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Executive Summary

Since UCAS was created in 1993, it has administered a system of competitive applications
from students in which universities choose whom to admit. Students must submit various

types of information including their predicted exam grades, a ‘personal statement’ and

academic references after which u niversities assess the information provided by candidates

and decide whether to offer them a place. This admissions system has remained almost
unchanged for the past three decades but this inertia should not necessrily be interpreted as
an indication that the UCAS system is working well.

Politicians from both major parties have raised serious concerns in recent months about
university admissions practices, while the Office for Students (OfS) has launched a review of
the entire admissions process in its capacity as regulator of the Higher Education (HE) sector.
Given this intense pressure, maintaining the status quo is no longer an option. The new rules
on admissions proposed by the OfS last month to ensure that universities demonstrate a
‘socially responsible approach’ dur i ng Hl%hcasis GhowslithBt it is perfectly feasible
to change the admissions system— even at short notice. It is now simply a question of which
changes ministers and regulators wish to make once the crisis subsides

This report starts from the widely accepted premise that HE admissions must be:

9 Fair — every student, irrespective of their income or wealth, should have access to the
same universities and degreecourses

1 Transparent —every student should have access to the information they need to make
informed choices about the different options availa ble to them;

1 Equitable —every student, regardless of their background, should be able to compete
for a place at wuniversity on a ‘1| evel pl ayi ng¢

The report analyses the three issues that have attracted the mostattention in term s of their

respective impact on the fairness, transparency and equity of the admissions system:the use

of predicted grades for university applications ; the growth of ‘uncondi ti
universities; and the barriers facing disadvantaged applicants.

The use of predicted grades

According to UCAS, only 21 per cent of applicants met or exceeded their predicted grades in
2019.In addition, 43 per cent of accepted applicants had a difference of three or more A level
grades compared to their predicted grades — an increaseof 5 percentage points since 2018.



Previous research hasalso shown that high-achieving students from the most disadvantaged
backgrounds are more likely to be under -predicted than other students. Furthermor e, the
whole notion of an application process based on nothing more than guesswork from teachers
is plainly unfair on students and creates inequities when selecting, and applying for,
universities becauseschools and colleges with the most resources and bst connections will
inevitably navigate the admissions system more successfully. The significant workload that
predicted grades place on teachers, schools and colleges should also not be underestimated.
A recent review of admissions practices in 29 countries found that none of them apart from
the UK offered university places on the basis ofpredicted grades, demonstrating how our
system is an outlier by international standards.

Someobservers see ‘post guA)lwhdrdpmsgpeciive siudemtpyolld c at i on
not submit their application until after they receive their exam results, as the solution to

concerns over the use of predicted grades. Almost ten years ago, UCAS putforward this exact
proposal on t he beansve snpredictability from thevgracdssiand be fair er

to all applicants” . However, the | ogistical challenges t
particularly the major changes required to A -level examination dates and the start of the

university term —meant that UCAS had to abandon their plans in the face of opposition from

universities, schools, the examination regulator Ofqual and awarding bodies. Clare Marchant,

chief executive of UCAS, has said that, while UCAS is not opposed to PQA in principle , it

would require a huge shake-up at a ti me when schools and uniyv
important things to deal with ”. This may be true, but it does not avoid the fact that basing an

admissions system on notoriously inaccurate predicted grades is neither fair, transparent or

equitable.

The growth of ‘unconditional offers’

Until a few years ago, ‘unconditional offer s : when an HE institution guaranteesthe applicant
a place before their exam results areknown - were hardly mentioned, with a mere 1.1 per cent
of applicants receiving an offer with any unconditional component as recently as 2013. The
same cannot be said today. Last year, 38 per cent of applicants receivedguch an offer. The
biggestdrivingfor ce behind this rise has been the increa
o f f ewhen an offer is originally ‘conditional’ but is converted to an unconditional offer if
the applicant selects that university as their first choice. These were given to 25 per cent of
applicants in 2019 — around three times the figure in 2016. Almost two -thirds of HE
institutions now use unconditional offers as part of their recruitment strategy. For example,
the University of Suffolk gave offers with an unconditional component to 85 per cent of
applicants last year (up from 0.5 per cent in 2013), while institutions such as the University of
Roehampton and Falmouth University gave such offers to around 75 per cent of applicants.



Senior politicians and the OfS have been highly critical of unconditional offers, describing

themas ‘ p rselling’ byrueiversities. In his first major speech as Education Secretary last

year, Gavin Williamson said there is “nothing t o justify ” their “explosion in numbers”. Even

S0, many universities have ignored these criticism s, with one vice-chancellor even describing

such ¢ o mme n t asvera dangérous, authoritarian course” Far from curbing their use of
conditional offers, the HE sector has instead chosen to hide behind theHigher Education and
Research Act 201% shield themselves from government action on this matter. To avoid

further scrutiny over unconditional offers , some universities are just swapping them for other

similar strategies. For example, the University of Birmingham - one of the most prolific users

of unconditional offers in recent years - has simply replaced their unconditional offers with a

n e wattainment offer’ of t hr ee -velavhieh a@plicantsavo uldfonly receive if

they turned down all their other offers. This ploy has been described as®“ a backdoor
unconditional offer. It’'s a game they are playin

Perhaps the worst aspect of unconditional offers is that universities continu e to use them

despite being aware of the harm they cause In 2019, 43 per cent d applicants holding a

conditional offer missed their predicted A -level performance by three or more grades, but this

rises to 57 per cent forapplicants with an unconditional offer (an increase of five percentage

points since 2018 and almost 20 percentage pointsince 2013) In addition , analysis by the OfS

estimated that unconditional offers lead to a 10 per cent rise in the drop -out rate for young

HE applicants. School and college leaders have also voiced their frustration, saying
unconditional offers have*mor e t o do with the scramble to put
interests of students” a n d tebulistin many ttaking their foot off the pedal, doing less

well than they should, and potentially damaging

The barriers facing disadvantaged applicants

The latest annual review fromthe OfSdr ew at t ent i o n Ilthouwghthenedhasfbeer t t hat
a large increase in the proportion of people going to college or university over the last two

decades, this expansion has not benefited all equally’ Pupi |l s who claim Free
(FSM) atsecandary school are almost 20 percentage points less likely to enter HE by the age

of 19 compared to other pupils, and this gap is how wider than it was a decade ago. This

di sparity is even mor e (the mostselattived HE inkstiution §. ihegh t ar
increase of 1.7 percentagepoints in the proportion of FSM pupils attending theseinstitutions

has been dwarfed by the 3 percentagepoint rise for other pupils, causing the gap between the

two groups to widen even further. ‘POLAR’ data presents a similar picture , with applicants

from the most advantaged areasbeing five times more likely to attend a high tariff institution.



UCAS produce their own ‘multipl e ¢hqeffectsofother meas ur
equality measures into a single vdue. Over the last decade, theHE entry rate for the most
disadvantaged students rose from 9 to 13 per centbut grew from 51 to 58 per centfor the most

advantaged students. At high tariff institution s, the proportion of 18-year-old entrants from

the most disadvantaged backgrounds has increased by just a single percentage point in the

last decade from 1.1 to 2.1 per cent, while the entry rate for the most advantaged students has

grown by almost four percen tage points. In short, HE applicants from the most advantaged

backgrounds unquestionably dominate entry to the most selective institutions.

Several initiatives have sought to help more students from disadvantaged backgrounds into

university. This includes the ‘ @ess and participation plans that HE institutions must

produce for the OfS alongside the £60 million provided annually by the OfS to support the

National Collaborative Outreach Programme . Nevertheless, it is unclear how much of the

“out r ea‘cahC cadisitseds by universities make a difference to prospective students. A

recent study of different interventions ( e . g . summer schoalHem)sstt@ncl ude
lack of available evidence on the impact ...on actual enrolment rates”. There is dso a risk that,

in some cases, outreach activities might perpetuate disadvantages rather than tackle them

because their delivery is often restricted to particular cities or regions.

Contextual admissions — where the social background or characteristics of an applicant is
considered during the application process — are frequently cited as away to improv e the
prospects of disadvantaged students. However, some universities do not use contextual
admissions and the OfS has found that most of them “make no reference in their admissions
information to how they use contextual data or whether they make contextual offers.” Thi s i s
compounded by the lack of agreement among HE institutions on which measures or datasets
should be used to assessa p p | i sacioecandmic or educational disadvantage. As if the
variation between institutions was not problematic enough, the variation within institutions
can make life evenharder for applicants as there is no requirement for universities to operate
a consistent policy across its own departments. Even if an institution or department lists the
factors that it considers, they typically do not explain the weighting attached to each factor or
the extent of any subsequentgrade reductions. The inevitable consequence of the inconsistent
and opaque use of contextual admissions is thatapplicants who cannot access the necessary
support and information are more likely to struggle to identify the right degree for them.

There are several other aspects of the adnssions process that generate more obstacles for
disadvantaged young people. As f ar back as 2004, the ‘Schwart
problems with using personal statements on the UCAS application form, including the fact

t h asbme*“staff and parents advise to the extent that the personal statement cannot be seen

as the appl i c aRetenhtanalgsiw afover 800 bersbnal statementssubmitted to

Russell Group universities by applicants with similar levels of academic achievementfound



that private school pupils had statements that wer e “carefully crafted,
academically appropriate way, and filedwith hi gh st at us, r,ahichsuggestts act i vi
they received help from the school they attended —something that other schools, especially in

more deprive d areas, will struggle to match.

