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Foreword by the Minister

The University Capacity Development Programme (UCDP) is an implementation programme that is focused 
on advancing the transformation agenda in university education in three critical areas: student development/
success, staff development and programme/curriculum development.
 
The UCDP views transformation as being both about addressing the clear inequalities that persist in our 
higher education system and about building quality in order to enhance access and success. These are 
non-competing imperatives that we must work on together.
 
Having only been introduced in 2018, the UCDP is a young programme, with much work still being done 
to entrench it firmly in the university sector. However, it is gratifying to see that it has already gained much 
traction and is being increasingly recognised in terms of the role it plays—and will continue to play in the 
future—in building capacity in our university system.
 
It is also gratifying to see the gains that are being made. Research and data show that our system is 
becoming more demographically representative and more successful in terms access, retention and 
progression of both staff and students.
 
But we are still not where we need to be.
 
The demographic profile of students in our universities does now more closely represent the South 
African demographic, but when participation rates are used as a measure of progress, it is clear that the 
participation of African and coloured students is still well below the 30% rate set as a target in the National 
Development Plan. While throughput rates and dropout rates are improving, too many students do not 
complete their studies, or take too many years to do so, especially in programmes that are delivered in 
distance mode. Worse still, it is still the black students, particularly African and coloured male students, 
who have lower chances of success. Our system is still not configured to enable equal opportunities for 
success for all students.
 
While the staffing profile at our universities is changing, it may be happening too slowly. Black and women 
staff are still more likely to occupy lower-level positions in the university hierarchy and are still more likely 
not to hold PhDs. The majority of professors are still white and/or male. By and large, boardrooms 
remain male-dominated. It is a concern that in 2020, for our 26 universities, we only have four female 
vice-chancellors. There is some evidence that points to the role that untransformed institutional culture 
is playing in maintaining the status quo. While we need more research to understand this issue in greater 
depth, it is clear that building institutional cultures that are reflective of a democratic South Africa is a 
national imperative.
 
Moreover, we have to question whether our university system is responding quickly and firmly enough, 
through its curriculum and programme offerings, in response to imperatives such as decolonisation, 
sustainable development and climate change, the Fourth Industrial Revolution, the need for 
entrepreneurship development, and strengthening the link between research and innovation as well 
as between university programmes and the world of work. Gender-based violence is an evil that 
continues to poison South African society—are we doing enough to address it in and through higher 
education?
 
While we have had significant disruption in the higher education sector in recent years, in some cases linked 
to the issues that I have outlined above, 2020 has been a standout year. The COVID-19 pandemic and 
the subsequent national lockdown, while not shutting down the sector completely, impacted severely 
on its operations. Universities, students and staff have responded strongly, and it is testimony to the 
resourcefulness and resilience of South Africans that the teaching and learning programme could 
continue through the adoption of innovative, remote and multimodal teaching and learning approaches. 
But the inequalities in the higher education sector—and in South Africa—were again highlighted through the 
ways in which the pandemic was experienced and responded to. Universities that struggle with resources, 
and that by and large serve the poor and working-class communities, were more severely impacted.
quality, success and equity in universities.’
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Access to technology, data and connectivity, as well as unconducive environments for learning impacted 
more severely on poor and working-class students. The experience highlighted the potential of technology 
to assist in periods of extreme disruption and the unequal ability of institutions and students to take 
advantage of this. Going forward, we have to learn from the experience. We have to uniformly build the 
full range of technological capabilities across all our institutions, and for all staff and students. The potential 
of online and blended pedagogies to enhance delivery of teaching and learning is a positive lesson, and 
we have to take these developments forward, including through the UCDP. But the digital divide has to be 
addressed.
 
This Ministerial Statement reflects a national response to continue contributing towards addressing these 
issues through the UCDP. As the Minister responsible for the portfolio of Higher Education, Science and 
Innovation, I encourage my two departments, the Department of Higher Education and Training and the 
Department of Science and Innovation, to work much more closely together in the implementation of the 
UCDP in its second three-year cycle. The programme continues to benefit from partnerships with other 
organisations that are interested and willing to contribute to transforming the sector. I encourage interested 
parties to work with the departments in this regard and to support the UCDP to maximise systemic impact.
 

 

Dr BE Nzimande (MP)
Minister of Higher Education, Science and Innovation
Date:
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1.  Background and Context: Some Teaching, Learning and Research Capacity 
 Development and Transformation Imperatives in University Education in 
 South Africa

1.1 Whilst good progress is being made in strengthening the university education sector in South Africa, significant  
 transformation and development challenges persist in a range of areas including student success; the 
 recruitment, development, retention and progression of academic and professional staff; and in respect of 
 responsive, quality programmes and curricula. 

1.2 Dropout rates and throughput rates, as determined through longitudinal cohort studies, provide a reliable means  
 of quantitatively tracking student success in the South African university system1.

1.3 Figures 1–4 are graphical representations of the first-year dropout rate  and throughput rate2 of successive 
 cohorts of first-time entering undergraduate3 students in contact programmes and distance programmes in 
 the university system in South Africa.

  
 

1 The Department of Higher Education and Training (DHET) publishes an annual cohort study every year, downloadable from the Department 
website (www.dhet.gov.za). This report is used by the DHET as the definitive report on student success in the South African university system.
2 All data drawn from the Higher Education Management Information System (HEMIS), published in the 2020 undergraduate cohort report.
3 All 3 to 6 year diplomas and degrees.
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1.4  Figure 1 illustrates the general decline in first-year dropout rate in contact undergraduate programmes since  
 2000, and Figure 2 illustrates a similar pattern for distance undergraduate programmes. Figures 3 and 4 show  
 the improvement in undergraduate throughput rate for contact programmes and for distance programmes. 
 The system is clearly on a positive trajectory; however, further improvement is needed, particularly in the 
 distance programmes, where the dropout rates are still very high and the throughput rates very low. 
 The graphs show that:
 a. The average first-year dropout rate4 for all undergraduate contact programmes has improved from 23.6%  
  for the 2000 cohort to 11% for the 2017 cohort.
 b. The n+1 throughput rate  in undergraduate contact programmes has improved from 39% for the 2000 
  cohort to 52.5% for the 2014 cohort.
 c. The average first-year dropout rate in undergraduate distance programmes has improved from 56.8% for  
  the 2000 cohort to 29.6% for the 2017 cohort.
 d. The 2n+1 throughput rate in undergraduate distance programmes has improved from 16.1% for the 2000  
  cohort to 28% for the 2010 cohort.

1.5 Whilst the overall improvement is notable, there is still significant room for improvement in dropout and 
 throughput rates5. Four-year-plus degree students are most successful and diploma students are least 
 successful, in terms of both dropout and throughput rates. The student success patterns in distance 
 education are of high concern, especially given the policy intention to enable access to greater numbers of 
 students through flexible delivery modalities.

1.6 It is important that the aggregated data that is presented in the figures above is disaggregated so that a more  
 nuanced picture of student success is presented. When this is done, it is apparent that dropout and throughput  
 rates continue to vary significantly and inequitably between gender and population groups. The system has   
 not yet been able to transform sufficiently to effectively and equitably support the success of previously 
 marginalized groups. 

 
 

Key: African Female (AF); African Male (AM), Coloured Female (CF), Coloured Male (CM). Indian Male (IM), Indian 
Female (IF), White Male (WM), White Female (WF)6 

4 n+1 is chosen as an appropriate timeframe to measure throughput rate as it is aligned to the national bursary scheme, which seeks to ensure that 
students complete their studies in regulation time (n) but does provide support for an extra year for students that may need this.
5A research benchmarking study will be supported to explore what optimal dropout and throughput rates for the varied South African contexts are.
6The continued use of terms such as African, coloured, Indian and white to describe population groups in South Africa is recognized to be 
problematic, and the UCDP works towards contributing to the development of a higher education sector where this kind of language to describe 
groups is not necessary. However, deep-seated inequalities still exist between the groups, and these have to be highlighted so that they can be 
addressed, and the progress made towards addressing them can be tracked.
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1.7 Figures 5 and 6 above show that, on average, males have higher dropout and lower throughput rates across all  
 population groups, and that, in particular, African and coloured males have the highest dropout rates and the  
 lowest throughput rates.

