 

Warning System for student support, which is coordinated through the Academic Support 

Unit based in CLTD. The system works by means of a predictive model using data from the 

past three years (student profile reports, admission point scores, re-admission reports, Wits 

Academic Marks System reports, high risk course reports, etc.) However, licences are 

currently limited, so the system is not open to all staff; and it appears that Faculties are not 

necessarily drawing on this system to identify at-risk students. On the other hand, all 

Faculties appear to be monitoring student performance and identifying at-risk students, 

generally by means of Faculty systems which presumably pre-dated the development of the 

institutional Early Warning System. Once students have been identified, challenges which 

cannot be addressed within the Faculty are managed through referrals to CCDU. 

As part of the Early Warning System, each faculty has an ‘at-risk’ coordinator who monitors 

students’ performance, and is the first port of call for students with any need, academic or 

psycho-social. In some cases, lecturers refer students to them. Students who did not perform 

well in the first formal assessment are called in. Where appropriate, at-risk coordinators refer 

students for specialist support. The Early Warning System has the facility to show which 

support students have taken up. Faculty at-risk coordinators work together. In the Faculty of 

Commerce, Law and Management, its support programme has been called the ‘Road to 

Success’.  
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER IMPROVEMENTS 

Undoubtedly, valuable work is being done in this focus area. At the same time, there is a 

need for an institutional Student Support and Development Framework, which would enable 

greater coherence among stakeholders and enhance the overall impact of this work and allow 

overlapping initiatives to be identified and hence make better use of resources. 

Curriculum and career advising (both prior to and during undergraduate study) do not appear 

to have been a focus of further development to date, and it is suggested that Wits consider 

ways (possibly in part via online systems) to implement these important functions more 

broadly. (This is in addition to the more limited work already being done in the Final Year 

Experience.) 

The introduction of a First Year Experience programme is welcomed, and Wits is urged to 

consider ways in which this might become further embedded and readily available to all 

students. Questions to be considered might include: Is the current point of delivery (outside 

of the Faculties) the most appropriate?  Is the definition of the FYE programme as a primarily 

skills-based programme the most appropriate?  With students unwilling to attend additional 

workshops (focusing on skills and soft skills) in their own time, the more such skills can be 

integrated into credit-bearing courses the more widely available they become.   

Wits is urged to consider ways of enhancing the interface between Student Affairs and 

academic support.  How could the CCDU support and empowerment programme best be 

integrated into the academic life of the institution? 

Finally, Wits might wish to consider possible on-line and/or self-service approaches to 

student counselling (for less severe cases), to extend available limited capacity. 

OVERALL COMMENTS ON WHAT THE INSTITUTION HAS DONE AND IS 

DOING TO IMPROVE IN THIS FOCUS AREA 

The 2015 QEP institutional submission identifies as a key challenge in this area: “The lack 

of an institution-wide forging of links among different student-support initiatives through 

integrated systems and data” which “leads to duplication of effort, and to the lack of a desired 

holistic approach to student support and optimal use of research and analytics capacity to 

understand student success.” 

While the panel agrees with this statement, nevertheless the institution should be warmly 

commended for the considerable energy and resources which are being invested in student 

support and development, and the range of interventions which are being put in place. 
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4. QEP FOCUS AREA 3: ENHANCING THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT 

(Including teaching and learning spaces, ICT infrastructure and access, 

technology-enabled tools and resources, library facilities) 

THE INSTITUTION’S STRENGTHS 

The Wits Vision 2022 Strategic Framework (developed around 2013) includes a component on 

Spatial Development Planning. It also indicates that Wits has the goal of becoming an ‘IT-

Savvy’ institution:  “Wits will position itself as an IT-savvy university that uses technology to 

enhance all its core process, including providing new and innovative ways of engaging students 

and staff in academic activities.”  In this regard Wits has developed an ICT Strategy. A Wits 

Infrastructure Plan is also available to guide developments. 

From  2008 onwards there has been a very substantial campus renewal programme, which has 

seen the development of, for instance, the Science Stadium (for undergraduate teaching), the 

consolidation of Maths Sciences in one building, residence development (1300 new beds), and 

the School of Public Health consolidation. The institution is aware of the importance of 

teaching rooms for the student experience, and of the need for constant upgrading, especially 

in view of the emergence of new technologies. A further point made is of the importance of 

more flexible and adaptable teaching facilities (as opposed to seeing PC labs and classrooms 

as separately designed and managed entities), and of mobility of provision (anywhere access) 

for formal and non-formal programmes. Refurbishment should therefore rather combine 

improvements to physical aspects of rooms with the provision of new and upgraded IT and AV 

equipment. 