The use of entrance exams is another significant barrier for less privileged applicants. Oxford

and Cambridge make ext en shelpt@orsuassess whethemcanditlatee n t e st
have the skills and aptitudes n e e d evhilé subjects such as&w, mathematics and medicine

use entrance testsacross the HE sector.Applicants who have access to additional forms of

practice, support and tuition when preparing for these tests— either through their school /

college or paid for by their family —will almost certainly use this to their advantage. The same

goes for the presence of interviews in the selection process (especially at Oxford and

Cambridge). There is no formal process within aninterviewfor an appl i cant’ s backc
be taken into account. Research evidence suggests that tutors are susceptible to nhumerous

biases, such as giving higher ratings to applicants with similar attitudes and demographic
characeristicsto them. Appl i cants from wealthier backgrounds
preparati on phich groviden exeessive support with personal statement s and

interview skills at a cost of hundreds, if not thousands of pounds. Such programmes further
emphasisewhy the continued use of entrance tests and interviews in the admissions process

is manifestly unfair and inequitable.

Conclusion

In recent months, both the Education Secretary Gavin Williamson and the OfS have referred

to the importance of “trust’ in the context of
crucial it is that students, parents and teachers trust the admissions process when so much

money and so many hopes and aspirations rest on its shoulders. In light of this, it is deeply
concerning how wealth and privilege continue to unduly influenc e who gets accepted onto
university degrees, particularly at the most prestigio us institutions. This inevitably results in

an overwhelming sense of unfairness as well as risking a catastrophic loss of trust- not just in

the admissions process, but in theeducation system as a whole

The reduction in autonomy over admissions proposed by the OfS in response to the outbreak

of COVID-19 is intended to prevent universities from undermining st udent s’andi nt er e s
threatening the stability of the HE sector during the crisis, yet the protection of students and

maintaining the stability of the sector should be permanent features of our admissions system

rather than temporary measures. A fundamental change is therefore neededto make sure that

the admissions system prioritises the interests of students, not universities, after the current



crisis is over. To this end, it is necessary for universities to give up some of the autonomy they
have in relation to how they attract and select applicants each year

The analysis in this report shows that a reduction in autonomy for universities is a prerequisite
to achieving the goal of an admissions system that ensures every university and every degree
is within reach of every student, regardless of their background or circumstances. Should this
goal be reached, we will finally be able to claim that this country has a university admissions
system built on fairness, transparency and equity.

Recommendations

Autonomy for universities over their admissions practices may seem intuitively appealing but
the way that many universities are exercisng their freedoms is undermining the interests of
students as well as the integrity of our HE system. Consequently, this report recommends
that, in return for the financial support that they are receiving from government to mitigate
the impact of COVID -19, universities should be required to accepta new model for the whole
admissions cycle that will directly address the concerns aired by politicians, regulators ,
teachersand the general public in relation to predicted grades, unconditional offers and the
plight of disadvantaged students .

NEW ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE OFFICE FOR STUDENTS

1 RECOMMENDATION 1: The Office for Students should run a consultation process

to select a ‘' Desi gnat e sduch/fas WdASte operatestheBiewd y '’

admissions system for undergraduates.

( DA

1 RECOMMENDATION 2: The Office for Students should introduceanew ‘ condi ti on

of registration’ that applies to all HE

every provider must use the admissions system operated by the DAB.

MORE TRANSPARENCY FOR APPLICANTS

1 RECOMMENDATION 3: At the beginning of the new application cycle, universities
wi || be r equi r gtahdartd qualificationl regairemert ° SQR) for each
undergraduate degree. Once published, the SQRcannot be altered by universities at
any point in the application cycle, and no student can be accepted onto a degreeif they
fail to meet the SQR

prov



1 RECOMMENDATION 4: Alongside the publication by universities of their SQR for
each undergraduate degree, they must also state the maximum number of students
they can accept onto each degreecourse without compromising the quality of
education they provide.

T RECOMMENDATION 5: Following the publication of the SQR for every degree, a
new national contextual offer (NCO) will be applied to the SQRs at all universities.
The NCO will automatically reduce the grades required by applicants facing the
greatest level of disadvantage, including care leavers, those living in deprived areas
and students who attend a low -performing secondary school or college. The NCO will
therefore create an ' amé¢nuist edAQRalfidi capploinc a
deemed to be disadvantaged in some way.

A FAIRER AND MORE EQUITABLE WAY TO ALLOCATE UNIVERSITY PLACES

1 RECOMMENDATIONG6:* Per sonal statements’ , reference:c
removed from the application process because they bias the whole admissions system
against the most disadvantaged applicants.

1 RECOMMENDATION 7: Predicted grades will no longer feature in the application
process. Instead, applicants will be free to select any 10 university degrees and rank
them in order of preference.

1 RECOMMENDATION 8: On results day, university places will be automatically
all ocated based on student s’ l i sts of pref
oversubscribed, places will be allocated by lottery among all the applicants who reach
or surpass the SQR(or AQR, where applicable). For courses that are undersubscribed,
all students who reach or surpass their SQR(or AQR) will be admitted.



1. Introduction

?It is essential that the arrangements for sleéection of students should not only be fair,
but also that they should be seen to berfair.

Although the landmark review of Higher Education (HE) by Lord Robbins in 1963 (the
‘“Robbins Report’) is best known f wmversityplageger i ng |
over subsequent decades, it also set a hew course for many other areas of university life. On

the issue of student admissions, the Robbins Report was keen to emphasise that universities

shoul d foroad tolaeept or reject any particular student” . Even so, in the
sentence it stated that this freedom frofm gover
institutions displayed tendencies to reject [students] on racial, social or other grounds

extraneous to academic suitability” 2 This was an important recognition that the autonomy

enjoyed by universities over their admissions processes should never be absolute. The

Robbins Report had thus highlighted a deep-rooted tension between universities being able

to use their autonomy to suit their own interests as opposed to acting in the best interests of

students and wider society — a tension that still exists today.

Our current system of university admissions is, in the words of former universities minister

David Will et"t sand nveedriye vuaniu s u a l b yiltrenotvesarouad i on al
a centralised admissions service for undergraduates that dates back to 1961 whenthe UCCA
(Universities Central Council on Admissions) was formed to help universities manage

multiple appli cations from students. In 1993, UCCA merged with its partner organisations

PCAS (Polytechnics Central Admissions System) and SCUE (Standing Conference on
University Entrance) in 1993 to create one independent service—the Universities and Colleges

Admissi ons Service(UCAS).4

Over the last three decades, UCAS has administered a system of competitive applications
from students in which universities choose whom to admit. Students must submit various

types of information including their predicted exam grades, a ‘personal statement and
academic references after which u niversities assess the information provided by candidates

and may offer them aplace. Having a centralised system, in the sense that students only make
one application for multiple univ ersities and other HE providers, is often cited as a strength
of our admissions system compared to other countries.

In 2019, arecord 541,240 people were accepted through UCAS to start anundergraduate

course, from a total pool of 706,435applicants. Last year also saw anew record entry rate for
UK 18-year-olds of 34.1per cent5 One might look at these overall figures and assume that the



university admissions system is in good health, yet there have been several interventions over
the years that sought to highlight concerns over the way students apply to HE in this country.

In 2003, the Labour government commissioned Steven Schwartz, then ViceChancellor of
Brunel University, to lead an independent review of “the options that English higher
education institutions should consider when assessing the merit of applicants for their
courses’ (the * Schwalrhtez rReevviieeww’ g p e n datt and yranspageyti ng “ a
admissions system is essential for all applicants’ , a d d i nigyvitdl thaa dll stékeholders
in the admissions process— applicants, parents, schools, colleges, teachingand admissions
staff — believe the system is fair.”” Although the Review was keen to assert the autonomy of
HE institutions over their admissions policies, it i dentified “a number of issues that need to
be addressed’ & These issues included thediffering interpretations of ‘merit’ and ‘fairness’
among universities, the difficulty faced by applicants in knowing how they will be assessed,
the lack of consistency in how information is used to assess applicantsand the burden of
additional assessment (e.g. entrance exams) that some applicants face.

To tackle these issues, the Schwartz Reviewecommended that all universities and colleges
should adopt a set of principles to promote ‘fair admissions’ , decl ari ng that ever
system should:

1 be transparent;

9 enable institutions to select students who are able to complete the course as judged by
their achievements and their potential ;

9 strive to use assessment methods that are reliable and valid
1 seek to minimise barriers for applicants; and

1 be professional in every respect and underpinned by appropriate institutional
structures and processes!®

Although some institutions have altered their internal processes and procedures in recent
years, partially in response to the Schwartz Review, there have been no substative changes
to the way the UCAS application system operates for undergraduates. This inertia should not

be interpreted as an indication that the UCAS system is working well. On the contrary, the

discontent among politicians with the existing UCAS model ha s become increasingly
apparent. In April 2019, then Education Secretary Damian Hinds announced a review of
university admissions practices. This review was intended to focus on ‘unconditional offers
(when students are accepted by a university irrespective of the grades they achieve in their A-

incfeasing the number of

level or equivalent examinations) and ‘widening participation



young people attending HE institutions f rom under -represented groups e.g. those from
disadvantaged backgrounds).*

In addition, both the main political parties committed to changing the admissions system in

their recent election mani f est argprove The appliCatoms er v at i
and offer system for undergraduate students” and t hei r appufiderginnddbywoul d b
a commitment to fairness, quality of learning and teaching, and access.'? Meanwhile, the

Labour Party manifesto st at ed t h e iintrodutes most-gualification ddmissions in

higher education, and work with universities to ensure contextual admissions are used across

the system.”13

It is not just politicians who sense that the existing UCAS system needs to be reformed. The
Office for Students (OfS) —the regulator of HE in England established in 2018 —announced in
February that its upcoming review of admissions will be based on the same principles as the
2004 Schwartz Review. This new review, which will report later this year, has asked
respondents for their views on:

the use and accuracy of predicted grades and personal statements

the role of contextual information for students from disadvantaged backgrounds ;