1.8 Dropout and throughput rates are one kind of indicator of student success. Understanding of student success  
 must go further to also consider how effectively graduates are transitioning into further studies, into the 
 workplace and into society. Some tools that are used to understand these transitions include graduate 
 satisfaction surveys, graduate destination studies and employer surveys.

1.9 A recent study Wildschut, Mncwango, Rogan, Rust, Fongwa and Meiring (2018) focused on the labour market  
 absorption of graduates who were funded by the National Student Financial Aid Scheme (NSFAS). The study,  
 which investigated the employment of NSFAS degree graduates from the 2005 to the 2015 cohort, showed that,  
 on average, 91% of the graduates over the period were in employment but that there is some lag time in 
 graduate employment. For example, the employment rate by 2017 for the 2005 cohort was 98% whilst it was  
 76% for the 2015 cohort. 

 

Figure 7: Number and proportion of NSFAS-funded graduates between 2005 and 2015 who were employed as at 
22 February 2017. (N = 252 658) Source: Wildschut et al, 2018 

1.10 The study also found that:
 a. Women and African graduates, in the main, have lower rates of employment than male, white, Indian and  
  coloured graduates.
 b. Graduates from Historically Disadvantaged Institutions (HDIs) generally have lower employment rates than  
  those from the other institutions.
 c. Regarding study fields, graduates from Engineering, Health Sciences, Education and Architecture and the  
  Built  Environment have higher and faster employment proportions than those from Public Management and  
  Services,  Psychology, Social Sciences and Life Sciences.
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1.11 Regarding graduate absorption into the labour market as a student success indicator, the findings of the 
 Wildschut et al (2018) study portray a generally positive picture of graduate uptake. However, there is a range 
 of issues regarding equitable uptake that require further study and an effective response.

1.12 The Ministerial Task Team (MTT) on the Recruitment, Retention and Progression of Black South African 
 Academics concluded its work at the end of 2019, and its report highlighted a number of critical issues relating  
 to academic staff development that require more intense attention by government and the university system.  
 Some of the observations of the MTT include the following:
 a. An analysis of the postgraduate pipeline in South Africa reveals a number of worrisome trends, 
  especially as far as the participation and progression of black South African students is concerned. 
  It is especially of concern that the proportion of South Africans graduating from postgraduate programmes 
  is on the decline, despite an overall increase in the number of graduates. The figure below illustrates how  
  the proportion of South African PhD graduates has been steadily decreasing since 2000.

 

Figure 8: Changes in the nationality proportions of doctoral graduates from South African universities, 2000 to 2017

 b. The figure below provides disaggregated information by population group and gender for the South African  
  masters and doctoral graduates. The data show that the profile of South African graduates from 
  postgraduate programmes in 2017 still reflects inequitable participation of black Africans and coloureds.  
  In relation to gender, in 2017 there were a greater number of female South African masters and 
  PhD graduates. The graduate gender ratio is closely aligned to the ratio in the general South African 
  population.
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Figure 9: Population group and gender breakdown of South African masters and doctoral graduates in 2017 
 

 c. The system is clearly having difficulty recruiting, retaining and ensuring the effective progression of black  
  South African students in the postgraduate pipeline. Multiple reasons for this exist, namely: the continued  
  failure of the schooling system to produce sufficient numbers of matriculants with university exemption 
  levels; insufficient levels of postgraduate funding that takes context into account; high levels of competition  
  for high-achieving students that result in them exiting from the academic system; the lack of meaningful  
  mentorship; and exclusionary institutional practices, amongst others. This has a significant impact on the  
  availability of suitably qualified South Africans to take up academic positions in universities. 
  A knock-on effect is that universities are struggling to recruit new, young academics. The Historically 
  Disadvantaged Institutions (HDIs), and the Universities of Technology (UoT) in particular, appear to be 
  experiencing difficulties in recruiting and retaining qualified academics, especially in scarce skills areas.

 d. Figure 7 shows that a steady change in the demographic profile of permanent academic (instructional and  
  research) staff is taking place as the academic staff profile becomes more aligned to the population group  
  and gender profile of the general South African population. 

          
Figure 10: The % population group distribution of permanent South African instructional/research staff at universities in 
2000 (n = 13 099), 2007 (n = 14 423) and 2017 (n = 17 337)
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 e. However, the profile is still far from aligned to the South African demographic7 , as shown in Figure 11 
  below.

             
Figure 11: The demographic distribution of permanent South African instruction/research staff at universities in 2017 
(HEMIS) compared to the general South African population (Statistics South Africa 2018 mid-year population 
estimates)

 f. In terms of the population group profile, African academics are still highly under-represented at universities.

 g. In terms of gender, the overall picture in universities more closely represents the general population, 
  with female staff slightly in the majority. However, when the data are looked at more closely, it is clear that  
  black African males and black African females, particularly, are significantly under-represented. 

 h. A further persistent pattern is that black and female staff are more likely to hold junior academic positions,  
  as shown in Figure 12 below, highlighting that the recruitment challenges are amplified by progression 
  challenges8.

               

7Whilst is may not be realistic to expect a complete match between the staff profile at universities and the general population profile in 
the country for a range of reasons, including the demographics of the student population in universities that feeds into the staffing profile, 
intentional efforts are being made to grow the staff cohort in universities in ways that better match the population demographic of the 
country. 

8A recent study undertaken for Universities South Africa (USAf) by the Centre for Research on Evaluation, Science and Technology 
(CREST) on Building a Cadre of Emerging Scholars for Higher Education in South Africa (2018) shows that this observation needs to be 
further qualified. At the levels of lecturer and senior-lecturer ranks, black and female South Africans are better represented and this is an 
ongoing trend. The real ceiling starts at the level of associate and full professors, and part of the reason for the lack of substantive change 
at these levels has to do with the lack of expansion of the higher education system over the past 20 years with very few new posts being 
created – and (white) professors increasingly being re-appointed beyond the age of retirement (especially in scare skills fields).
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Figure 12: The rank profile of permanent South African instruction/research staff at universities by population group 
and gender.

 i. It is pleasing to note the increase in the number of permanent academics that hold doctoral degrees over  
  time and the positive relationship this has with research output in the university system, demonstrated in  
  Figure 13 below.

Figure 13: Increase in the percentage of permanent instructional and research staff that hold doctoral degrees and 
increase in weighted per capita research output from 2009 to 2018

 j. Whilst a significant improvement in the number of academic staff that hold doctoral degrees has been 
  observed, as illustrated in Figure 13 above, there is still significant room for improvement. 
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 k. Also, when the academic staff doctoral data is disaggregated, the following picture emerges: 

 

Figure 14: Disaggregated academic staff doctoral data

 l. Figure 14 shows that whilst the proportion of permanent academic staff that held doctoral degrees in 2017  
  was 46%, the proportion of South African academics with doctoral degrees was lower, at 42.5%. Male 
  academics are more likely to hold doctoral degrees, likewise with white academics, of which 52.6% held 
  doctoral degrees in 2017, compared to 30% of black African South Africans. 

 m. A review undertaken by Hugo Canham, titled ‘From being the only one to being a critical mass: 
  An Exploration of the Accounts of Black Academics in relation to their Recruitment, Retention and 
  Progression in Higher Education’ (Canham, 2018), attached as Annexure D to the MTT report, highlights  
  that explicit and implicit racist and patriarchal practices continue to persist at multiple levels in universities,  
  and that these work in various ways to maintain the staffing status quo, especially in the microcosms of   
  some departments and schools. 