As a research-intensive institution, Wits has a premium University Library, which also makes 

available its resources to undergraduate education. (There are in total 11 libraries on the 3 

campuses.) 

APPROACH TAKEN TO IMPROVEMENT 

Two components from this focus area are included in the Teaching and Learning Plan which 

was approved at the start of 2015: 

 The introduction of blended learning, which is to build on the University e-Learning 

Strategy and existing work in e-Learning; 

 Developing a close link between learning spaces and technology and pedagogical needs 

within the institution. 

While venue refurbishments have continued, the main focus of work during the QEP Phase 1 

appears to have been on ICT infrastructure development (R500 million has been committed for 

this) and e-learning, where considerable developmental work has been done. Only brief 

mention in the documentation and discussions during the interviews was made of teaching and 

learning spaces, and very little was said about improvements to library facilities. 
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IMPROVEMENTS UNDERTAKEN AND PROGRESS MADE 

Teaching and learning spaces 

The programme of refurbishments has continued during the past two years, and large lecturer 

venues are being brought on-line. The University is also seeking to integrate some of the 

academic fabric into the city. A professional Development Hub will provide dedicated space 

for short courses and professional qualifications. R50 million has been invested in the Wits 

Museums and the redevelopment of the cultural hub. These facilities are obviously open to 

undergraduate students. 

Nevertheless, Wits sees as a major risk maintenance and upgrading on the main campus, where 

some parts have become very ‘archaic’ and there is an enormous backlog in maintenance, 

which is now very costly. 

It was acknowledged that the Wits Infrastructure Plan is weak on the issue of ‘learning spaces’ 

and ‘in-between spaces’, especially on the West Campus. Such spaces have clearly increased 

in importance as modes of learning change and require increased student participation. There 

are some ‘learning spaces’ in the Engineering Library; and there are a host of other 

opportunities on the various campuses. The Spatial Development Framework does make 

mention of recreational elements, such as the Wellness Centre (which includes a gym). 

In addition, the link between the Wits teaching philosophy and its teaching and learning venues 

appeared to be rather tenuous, e.g. as regards the regular use of large class teaching venues (in 

part supplemented by tutorials in breakaway rooms). 

ICT infrastructure and access  

The interview around this sub-area indicated that there have been substantial changes in this 

regard during the past year, and that things are likely to change further. The participants evinced 

considerable enthusiasm for and commitment to their work. The ICT network at Wits is 

antiquated and impedes the optimal use of ICT by students and staff. Recently a big project 

was approved to upgrade the ICT infrastructure, including the whole campus network, and to 

ensure ubiquitous Wi-Fi coverage on every part of the campus. At present the campus is Wi-

Fi enabled, but there are broadband issues if large numbers of students wish to download 

simultaneously. Present limitations are in terms of speed, and of the internal architecture; the 

goal is to replace aging equipment by state of the art. 

Wits uses Sakai as its Learning Management System (LMS). During the past two years there 

had been a lot of instability in the LMS, which has discouraged teaching staff from using it. 

Sakai is now being cleaned up and reinstalled, and things are better this year than previously. 

Students are able to access the system from any device.  Over 70% of Wits students have a 

mobile device. Although the SRC would like to see ‘one student one device’, the Wits policy 

is not to hand out laptops, but rather to negotiate favourable rates for students with service 

providers. The goal is to have 100% of its students with access to mobile devices. A recent 
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survey showed that only 15% of Wits students are classified as poor, but 40-50% are part of 

the ‘missing middle’. 

600 computers are available for student use in ‘open’ computer labs. However, the ratio of 

computers to students is, in reality, more favourable, in that Faculties also have their computer 

rooms which are restricted to certain groups of students (e.g. Electrical Engineering and Health 

Sciences).  This is because Faculty computer labs are funded by Faculty-specific grants and 

administered at Faculty level, but also because specific software may be required for certain 

disciplines. 

The computer facilities for students are considered to be adequate because the university’s view 

is that students are less interested in studying on campus, but rather wish to be able to download 

materials on campus and work off-line at home.  

Technology-enabled tools and resources 

Wits is anticipating substantial uptake in the use of technology in teaching and learning. 

