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that occurred two weeks after enrolling. At a University-level, headlines were: 
 The withdrawal rate for full-time undergraduate courses in 2021/22 was currently 5.7.% (521/9086) compared 

with 4.7% (426/9085) at the same time last year. 
 Whilst we had not set specific retention targets in our Access and Participation Plan, in-year retention was a 

leading indicator for continuation and the paper set out details of areas of current focus. 
 The paper also gave an outline of withdrawal rates by new entrant and continuing students, and for 

postgraduate courses. 
• More needed to be done to understand and improve the University’s retention position and we had accelerated 

several key projects which would address this. The University had moved to a Schools and Service local plan 
approach to developing interventions for access and participation, using the Theory of Change approach, enabling 
stakeholders to articulate both their interventions and their approaches to evaluation. 

• Continuous course monitoring used a data-informed approach, leading to cross-institutional good practice sharing for 
courses. We continued to implement actions from the last continuous monitoring session. 

• The University’s attendance monitoring process and reporting had been fully rolled out and mandatory to all 
University staff and students in January 2022. The process would be continuously improved to ensure full 
participation and data quality.  

• AQD had appointed an academic developer for learner analytics who would work with Schools, DS and PBI to 
reinvigorate the Online Engagement dashboard, link the data with attendance monitoring and develop an enhanced 
plan of early alerts for students at risk of dis-engagement.  

• Since the previous report, a review in the GAME MVP (Minimum Viable Product) has taken place and a future 
proposal for GAME had been presented to Strategic Change Board. 

 
Members and attendees commented as follows: 
 
• Sara Williams asked about benchmarking for this, and Annabel Kiernan confirmed that this was built in to the course 

monitoring process. 
• Juliet Oosthuysen highlighted the importance of data on withdrawing students’ reasons for leaving, echoed by Simon 

Smith, and proposed the University consider using an agency to drill down into this 
• Juliet Oosthuysen asked about the effects of Covid on the last two years’ retention figures and Annabel Kiernan 

there had been a considerable impact (and to some extent across the whole sector). 
• Sara Williams underlined that the aim here was not specifically to bring the number of withdrawing students down to 

0 but to ensure that the reasons cited did not affect the student experience as a whole. 
• Hannah Blackburn proposed surveying students who had not actually left the University in order to clarify what 

measure were effective in increasing retention.  
• Jonathan Chapman asked about the possibility of using our own academics to research this further and Annabel 

Kiernan confirmed that internal review of the data was already taking place.  

281 The Committee received for discussion a paper entitled Update on student evaluation system – EvaSys SP/15/07,  
introduced by the Pro Vice Chancellor – Education, who noted the following main points: 
 
• The report gave an update on the pilot implementation of centralised module evaluation using the EvaSys platform, 

including sections on: 
o development of the module evaluation survey approach, 
o selected findings from the Semester 1 evaluation period, 
o enhancements for the semester 2 evaluation period and 
o progression to “business as usual” roll-out for 2022/23 academic year. 

• The University reimplemented a centralised approach to module evaluation in 2021/22 academic year following a 
brief pause.  

• The module evaluation period for semester 1 was from 11 January 2022 to 25 January 2022. There was a 22% 
response rate across all subject areas and levels. There was 81% overall satisfaction across all levels and subject 
areas. 

• Thematic analysis into how online learning and teaching could be improved has been undertaken. 
• A ‘closing the loop’ pilot for semester two has been implemented with five module leaders, as well as a project to 

monitor the impact of the Catalyst Learning Principles.  
• The module evaluation process will be reviewed over the summer to embed back to business as usual for academic 

year 2022/23. 
 

Members and attendees commented as follows: 
 
• Simon Smith asked about the completion of evaluation surveys. Annabel Kiernan noted that realising a high rate of 

completion remained a significant challenge and discussion ensured around potential measures to help remedy this, 
with the Committee agreeing that higher response rates were essential for useful data. 