1.13  Equitable demographic representation, measured quantitatively, is the surface level of the staff 
  transformation imperative. The deeper level is ensuring that academic and professional staff have access  
  to the enabling conditions and necessary opportunities, including development opportunities, networking  
  opportunities, mobility opportunities and such like, that will enable and sustain equitable representation,  
  participation and progression at all levels of the system. 

1.14  Academics are researchers and teachers, and whilst universities are key research institutions in the South  
  African context, a primary role of universities is to provide quality undergraduate and postgraduate teaching.  
  This is what distinguishes universities from other primary research organizations. Yet, the role of the 
  academic as a scholarly teacher is often undervalued. Teaching activity enjoys lower status than research  
  activity (which is evident in most of the international university ranking systems), and the recognition and  
  reward that is afforded for research activity outweighs that afforded to teaching. In addition, teaching quality  
  is one of the key determinants of learning quality, and student success relies, to a significant (but not 
  exclusive) extent, on good teaching. Of particular importance currently is the need for university academics  
  to be adept in the use of digital and online teaching and learning technologies. 
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1.15  The Department of Science and Technology (DST), now Department of Science and Innovation (DSI), and  
  Universities South Africa (USAf) commissioned a study that was undertaken by the Centre for Research  
  on Evaluation, Science and Technology (CREST) at Stellenbosch University, and a report titled ‘A Study on  
  Building a Cadre of Emerging Scholars for Higher Education in South Africa’ was released in 2018. The  
  report  highlighted a number of barriers that prevent academics from being sufficiently involved in research  
  activities, as illustrated in Figure 15 below:
 

Figure 15: Research barriers experienced by academics at South African universities

1.16 Transformation and decolonization of the curriculum are considered to be integral components of the   
 equity agenda in higher education. In response to the call to decolonize the curriculum, universities have   
 undertaken curriculum transformation activities, including through activities built into their Plans for the first   
 cycle of the UCDP. It is envisaged that the second cycle of the UCDP will enable this work to be taken further.

1.17 The Minister of Higher Education, Science and Technology instituted a Ministerial Task Team on the 
 Implications of the Fourth Industrial Revolution for Post-School Education and Training. The Task Team has   
 specifically been requested to also address the issue of programme and curriculum responsiveness, and 
 its report will make recommendations in this regard. Many universities are already responding, including   
 through curriculum and programme responses. The Medium Term Strategic Framework (MTSF) 2021-2025   
 includes a target to ‘Increase the contribution of digital economy to GDP through the 4IR to at least 6%’. As part  
 of the activities to contribute to the achievement of this target, universities are required to contribute through  
 4IR-related programmes, curricula, research and development. 

1.18 Climate change, as part of the broader challenge of environmental sustainability, is a reality, and wide-scale  
 social change, including through higher education, is required to mitigate its effects. Climate change education  
 can be integrated into curricula at all levels of the education system, including university education. 
 In particular, universities are well positioned to conduct research, and to develop and deliver courses that build  
 knowledge and skills on strategies to address the impact of climate change, and on technological alternatives  
 that are environment friendly.
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1.19 The 2020 country-wide lockdown in response to the COVID-19 pandemic further highlighted the potential of  
 online and/or digital learning, not just as a response to crises, but also as a potentially valuable addition to 
 existing teaching and learning modalities. However, there are multiple issues to consider in using online 
 learning including equitable access, cost of data and devices, robust platforms, network availability and stability,  
 capacity development for learners and teachers, student support mechanisms in an online environment, 
 and so on.

1.20 Other examples of curriculum imperatives include education for global citizenship and education for 
 employability.

1.21 The University Capacity Development Programme (UCDP) was introduced at the beginning of the 2018 
 academic year as an instrument to assist in addressing these imperatives and to add to the gains that 
 had already resulted from other national programmes such as the Teaching Development Grant, the Research  
 Development Grant, the Foundation Provisioning Grant, and the range of initiatives that universities implement.  
 These national imperatives will continue to be a focus of the UCDP in its second three-year implementation   
 cycle.
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2. Objectives of the University Capacity Development Programme

2.1 The UCDP is a strategic national programme, implemented by the Department of Higher Education and Training  
 and universities, that seeks to contribute to:
 a. Equitable access and high levels of success for all undergraduate and postgraduate students;
 b. The creation of an academic pipeline that enables the recruitment and development of adequate numbers  
  of new academics in ways that transform the academic workforce and that provides for quality research 
  development and teaching development opportunities for academic staff along the full career trajectory from  
  recruitment to retirement; 
 c. Provision of development opportunities for professional staff in universities including management staff that  
  lead key portfolios and professionals that manage specific portfolios; and
 d. The development and/or renewal of academic programmes and curricula that are of strategic importance  
  and are national priorities.

3. Principles underpinning the University Capacity Development Programme 

3.1 The UCDP is meant to be transformative. It must work to disrupt and transform student and staff participation  
 and success patterns and the nature of curriculum which have their roots in a colonial and apartheid past, 
 and persist today, and to contribute to the development of universities as institutions that reflect and nurture
 South African and African identity and diversity in a global context. In particular, it must assist to disrupt the   
 student and staff participation patterns that are still clearly differentiated with respect to race, gender, class and  
 people living with disabilities.

3.2 The UCDP seeks to contribute to transforming higher education through addressing inequality, building quality,  
 and enabling access and success as non-competing transformation imperatives in the higher education sector.

Figure 16: Transformation imperatives that the UCDP seeks to address

3.3 The UCDP is people-focused. It is intended to support students, academics, managers and leaders to be more  
 successful in the system, in terms of the core reasons why they are participating and/or in terms of the functions  
 they are performing in the system. 
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3.4 The UCDP is focused both on access and success. Access is a multi-faceted concept and incorporates 
 dimensions such as socio-economic, epistemological and technological access. Student access must be 
 accompanied by high chances of success for all students at undergraduate and postgraduate level. 
 Student success is usefully defined as ‘Enhanced student learning with a view to increasing the number of 
 graduates with attributes that are personally, professionally and socially valuable’. (Council on Higher 
 Education, 2014)

3.5 The UCDP views research development and teaching development as equally important in the development of
  well-rounded academics. Both are vital for the success of the higher education system, and the development of  
 both areas must be promoted. Quality university teaching and learning is vital to address ongoing access   
 and success challenges, and for developing new generations of researchers. Research development is as   
 much about enhancing the quality as it is about increasing the quantity of research produced in the university  
 system and is essential in positioning universities to contribute to the development of society and the economy.  
 The UCDP therefore must enable a strong focus on research development and on teaching development.

3.6 Universities are increasingly called to contribute to community development through their community 
 engagement focus. From the perspective of the UCDP, its role is to support student, staff and curriculum 
 development activities that enable community engagement to happen effectively. One such activity is the 
 development of engaged scholarship. However, the actual funding of community engagement, like the 
 actual funding of research, is not possible through the UCDP. 

3.7 Curriculum is at the heart of the academic enterprise and is the main site of engagement between lecturers and  
 students in an academic environment. The UCDP recognizes that the curriculum is contested and that its 
 construction is characterized by conflict and choice, which has the potential to privilege and marginalize. 
 At this point in South Africa’s history, curriculum transformation is an imperative that must be supported to   
 enable review of curricula in terms of the worldviews they project and those that have been silenced, social 
 justice imperatives, as well as in regard to imperatives that speak to relevance and the ability of graduates to  
 participate meaningfully in society, including through useful work.

3.8 The UCDP proposes an integrated approach to capacity development at universities and is intended to enable  
 universities to work across the boundaries that separate student development, staff development and 
 programme/curriculum development. It also enables a collaborative approach to capacity development, enabling  
 universities to work together to address common needs.