An IT Help Desk monitors and analyses the calls received, indicating frequently made 

enquiries and the types of assistance requested. 

E-learning (blended learning for on campus students, but also distance learning) is a key Wits 

strategy.  During the past year there have been substantial changes in this regard, with a shift 

from a ‘technology approach’ to educational approaches using technology (i.e. technology is 

no longer the priority, but rather learning by means of technology). This is an area which is 

very much under development, and where substantial changes are to be anticipated in the 

coming year or so. Many different e-learning initiatives are being piloted, mainly those that 

have to do with classroom-specific issues, such as managing large size classes. 

CLTD has established an initiative to improve lecturers’ skills and the use of blended learning 

within their curricula. Currently a blended-learning specialist is part of each faculty, and 

training is ongoing. 

Issues which are being discussed and workshopped include: how to incorporate technology 

into one’s  class; how to do (sound) assessment online via technology; how to use discussion 

tools properly (e-discussions); flipped classrooms; in short, how to enhance the learning 

experience through technology. The focus is increasingly on specific problems in the 

classroom, and how technology can assist. 

As regards digital literacy programmes, Wits is partnering with Google’s ‘Train a Million 

Africans’ initiative, which will involve monthly (on-line) workshops. 

Of the approximately 1000 modules offered annually, perhaps 60% of these have an online 

presence on the LMS.  However, the majority simply use this for communication. Perhaps 20% 

are actively involving students in LMS-based learning. Due to the problems with Sakai, beyond 
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a basic service, little support has been available for these modules. After the re-installation 

process, special functionalities will also be provided. 

Given that there was some staff resistance to ‘being trained’, support for teaching staff has now 

changed to an ‘Open house’ approach:  walk in and we will set up your course. At the same 

time, basic information is offered on how to structure a course. 

It was stressed that e-learning is a developmental area in which just about everything is very 

new and a pilot; but they feel ‘confident that this will not flop’. 

Mention was also made of the Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) shortly to be launched 

by Wits (with application to PG study and SLPs), and how the educational landscape is being 

changed through technology. Given that classrooms can no longer be built fast enough to 

accommodate growth in potential student numbers, a new norm has to emerge of teaching by 

means of technology. Wits hopes to contribute to this in that, while building their MOOCs, 

they have at the same time created a process for how to build MOOCS. 

Library facilities 

Recent improvements have included the following: a shift from print resources to e-resources; 

the availability of mobile access on e-devices, including access to databases; the availability of 

Libguides – subject-specific packages; a process of digitalizing of materials to allow for open 

access; use of more Open Education Resources.  Borrowing of books is now possible via self-

check units; and more discussion rooms, which are popular with the students, are being made 

available in the libraries (for example, especially in the Commerce library). Scanning is 

becoming more utilised than photocopying, and a ‘print from any device’ functionality is being 

implemented. 

Over the past two years the Library has been offering a pilot, compulsory, faculty-based 

information-literacy programme for first-year students, comprising lectures and online tutorials 

and tests accessible on Wits-e. It started in collaboration with the School of Literature, 

Language and Media Studies (SLLM) and the School of Electrical and Information 

Engineering (SEIE), and has expanded to include the Wits School of Arts (WSOA) and the 

Faculty of Commerce, Law and Management’s ‘Road to Success’ programme. There has 

already been considerable development in the Faculty of Health Sciences, where an integrated 

approach to teaching information literacy has already been adopted. Additionally Wits is in the 

process of developing a digital library that would be accessible to students and staff without 

their having to be physically present in the library. 

A Library Task Team has been established, to consider the future of the Wits Libraries. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER IMPROVEMENTS 

The panel recommends that Wits consider developing a much stronger focus on learning 

spaces. The lack of existing learning spaces and recreational facilities for students should be 
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reconsidered in reviewing the Wits Master Plan. Facilities for breakaway tutorials should help 

to address the constraints to active learning imposed by large classes. 

With regard to the programme of refurbishments and of building of new teaching venues, the 

panel recommends that Wits bear in mind the teaching philosophies and graduate attributes it 

is seeking to prioritise, so that teaching venues are able to accommodate these more fully. 

Wits will undoubtedly find ways of monitoring the roll-out of the current pilot initiatives 

around e-learning closely, so that both the underlying pedagogies and the impact of e-learning 

on student performance can be understood. 