1

1

1 the use of unconditional offers;

9 the use of incentives and inducements in the admissions process
1

the overarching transparency, fairness and effectiveness of theadmissions system4

The three options for reform set out by the OfS are to either retain the current system with

somec hanges, i opt-fualificatiorts effers’ly ( where students apply b
but offers areonlymade aft er war d s pstqualifications apgichtioc €' ‘' pwher e
students apply and receive offers after results day).’*The vi ew of tdtleex@®htS i s tt
that the existing system is not serving[ s t u d aeeeds $n’aJfair, transparent and inclusive

way, it must change’ ¢ Meanwhile, Universities UK (UUK) - which represents 136

universities - set up its own review of admissions practices last summer that was tasked with

e n s u rthey are fdir, transparent and operating in th e best interests of students’ '’

The British public are also concerned about the current situation, as demonstrated by a survey
of almost 5,000 adults published by the Social Mobility Commission in January this year.
When the public were asked how they thought the opportunities open to people from poor
backgrounds compare to those for people from better off backgrounds, 65 per cent said that
those from poor backgrounds had less opportunity to go to university —rising to 77 per cent
whenitcomestogoingt o a ‘top®university’



Politicians, regulators and the public are evidently in agreement that the status quo is
unsatisfactory. To begin addressing their concerns, this report starts from the widely accepted
premise that HE admissions must be:

1 Fair —every student, irrespective of their income or wealth, should have access to the
same universities and degree programmes;

1 Transparent —every student should have access to the information they need to make
informed choices about the different options availa ble to them;

1 Equitable —every student, regardless of their background, should be able to compete
for a place at university on a ‘“level playing

At the time of writing , the OfSis consulting on a set ofemergency measures for the current
admissions cycle in response to the outbreak of COVID-19. These measureseekto ensure
thatuni ver si ti es sacialiyespensibleaappeoach’ to ‘admissions in the coming
weeks and months in order to protect student s’ interests as wel/l as
sector. This include s the possibility of substantial fines for any university seen to be changing
recruitment practices to increasetheir intake beyond normal levels (e.g.offering incentives for
students to accept offers) or engaging in aggressive marketing activity .1° Although the
measures are intended to be temporary, they raise important questions about whether the
admissions practices of many universities in recent years are compatible with the goal of
protecting both students and the wider sector. The following chapters will therefore analyse
the three issues that have attracted the most interestfrom politicians, regulators , academics
and other policy experts to understand their respective impact on the fairness, transparency
and equity of the existing admissions system. These issues are:

9 The use of predicted grades for university applications
T The growth of ‘“uncondi tional of fers’ from uni

1 The barriers facing disadvantaged applicants

Universities are understandably protective of their autonomy and there are many aspects of
the HE sector that rely on certain freedoms to flourish on the national and international stage.
As this report will demonstrate throughout its analysis, autonomy for universities over their
admissions practices and policies may seem intuitively appealing but the way that many
universities are choosing to exercise their autonomy is having a damaging effect on our
education system. Politicians are therefore entitled to express their doubts about whether the
current setup is fair on applicants and sustainable from a political and educational
perspective. For instance, former universities minister Chris Skidmore told the Education
Select Committee in Parliament | ast ya aannotthava autorfomy being absolutely



sacrosanct when discussing how uni%Senifasgy,asenosoffiaal e hel d
from the OfS r e mnditiodalyautanany s dot abdolate. Indeed, a regulator
would be completely ineffective if it were. 2

In his speech to the annual UUK conference in September 2019, Education Secretary Gavin
Wi | | i a ms bwil alwags speak‘up for your autonomy [as] | know it ’'s what helps foster
the brilliance of our teaching and our research but | also need to safeguard our reputation, so
that everyone knows that they can trust the system.” 22 Meanwhile, the OfS made the following
observation in their 2019 annual review in relation to the way universities have responded to
recent ¢ r i t isayingthat evetything is perfect in every university and college, when it
plainly is not, is dishonest and corrosive, and ultimately will do more damage by
undermining trust and confidence. ”23 It is no accident that the Education Secretary and the
OfS both referred to the importance of “trust
students, parents and teachers can trust the admissions process when so much money and so
many hopes and aspirations rest on its shoulders.

This report has no desire to see universities excluded from the admissions system altogether
as this would be entirely counterproductive . There are also some aspects of HE admissions
that remain beneficial, such as its centralised approach.Nevertheless, the following c hapters
will show that there are somedeep-rooted problems with the current application system t hat
make it fundamentally un fair in many respects, which is why the manner in which
universities can exercise autonomy over their admissions arrangements is no longer tenable.
A new model for the whole admissions cycle will be put forward to directly address the
concerns over predicted grades, unconditional offers and the plight of disadvantaged
students, with the aim of building a fair, transparent and equitable university admissions
system in this country.



2. The use of predicted grades

For decades school and college applicants in England, Wales and Northern Ireland have

applied to their chosen universities on the basis of predicted grades rather than the actual

grades they achieve in their A-level or equivalent examinations. This is largely due to the

timings of the education system, with school and college examinations sat in May and June,

results released in August, and most university courses starting in September or October. The

turnaround between exam results being released and the start of the university term is

therefore only a matter of weeks for most applicants, which is why university applications are

often submitted around December and January. At thistime, an appl igadesnae s f i n
unknown, so teachers make predictions for their students that are entered into their UCAS

application form. These predicted grades are thenpassed onto universities to use as part of

ot ]

their decision-making processregarding admissions. M ost university applicants are moving
from school or college straight to university , so thesepredicted grades are the main piece o
information that HE institutions use to judge the vast majority of applications.

While the current application system is intended to allow time for both students and HE

institutions to arrange accommodation and other matters pertaining to attending univ ersity,

the reality is that students in their first year of school or college, aged 16or 17, are making

decisions about which universities they would like to attend often a year before they know

how well they have done academically. To further confuse matters, the guidance for teachers

and careers advisors on the UCAS website in relation to predicted grades is far from clear.

UCAS state that* a predi cted grade is the grade of qual
coll ege believes tihrrypoeiti ke [2gnithow expeanthg whae s ”

ismeant by * positive <circumstances or how such cir
Moreover, UCAS suggestst h a't predicted ¢spaationa busdclievabld be “ a

[because] stretching predicted grades are motivational for students” |, onl vy t o wa
i mmedi ately bel ow inflitadds tr @@tde meptintithows hiskatiaret could
significantly disadvantage [ ap p | i .dcanmt =]x"a mapblieant mayareceive an offer(s)

they are unlikely to meet, leading to disappointment on results day. "2°

The review of admissions announced by the OfS in February this year has explicitly set out to
investigate the ‘use and accuracy of predicted
placed on teachers by the reliance on predicted grades is a serious yet often overlooked issue,

as the OfS highlighted in their review:

2311 Ul wbUwWEOI EEOUEOwW] YPEI OET wUOT EQwUUTTT U0UWUIT
can often be the topic of madted debate between students, school staff and parents.



Teachers report that they are placed under pressure from senior staff, students and parents

to submit what they believe to be overly ambitious predicted grades in order to facilitate

applications toa wider choice of providers. The process of predicting grades may itself
DPOXxEEUwWOOWUUUETI OUUZ wOOUDYEUDPOOWEOEWEUXxDUEUDOO
are inaccurate, and those predictions are not then used by providers assessing applicatio

in any event, it could be argued that the use of predicted grades does not represent an

1171 PEPI OUwUUI wdOi wUUUET O0UzZOwUIl EETT UUZ wOUWEEOD

Given the vagaries inherent in teachers trying to guess how a student will perform many
months before their examinations, it is unsurprising that scepticism over the use of predicted
grades has existed for almost as long as the current application process itself. Although the
National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education in 1997, led by Ron D ear i ng ('t he

Dearing Report’), is best Kknowgovernmentgraptstonardssi ng t h
tuition fees paid by students, it also considered how and when applicants make their choices
about uni versities. T h ethe Puerent dysteqn foRthepanmidsionfole | t t ha

young school and college leavers does not provide sufficient time for students to make the
best decisions’ as*“ hey have to make their selection of programmes very early with offers of

places made on the basis of predicted gerformance” 2 1 n addi ti on, t he cl ec
“requires even faster decisions about which institution and which programme to pursue . ™n
terms of the evidence r ewa®putmoeud strongly thahtls s@semmi tt e e,

is not in the best interests of students. We agree.28

The Dearing Report noted that an admissions system based on actual grades rather than
predicted r feguently discussadsalternative to the existing system” t h awtould"
assist students since they know more abaut their abilities (and possibly their interests) having
received their examination results and having studied for longer. "2° The Report recognised
that the short timeframe between A-level results and the first term at university was an
obstacle to this alternative approach. Nevertheless, the Report recommended t h aower the
medium term, the representative bodies, in consultation with other relevant agencies, should
seek to establish a postqualification admissions system.” 30

The issue ofpredicted grades and thetimings of appl i cant s raisalagainlsyi ons Wwe
the Schwartz Review in 2004. The Review cited research showing that only half of predictions

were accurateand the accuracy of predictions varied by school/ college as well asby subject3!