3.9 The UCDP must enable both national and institutional development priorities to be addressed.
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4. Focus Areas and Resources for the University Capacity Development 
Programme

Figure 17: The UCDP is an implementation programme that has three focus areas: student development, staff 
development and programme/curriculum development, and it draws on multiple resources to enable 
its implementation

4.1 The UCDP is intended to enable an integrated approach to capacity development across three focus areas,  
 namely student success, staff development and curriculum development.

4.2 The implementation of the UCDP requires resources beyond what can be provided through the UCDG 
 allocation to universities. The implementation of the UCDP will be supported through:
 • The University Capacity Development Grant; 
 • Other DHET earmarked grants that contribute to addressing the development imperatives outlined for the  
  UCDP, for example the Foundation Provisioning Grant, the Historically Disadvantaged Institutions Grant;
 • The funds and resources that universities can contribute to addressing these imperatives, for example   
  from DHET block grant allocations and other funding sources;
 • Collaborations and partnerships that the DHET and universities will establish with local and international  
  partners, for example philanthropies, foundations, partner countries, other government departments, the  
  National Skills Fund, Sector Education and Training Authorities, businesses and other organizations who  
  are interested in supporting the development of university education in South Africa; and
 • Strategically using the DHET’s international postgraduate scholarship programme partnerships to provide  
  international development opportunities for potential and early career academics. 

4.3 An approach to each of the three focus areas is discussed below.

A Holistic Student Development Framework for the UCDP

4.4 For the purposes of the UCDP, student development is understood to encompass activities and initiatives that  
 provide academic, life skills and psycho-social support to undergraduate and postgraduate students with the  
 aim of enhancing their chances of success in their university studies, understanding that student success is   
 also heavily dependent on addressing the life/logistic4 challenges that students face. 

9Life/logistic issues include aspects such as whether the student has access to adequate funding, well-founded accommodation, food security, 
transport, access to learning support materials, child support and such like. Whilst funding from the UCDG cannot fund life/logistic support needs, a 
holistic student development approach would involve advising students on how these needs can be addressed and directing them to the institutional 
resources that can assist.
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4.5 The UCDP seeks to support a structured approach to student development that relies on a number of pillars  
being in place, which culminate in the range of student support initiatives that are available to students.

4.6 The framework below summarizes this approach:

 

   Figure 18: The UCDP seeks to support a structured, integrated approach to improving student development

4.7 Strong data analytic and data analysis capacity must be in place to enable universities to analyse, plan and 
 predict from quantitative and qualitative data. Data analytics draws from data on students before they enter the  
 system, as they participate in the system, and when they leave the system and participate in society and 
 the economy.

4.8 The predictive potential of data analytics enables the development of early warning systems that allow early  
 identification of students who may require specific kinds of support to enable success.

4.9 An effective advising system draws on the information from early warning systems and other student data to  
 direct students to appropriate student support activities.

4.10 The planning and predictive potential enabled through effective data analytics and the referring capacity 
 afforded by strong advising systems allows institutions to set up and direct students to an integrated package  
 of student support activities that have the potential to address diverse student development needs and 
 enhance their chances of success in the system.

4.11 The range10 of student support initiatives that universities have implemented and have been shown to 
 contribute to improved student success include the following:
 • First Year Experience Programmes
 • Tutoring Programmes
 • Mentoring Programmes
 • Academic Development Programmes
 • Supplementary Instruction Programmes

10These are examples, and the list is not exhaustive.
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 • Psycho-Social Support Programmes
 • Life Skills Programmes
 • Extended Curriculum Programmes11 (Foundation Provision)

4.12 These are examples—other successful initiatives exist and it is expected that more will be developed and tested  
 as part of the implementation of the University Capacity Development Programme. In particular, some of the  
 examples above are specifically targeted at undergraduate students, whilst some support both undergraduate  
 and postgraduate students. The work around postgraduate student success is less well established and 
 articulated in the system, and this could be the focus of a national collaborative project going forward.

4.13 The experience of the COVID-19 pandemic and the national lockdown that was implemented in an attempt to  
 limit its spread resulted in all universities implementing remote teaching and learning strategies to enable the  
 academic programme to continue. It is clear that elements of remote teaching and learning, including online  
 teaching, learning and assessment, will remain as important features of a post-COVID higher education 
 system. Capacity development for implementing and supporting remote teaching and learning, including remote  
 student support mechanisms, are viewed as important imperatives for the UCDP going forward, and can be built  
 into university UCDP Plans. 

Staff Development Frameworks for the UCDP

4.14 For the purposes of the UCDP, staff development activities are activities that enable the development of 
 university academic and professional staff in a range of roles, including teaching, researching, leading, 
 managing and administering. 

The ‘Staffing South Africa’s Universities’ Framework12 

4.15 Staff development activities in the UCDP are implemented as part of the ‘Staffing South Africa’s Universities’  
 Framework (SSAUF), which was approved by the Minister of Higher Education and Training on 27 February  
 2015. Whilst most of these activities must be driven by universities, some will be coordinated at the 
 national level.

4.16 Fundamentally, the SSAUF is intended to promote being an academic as a career of choice, to support 
 candidates to embark on an academic career pathway, and to support academics to progress along 
 the pathway.

4.17 In addition to a focus on academics, the SSAUF is also intended to support the development of professionals  
 that support the academic function.

4.18 The SSAUF involves implementing six strategic programmes: four core programmes at key leverage points   
 along the academic and professional career continuum in universities are implemented at the national level, 
 and two support programmes are intended to be implemented at institutional level, as illustrated below.
 

12This section should be read in conjunction with the Ministerially approved ‘Staffing South Africa’s Universities’ Framework document.

11Extended Curriculum Programmes (ECPs) are funded directly through the Foundation Provisioning Grant, although students registered on 
ECPs can participate in and benefit from UCDP student support activities.
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Figure 19: The SSAUF is the vehicle through which the staff development initiatives of the UCDP are implemented

4.19 The SSAUF must contribute to the creation of an academic pipeline that enables the recruitment, retention and  
 progression of academics, particularly black and women academics, along the entire pipeline, including through  
 enabling research development, teaching development, leadership development and professional development  
 opportunities for academics and professional staff.
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4.20 All four core programmes of the SSAUF have been initiated and are now active. However, prior to and during  
 the first three-year cycle of the UCDP, their implementation relied on the redirection of funds allocated to 
 universities for the implementation of their individual approved UCDP Plans and which were not fully 
 expended. In the second three-year cycle of the UCDP, funding support for these programmes will be built into  
 the UCDP, as outlined in this Ministerial Statement.

4.21 It should be noted that the SSAUF programmes that are being implemented at national level are not intended to  
 replace programmes that universities are implementing, but rather to complement them. 

A Framework for Enhancing Academics as University Teachers13 

4.22 The Department of Higher Education and Training partnered with the Council on Higher Education, with 
 funding support from the European Union, to organize a national workshop that enabled sector dialogue on the  
 teaching role of university academics and how this can be enhanced in a context where teaching appeared to  
 be increasingly undermined. The workshop participants, comprising of representatives from 24 of the 26 public  
 universities, discussed prevailing challenges regarding the state, status and recognition of university teaching,  
 opportunities that existed and/or that should be created to address the challenges and endorsed a process that  
 would lead to a national framework for enhancing academics as university teachers. 

4.23 The National Framework for Enhancing Academics as University Teachers has been finalized and was approved  
 by the Minister of Higher Education and Training on 1 November 2018. It is intended to serve as a framework for  
 teaching development initiatives implemented through the UCDP from the 2021–2023 cycle.

4.24 The Framework identifies six imperatives for action as illustrated in the diagram below. 

 
Figure 20: Action imperatives for the enhancement of academics as university teachers

4.25 It is expected that activities to address these priorities will be implemented at institutional level, at 
 meta-institutional level, and at national level, through a range of activities, appropriately designed for the range  
 of teaching roles that staff members play in different parts and at different levels of the system.

