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• The report aimed to bring together key actions being taken to deliver the Strategic Pillar, drawing together some 
information that board members may have received previously in more detail and/or in different contexts. The 
information provided was deliberately high-level, highlighting flagship projects and initiatives, the majority of which had 
regional and/or national significance. Outcomes (other than delivery of the University KPIs covered in the accompanying 
report), where known, were provided, as well as risks and risk management work, related to individual initiatives or the 
delivery of the overarching strategic pillar. 

Members commented as follows:  

• Glenn Earlam enquired about the current position with regard to the achievement of KPIs. Ian Blachford cited the 
example of the KPI relating to 50% of academic staff having a doctoral-level qualification, confirming that the current 
rate was 33%. This would continue to increase now that newly recruited academic staff were required to have a 
doctoral-level qualification (with some exemptions where necessary, for example within very new subject areas where 
research was not always a priority). 

• Doug Rouxel highlighted the slightly lower position on the KPI relating to the number of academic staff with HEA 
Fellowship. Sue Reece clarified this appeared to dip given the recent departure of several HEA Fellowship staff but that 
this would be a priority for the new Director of Learning and Teaching, who would start on 1 September 2019. 

 
It was agreed that the report on the Delivery of the Strategic Plan (Talented People) be referred to the Board for noting. 

92 The committee received and discussed a KPI Report (DISCUSSION) SP/06/04, introduced by the Director of Strategic 
Planning. The following main points were noted: 

• This was the second report of this type prepared for Strategy and Performance Committee, which documented current 
performance in relation to the Key Performance Indicators to be achieved during the life-cycle of the current Strategic 
Plan, which ends in 2021.  

• Progress was good in relation to the principal KPIs. A RAG (Red/Amber/Green) rating had been assigned to each of the 
KPIs to indicate progress to date. 

• Since the previous report had been received by the committee, the following changes had been made to the RAG rating 
of KPIs: 
o League table performance in top 50% - CUG had moved from amber to green, in light of the results recently 

published. See paper elsewhere on the agenda for more information. 
• This paper complemented other papers on the agenda for Strategy and Performance Committee, in particular item 2.8, 

the progress report evaluating the delivery of the Strategic Plan (Talented People).   
• At the previous meeting, the Committee requested that a summary of student numbers be provided as a context to this 

report, in particular the KPIs related to financial sustainability. These data were provided at Annex A and were drawn 
from a report shared with Sustainability and Resources when it met on 21 May 2019. Annex B provided dates when 
the data relating to each KPI is updated, as requested by the Committee.  

 
Members commented as follows:  

• Tash Crump asked whether, in the drafting of the University’s KPIs, the percentage of students completing level 6 had 
been considered as a metric (rather than the timely completion KPI). Simone Clarke clarified that it had been felt 
more important to track a cohort throughout its progression through the University.  

• Glenn Earlam asked for the completion rate across the whole undergraduate population and Simone Clarke clarified 
that this was around 69% (with the average sector rate being around 85-90%). A University-wide focus on academic 
progression was essential to enable students to remain within the University community and to complete their studies 
– that cultural change was now well underway, with much work being done within the schools on this, and on 
embedding resilience. Tash Crump echoed this, noting her belief that this work would yield significant results within 
the next few years. 

• Doug Rouxel highlighted the importance of analysing the root causes of academic failure. It was agreed that this was 
often a symptom of a set of very complex problems, and that whilst clearer, more detailed data was a help, the key 
was what was then done with that data. 

• Glenn Earlam asked about monitoring of high-risk students. Simone Clarke replied that various measures were 
underway, including work into attendance capture and learner analytics, to improve and centralise this, but that the 
University recognised that it was not yet at the required point. In the School of Life Sciences and Education, a newly 
recruited staff member from an FE background had implemented a very effective monitoring and tracking system. (It 
was highlighted that a brief case study on this intervention work with the School of LSE had been included within the 
February committee papers.)  

• It was noted that although data on apprenticeships was provided within the report, the committee would prefer to 
receive more detail on this in the future. 