Some universities may be able to anticipate that certain schools and subjectsare more likely

to be unreliable than others and might adjust offers accordingly, but this would rely on

conjecture and assumptions. The consultation run by the Schwartz Review found that 54 per

cent of respondents were in favour of post -qualification applications , while 34 per cent were

unsure and 13 per cent were against2 In light of their findings, the Review called for the

introduction of post-qualification applications because the “current system, relying on



predicted grades, cannot be fair [as] it does not meet the ...recommended principles of fair
admissions, since it is based on data which are not reliable,it is not transparent for applicants
or institutions, and may present barriers to applicants who lack self-confidence.” 32

Numerous research studies in the years after the Schwartz Review emphasisedthe level of
inaccuracy in predicted grades. A paper by Debra Dhillon in 2005 in the British Educational
Research Journalfound that predicted grades are typically over -optimistic, and that after
correcting for chance only 36 per cent of predicted grades were accurate. Essay subjects were
found to have less accurate predictions, and top grades (A)and bottom grades (U) were more
likely to be accurately predicted than middle grades (B -E).3* Another study published in the
Oxford Review of Education in 2008 found similar patterns. It cited a previous study by
Hayward et al. (2005) that found 45 per cent of predicted grades were correct.? In addition,
the study’s own findings si nofpraictibng wesei20 WCGAS8 t hat
points or lessaway fromc andi d at e 'tosal peinmseseote.éf km P01, research conducted
by UCAS for the then Department for Business, Innovation and Skills found that only 52 per
cent of all predictions were accurate.®”

The UCAS consultation on post-qualification admissions

Following the plethora of studies questioning the use of predicted grades, UCAS launched a

consul tation i n p@dgbdallomovedhe pracesd for ondergratiuate admission

to higher education in the UK to one where applications are made after examination results

have beenreceived 3¥The evi dence t hey had a manyapplitaatdaeed s h owe
asked to make choicesabout courses and HEIs before they are ready a n d cuthulative

effect of predicted grades, insurance choices andclearing have led to a system that is complex

[and] is thought to lack transparency for many applicants” 3?

Regarding the obstacles posed by the small window between A-level examinations and the

start of the univer si ttignotpossibe toitdfleént aspbsareselts t hat
system without a significant change to the current timetable of admissions [ ...b uwe believe

the changes are manageable andire shared by all the key stakeholders in the process. 4 Their

plan was to make A-levels start 15 days eatrlier, with results being made available by early

July to allow time to ‘fine tune’ applications based on actual grades while students were still

at school or college The main window for most applications would therefore run from the

end of Juneup to the third week in July . A processl sami hgt woul d t her
from July until early October, with the university term beginning in early October for first -

year students. Al ongsi de t lasystem timat nsakesjydgedddbt& S as s e
based on actual grades achievedand not on predicted grades will remove unpredictability

from the process and be fairer to all applicants” a n d iderting participation may be



facilitated if we have a fairer, more transparent and simpler system, with applicants clear at
the outset whether they meet the minimum requirements for a course.” 4!

Many respondents to the consultation by UCAS acknowledged the benefits of moving
towards the post-results application system outlined in the consultation:

1 61% of respondents (schools and HEIs) agreedorst r ongl y agr eed
application post-results would deliver a fairer admissions process because the
applicant would submit actual results and the reliance on predicted grades would be
removed”

that “

1 65% of respondents agreed or strongly agreedthat* a mor e streamlined pr ¢

make the process easier for applicants to navigaté

T 56% o f applicants agreed or strongly agreed t

university during the summer after exam results are received’

1 71%ofapplicantsagreedor str ongly agr e e drestltsr@dognisesthad |l yi ng

many young people mature and may change their mind about what course they want
to do during the final year of school or college”+?

However, the overall response to the consultation was not encauraging. In particular, the
difficulties inherent in implementing a post -results application system were repeatedly
underlined . 75 per cent of respondents disagreed that* he resources available in schools and
colleges will be sufficient to give students support to make applications and manage offers in
the timescale proposed’“ and only 26 per centagreedt h a tsystenaof applying post-results
during the summer would give universities enough time to process applications before term
starts in October.”44 Furthermore, just 29 per cent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed
t h a tingitiglthe A -level exam period forward by three weeks would not have an impact on
results achieved”**UCAS report ed tshoadinditatiomsfronescheas; amlleges,
awarding bodies, Ofqual and HEIls thatthe | oss of three weeks'’
damaging to curriculum delivery, student achievement and standards” , w hwouglchbe “
unfair on the majority of students who are not entering higher education. " Respondents also
“made clear that a change in the timetabling of A-level teaching and examinations would have
an impact on the scheduling of GCSEs which would create an even bigger burden on schools’’

I n s ummaspite a willingness to try, it appears that the practicalities and challenges of
dealing with applications in the proposed timeframe might be insurmountable. "4¢

Awarding bodies and the examination regulator Ofqual were similarly unconvinced. For
exampl e, awar di mghe mandaxmessedhvallidigness to accommodate the

examination cycle in the compressed timescalé whi | e Of g uthatif there dvérecaa t e d

teachi



strong consensus that the proposed changes should be made, they would play a constructive
role in seeking to make them happen.” eNv e r t h elllalsosadiculatéd the increased costs
and risks very forcibly [and] w hile individual changes might be manageable, the cumulative
effect of the changes is significant to the extent that theproposals in their current form were
deemed unacceptable.”4”

In the end, UCAS was left with little choice but to abandon their plans and announced that

“ ve are not recommending a move to apost-results system” i n their own respo
consultation the following year. ¢ Even so, the evidence in favou of post-qualification

admissions continued to accumulate. In 2016, Dr Gill Wyness at the Institute of Education

found that a mere 16 per cent ofa p p | i @radictedsgrades were correct, and 30 per cent

were over-predicted by at least three grades?® Wor s e  shigh &bllity disadvantaged

students are particularly likely to fall into the category of being under -predicted.”3°

Recent calls for the introduction of post-qualification applications (PQA)

According to UCAS, only 21 per cent of applicants met or exceeded their predicted grades in
2019.In addition, 43 per cent of accepted applicants had a difference of three or more A level
grades compared to their predicted grades — an increaseof 5 percentage points since 2018!
On average, 18year-old UK students studying A levels are predicted 2.35 grades above the
grades they eventually achieve 52 UC A S s aig activélytworking with schools, colleges,
and universities to improve the accuracy of predicted grades” by “ p uupdaiedsgoddn g
practice guidance, and launching a free service for advisers to help them understand the
accuracy of their predictions.”53 Even so, it is hard to have confidence in an admissions system
that tolerates such astonishing levels of inaccuracy within one of its core features.

The use d predicted grades makes university admissions in this country unusual by
international standards. A review of different systems around the world by Dr Graeme
At herton i n 20 18Enghhds Waleg & Nartderntirdlamd a re real outliers in
terms of their reliance on predicted grades” , a ddi nfythe 2% eotintries surveyed,
students in 21 apply to HE before their final upper secondary examinations and 8 after but in
none of the 29 countries surveyed are HE placesoffered on the basis of predicted grades.”5*
This lends further weight to the notion that predicted grades are not a valid and reliable tool
for assessing applications to HE institutions.

In a subsequent publication in 2019, Dr Atherton and Angela Nartey attempted to outline how
a PQA system could work in practice. Their proposal bears some resemblance to the model
put forward by UCAS in 2011. A -level examinations would begin just after Easter, which is
much earlier than the current system (which typically schedules them in late May or June).



Results would then be published up to seven weeks after the final examination (presumably
aroundmid-June) and a ‘Higher Education application
week of August. Applicants would rec eive their decisions from universities in the third week

of September, with the new university term starting in the first week of November rather than

October.5

Although the authors worked hard to adjust the school and university timetables to fit with
their new model, the same challenges faced by UCAS remain. Pushing the university term
back by at least a month would potentially be disruptive for both students and universities.
UCAS struggled to convince stakeholders that A-level examinations could be brought
forward by three weeks, let alone by four to six weeks as proposed by Atherton and Nartey.
The upheaval that this would create for the GCSE examination timetable was not discussed at
all, nor were awarding bodies or Ofqual apparently given much cons ideration.

Almost a decade after UCAS pulled back from the idea, the upcoming admissions review by
the OfS isstill openly considering the introduction of a PQA system. That said, they accept
“for this model to be implemented, it is likely that the timin gs of different parts of the
education system would need to change” ¢ A recent survey found that 56 per cent of
university applicants still believe HE institutions should make degree offers only after
students have received their exam results>” Nonetheless Clare Marchant, chief executive of
UCAS, has stated that if a PQA system was introduced without sweeping changes to the
education system then it could “really backfire” . She addhidedUCAShwas not w
opposed to PQA in principle , it would require a huge shake-up at a time when schools and

universities have mu c h  mo r"e8 Thisnmaphbe true,rbat it dodési ngs t ¢
not avoid the fact that basing an admissions system on notoriously inaccurate predicted

grades is neither fair, transparent nor equitable.



3. The growth of ‘unconditional offers’

In May each year, the UCAS undergraduate search tool goes live to allow students to begin
researching their courses for September of the following year. From this point onwards,
students can start (although not yet submit) their online application form. On the course

listings published by each university, it names th e ntryerequirements’ for each deg
programme —t he most i mportant (and someti meagiononl y) I
requirements’ t o be accepted onto the course. This is
of A-level grades (e.g. BBB) but an also include the results of BTECs,Advanced Highers,

GCSEs and the International Baccal aureate as we

qualifications. The UCAS website states that the reason universities set entry requirements is
“to ensure you have the right skills and knowledge to successfully complete the course. ® The
grade requirements can be presented in terms of UCAS Tariff Points instead of letter-based
grades, but the concept is the same.

Under the current admissions system, applicants typically apply for courses at HE institutions

through UCAS based oneach course’s publ i s laeddsubsequentlyy r equi
receive ‘offers’ before their examination results are known. Historically, almost all these offers

were ‘condint iothhredr wor ds, t deotsionHde offér a place toah i on’ s
applicant was subject to the applicant achieving a specific set of academic grades or meeting

other relevant criteria. In contra s t , uncamlitiohal offer’ i s , during th e application

process, an HE institution guarantees the applicant a place before their exam results are

known. A range of additional terminology is now used to differentiate between various forms

of unconditi onal offers:

1 ‘Direct unconditional offers’ are unconditional at the point when the original offer is
made to an applicant, irrespective of whether the applicant subsequently selects the
HE institution as their first. (“"firm ) or se:¢

1 ‘Conditional unconditional offers’ are originally stated as being conditional but are
then converted to an unconditional offer if the applicant selects that offer as their first
(firm) choice.