13This section should be read in conjunction with the Ministerially approved ‘National Framework for Enhancing Academics as University Teachers’.
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Curriculum Development14 through the UCDP

4.26 The UCDP takes a broad view of curriculum that is inclusive of its content, how it is developed and structured,  
 how it is delivered and how it is assessed.

4.27 There are a range national curriculum transformation and capacity development imperatives that require 
 a national response inclusive of all universities. Some of these include:
 • Capacity development in relation to curriculum content, selection, scaffolding, sequencing and assessment  
  practices to enhance student success;
 • Developing capacity for innovative curriculum delivery, including through blended, digital and online 
  modalities and technologies;
 • Responding appropriately to the decolonization imperative; 
 • Building indigenous knowledge systems in academia;
 • Responding appropriately to the internationalization imperative;
 • Creating greater alignment between curricula and the world of work, including through curriculum 
  responsiveness to the imperatives of the 4IR; and 
 • Strengthening the focus on climate change, environmental sustainability and sustainable development 
  in university curricula’.

4.28   Universities are able to address these and other imperatives through the implementation of the UCDP at  
  institutional level.

14 Regular programme and course development is a core responsibility of the university, generally funded through the allocation of resources 
from its block grant. The UCDP can be drawn on to support capacity development with respect to curriculum imperatives.
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5. Implementing the UCDP through Sub-Programmes 

5.1 The UCDP is made up of three sub-programmes implemented at institutional or national level as illustrated
  in the figure below: (i) Institutional Grant Sub-Programme; (ii) University-led Collaborative Projects 
 Sub-Programme and (iii) Nationally-led Sub-Programmes.

5.2  Multiple projects are undertaken in each of the sub-programmes.

 

 
Figure 21: Sub-programmes of the UCDP
 
The Institutional Grants (UCDG) Sub-Programme

5.3 In the Institutional GrantsSub-programme of the UCDP15, all universities are allocated an annual grant and are  
 required to use the grant to implement approved three-year project plans (2021–2023) which address the 
 transformation imperatives of the UCDP in its three focus areas. 

5.4 The university’s project plan must:
 • Focus on capacity development in the three focus areas of the UCDP;
 • Be collaboratively developed at institutional level to ensure input and buy-in of all who will be involved in 
  its implementation;
 • Draw on evidence and data to respond effectively and contextually to UCDP transformation imperatives at  
  the institutional level;

15Detailed management processes for the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme are provided in a separate document, the Standard Operating 
Procedures for the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme of the University Capacity Development Programme (2021-2023), which should be read in 
conjunction with this Ministerial Statement.



‘Transforming teaching, learning, researching and leading 
towards enhanced quality, success and equity in universities.’25

 • Have clear performance targets for each project to be achieved over the three years, aligned to 
  institutional and national targets;
 • Be cost-effective and include a detailed, activity-based, itemized budget;
 • Clearly illustrate the governance and management structure that will be in place to support the successful  
  implementation of the plan; and
 • Include a monitoring and evaluation component that will allow the implementation of the plan to be 
  monitored from the outset.

5.5 The university’s project plan will be made up of a number of projects, with each project comprising of activities  
 which are budgeted for in detail.
5.6 Each university’s project plan must include projects in the three focus areas of the UCDP, namely Student   
 Development and Staff Development focus areas, and should also include projects in the Curriculum 
 Development focus area.

5.7 Each university may also include a project in its plan that enables effective implementation management and  
 monitoring and evaluation of the plan.

5.8 Each university may also choose to include a project in its plan that enables participation in aligned national  
 initiatives that are endorsed by the Department. These are described in the section that follows.

Participation by universities in aligned partnership initiatives through the Institutional 
Grant Sub-Programme

5.9 A number of partnerships with other national initiatives are already in place, or are being put into place, 
 to support the implementation of the UCDP. 

5.10 Where applicable, appropriate and desirable, individual universities should build participation in relevant 
 partnership initiatives into their Institutional Grant Sub-Programme plans.

5.11 This can be done through incorporating a specific project in the university’s project plan. It is the university’s  
 choice whether to incorporate a project in this regard.

5.12 Endorsed national initiatives that universities can elect to participate in are described below.

The Siyaphumelela Network

5.13 The Siyaphumelela Network is focused on promoting student success in the university system in South Africa,  
 and therefore its objectives align very well with the student success focus area of the UCDP.

5.14 The Department has a long-standing relationship with the Network and participates on its Advisory Committee.

5.15 Universities that participate in the Network as Network Participants, and who receive no direct funding support  
 through the Network, can build Network participation into their Institutional Grant Sub-Programme project plans.  
 In practical terms, this means that universities will be able to cover subscription costs and additional costs 
 related to participation in Network capacity development activities that are not already covered by virtue of the  
 university’s subscription as a participant member.

5.16 Participation in the Network, and the opportunity to work with the Siyaphumelela institutional coaches and
 through accessing appropriate Siyaphumelela services will enable institutions to build responsive student 
 success activities into the new three-year Institutional Grant Sub-Programme project plans. 
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5.17 As universities participate in the Network over the next three years, and are exposed to a range of student   
 success initiatives, the student success component in the new three-year plans may need to be revised to 
 incorporate new strategies. It will be possible to request changes to the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme
  project plans through the process outlined in the approved Standard Operating Procedures for the UCDG   
 Sub-Programme. 

5.18 Universities could thus include a project in their Institutional Grant Sub-Programme project plan that enables  
 participation in Siyaphumelela Network activities, as well as anticipates the development of institution-
 specific interventions and activities arising from engagement with the Network in general and with their 
 Siyaphumelela coaches in particular. Where this requires modifications to project plans, the UCDP change   
 request process must be followed. Guidelines on how to budget for participation in the Network will be 
 provided to universities.

Academic Advising Collaboration

5.19 The definition16 and adoption of academic advising has shown to have a positive impact on student success and  
 a national academic advising initiative aligns well with the student success focus area of the UCDP. 

5.20 An academic advising collaborative project was initiated and supported during the first three-year cycle of the  
 UCDP. Seven universities participated in the project.

5.21 The academic advising collaborative project had the following goals/deliverables:
 • Expansion of dedicated institutional Academic Advising capacity;
 • Baseline investigation of institutional Academic Advising practices;
 • Training and Development of advisors (professional and peers);
 • Enabling collaboration between Academic Advisors and Institutional Researchers;
 • Pilot and share of Academic Advising practices;
 • Reporting on monitoring and evaluation of practices; and
 • National sharing through an Academic Advising Seminar.
 
5.22 The close-off of the first three-year cycle of the collaborative project grant will be marked by the launch of a   
 National Academic Advising Association (ELETSA – advise in Sesotho). During the second cycle of the UCDP.  
 The academic advising work will be further strengthened by expanding the network from 7 to 1417 universities.  
 The project will develop a greater focus on integrating academic and career advising and on developing greater  
 career advising expertise.

5.23 Whilst 14 institutions will be able to participate as direct partners in the project, all universities could consider  
 how to use the second cycle of the UCDP to develop their own academic advising capacity, for example by
 sending staff for training through the Academic Advising Professional Development (AAPD) short learning 
 programme.

5.24 Universities could thus include a project in their Institutional Grant Sub-Programme project plan that enables  
 participation in national academic advising capacity development initiatives. Guidelines on how to budget for this  
 component will be provided to universities.

16An ongoing and intentional teaching and learning practice that empowers students in their learning and development process to explore, align 
and succeed in their personal, academic and career goals. 
17The project leaders will manage the process of university involvement.
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South African National Resource Centre for the First-Year Experience and Students 
in Transition (SANRC)

5.25 The establishment of the SANRC has been supported initially through the TDG, and from 2018 through 
 the UCDP.

5.26 The Centre has been established to contribute to first-year student success through supporting the transitions of  
 new university entrants into a university environment, and through their first year of university, and is thus well  
 aligned to the student success component of the UCDP.