As regards information literacy, the panel recommends that Wits explore ways of expanding 

the current pilot discipline-specific approaches to information-literacy programmes, and of 

making these compulsory. This appears all the more important, in that Wits is seeking to 

encourage large numbers of graduates to progress to postgraduate studies.  In addition, Wits 

might consider exploring other ways in which the Wits Libraries can be more closely integrated 

into undergraduate education, e.g. by making use of their enormous potential for undergraduate 

research. 

OVERALL COMMENTS ON WHAT THE INSTITUTION HAS DONE AND IS 

DOING TO IMPROVE IN THIS FOCUS AREA 

Considerable commitment and enthusiasm was expressed in the interviews, as regards the 

current developments in taking forward e-learning. While it is too early to have clarity as to 

the impact of these initiatives, it is clear that considerable energy is being invested, and those 

interviewed appeared confident of a positive outcome. In terms of new ICT infrastructure, it 

will be a challenge to meet the expectations of students with respect to provision of internet 

access, laptops, Wi-Fi access and general support. In addition, the skills development needed 

for lecturing and support staff remains a challenge. It takes time to accept change or to innovate 

and to experiment with designing enhanced learning material for different platforms. Of course 

laptops can be far more than simple tools for learning; they have the potential to enhance and 

enrich the learning experience in a variety of ways, inside and outside the classroom, on and 

off campus.  

 

 

5. FOCUS AREA 4: ENHANCING COURSE AND PROGRAMME 

ENROLMENT MANAGEMENT  

(Including admissions, selection, placement, readmission refusal, pass rates in gateway 

courses3, throughput rates, management information systems) 

                                                 
3 “Gateway courses” are those courses that have a large impact on students’ ability to progress.  Typically they 

are prerequisites for other courses, and often they have large enrolments.  At many universities, examples of 

gateway courses are first year Mathematics and Economics.  In some cases, if students fail a gateway course they 

automatically have to extend their studies by one or two semesters. 
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THE INSTITUTION’S STRENGTHS 

The ‘hub and spokes’ divisions of responsibilities between central functions and Faculties is 

also apparent in this focus areas and appears to be working well. 

The institution has a history of monitoring student performance. 

As a means of increasing recruitment of students from lower quintile schools, Wits has been 

running a learner and teacher development programme for many years, called ‘Targeting 

Talent’, in which about 1000 learners and their mathematics and science teachers from 

selected schools come onto campus for enrichment activities in mathematics and science. 

According to the DVC: Academic, 65% of participating learners come to Wits to study after 

they complete Grade 12, and the pass rate among this group is 15% higher than for their 

cohort peers. In addition, many of the University’s mentors and tutors come from that group 

of students. This is an exemplary practice worth sharing with the sector. 

APPROACH TAKEN TO IMPROVEMENT 

Wits has recently implemented on-line systems for processes of admissions and selections, 

and has a committed Registrar’s Office, which is actively taking these processes forward, 

guided by University Policy. In view of the pressure on applications to Wits, Wits has 

devoted considerable attention to managing these well, and specifically as regards 

applications to the Medical School. 

Student admissions are driven by an institutional Admissions Policy and the annual 

Enrolment Plan, which are implemented by all faculties.  Ongoing enhancements are being 

made to the on-line systems, to ensure quick turn-around and greater efficiency.  Issues of 

transformation of student cohorts are also being borne in mind.  Adjustments are being made 

to entry requirements, and to the Residence Policy. 

A centralised Student Enrolment Centre has been created, which provides a single, integrated 

service for applications and admissions for all faculties. 

The Wits Readmissions Committee (WRC) has recently been restructured, to streamline 

consideration of readmissions, with Senate taking over this responsibility from Council. 

Regular monitoring of student performance continues. There has been a constant increase in 

the first year pass rate of 3-6% per annum; and the throughput rate of around 50% a few 

years ago has now risen to 60%. (Wits would like to reach 70%). 

IMPROVEMENTS UNDERTAKEN AND PROGRESS MADE 

Admissions, selection, placement  

Wits is increasingly using on-line systems for these processes, which can be then tracked in 

real time. The institution is very upbeat about its admission and selection process and has 



Report: University of the Witwatersrand  27 

 

indeed consistently met its enrolment targets, though the danger of oversubscription in some 

programmes remains. 

A self-service portal has been set up for the applications process, and Wits is trying to 

promote its use. This shows the status of candidate’s applications.  The mobi-site, however, 

is not yet much used, so the look-and-feel is to be enhanced. 