1 ‘Unconditional unconditional offers’ have not been identified as conditional
unconditional offers through the UCAS application system, but HE institutions may
have contacted the applicant directly instead.

1 ‘Offers with an unconditional component’ include the full set of unconditional offers
listed above, including any conditional unconditional offers made by HE institutions
that are not selected by applicants as their firm choice.



How many applicants receive ‘unconditional offers’?

Until a few years ago, unconditional offers were hardly mentioned in poli tical or education

circles, such was their rarity in the application process. A mere 1.1 per cent of applicants

received an offer with any unconditional component as recently as 2013.5° The same cannot

be said today. As shown in Figure 1 below, the rise in the use of unconditional offers has been

remarkable. Last year, 37.7 per cent of applicants received an offer with an unconditional
component. The biggest driving force behind this
uncondi tional er@ieeto 87 percentokappiicants in 2016 but this has since

leapt to 25.1 per cent of applicants in 2019. Direct unconditional offers are also used to a

greater extent than before, with 11.5 per cent of applicants receiving such an offer last year.

Figure 1: the proportion of applicants receiving different types of conditional
offer in 2019 ©!
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Not all applicants who receive an unconditional offer select it when making their final choices.
Last year, 20.6 per cent of applicants choseaheir conditional unconditional offer as their first
choice —a small decrease compared to 20142

Which institutions use the most ‘unconditional offers’?
The growing reliance on unconditional offers is widespread. 62 per cent of HE institutions

with an average of at least 500students each year now use these offers as part of their
recruitment strategy. In addition, more than a quarter of these institutions made over 20 per



cent of their offers with an unconditional component in 2019, and one in ten nstitutions had
offers with an unconditional component making up over 50 per cent of their offers to
applicants.®® In terms of individual institutions, there are some providers who are clearly
intent on using unconditional offers for the vast majority of t heir recruitment activity. Figure
2 shows the institutions that make the highest proportion of unconditional offers as a
percentage of their total offers (excluding providers that made fewer than 500 offers in 2019).
The University of Suffolk gave offers w ith an unconditional component to 85 per cent of their
applicants last year (up from 0.5 per cent in 2013), which almost entirely consisted of direct
unconditional offers. Other institutions such as the University of Roehampton (O per cent in
2013) and Fainouth University (12.2 per cent in 2013) also use a very high proportion of
unconditional offers, although they favoured conditional unconditional offers instead.

Figure 2: the HE providers that made the highest proportion of offers with an
unconditional component in 2019 %
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While the use of conditional offers to attract students is prevalent across large parts of the HE
sector, there is considerable variation between different subjects. Figure 3 shows the groups
of subjects that made the most use of unconditional offers last year. Not only do courses in
creative arts and design use more unconditional offers than any other subject, they also
employ direct unconditional offers to a greater extent. This is largely a reflection of the

application process for these subjects, whichof t en r el i es on applicants

auditions as opposed to academic grades when selecting students. This means that HE



institutions such as wuniversities and conservat
suitability for a course before results day, hence their decision to use unconditional offers
more freely than other subjects and disciplines.

Figure 3: the subject groups with the highest proportion of unconditional
offers in 2019 %
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What has been the response to the rise in ‘unconditional offers’?

In his first major speech as Education Secretary last year, Gavin Williamson called on

universities to “get their house in order” and stop handing out conditional unconditional

offers, adding that there is “nothing to justify " the “explosion in numbers” .66 His predecessor

as Education SecretaryDamian Hinds said in April 2019 that “ tiis simply unacceptable for
universities to adopt pressure-s el | i ng tactics, which are harming
fill places [which] is not what | expect to see from our world-class higher education

institutions. ...That is why | will be writing to 23 universities, urging them to stamp out this

unethical practice.”¢”

In response to this intervention, eight universities said they had stopped or would stop
offering ‘conditional unconditional ' offers to prospective students and several others said they
would review their practices, but the other recipients simply ignored the letters. % Some went
as far as threatening the Department for Education (DfE) with legal action for interfering in



their admissions processes.ProfessorDavid Green, vice-chancellor of Worcester University,
s a i de slpport the most vigorous opposition to this calculated attempt to introduce
damaging state control over university a d mi s s iaamds "nrgmy vidwahe setretary of

state is treading a very dangerous, authoritaria
independence now, we wil/ r e gMoreaver,iUtJK dorommented gener a
that independenc e mpogvers universities to approach admissions as best fits their

i ndividual contexts and t hée Obsetvexsr & dhie evayi that i ¢ s of

universities have acted in recent years regarding unconditional offers may beg to differ.

Apparently wunimpressed by these r eaititashame, Da mi
there are still some trying to justify practices which are damaging the integrity of our higher

education and students' interests.” ° The reason that universities can behave in this manner is

because theHigher Education and Research Act 2QHERA) gives them license to do so. The

Act st atheQfSniust have régard to guidance given to it by the Secretary of State[for

Educat i ompiving subhgtidarice, the Secretary of State must have regard to the need

to protect the institutional autonomy of English higher education providers. "7* Wh a tniore,

there are strict boundaries on what can and cannot be included in such guidance:

but, whether or not the guidance is framed in that way, it must not relgte to

(a) particular parts of courses of study,

(b) the content of such courses,

(c) the manner in which they are taught, superdise assessed,

(d) the criteria for the selection, appointment or dismissal of academic staff, or how they
are applied, or

(e) the criteria for the admission of students, or how they are applied.

Needless to say, clause (e) is the most relevant to this eport. It also explains why, when
Damian Hinds criticised universities over their use of unconditional offers, he was met with
the threat of legal action instead of a policy discussion.

As the regulator of HE in England, the OfS appears to have taken anequally dim view of

unconditional offers. Nicola Dandridge, chief executive of the OfS, saidl ast y e a&amaret hat
concerned about the rapid rise in unconditional offers, particularly those with strings attached

which are akin to pressure selling [as]iti s pl ainly not in students’ [
accept an offer that may not be their best option.” She was al so hatalermant t
admissions practices universities choose to use, they should clearly be encouraging students

to make the decisionthat is right for them, and not the decision that best suits the university. "2

I n theory, the OfS has the power to fine univer
title if an institution does not meet a set of minimum requirements to register w ith the



regul ator . Ms Da n d r five glentifyhcases whereaincenditionahotiets are i
having an obvious negative i mpact on students’
prepared to intervene” 72 although at the time of writing these powers have not yet been used.

There are tentative signs that the pressure on universities from politicians and the HE
regulator to curb their reliance on unconditional offers is having a small impact. In January
this year, Clare Marchant said UCAShad“ f or ecast as many as 75 per ¢
colleges which made conditional unconditional offers in the 2019 cycle will no longer make
these in 2020 7# although no data was provided to support this assertion. Ms Marchant
admitted th at “whilst we predict a fall, we will likely see universities and colleges deploy
otheroffer-ma ki ng strategies, including direct™uncondi

To illustrate the point, some universities are already pursuing new ways of ¢ ircumventing the

criticism of unconditional offers. For example, the University of Birmingham was one of the

most prolific users of unconditional offers in recent years but appeared to stop using them

late last year following the pushback from ministers. H owever, it soon transpired that the
university had simply replaced tdttanmentaffercoafli ti o
three grade Cs at A-level instead, which applicants would only receive if they turned down

all their other offers. The university said that their ‘attainment offer’ was designed to reward

students who made strong applications and have a good academic track record, but a source

familiar with university admissions said “thi s is | i ke a backdoor uncon
game they areplaying to scoop the punters.” ¢

It is important to note at this point that the use of unconditional offers does not apply to all
universities in the UK. In contrast to HE institutions in England, Scotland is on the verge of

rolling out a novel system f or entry requirements. A report by Universities Scotland in 2019 —
“Wor ki ng to Wddserined Severak actions they will take to widen access for
students from the most deprived backgrounds. One of the main proposals was that, in
additontopubli shing their st andarwry Scottish lyigher edgcatiomr e ment s
institution will set minimum entry  requirements for their courses in 2019forentrants [ ...t hat ]
will reflect the best evidence on the level of achievement necessary for successful
completion.””7The r eport anindra etrytrdgaremeritanare a positive statement
about the level at which universities are confident an entrant stands every chanceof doing

well at university. "78 This commitment across all Scottish universities to being honest with
students about the standard they need to reach in their schoolleaving examinations in order

to succeed on a particular university degree contrasts markedly with the behaviour of Englis h
universities.



What is the impact of ‘unconditional offers’ on students?

A survey last year by UCAS found that applicants with an unconditional offer a s their first
choice were less likely to feel stressed,worried or uncertain while waiting for results, and
more likely to feel calm ,”® while a separate analysis by UCAS in 2018 found many applicants
had positive opinions about unconditional offers .8° Even so, other research has demonstrated
that unconditional offers are anything but benign.

In 2019, 43 per cent d applicants holding a conditional offer missed their predicted A -level

attainment by three or more grades, but this rises to 57 per cent for applicants holding an

unconditional offer (an increase of five percentage points since 2018 and almost 20 percentage

points higher than 2013)8*To make matters worse, analysis by t
lower proportion of students who enter with unc onditional offers continue with their studies

after the first year, compared with students who enter with conditional offers. "8 They

estimated that unconditional offers lead to a 10 per cent rise in the‘non-continuation rate’ of

those who begin studying in HE after leaving school or college.