• Simone Clarke reminded the committee that the OfS Action Plan (approved by email by the Board in January 2019) 
had contained a new KPI for postgraduate student timely completion: “Every postgraduate Masters Course will 
achieve 90% timely completion and every PGCE course will achieve 93% timely completion.” 
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It was agreed that the KPI Report be referred to the Board of Governors for noting. 

93 The committee received and discussed a paper on International Strategy SP/06/05, as a precursor to a strategic 
discussion (including a presentation from the Pro Vice Chancellor – Student Experience).  
 
• The University was currently performing below benchmark competitors in recruiting international students and had 

agreed a target of 1000 international students on campus by 2021. The current figure was 800 students. 
• The paper proposed key principles and components of the International Strategy to:  

o Deliver growth of on-, and where appropriate, off-campus international student numbers 
o Provide International opportunities for University students and staff 
o Provide an enhanced international student experience to support retention and reputational marketing 
o Embrace new digital technologies to create connections between on-campus and transnational students & staff 
o Assist in the growth of knowledge transfer and research opportunities in line with the University’s Connected 

University Strategy 
• The paper included 1) the International Strategy (updated draft); and 2) supporting presentation, including the Phase 

1 implementation timeline, Workstream Action, 2018 End of Cycle Performance and 2019 Application data. 
• Following feedback from SLT and Strategy & Performance Committee, the Strategy and associated Workstreams would 

be presented for approval by Academic Board in June. 
 
Members commented as follows:  

• Glenn Earlam asked about potential for growth and return on investment for International. Sue Reece clarified that 
there was certainly scope for building further capacity in this area, as the University was currently less advanced many 
of its comparator institutions in this regard. Sue further reminded the committee that the University had more flexibility 
around fees for international students than it did for home students. 

• David Gage noted that the University’s continued improvement in league tables would have a significant positive effect 
on its prominence in the international marketplace. Sue Reece echoed this and underlined that the opening of DIL 
would also be a significant draw for international students. 

• Martin Jones highlighted that this was the first International Strategy drawn up by the University that took a holistic 
approach, including areas such as research, and recognised the joined-up thinking required. 

• David Gage asked about best practice within the sector. Sue Reece noted that local offices in international marketplaces 
were commonplace and were usually cheaper to run. Having staff on the ground enabled proactive responses and 
communications. 

• David Gage asked about responsibility for International following the departure of the previous Director of this area, 
and Sue Reece confirmed that whilst she had ultimate responsibility for this area, but that operationally it had been 
placed under the new Director of Student Recruitment and Admissions. 

• Tash Crump highlighting the importance of maximising the experience of current students in order to more effectively 
promote the University’s courses by using them as ambassadors within international marketplaces. 

94 The committee received and discussed a Portfolio Update SP/06/06, including a presentation, from the Pro Vice 
Chancellor – Student Experience. The following main points were noted: 
 
• The presentation provided an overview of the University’s Portfolio Development and underpinning Academic Roadmap, 

as well as plans around future mapping and the Connected Curriculum: 
• Academic roadmap – current method and proposed new version 
• Pathway courses 
• Roadmap based in UK strategy and industry 
• Course development process/ideation 
• Connected curriculum and academic framework (knowledge and competency testing) 
 
Members commented as follows:  

• David Gage, commending the work done so far, noted that the proposed direction of travel provided a significant 
mitigation against likely changes implemented post-Augar. 

• Members discussed the proposed changes and their likely implications, with discussion focusing around the added value 
likely to be provided for students.  

 
It was agreed that the League Table Performance Report be referred to the Board via the August 2019 Strategic Event. 

95 The committee received and discussed a League Table Performance Report SP/06/07, introduced by the Deputy Vice 
Chancellor. The following main points were noted: 

• One of the three University KPIs was that by 2021 the University would be “In the top 50% in the UK League Tables”. 
• The results for the Complete University Guide had now been published and the University was ranked 58th out of 131 

institutions, meaning that the relevant KPI had now been achieved. Within the three national league tables the University 
was placed in the top 50%: 