Enrolments are made strictly in terms of the institutional Enrolment Plan (which maps out 

Wits strategic priorities alongside issues of capacity availability) with pre-agreed targets, 

which are then refined per programme. On application, students do not submit prioritised 

choices of what they would like study, as at most other universities, but, instead may make 

separate applications for up to three programmes of study. Offers are generally made on the 

basis of 3:1 (three times as many offers as places available), which has been shown over time 

to bring in the correct number of registrations. Most Faculties (with the exception of Health 

Sciences where offers are on the basis of 1:1) do not eliminate applicants on the basis of 

Grade 11 results, but wait for the NSC results to send out offers. The University receives the 

results two days before the public release, at which point students are sent offers (to those 

with the highest marks first) and are given three days to respond, failing which offers to other 

students are sent out. 

During the period when registration is open, figures on numbers of students registered are 

available in real time, and reports are generated daily. 

Over the years the median APS has moved up from 39 to 41 points (with 2 additional points 

being given for each of Maths and English; the score is compiled on the basis of the 7 best 

subjects, including English and Maths/Literacy). Online offers have resulted in a quick 

turnaround and more streamlined process. 

With transformation in mind, Wits is currently focusing on programmes which have over-

representation of certain groups (e.g. Mining is 100% black; Audiology is mostly white and 

female), and looking for ways to shift this profile. The institution has also found it necessary 

to change its access requirement so as ensure that a certain proportion of rural students gain 

admission, and has also reviewed its residence policy so as to accommodate more first year 

students. Wits is also looking at a generic admissions process for the whole University which 

is not based solely on APS scores, but remains wary of setting entrants up for failure. A new 

system is currently being piloted in Health Sciences, using a very complex statistical model, 

with close attention being paid to subsequent performance. 

Marketing materials have now been diversified. The Guide for Applicants is for Grade 12 

learners; a small booklet is handed out widely at Career Expos by the Schools Liaison Team.  

However, this does not include career advice, which is available via a consultant from the 

Student Enrolment Centre. Psychometric assessment is available at a cost from CCDU. 
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As regards placement, an extended programme is offered only in Music (as this is not a 

subject available in many schools.) 

Registration is available either on-line, or through a One-stop-shop Registration venue: the 

student accepts the offer, comes on the specific day, fee payment is checked, curriculum 

planning is available if required, the student registers at a computer, and then obtains his/her 

access card and parking disc. (In 2016 this Registration took place at Hall 29 on West 

campus, far away from other facilities, which occasioned some confusion.) Online 

registration can also be done from home, for structured degrees, which reduces crowds on 

campus; however, students do still have to come in to obtain their access card and parking 

disc, which results in a long queue. The One-stop shop was initially only available to first 

years but is now open to all students for a month. There are up to 65 helpers per day. Students 

can also get help at Faculty offices from January to mid-February with curriculum choices.   

Post registration a ‘two-way check’ is undertaken, to ensure that students have registered 

valid curricula; this is also a quality control mechanism. During the first two weeks of the 

semester students can amend their registration, subject to space availability. 

Readmission refusal 

The Wits Readmissions Committee (WRC) has recently been restructured, to streamline 

consideration of readmissions, with Senate taking over this responsibility from Council. 

Readmissions are now all managed within Faculties, by means of a three-tier system: a) 

automatic filtering of those students who have not obtained a minimum number of credits; 

b) a readmission process at Faculty level (WRC1); c) if excluded, students can apply to 

WRC2, with any additional documentation they have found. It is at WRC2 level that the real 

reasons for failure tend to come up. These processes take into account the track record of 

any assistance that has been offered and/or received on the Risk Portal. After this process, 

no further appeal is possible. Excluded students may reapply to Wits after a further year. 

Pass rates in gateway courses 

There is constant tracking of student performance during their degree. There is also tracking 

of performance in courses. Special attention is paid to at-risk courses – those with a pass rate 

of below 60%. A range of student support measures are put in place in these courses and 

there is also engagement with the lecturers. 

An interesting innovation has been introduced in gatekeeping courses such as first year 

Maths, Chemistry, Physics.  Students who fail in the first semester are allowed to repeat the 

same course on the part-time WitsPlus platform in the second semester, while continuing 

with the second semester course (i.e. doing part 1 and part 2 simultaneously.)  This requires 

them to pay again for the course; practical components may be waived. The pass rates for 

these courses were over 90%. This same approach is being considered for some second year 

courses in Electrical Engineering.  It might also be possible to put such courses on line in 
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future. This interesting approach, specifically for failed gate-keeping courses, could be 

shared with other institutions, as it has the potential to obviate the need to repeat a full year 

of study. 