While universities seemto have shown little regard for the impact of unconditional offers on

student attainment, school leaders have been openly critical of the HE sector. Geoff Barton,

chief executive of the Association of School and College Leaders, saidlast year it was

infuriating that universities had responded to calls to end the use of conditional unconditional

offers by making more of them. He pointed out timaetodoviththe of f er
scramble to put ‘“bums on seat”’'and aedulsihreanypte st i n
taking their foot off the pedal, doing less well than they should, and potentially damaging

their empl oymént prospects.

Mike Buchanan, executive directorof t he Headmaster s’ and tHed admi st

represents manyleadifig inddpendentsdnavls, agyeesshatpupi | s “t ake t |
foot off the gas” after accept itlenedgradds.fHe addedt hat d

that “these youngsters have to carry their results with them for their whole career s” 8

Research has shown why this outcome can have serious consequences. According to the

Institute of Student Employers, around 30 per cent of employers use A-level grades to help

them select candidates® meaning that a drop in A -level performance could have a

detri ment al i mp a c t-term prospects This & ene of many kreasong why a

new approach is needed to eradicate unconditional offers to prevent any more students from

suffering the same fate, even if universities are unmoved by such concerns



4. The barriers facing disadvantaged applicants

The | atest annual review from t lthouglothe®& hasbeerw at t en
a large increase in theproportion of people going to college or university over the last two

decades, this expansion has not benefited all equally” 8 This chapter will explore a range of

issues that demonstrate how applicants from disadvantaged backgrounds still face much

greater barriers to attending university than their more advantaged peers.

How large are the access and participation gaps?

The statistics on the number of disadvantaged students attending university make for
uncomfortable reading. Figure 4 shows that pupils who claim Free School Meals during their
time in secondary school are almost 20 percentage points less likely to enter HE by the age of
19 compared to other pupils, and this gap is now wider than it was a decade ago.8”

Figure 4: percentage of 15-year-olds from state-funded and special schools
who entered HE by age 19 (by FSM status)
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Not only is there a considerable gap between FSM pupils and other pupils in terms of their

overall entry rates, this dispartiaryi fifs dven mad
selective HE institutions (seeFigure 5 overleaf). The increase of 1.7 percentagoints in the

proportion of FSM pupils attending high tariff institutions has been dwarfed by the 3



percentage-point rise for other pupils, causing the gap between the two groups to widen even
further over the past decade.s®

Figure 5: percentage of 15-year-olds from state-funded and special schools
who entered high tariff HE institutions by age 19 (by FSM status)
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This same pattern is repeated for other disadvantaged groups. For example, the percentage of
looked-after children attending HE has risen from 9 per cent to 12 per cent over the last decade
compared to a rise from 34 per cent to 42 per cent for other pupils. Over this same period, the
percentage of looked-after children attending high tariff institutions has remained static at 1
per cent, whereas it has risen from 8 per cent to 10 per cent for other pupils®

Another way to understand the prospects of disadvantaged students is to use POLAR data,
which classifies small areas across the UK intaone of five groups (each representing around
20 per cent of young people) according to the level of participation in HE. These groups are
ranked from quintile 1 (Q1 - lowest participation rates i.e. most disadvantaged) to quintile 5
(Q5 - highest participation rates ; most advantaged). As with FSM and looked -after status,
pupils from the most disadvantaged quintile are far | ess likely to enter HE than pupils from
more advantaged quintiles (26.4 per cent versus 57.9 per cent}° Worryingly, the gaps between
quintiles for attending high tariff institutions are especially pronounced, as shown in Figure
6. While the percentage of pupils from Q1 attending the most selective institutions has crept
up from 2.7 to 3.8 per cent since 2009, the percentage of pupils from Q5 has grown from 17.6
to 19.8 per cent?! As a result, applicants from the most advantaged areas are five times more
likely to attend a high tariff institution than those from the least advantaged areas.



Figure 6: Percentage of 15-year-olds from state-funded and special schools
who entered high tariff HE institutions by age 19 (by POLAR group)
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UCAS also produce their own ‘multiple edhoal ity
effects of other measures currently used in the analysis of equality in HE (e.g. FSM status,

gender, POLAR quintile, ethnicity) into a single value.®2 The MEM takes the form of a 1-to-5

group value , with individual sin ‘MEM 1 being among the most disadvantaged based on their

set of background characteristics and an individual in ‘MEM 5 being the most advantaged.

As with POLAR quintiles, the entry rates for 18 -year-old students across the MEM groups

differ markedly. Over the last decade, the entry rate for students in MEM 1 rose from 9 to 13

per cent whereas it has risen for students in MEM 5 from 51 to 58 per cen.?® When focusing

on high tariff institutions, the gaps are even more noticeable than those identified by the

POLAR data.

As can be seen in Figure 7 (overleaf), the proportion of 18year-old entrants to HE from MEM

1 has increased by just a single percatage point in the last decade from 1.1 to 2.1 per cent,
while the entry rate for students in MEM 5 has grown by almost four percentage points. The
gap between MEM 4 and MEM 5 is particularly striking. The POLAR data (Figure 6) identified

a difference of around eight percentage points between the two most advantaged quintiles,
yet the divide between the two most advantaged MEM groups was over 16 percentage points
last year. This demonstrates the scale of the challenge facing any attempt to improve access
and participation, as HE applicants from the most advantaged backgrounds unquestionably
dominate entry to the most selective institutions.



Figure 7: entry rates into high tariff institutions for 18-year-olds domiciled in
England (by MEM group)®*
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What is being done to address these gaps?

Access and participation plans

As the regulator of the HE sector, the OfS has taken a keen interest in improving the entry
rates of disadvantaged groups. One of the levers at their disposal is the introduction of * &ess

and participation plans’ , wdetiothow HE i n st iwillimprove egsal opportunities

for underrepresented groups.” % In these plans —which will be in force from 2020 -21 — each
institution sets their own targets for contributing towards working towards the OfS’ s o wn
national targets as well as “addressing areas where there are specific gaps in equality at
opportunity in their own organisation. " According to the OfS, these plans include:

the provider’
what it intends to do to achieve that change;

the targets it has set;

the investment it will make to deliver the plan; and
how it will evaluate whether its work is succeeding. °7

s ambition for change

= =4 4 4

The plans must be approved by the OfS if an institution wants to charge higher tuition fees
(currently £9,250), otherwise a lower tuition fee limit is supposed to apply. The OfS can also
require i nsthke spacitfi¢ actiorss ...oraepoft on specific aspects of its plans to
ensure progress’ and they wil!/l remi swpeaghes s boht watn



Although the access and participation plans set targets for a five-year period, the OfS has
already published longer -term targets for the sector. For example, the gap in participation at
high tariff institutions between the top and bottom POLAR quintiles should be fully closed
by 2038. To drive improvements in access and participation, the OfS also distributes funding

to HE providers. For 2019-20, they allocated £60 million to the National Collaborative

Outreach Programme, which “funds partnerships of universities, colleges and others across
the country to increase the proportion of young people from disadvantaged areas going into

higher education” . The OfS aR73 milliop ofdstudetitepemium * funding *“for
students who may need additional support to achieve successful outcomes.”%°

Any intervention from the OfS to promote the interests of disadvantaged applicants should
be welcomed. Nevertheless, there are several potential issues with relying on access and
participation plans to achieve this goal. First and foremost, providers spent almost £250

million in 2018 on ‘access activities as part
unclear how much of a difference this made to prospective students. Earlier this year, the

Education Policy Institute (EPI) published a review of interventions that aim to improve

participation for disadvantaged students. After analysing 92 studies that claimed to provide

empirical evid ence of the impact of outreach interventions (e.g. summer schools, mentoring
programmes) , t he autthere rs still @ lack of lavaithldedeviderica dn thé

impact of outreach interventions on actual enrolment rates” . Further more, they
“ nuch of the existing evidence focusses on intermediate outcomes such as increased

aspirations and awareness which may not always translate into actual enrolments.” 100

There is also a risk that, in some cases, outreach activities might perpetuate disadvantages

rather than tackle them. Researcr by t he Sutt on manywfghese buranchd t ha't
programmes are restricted to schools local to the city or region in which the university is

located” 191 b u t HE institutions do not share data on
programmes around the country . The same research found that many outreach programmes

include academic eligibility criteria (e.g. GCSEpasses)set at a high threshold, yet this high

bar coul d iatharedfdr disadvantaged stutlents with the potential to do well at

university but whose GCSE results are not quite as good.” 102

The EPI research showed that some outreach activities had a positive (albeit typically modest)

effect on participation. To their credit, the OfS has added further requirements on HE
institutions in terms of evaluating their own activities. This includes a ‘self-assessment t o o |
for access and participation planst® so that more useful and accurate datasets are compiled in
future for judging the ir effectiveness. Although it is encouraging to see the OfS exert some
pressure on HE institutions in this manner, assessing HE institutions by the number of
activities they engage in or the amount of money they spend is highly unlikely to produce the

scale of changes required in access and participation rates for the most disadvantaged groups.



Contextual admissions

Contextual admissions — where the social background or characteristics of an applicant is

taken into account during the application process — are often cited as a crucial tool in

improving the prospects of disadvantaged students. Providers can use contextual admissions

in several ways, such as making reduced grade offers to specific students, identifying who to

select for interviews and focusing their outreach activities on certain groups of individuals.

The University of Bristol is regularly named as one of the most progressive users of
‘“contextualised of f e agddereduckion ofbp td twogsadesbelowtee as  *
standard entry requirements and is made to those from backgrounds who, generally, are less

likely to come here.”1%* Applicants are el i gi bl e f or such atendedfaf er i f
aspiring state school or college’ Jlive in an area with low progression to HE, complete a

University of Bristol outreach programme or have spent time in care.