5.27 The Centre has the following goals:
 • Building a First-Year Experience community in South Africa;
 • Setting a scholarly agenda for South Africa’s First-Year Experience community;
 • Providing resources for South Africa’s First-Year Experience community;
 • Developing large-scale awareness and understanding of First-Year Experience; and
 • Strengthening the First-Year Experience movement through national and international collaboration 
  and networking.

5.28 It is planned that the core operations of the SANRC will continue to be supported through the UCDP in its 
 second cycle; however, a distributed funding model must also be introduced in order to work towards 
 self-sustainability for the Centre.

5.29 The Centre offers a range of services that support universities to introduce, implement and sustain 
 FYE programmes. It provides access to a range of resources and organizes an annual national conference.

5.30 Universities that choose to do so will be able to include a project in their Institutional Grant Sub-Programme 
 project plan that enables participation in SANRC activities. Guidelines on how to budget for this project will 
 be provided to universities.

The Teaching Advancement in Universities (TAU) Fellowship Programme

5.31 The Department of Higher Education and Training supported the development of the TAU Fellowship 
 Programme, initially through the TDG Grant, and more recently through the UCDP.

5.32 The TAU Fellowship Programme is aligned with the staff development component of the UCDP and is focused  
 on building teaching leadership in the university system. The programme will thus continue to be supported in  
 the second cycle of the UCDP.

5.33 The TAU Fellowship Programme has a number of goals. It seeks to contribute towards the enhancement of   
 teaching and learning in higher education in South Africa by supporting the development of a cadre of 
 academics across institutions and disciplines as scholars, leaders and mentors in teaching and learning in   
 their institutions or disciplinary fields; it seeks to popularize the concept and contribute towards the definition 
 of what teaching excellence means in varied institutional settings; and finally, it seeks to extend the knowledge  
 and experience of educational development amongst experienced senior academics who have been 
 acknowledged for their teaching excellence.

5.34 The TAU Fellowship Programme is viewed as an integral component in implementing the national Framework  
 for Enhancing Academics as University Teachers (the Framework), described further below.

5.35 Universities will be able to nominate two staff members annually to participate in each cohort of the TAU 
 Fellowships Programme. The university’s nomination of candidates to participate in the programme should be  
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 aligned to critical teaching and learning questions that the university would like to address, which could form the  
 focus area for the university’s participants in the programme.

5.36 The cost of participation of university nominees will be covered through an allocation to the central TAU Project.  
 Individual universities therefore do not need to budget for this cost in their individual UCDP Plans.

The National Coordination Committee (NCC) for the Implementation of the Framework for 
Enhancing Academics as University Teachers

5.37 A national Framework for Enhancing Academics as University Teachers was collaboratively developed and   
 widely consulted in the university system. It was approved by the Minister of Higher Education and Training 
 on 1 November 2018.

5.38 A National Coordinating Committee (NCC) has been put in place to support and monitor the implementation of  
 the Framework. Every university is represented on the NCC. The operations of the NCC, and particularly of its  
 Executive Committee, will be funded through a UCDP national collaborative project grant. 

5.39 Universities are expected to implement elements of the Framework at intra-institutional level through 
 incorporating specific activities aligned to the Framework in their individual UCDP Plans. 

5.40 The NCC will assist to enable support for activities and programmes that are implemented at the national level  
 to support teaching development, such as the national teaching awards programme, the Teaching Advancement  
 in Universities Fellowship Programme, and others.

5.41 Universities should include a project in their Institutional Grant Sub-Programme project plan that enables its  
 representative(s) to participate effectively in the activities of the NCC. Guidelines on how to budget for this 
 activity will be provided to universities.

The Student Success Collaborative Forum (SSCF)

5.42 Ultimately, student success is at the core of the UCDP and is increasingly recognized as being at the core of  
 university operations.

5.43 There is a need for greater collaboration between the range of national initiatives that focus on, or contribute to  
 student success. 

5.44 To this end, the UCDP, in its second implementation cycle, will enable the establishment and support the 
 operations of a Student Success Collaborative Forum (SSCF).

5.45 The goals of the collaborative forum are to:
 • Facilitate greater collaboration and coherence of students’ success initiatives across the sector;
 • Promote research on student success;
 • Advise on national and institutional initiatives that can lead to improvement in student success in all fields  
  and at undergraduate and postgraduate levels, and monitor their impact, including the extent to which   
  achievement gaps across gender, race, and income levels are being eliminated;
 • Advocate for the importance of centring student success in institutions, and for its inclusion in national 
  policy and strategy; and
 • Promote dialogue and knowledge sharing on student success.
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5.46 The SSCF will serve as a platform for collaboration on the range of national student success initiatives 
 underway in the university system, with a view to supporting and maximizing the impact of the initiatives. 
 It will also enable all the initiatives to contribute to the conceptualization and implementation of new student   
 success collaborative projects.

5.47 Universities should include a project in their Institutional Grant Sub-Programme project plan that enables 
 participation in relevant activities of the SSF. Guidelines on how to budget for this activity will be provided 
 to universities.

University-led Collaborative Projects Sub-Programme

5.48 University-led collaborative projects must:
 • Be of strategic importance to the higher education system; 
 • Have sector-wide participation and sector-wide benefit;
 • Be aligned to one or more of the focus areas identified for support through the UCDP; 
 • Have one university act as fund-holder and coordinator, but involve multiple universities on an equal 
  partnership basis; and 
 • Have the potential to leverage additional resources for the UCDP overall, e.g. through securing 
  partnerships with other organizations that can contribute towards resourcing the project.

5.49 A collaboration fund will be maintained at national level and the DHET will strategically direct the fund to enable  
 the implementation of university-led collaborative projects that will build the capacity of the university system in  
 national priority areas.

5.50 The collaboration fund will be used to leverage partnerships that enable additional resources to be available 
 to support the implementation of the University Capacity Development Programme. It will provide a facility that  
 enables the DHET and universities to partner with other role-players who are contributing or wanting to 
 contribute to specific areas of university capacity development targeted by the UCDP, with the view that 
 combining resources can assist to maximize impact. 

5.51 It will be possible to introduce new collaborative projects in each year of the 2021–2023 UCDP cycle.

5.52 Proposals for university-led (national) collaborative projects will be submitted following a call. Each proposal  
 must be based on an identified capacity development need in the system which a group of universities will work  
 together to address. The collaborating universities must be representative of the university types in 
 South Africa18. 

18Detailed management processes for the University-led Collaborative Projects Sub-Programme are provided in a separate document, the 
Standard Operating Procedures for the University-led Collaborative Projects Sub-Programme of the University Capacity Development 
Programme (2021-2023), which should be read in conjunction with this Ministerial Statement.
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5.53 University-led (national) collaborative projects that have already been initiated and will be taken forward into 
 the second cycle of the UCDP include the following:

Nationally-led Sub-Programmes

5.54 Nationally-led sub programmes are:
 • led at the national level by the Department, some with an implementation support partner;
 • longer-term in nature and typically implemented in phases;
 • governed by a specific set of Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs); and
 • programmes for which funds are allocated as part of the funding model for the UCDP.

19Further national collaborative projects will be initiated every year. 
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5.55 The six Nationally-led Sub-Programmes that are currently in place are as follows:



‘Transforming teaching, learning, researching and leading 
towards enhanced quality, success and equity in universities.’32

6. Partnerships with other organizations to support the implementation of the UCDP

6.1 A number of partnerships are in place to support the implementation of the UCDP during its second three-year  
 cycle. All the partnerships are structured on a cost-sharing basis, with contributions from the Department and  
 from the partner organizations.