Throughput rates 

Wits students have shown a constant increase in the first year pass rate of 3-6% per annum; 

and the throughput rate of around 50% has now risen to 60%. (Wits would like to reach 

70%). 

Many improvements have been documented earlier in this report: they range from improving 

the teaching in modules to identifying underperforming students at an early stage and making 

available any necessary support. The impact that these interventions are having is clearly 

evident in the increase in throughput rate. 

Management information systems 

There was no further discussion of management information systems, other than the earlier 

discussion of those systems involved in the Early Warning System and the Siyaphumulela 

project. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER IMPROVEMENTS 

Wits appears to be doing well in this focus area and is simply urged to continue its efforts to 

enhance the on-line systems currently in place and their usage, both for applications and for 

registration. 

OVERALL COMMENTS ON WHAT THE INSTITUTION HAS DONE AND IS 

DOING TO IMPROVE IN THIS FOCUS AREA 

The institution has clearly made good progress in the roll-out of online systems for 

applications and registration, while nevertheless accommodating those students who require 

more focused attention when registering. Similarly, the readmissions process appears to be 

efficiently managed, while paying due attention to ensuring that those students who will 

benefit from this are indeed readmitted. 

 

 

6. SUMMARY 

The panel’s overall impression was that Wits has made substantial improvement in each 

of the focus areas, with a wide range of initiatives, although not all aspects of each focus 

area had been addressed. The institutional culture appeared to be welcoming and 

responsive, and the approach to development holistic, structured and proactive. The 

commitment and involvement of senior management and other appropriate role players in 

the institution was noted with appreciation, as well as the involvement and enthusiasm of 
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‘coal-face’ staff at all levels of the institution. This was all the more noteworthy in a 

research-intensive university. 

Key to understanding and evaluating the progress made by Wits was the hub and spokes 

model, which seeks to involve both the Faculties and centralised units of various types in 

these improvement activities.  The centralised units (such as CLTD and CCDU) appear to 

have been reconceptualised and strengthened during the past few years and have now 

positioned themselves to make substantial contributions. Clearly, too, there were many 

interesting practices of different types at Faculty level. What was somewhat less clear was 

whether such practices were extending throughout the institution, in all Schools and 

Faculties, and whether and how an outstanding practice in one Faculty might be brought 

to the attention of other Faculties. The hub and spokes model and associated devolution 

pose some challenges as regards institutionalising and mainstreaming the changes that 

have been made (or are being made) related to the focus areas. Accordingly, the 

development of more institutional coherence in the four focus areas is still work in 

progress. It is, however, acknowledged that Faculties will have different cultures and 

disciplinary needs, which any institutional arrangement will need to accommodate. In 

further discussion of the ‘hub and spokes model’ during the opening interview, the concept 

of ‘stewarded management’ was raised, through which Wits seeks to achieve a balance 

between centralisation and devolution. Within this model, teaching and learning, and 

blended learning, are stewarded by the DVC Academic. As was mentioned in one of the 

interviews, ‘the Centre drives strategic initiatives; what happens in Faculties is more 

localized.’ Clearly, there is presently a variety of approaches to staff and student 

development and support, with some Faculties drawing more strongly on CLTD and 

others rather ‘going their own way’. In some cases there is excellent provision, in others 

this area is under development. Within the ‘stewarded management’ framework, the 

intention is clearly to institutionalize and mainstream both staff and student development 

and support, and the institution has already made good progress in this regard. As regards 

taking the process further, it would appear to be a matter of ensuring that the appropriate 

institutional policies or frameworks are available, regularly updated and also well 

implemented within each Faculty, which would require some measure of quality 

monitoring, both of Faculty initiatives and of those in centralized units. Furthermore, 

enhancing communication across faculties would enable each to learn from the other’s 

good practice and contribute to greater coherence. This makes it all the more essential to 

ensure that institutional policies, frameworks and strategies are available which will build 

coherence and allow for monitoring and evaluation.  A good example of such a policy / 

strategy is the institutional Teaching and Learning Plan 2015-2019. Frameworks which 

might be similarly useful could be a Continuous Professional Development Framework 

for academic staff and a Framework for Student Development and Support. 