While some variation between institutions regarding their design and implementation of
contextual admissions may seem inevitapackky, t he (
information on how frequently and effectively contextual admissions are empl oyed.”% To

further complicate matters, there is no agreement among HE institutions on which measures

or datasets $ould be used to measure socioeconomic andor educational disadvantage. As

described earlier in this chapter, there are numerous waystocalu | at e ‘ di sadvantage
FSM, POLAR, the new MEM designed by UCAS, the school that an applicant attended,

whether an applicant was previously in care and so on.

Aside from the lack of agreement between institutions on how to measure the extent of an
applicant’'s disadvantage, the way that universit,]
considerabl y. Th e th®maoritpod Englishauniversities makeand reférence
in their admissions information to how they use contextual data or whether they make
contextual offers.” 1% Research in 2017 by the Sutton Trust that investigated some of the most
selective institutions found little consistency even within this limited group of providers. For
example, many of these institutions recorded w hether an applicant had previously been in
care, but Bristol, Leeds and York ignored this factor. Meanwhile, St Andrews, Sheffield and
Nottingham looked at whether an applicant was a carer themselves, but no other selective
institution acknowledged this. 197 In terms of area-based disadvantage, universities such as
Birmingham and Exeter used POLAR data whereas Edinburgh and Warwick used the Index
of Multiple Deprivation instead. Liverpool and Royal Holloway were the only institutions
that considered whether an applicant had a registered disability.

The outcome of all these calculations and measures is rarely apparent to applicants. Some
universities and colleges do not use contextual admissions at all, and even those that do can
make it hard for applicantsto gauge the i mpact that an institut.



have on them. As if the variation between institutions was not problematic enough, the

variation within institutions can make life even more difficult for applicants as there is no

requirement on universities or colleges to operate a consistent policy. The same Sutton Trust

research in 2017 found that, formany universities, the decision about whether and how to use
contextual ia tefinio ghe idiscreton df individual departments or i ndividual

admissions selectors 1 Thi s ¢ an uncesamty for applicarits as to whether their
disadvantaged circumstances will or will not be taken into account, and if so what they can

expect from the university as a result” w hmag &lso fead to inequitable treatment of
essentially identical candidates if the wunivers
contextual information is somewhat arbitrarily made . °°

Even if an institution or department lists the factors that it will consider regarding contextual
admissions, they typically do not explain the weighting attached to each factor within their

decision-making process. Some universities have tried to address this by outlining a more
objective approach. York St John University operates a points-based system of contextual

of fers, whi ch assigns points

they live, having a registered disability, spending time in care and the performance of their

to each applican

school or college. Applicant s can therefore judge in advance
awarded, and thus the extent of any grade reductions they are likely to receive.11° Regrettably,
this degree of transparency is seldom matched by other institutions.

The OfS has highlighted the additional burdens that some institutions place on applicants
through their wuse of enoshregeire the siudentaadfiinin additiormin s |, as
forms, make the university their firm choice, undertake a preliminary course, or sit an

exam. "' The regul at or c lesenaddititna dequiremants risk placing extra

strain on candidates, at a time when they are already under pressure from their school
assessment§ a n d yakking stutents to make a university their fi rm choice before they
receive a contextual of fer, uni v é2Asiparti obteeir may be
own i ni t iramote fainess and retigink merit’ t he OfS deeacdeaocidd t hat
background affects school attainment, focusing only on the top A -levels means that the

1

potential of disadvantaged students is being overlooked.” Their concl ussii on was

stands, the implementation of contextual admissions does not go far enough” 113

Looking at the present (and stubborn) gaps between advantaged and disadvantaged groups

in accessing HE, contextual admissions will be an essential component of a more equitable
admissions system. Students themselves appear to agree with this sentiment. A recent survey

by the Higher Education Poli cy Institute found that 73 per cent of full -time undergraduates

say it is harder to achieve good examresults if you grow up in a disadvantaged area, and 72

per cent think higher education ad mi ssi ons shoul d t akbackgourdo unt of
Although students have mixed views on making lower grade offers to those from



disadvantaged areas support for this approach is actually stronger among students at the
most selective universities.

Moreover, it is essential that greater use of contextual admissions is accompanied by greater
transparency. The inevitable consequence of the inconsistent and opaque use of contextual
admissions within the existing application process is that prospective s tudents with access to
the most resources, support and information through their school or family are more likely to
be able to identify the right degree for them. Conversely, applicants facing the greatest level
of disadvantage will be leftinaweakenedposi ti on. The OfS hasgsa&al ready
transparency is needed across the sectdr to ensure that students understand contextual
admissions processesi’> By combining the fairness generated through contextualised
admissions with a renewed push for more transparency in the application process, students
from the most disadvantaged groups would potentially be able to apply to university on a
level playing field with other applicants.

What other barriers do disadvantaged applicants face?

As if the variations in access and participation plans and the use of contextual admissions was
not challenging enough for applicants, there are many other aspects of the admissions process
that generate more obstacles for the most disadvantaged young people.

Personal statements

The UCAS website tells appl i can tasharicd fartyouttch ei r [
articulate why vyou’'d Ilike to study a particul a
experience you possess that show your passion for your chosenfield. ” 1161t is limited to 4,000
charactersin length and applicants only produce one personal statement that is used for every
course they apply to on their main UCAS form. Concerns around the use of personal
statements are longstanding. The* Schwart z Revi ew’ i n 2004 high

problems generated by using personal statements:

2371 Ul wPUwPPDETI wYEUPEUPOOWPOWUT T wUUxxOUUwxUDYD
UUEUIT O1 OUUwi OUWEx x OPEEUD OO whadis) @duidedivary i YT OUw O
significantly among staff who advise applicants or write references. Anecdotal evidence

suggests that some staff and parents advise to the extent that the personal statement cannot

El wUI T QOWEUwWUT T wEx x OPEEQOUzZ UwOPOwbOUOS »



This was supported by the work of Dr Steven Jones, who analysed over 300 personal
statements submitted to Russell Group universities by applicants who had similar levels of
academic achievement (BBB at Alevel). The linguistic analysis of the statements uncovered
clear differences between the statements of private/grammar school applicantsand those from
state schools

23T 1T wUUEUI O OUUwWOT wlUT OUT wi UOOwWxUDPYEUI ¥yT UEOOE U
and longer words, and perhaps more importantly, the statesrfeom comprehensive
school pupils contained more spelling errors and punctuation errors. These differences
were quite significant the chance of a personal statement received from a private school
applicant being entirely free of typing/spelling erraras almost double that of one from
EwUDRUT wi OUOwBOOOI 11 wExxODEEOUGS »
Dr Jonesadded that private school pupils submitted st at ement s whi ch were “ca
written in an academically appropriate way, and filled with  high status, relevant activiti e,s ”
which suggests they received help from the school they attended.Wh at ' s theanalysis
showed that private / grammar school pupils had access toa broader and more diverse set of
work experience opportunities and extracurricular activities to discuss on their personal
statements Private school pupils were also more likely to mention the name of their schools
in their statements, indicating that they felt this could put them at an advantage?'®

Numerous academics and commentators have voiced their own concerns in recent years
about the fairness of using personal statements. DrLee Elliot Major, then CEO of the Sutton
Trust, questioned the usefulness of personal statemens becauseh e r e ' s irdusthwill e
around them, given how much is at stake: Private tutors and former graduates prepare and
write them for these young people. You have to look at the system and ask the question: is it

fair? | do’h’ $i misimeniAtkipspn, wh ® interview s medicine, veterinary and
dentistry students at the University of Bristol, commented that personal statements are“ t 0 0
unreliabl e, too easy to get a | ot of help with

terribly tru e 2% Professor Gill Wyness has previously concluded that, because personal
statements put poorer students at a disadvantage, o n e s o Iwouldibe to rethove the
personal statement requirement from the admissions process altogether.” 121

Entrance exams and interviews

According to the UCAS website, there are a range of formal entrance exams for specific HE
institutions and courses.'22 Law, mathematics and medicine require the completion of
admissions tests for entry into their degree programmes. In addition, Oxford and Camb ridge
make extensive use of additional written tests alongside the UCAS application form. For



exampl e, the University of (©Ostapplicantd grerequiredts i t e st

take a subjectspecific written admission assessment, either pre-intervi ew or at interview” f or
subjects as diverse asAsian and Middle Eastern Studies, Computer Science English,
Geography, Linguistics , Natural Sciences Archaeology and Philosophy. These ‘' assessm

are “designed to supplement the information in your application and provide a gauge of your
abilities - to assess skills, such as comprehension and thinking skills, and levels of knowledge
and understanding, relevant to your course. " 123 Many other universities use admissions tests
for subjects such as Busings, Nursing and Social Work.24

Mor eover, Oxford, Cambridge and U Gihkingh skilse deci ¢
assessmens '’ (TSAs) into the application process for
are usually a pen-and-paper testlasting1.52 hour s, ar e de syougabilgydn t o me a.

critical thinking and problem solving, skills which are essential for success in higher
education” > The results of t he assessmhapmtutorsaassess suppos
whether candidates have the skills and aptitudes needed to study ...courses’ including
Economics, Psychology, Philosophy and Politics (depending on the institution). 126

It is claimed by Cambridge Assessment, which administer the TSAs on behalf of these

uni ver si t ideesnotreguireaatlot of éxtra‘study as it is a test of skills and aptitudes

that students already possess  a nwiile dtest-t aker ' s performance at any
with some familiarisation or practice, we would not advise anyone to pay for such help. 127

This disclaimer alludes to a widely -recognised problem: applicants who have access to

additional forms of practice and support when preparing for these tests — either through their

school / college or paid for by their family — will almost certainly use thi s to their advantage.