282 The Committee received for discussion a paper entitled REF update on results SP/15/08, introduced by the Vice 
Chancellor, who noted the following main points: 
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• The University had submitted 102 FTEs across 7 academic disciplines, or ‘Units of Assessment’ (UOAs). The 

assessment process of each UOA considered three elements: the quality of research outputs, the non-academic 
impact of our research, and the quality of our research environment. 

• We had made significant progress in the volume and quality of our research since the previous exercise, REF2014. 
Our analysis expected that: 
o We had climbed 20 places using the most common league table methodology, based on the weighted average 

score, or Grade Point Average (GPA) 
o We were 88th on GPA now, compared to 108th in 2014 
o Our GPA was 2.78, up from 2.2 in 2014 
o We were in the top 10 most improved universities, measured by rise in ranking position (20) and increase in 

GPA (0.58) 
o For research impact, we had climbed 27 places, and were now 70th  
o We were in the top 10 most improved universities for impact, measured by the rise in ranking position (27) and 

increase in impact GPA (0.63) 
o All of our UOAs had been assessed to have research that was world leading (4*) - the highest ranking. 

• Headlines at an individual UOA level were set out in the report. 
• In the West Midlands region, the University was the top post-92 institution for impact (and third overall behind 

Birmingham and Warwick), second for output quality (behind Coventry) and second on overall Grade Point Average 
(behind Coventry).   

 
Members and attendees commented as follows: 
 
• Discussion focused on the key contributing factors to the University’s REF2021 success and how to ensure that these 

excellent results were used to turn around undergraduate recruitment, i.e., to influence 18-yr olds and their parents. 
Martin Jones highlighted that this would be a key challenge for the incoming Executive Director of Marketing and 
Communications, who would start on 13 June 2022. 

• Sara Williams noted the Committee’s thanks to all staff involved in the REF2021 submission.  

283 The Committee received for discussion a paper entitled League table performance report SP/15/09, introduced by 
the Vice Chancellor, who noted the following main points: 
 
• In the previous strategic plan, the University had set a KPI of achieving top 50% in the three major UK league 

tables.  
• KPIs on league table performance as part of the new University Strategic plan were being finalised but based on 

available data a drop in rankings was expected, mainly because although we had seen improvements in the 
performance of a number of metrics (Degree Outcomes, Continuation Rates and Completion Rate), the sector had 
outpaced these. 

• The University also monitored performance in three key international rankings. It was ranked 1001-1200 (out of 
2112) in THE World rankings in 2021, was currently not ranked in the QS Rankings, and was ranked 401-600 out of 
1406 institutions (down from 301-400 out of 1117 last year) in The Times Higher Education Impact Rankings. 

• The University League Table group had been reviewed by the Deputy Vice Chancellor and a new group was under 
development, to be chaired by the Deputy Vice Chancellor and reporting to SLT. The group would focus on 
reviewing the performance and working with Schools and Services to develop actions that aligned to the key 
enabling strands from the University strategy and would improve league table performance. These activities would 
be evaluated, and the outcomes presented regularly to SLT. 

 
Members and attendees commented as follows: 
 
• Martin Jones highlighted that the league tables metrics shifted year on year, and included internal metrics created by 

the league table compilers themselves. 
• Sara Williams asked about our own process for monitoring these and Martin Jones confirmed that this was the remit 

of the League Table group chaired by the Deputy Vice Chancellor. 

284 The Committee received for discussion a paper entitled Research, Innovation and Enterprise Strategy Update 
SP/15/10, introduced by the Vice Chancellor. The following main points were noted: 
 
• The substantive part of this paper was the Research, Innovation and Enterprise 2022-2027 draft strategy, written 

following extensive cross-University consultation with ca. 170 colleagues designed to maximise engagement with all 
staff, in particular key groups of leaders, with the strategy.  

• It would be a key enabler for the University’s overall strategy, and in support of this set out our vision for Research, 
Innovation and Enterprise: “To be internationally recognised for high-quality, challenge-led research, innovation and 
enterprise that delivers transformation for people, places and society in our regions”. It also identified the 
achievements required for delivery of this. 

• Furthermore, the strategy described how we would achieve this vision and identifies measures by which we could 