National Research Foundation (NRF) partnership on research support for nGAP lecturers

6.2 A partnership has been established with the National Research Foundation (NRF) whereby the NRF allocates  
 research support grants to every qualifying nGAP lecturer to enable them to undertake the initial stages of their  
 research and to position themselves for application for research support grants through the regular 
 NRF channels.

British Council/Newton Fund partnership to implement the South Africa-United Kingdom 
(SA-UK) University Staff Doctoral Programme to enable UK-based mobility opportunities 
for nGAP lecturers

6.3 The British Council, with funding support from the Newton Fund, has partnered with the Department to 
 implement the second phase of the University Staff Doctoral Programme. One hundred and forty South African  
 academics are targeted for support to complete doctoral degrees through collaborative projects involving 
 universities in South Africa and the United Kingdom.

6.4 A partnership has been established with the Newton Fund to provide mobility opportunities for nGAP lecturers in  
 the United Kingdom, on a 50-50 cost-sharing basis. The Newton Fund allocates an amount to each successful  
 nGAP lecturer applicant, and this is complemented by a matched DHET funding contribution to enable a two- to  
 three-month mobility opportunity at a university in the UK.
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Royal Academy of Engineering Partnership in Engineering Education

6.5 A partnership with the Royal Academy of Engineering (RAEng) has been established to support development  
 activities in engineering education through collaborations between SA and UK universities.

Scholarship partnership with the French Embassy through the Nurturing Emerging 
Scholars Programme (NESP)

6.6 A partnership has been secured with the French Embassy in SA to support an annual intake of students 
 recruited through the NESP to undertake masters studies in France, after which they will serve an academic  
 internship at a historically disadvantaged university or university of technology in South Africa, with the 
 objective that they are retained in a development pathway towards becoming full academics.

Establishing new partnerships to support the implementation of the UCDP

6.7 The DHET is keenly interested and will continue to actively seek partnerships to support the implementation of  
 the UCDP, and it invites any organizations that wish to establish cost-sharing partnerships to support the 
 implementation of the UCDP to contact the Department.

6.8 The Sector Education and Training Authorities (SETAs) could play a significant role in advancing the 
 objectives of the UCDP, and partnerships with these organizations will be pursued.

6.9 Some examples of areas where further partnerships could be established include, but are not limited to the   
 following:
 • Partnerships that enable development opportunities and mobility opportunities for nGAP lecturers and for  
  academics participating in the FPP;
 • Scholarship partnerships that support the implementation of the NESP; and 
 • Funding partnerships that enable further phases of the USDP to be implemented.

7. Funding the second cycle of the UCDP

7.1 The UCDP is funded from multiple sources, including funding made available by the Department through the  
 earmarked University Capacity Development Grant (UCDG), funding by universities from council-controlled   
 funds and funding contributions from partners.

7.2 The UCDG is the main funding source for the UCDP and represents an investment of approximately R1 billion  
 per year by Government in the implementation of the UCDP.

Allocation share % for the three UCDP Sub-Programmes

7.3 The UCDG contributes to funding all three of the UCDP sub-programmes: the Institutional Grant 
 Sub-Programme, the University-led Collaborative Projects Sub-Programme and the Nationally-led 
 Sub-Programmes.

7.4 In the second three-year cycle of the UCDP, the annual amount available for the UCDG will be distributed   
 across the three sub-programmes as follows:
 • Institutional Grant Sub-Programme: 60%
 • University-led Collaborative Project Sub-Programmes: 5%
 • Nationally-led Sub-Programmes: 33.5%
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The remaining 1.5% will be allocated to enabling effective implementation support, management, monitoring and 
evaluation of the UCDP, inclusive of management grant top-ups to institutions that receive a small amount for their 
Institutional Grant per year (less than R15m per annum).

 

Figure 22: Allocation share for the UCDP Sub-Programmes

7.5 The monetary amount for each of the sub-programmes will be confirmed in the Ministerial Statement on 
 University Funding published in November each year. 

Allocation share % for the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme

7.6 The amount that each university receives for its Institutional Grant Sub-Programme Plan is determined using a  
 transparent model, the same as that which was used in the first cycle of the UCDP. 

7.7 The model uses two proxy indicators for capacity development and transformation, one for the student 
 development focus and one for the staff development focus as follows:

 • Enrolled African and coloured student FTEs as a proportion of the total enrolled student FTE to represent  
  the student development component as well as the teaching development component—weighted at 75%.
 • % of staff PhDs as a proportion of projected national targets to represent the research development 
  component—weighted at 25%.

7.8 In determining the final amount that each university is allocated, expenditure patterns from the first cycle of the  
 UCDP are also taken into account.

7.9 Further details on how the model is implemented can be found in the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme SOPs.

7.10 Universities are required to use the allocation model below to distribute the Institutional Grant that they receive  
 across the three focus areas of the UCDP, for participation in other national initiatives and for management of  
 the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme at university level.
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Table 3: The fund allocation model for the 60% allocated for university-managed UCDP Plans
 

7.11 The monetary amount that each university will receive for the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme will be 
 confirmed in the Ministerial Statement on University Funding published in November each year. 
 However, universities have been provided with an estimate on which they can base the development of their  
 three-year UCDP Plans.

7.12 The Institutional Grant Sub-Programme is implemented over an academic year rather than a financial year, 
 and the Ministerial Statement on University Funding will provide the allocation for the academic year 
 (for university use), as well as showing the allocation for the financial year (for Department use).

Allocation share % for the Nationally-led Sub-Programmes

7.13 The allocation of 33.5% will be distributed across the six Nationally-led Sub-Programmes approximately 
 as follows:

Table 4: % share of the 33.5% allocated to the six Nationally-led Sub-Programmes 

7.14 The monetary amount that will be allocated for each of the Nationally-led Sub-Programmes will be confirmed in  
 the Ministerial Statement on University Funding published in November each year. 
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Expectations regarding fund management, reporting, external auditing, monitoring and 
evaluation and treatment of interest.

7.15 UCDG funds must be managed through a separate cost centre.

7.16 UCDG funds that are allocated to universities must be held in an interest-bearing account and allocated 
 to/reflected in the UCDP cost centre.

7.17 The interest can only be used for activities related to the UCDP. With Department approval through a formal  
 approval process, the interest may be used to: 
 • Cover or top-up management costs;
 • Cover the costs of the mandatory monitoring and evaluation programme that must accompany the 
  implementation of the university’s three-year UCDP Plan so that its impact can be assessed over the 
  duration of the programme and reported on at the end of the three years of implementation; or
 • Be directed towards activities aligned to the university’s approved Institutional Grant Sub-Programme 
  project plan. 

7.18 Universities must report on how the interest was used over the three years of the programme, and the interest  
 that is earned must be declared in the annual external audit report. Specifications on how interest must be used  
 will be provided in the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme SOPs. 

7.19 Universities are expected to prepare and submit a narrative progress and expenditure report and an external  
 audit report at the end of each year.

7.20 External audits must be conducted in compliance with the following requirements:
 • A comprehensive audit of the grant must be conducted at the end of each implementation year.
 • The audit must be based on the approved Institutional Grant Sub-Programme project plan and must 
  confirm that the funds have been used to implement the approved plan and in alignment with the 
  approved budget.
 • The audit must also confirm the expenditure for the year, commitments20 incurred in the year that still need  
  tobe honoured, and unspent funds that remain after all expenditure and commitments have been 
  accounted for.

7.21 Specific guidelines for auditors will be provided in the Institutional Grant Sub-Programme SOPs.

7.22 This means that the narrative annual progress report submitted by the university at the end of each year, 
 the expenditure report and the external audit report for the year must be the same in terms of expenditure 
 reporting.

7.23 The narrative expenditure report, the financial expenditure report and the external audit report must clearly 
 state the income received from the DHET for the year, total verified expenditure, commitments and balance   
 remaining, and the interest earned on transferred funds.