As regards Focus Area 1, systems which could be useful for enhancing the quality of 

teaching include:  an Induction Policy (in place; roll-out in the Faculty of Science appeared 

to be particularly exemplary and could well be shared with other faculties), performance 

appraisal which would include assessment of teaching expertise (under development; the 
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draft Teaching and Learning Criteria were noted with interest); a continuous professional 

development framework for university teachers; appraisal of teaching and professional 

development opportunities; mechanisms to ensure that young academics receive 

mentoring and do not become overloaded, especially with large classes; and promotion 

criteria which could enable promotion on the basis of teaching excellence and SOTL 

through to a professorship.  (This latter, which is being considered across the system, could 

be a decision of some moment in a research-intensive university such as Wits, and it was 

suggested that it be closely and carefully debated.) It would also appear important that 

those initiatives which are introduced are carefully monitored and their impact on learning 

quality and student performance is evaluated, to allow resources to be most appropriately 

directed. 

Improvements in Focus Area 2 were also noteworthy. However, some concern was felt as 

to the coherence of these at institutional level. The reports and interviews suggested that 

the good work being done was perhaps somewhat disparate, and that it was frequently left 

up to students to decide whether they should draw on them or not.  In particular, it was 

felt that Wits might want to consider ways of embedding skills development (such as 

offered by the First Year Experience) more strongly in the academic curricula. A good 

example is the way in which in Health Sciences information literacy has been integrated 

into the curriculum. In this regard, consultation with other institutions offering an FYE, 

and especially with UJ’s Resource Centre for the First Year Experience and Students in 

Transition, might be of value.  

Of considerable interest was the system of Faculty-based ‘at risk’ coordinators, which 

provided both coherence yet also the space for contextual diversity in each Faculty. There 

appeared to be a coherent system of mentoring and referrals to the various support units.  

The panel looks forward to further developments with regard to the Early Warning System 

and the Siyaphumulela project, which have the potential to be of considerable significance 

for the sector in expanding the use of data analytics to understand student challenges and 

student success. 

An issue which might be considered for adoption is the development of a co-curricular 

transcript for students.   

Wits is urged to find ways of paying closer attention to curriculum and career guidance 

for undergraduate students.   

As regards Focus area 3, Wits is clearly working hard to improve the ICT structures and 

performance, with the LMS being reinstalled and fixed. There is a strong and growing 

focus on blended learning, and on support for staff engaged in blended learning, with the 

focus on pedagogy rather than on technology. One gap which became apparent was around 

informal learning spaces, which had not been clearly identified as a planning objective. It 

would be important to conceptualise the whole campus as a learning environment (in terms 

of both residence and commuter students), and the panel suggests that this matter be taken 
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up by the relevant committees. Similarly, the link between teaching spaces and desired 

pedagogies could be strengthened in view of the ongoing refurbishments. 

And finally Focus Area 4 - Wits is clearly doing very well with regard to admissions and 

registrations, with a growing use of online systems, which are appreciated by students and 

add to the efficiency and speed of the processes. The panel suggests that there be careful 

monitoring of the revised Readmissions Policy and its impact, and that – given the high 

APS scores of entering students – exclusion be positioned as a last resort, once all other 

avenues of student support have failed to have impact. 

To conclude, the panel would like to reiterate how impressed we were by the number and 

variety of the improvements, the quality of leadership being offered, and the commitment 

and enthusiasm of Wits staff. 
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APPENDIX: Programme 

 

 

 

COUNCIL ON HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONAL VISIT 
14 JUNE 2016 @ 08h00, 11TH FLOOR, SENATE HOUSE, 
UNIVERSITY OF THE WITWATERSRAND, EAST CAMPUS 

 
AGENDA 

 
 Time  Venue  

1  08h00 – 09h00  Meet and Greet  
SET and CHE  

Council Chamber  

2  09h30 – 10h50  Focus Area 1  
Enhancing academics as 
teachers  

Council Dining Room  

3  11h00 – 11h20  Tea Break  Reception Area  

4  11h20 – 12h40  Focus Area 2  
Enhancing student 
support and 
development  

Council Dining Room  

5  12h40 – 13h25  Lunch  Reception Area  

6  13h30 – 14h50  Focus Area 3  
Enhancing the learning 
environment  

Council Dining Room  

7  14h50 – 15h05  Tea Break  Reception Area  

8  15h05 – 16h25  Focus Area 4  
Enhancing course and 
programme enrolment 
management  

Council Dining Room  

9  16h30 – 17h00  Closing discussion with 
Senior Management  

Council Dining Room  
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List of Participants 

 

Senior Executive Team 

Prof Adam Habib Vice Chancellor and Principal 

Prof Andrew Crouch DVC : Academic and Vice Principal 

Prof Tawana Kupe DVC: Advancement, HR and Transformation 

Prof Zeblon Vilakazi DVC: Research and Post Graduate Affairs 

Prof Helder Marques Dean: Faculty of Science 

Prof Imraan Valodia Dean: Faculty of Commerce Law and Management 

Prof Martin Veller Dean: Faculty of Health Sciences 

Prof Ruksana Osman Dean: Faculty of Humanities 

Prof Ian Jandrell Dean: Engineering and the Built Environment 

Mr Taffy Adler Acting Head for Operations 

Ms Carol Crosley University Registrar 

Dr Puleng Lenka-Bula Dean of Students 

 
 

Focus Area 1 

Prof Andrew Crouch  

Prof Tawana Kupe  

Prof Helder Marques  

Prof Imraan Valodia  

Prof Martin Veller  

Prof Ruksana Osman  

Prof Ian Jandrell  

Prof Christine Woods  

Prof Mary Scholes Director: Research and Post Graduate Affairs 

Mr Robin Drennan Director: Research And Post Graduate Affairs 

Prof Karin Brodie Head of School: Education 

Ms Lindiwe Manyika Director: Transformation 

Ms Ann Cameron Senior Lecturer: Faculty of Science 
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Focus Area 2 

Prof Andrew Crouch  

Dr Puleng Lenka-Bula  

Ms Lamese Abrahams Head, Student Development And Leadership Unit 

Mr Robert Sharman Director: Campus Housing and Residence Life 

MS Anne Lunsky Head: Counselling And Careers Development Unit 

Ms Ashina Sarawan Project Manager: Student Affairs 

Ms Raazia Moosa Head: Academic Support: CLTD) 

Prof Pamela Nicols Writing Centre 

Prof Christine Woods Director: CLTD 

Ms Gita Patel Manager: Services 

MS Yvonne Matimba Head: Campus Health 

Ms Nompendulo Mkatshwa SRC President 

Mr Motheo Brodie SRC Deputy President 

Ms Fasiha Hassan SRC Secretary General 

Mr Thabo Boom SRC Deputy Secretary General 

Ms Karabo Marutha SRC Treasurer General 

Ms Ashwini Jadhav @Risk Coordinator Faculty of Science 

Ms Elizabeth Ndofirepi @Risk Coordinator Faculty of Science 

Mr Rodney Genga @Risk Coordinator Faculty of EBE 

Ms Constance Khupe @Risk Coordinator Faculty of Health Sciences 

Ms Genevieve Hundermark @Risk Coordinator Faculty of Humanities 

Ms Nompumelelo Bhengu @Risk Coordinator Faculty of Humanities 

Mr Danie De Klerk @Risk Coordinator Faculty of CLM 
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Focus Area 3 

Prof Andrew Crouch  

Ms Carol Crosley  

Mr Alvin Moodley Student Recruitment Manager 

Mr Nico Baird Deputy Director CLTD 

Mr Dominique Woolridge Team Leader Content Developer 

Ms Amanda Kort Senior Financial Manager 

Mr Emannuel Prinsloo Director: Campus Planning And Development 

Mr Paiki Muswazi University Librarian 

Ms Nompendulo Mkatshwa SRC President 

Mr Motheo Brodie SRC Deputy President 

Ms Fasiha Hassan SRC Secretary General 

Mr Thabo Boom SRC Deputy Secretary General 

Ms Karabo Marutha SRC Treasurer General 

 
 

Focus Area 4 

Prof Andrew Crouch  

Ms Carol Crosley  

Ms Zena Richards Project Manager: Student Equity and Talent 

Prof David Hornsby International Relations Office 

Ms Tania Del Mas EBE Faulty Registrar 

Ms Sandra Benn HS Faculty Registrar 

Ms Marike Bosman CLM Faculty Registrar 

Ms Julie Poyser Humanities Faculty Registrar 

Ms Rene Vosloo Science Faculty Registrar 

Ms Nompendulo Mkatshwa SRC President 

Mr Motheo Brodie SRC Deputy President 

Ms Fasiha Hassan SRC Secretary General 

Mr Thabo Boom SRC Deputy Secretary General 

Ms Karabo Marutha SRC Treasurer General 

 