7.24 Universities are expected to submit high-quality reports. Low-quality reports or reports that are incomplete will  
 be returned for correction. This will cause delays in approval of the report and thus delay the next fund transfer.  
 This will impact negatively on the implementation of activities and must be avoided.  

7.25 Unspent funds from a previous year will be withheld from the next year’s allocation.

20Commitments are unambiguously defined as (i) expenses for services that have already been rendered, but for which payment must still be 
made, and (ii) contracts that have been signed and are still to be concluded. Proof that the service has been rendered (invoice), or contracts that 
demonstrate an obligation must be submitted.
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Institutional Grant Sub-Programme exclusions

7.26 The Institutional Grant cannot be used to fund:
 • Normal costs of programme and course design and delivery;
 • General infrastructure and equipment;
 • Appointment of regular teaching, administration and technical staff, except in the case of contract staff21  to  
  support teaching, learning and research development activities, and in the case of appointment of tutors  
  and mentors (Plans should be put in place to employ people contracted in this way permanently on the   
  university establishment, using university funds as these become available.);
 • General research projects;
 • Payment for researchers employed/paid to do research to boost the research profile of the university;
 • Any activities that should be funded as part of the university’s core business costs; or
 • Monetary incentives to students and staff for participation in the projects. 

7.27 The exclusions listed above are not exhaustive, and the evaluation and final approval of Institutional Grant   
 Sub-Programme project plans will determine the appropriate projects and/or activities to be funded. 

Economical use of UCDG funds

7.28 There are multiple pressures on the national fiscus in an economic context that is becoming increasingly 
 constrained.

7.29 Universities are therefore requested to direct the use of the Institutional Grant funds to enable the core 
 priorities of the UCDP to be achieved, whilst ensuring that funds are used economically, effectively and 
 efficiently.

7.30 In particular, the following measures should be implemented as much as possible:
 • Use university venues for activities and events rather than costly external venues;
 • Catering for activities and events should be kept to the minimum;
 • Cost-effective flight and accommodation options should be pursued;
 • As much as possible, virtual and online engagements should be used; and
 • As much as possible, expertise for capacity development services should be sourced from within the 
  university system and from the range of NGO partners.

8. A Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for the UCDP

The rationale for an M&E framework

8.1  The UCDP is a complex intervention in every sense of the word: It is a multi-dimensional, multi-institutional and  
 multi-phased intervention that addresses high-level systems goals around quality, equity and success. In order  
 to assess whether these goals are being met in each of the substantive focus areas of the UCDP (student   
 development, staff development and curriculum transformation), it is essential that an integrated M&E 
 framework be developed and implemented to coincide with the implementation of the UCDP over the next 
 three years.

8.2 According to Markiewicz and Patrick (2016: pp. 1–2), an M&E framework:
 • is both a planning process and a written product designed to provide guidance to the conduct of 
  monitoring and evaluation functions over the life span of an initiative;
 • includes an overarching framework and a step-by-step guide to its operationalisation and application 
  over time;

21UCDP Plans work in three-year cycles, thus contracts would be a maximum of three years. Effort must be made to create permanent employment 
opportunities for the professionals working in this important area.
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 • defines the parameters of routine monitoring and periodic evaluation that will take place over the life of a  
  programme or initiative;
 • shows how information and quantitative and qualitative data are collected, aggregated and analysed on  
  a regular basis in order to answer the agreed evaluation goals or questions. The data generated by should  
  support formative and summative evaluation processes.

8.3 Guided by these design criteria, a carefully designed M&E framework needs to:
 • be developed concurrently with, and to inform, an overarching plan or design;
 • be derived from an overall programme theory and/or based on an analytical model;
 • ensure constant alignment between missions/goals and funded organizations, infrastructures, programmes  
  or other activities and investments;
 • specify the monitoring strategies, as well as any studies, reviews or evaluations to do; and
 • guide and inform the performance monitoring of those activities/investments and allow for tracking progress  
  against a strategy or master plan.

8.4 The monitoring component of the Framework will consist of the application of standardized quantitative and   
 qualitative indicators at the system level, institution level and programme level. The construction of indicators 
 at each level will build on existing indicators and available data sources but also include new and more 
 responsive indicators. In line with good practice in performance monitoring, targets will be agreed upon at each  
 level and the achievement of outputs and outcomes at each level will be monitored against such targets. 
 It is  important to emphasize that the process of setting targets needs to be informed by available data and 
 the appreciation of relevant institutional differences (for example, between research universities and 
 universities of technology). The principle of differentiation must inform this process in order to ensure that 
 performance monitoring also becomes a formative learning process.

8.5 Whereas monitoring is a regular activity that is most effective and useful the more often it is conducted, 
 evaluations are typically undertaken to address specific policy, strategic and programmatic considerations. 
 Although evaluations typically utilize monitoring data (in the form of indicators), they go further and also 
 employ a whole range of other sources of evidence to come to final assessments (both formative and 
 summative) about different aspects of the UCDP. These sources would include qualitative and narrative 
 data sources (individual interviews, focus-group interviews), surveys (including ‘Delphi-type’ surveys), use 
 of expert groups, meta-analyses, data-modelling, and so on. The evaluation component of the UCDP will 
 thus typically address whether the Programme is ‘successful’ in terms of specific evaluation criteria, 
 such as effectiveness, efficiency, strategic relevance and sustainability.
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8.6 The broad outline of the M&E framework for the UCDP is presented in the figure below. 

 

Figure 23: An M&E Framework for the UCDP

8.7 In broad terms, it implies the following:

 (a) At the system and institutional levels, a set of indicators is identified and populated for performance 
  monitoring of the UCDP against the higher education system. As indicated above, a distinction will be made  
  between core indicators that will be aggregated in a UCDP Performance Scoreboard and a more extensive  
  set of derived indicators to take into account institutional and field (CESM) differences.
 (b) At the programme level, an M&E Framework will be developed for each of the three main programmes   
  of the UCDP. These frameworks will be aligned with the specific goals of each programme and the core 
  theories of change of each. It is anticipated that the resultant frameworks—which will be developed in 
  close collaboration with all relevant programme stakeholders—will consist of quantitative and 
  qualitative indicators.
 (c) At the project level (projects funded under each of the programmes), project teams will be required 
  (see figure above) to develop an M&E plan for each project for the duration of the project. The plans will, 
  of necessity, be project-specific (reflecting the project theory of change). However, it is also anticipated— 
  given the transversal nature of the focus areas of student development, staff development and curriculum  
  transformation (at least for the UCD Grants)—that there will be some degree of commonality across 
  these plans.

8.8. The M&E Framework, as outlined above, will be developed between the DHET, the Centre for Research 
 on Evaluation in Science and Technology (CREST) and in partnership with the universities and all programme  
 stakeholders.
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9. Conclusion

The UCDP is a system-wide intervention that relies on the contribution of multiple role-players at all levels of the 
higher education system to support its effective implementation. Whilst its funding largely draws on government 
resources, to consider it only as a programme of the Department of Higher Education and Training would be a 
mistake that would decrease its effectiveness. It has to find ownership in the university system and be deployed in 
support of the system. Partnerships are an important part of its implementation.

As it is being implemented over the three years from 2021 to 2023, it is important that it find even further traction at 
the university level, where it has to have its greatest impact. It will be important that, as in the first three years, we 
learn from the experience of implementing the programme over the next three years and that the programme becomes 
increasingly refined and responsive, in line with the principle of progressive elaboration that underpins its design and 
implementation. 

The location of the Department of Higher Education and Training, the Department of Science and Innovation and the 
National Research Foundation under one Ministry presents the opportunity to create much greater alignment between 
the capacity development work undertaken by the organizations. The positioning and nature of the UCDP will evolve 
over the next three years to reflect this alignment much more strongly. This will include, for example, agreement on 
what constitutes the most important common national priorities in terms of student, staff and curriculum development 
across the entities and how these could be resourced collaboratively.
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