When Cambridge introduced their additional written tests in 2016, Alan Milburn, former

Labour minister and chair of the Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission sai d “it
clearly has the potential to raise a further barrier to equal accesqas] bright students from less

advantaged backgrounds tend to miss out on the intensive tutoring their better -off peers

r e ¢ e 2\Sanilatly, Sir Peter Lampl, chairman of the Sutton Trust, pointed out that
“Cambridge shoul d ddpeseatiadisadvintade fot lews anel middle -

income students as there is a thriving market in private tuition for the extra admissions tests

used at Oxford ®nd Cambridge."”

The UK is not the only country that struggles with the impact of admissions tests on
disadvantaged applicants. The University of Chicago —one of the highest-ranked universities

in the US —announced in 2018it will no longer require its domestic undergraduate applicants

to submit scores from the ACT or SAT (the two dom inant tests for university entrance). As a
result, the university admitted its most diverse ever classlast year that contained more low -
income, first-generation, veteran and rural students.3° The number of HE institutions across
America that do not requir e ACT and SAT scores has now passed.,200and continues to grow .



The movement bptwaodal *teaedmi ssions i s gaining moil
by the National Association for College Admission Counseling of 28 HE institutions with a
total of more than 950,000 students foundt h attie adoption of a well -executed testoptional
admission policy can lead to an increase in overall applications as well as an increase in the
representation of [underrepresented] students (both numeric and proportionate) i n the
applicant pool and the freshman class.” 13! Roughly two -thirds of the institutions included in
their analysis had experienced growth in underrepresented students above that seen in a
matched peer institution that still required entrance test scores. In addition, students who
declined to submit ACT or SAT scores had slightly lower high school grades than students
who did submit test scores but graduated at rates equivalent to, or marginally higher than,
those who submitted them.

Critics have long contended that the SAT and ACT are culturally biased, with questions that
discriminate against students f r om et hni ¢ minorities who may | ac
students who can afford a private tutor and take the test multiple times have an advantage
over those who cannot. In December 2019, tudents, parents, public school districts and
education advocacy groups sued the University of California, arguing that its admission
requirement to submit an SAT or ACT score is “demonstrably discriminatory against the
State's least privileged students, the very students who would most benefit from higher
education. ¥2The lawsuit dr ew heavily on research showing that low-income students and
minority students tend to score worse than their wealthier, whiter peers “who more
frequently hire tutors, take the test multiple times and are enrolled in school districts with the
big budgets that accompany communities with high property values . 23 Partly in response to
this lawsuit, the University of California announced in May this year that it plans to fully
phaseout use of the SAT and ACT by 2025, with one board member stating that “these tests

are extremely flawed and veryunfair . Enough i s®3enough.

Not only are applicants from more privileged backgrounds at a significant advantage when it
comes to sitting (and succeeding in) university entrance tests, the samecan be saidfor the use
of interviews in the selection process of some universities. Applicants to Oxford and
Cambridge who are fortunate enough to be invited for interview are usually interviewed at
least twice, typically by two academics (admissions tutors). Although the tutors will no doubt

workhard t o take an applicant’s backgr oumpecdanismnt o acc
within the interview setting for this type of information to be incorporated. Previous research
by Anna Zimdars at the University of Manchester has suggested that admissions tutors are

susceptible to biases during interviews, as described by a tutor at the University of Oxford:

20UUUET OUUwPT OQwi EY]I WEOOI wi UOOwI EVEEUI EWEEEOT U
in breadth literature or whatever have possibly a better chance of proving themselves more
EEOI wi OUwl OUVUAawPOUOWEWEOUUUT wbi 1 Ul wUT ECzVUwPT E



a good indication of motivation, or indeed of ability but certainly of a cekiauh of

EEEUOUUUEUDPOOWOI wUUEDPODOT Owal Uwi OUwUUUI 6w OEuw
UOWEUUI UUwPhbOwhOUIT UYDI PBOWDUwWUOOwWUT 1T wlOT UOUT T wlT
The same research recorded some admissions tutors freely admitting that their own
background could be a source of bias during the interviews, while several tutors also
acknowledged that processes occurred whereby they related or* ¢ 1 i ck ed’ intell ect
with some applicants than others. These findings | ed thetiuthor

conceivable that this idea of personal, often unconscious, biases may holdfurther clues as to

differential admissionsrates” bet we en d e mo §FEariehrésearclyhadideptied

the same problem with using interviews to select candidates, oftenrefer r ed t o as t he
to-me’ e-fnfeanmg that* hi gher i nterview ratings are givel
possess similar attitudes and¥Tda isoogto aifribeites as t |
interviewers themselves, as they will presumab ly be trying to use the interview to identify the

best candidate(s). Even so, the presence of these biases raises serious questions about the

impact of university interviews on disadvantaged applicants.

There have been some efforts, albeit limited, to make the interview process less overwhelming

for students from underrepresented backnmpckounds.
interviews ' online alongside video diaries made by admissions tutors during the interview

process whi | e Cambr i dmgtee rdveileiw ewosr k‘'sihop s’ through out
However , these approaches run the risk of widening the participation gaps rather than closing

them because applicants who have access tdetter information and guidance from teachers,

careers advisors and fanily members are more likely to be made aware of these additional

resources. Applicants from wealthier background:
programmes’ , through which students can receive
with writihng t hei r personal statement as Wwueactbe aads havi

develop your Oxbridge interview skills and receive advice on how to improve your
performance” (i n t hi s ¢ as e 13 Sach opportuaities dre selffevideridly, onlyp 0 ) .
available to a handful of fortunate individuals.

Research on the effect of entrance tests and interviews, either in the UK or US, is sparse. This

means it is unclear from an empirical perspective how badly the prospects of disadvantaged

applicants are being affected. Nevertheless, there is good reason to believe that entrance tests

and interviews are distorting the admissions system in favour of applicants who receive the

most educational and financial support, both before and during the application process. T o

illustrate the enormous gulf between the most and least advantaged schools in this country, a

recent report found that top private schools were appointing full -t i me ‘ expert s’ t o
pupils through the university application process, including personal statements, entrance
examinations and interviews. St Paul ' s S c hooeoof the itop-petfosnmng private



boys’ school , ht*4 -sa levellof isvesitnbnt thak ip tmply wnachievable across
vast swathes of our school system.Such examples demonstrate why the continued use of tests
and interviews as part of the university admissions system is manifestly unfair and
inequitable. This im balance cannot be endured within any new admissions model.



5. Recommendations

The analysis in this report has shown how the current UCAS system for university admissions
is failing to deliver a fair, transparent and equitable process for prospective stude nts:

1 Predicted grades: research has consistently shown that a significant proportion
(potentially the vast majority) of predicted grades are incorrect, and it is high -
achieving students from the most disadvantaged backgrounds who are most likely to
be under-predicted by teachers. Furthermore, the whole notion of an application
process based on nothing more than guesswork from teachers in schools and colleges
is plainly unfair on both staff and students and inevitably results in significant
inequities when selecting, and applying for, universities.

1 Unconditional offers: many universities are using unconditional offers to attract
students and the tuition fee income they bring, despite overwhelming evidence that
such offers can seriously harm the performance of these students in ther A -level or
equivalent examinations. Not only is the use of unconditional offers unfair on students
and staff in schools and colleges, the lack of transparency during the application cycle
in terms of the actual grades required to enter any given degree programme is
unjustifiable.

1 Disadvantaged applicants: despite tentative signs of progress at some universities in
recent years, the proportion of disadvantaged students who reach the most selective
universities is lamentable. The UCAS process is tilted agadnst any such student who
wishes to study at researchrintensive universities, particularly through the use of
personal statements, entrance exams and interviews as part of the application process.
This inequitable system undermines the notion that all stud ents have a fair chance of
attending the university of their choice.

The recommendations in this report will therefore seek to address these issues by designing a
new model for university admissions that:

1 Removes the need for predicted grades as part ofthe application process
1 Eliminates the use of unconditional offers, or any variant of them

1 Explicitly prioritises the interests of the most disadvantaged applicants

As this report is focused on reforming the university application process rather than altering
the wider education system, the new admissions model outlined in this chapter is designed



to fit within the existing timetables for school and college examinatio ns in May / June and the
start of the university term in October so that any disruption to students and staff is
minimised. Consequently, the new admissions systemwi | | retain the current
gualification admi ssi 0n s€etheif ewdms anéfindoutuwdetherthey appl vy
have been admitted after their exams) rather than introducing post -qualification applications.

The following recommendations will describe the new admissions model in full, along with

illustrative examples for how i t could operate in practice. The intention is that this new model
would be put in place for the 2022/23 academic year.

New roles and responsibilities for the Office for Students

RECOMMENDATION 1

The Office for Students should run a consultation process to select a ‘Designated
Admissions Body’ (DAB) such as UCAS to operate the new admissions system for
undergraduates.

The Higher Education and Research Act 2QHERA) established the powers and functions of

the OfS. Within their remit, the OfS was required to appoint two bodies to support their work:

a ‘Designat e dtoduadttha Of Buaditlyyarid standards assessment functions

set out in the HERA; and a ‘' Desi gtmoaimpik, mBke availabi @mdypublish

HE information .14° The first step to introducing a fair and equitable admissions system is to
‘Designated Admi
existing two bodies. Although the precise wording of the amendments to the HERA wiill

amend the HERA to include a new

require further discussions that are beyond the scope of this report, the suggested approach
is as follows:

1 The OfSwi | | be given a new admi ssions functi on

admissions process that is fair, transparent and equitable for all applicants;

1 The HERA should make provisionfortheOfSt o appoi nt a
Body ' 1{opei@dn this admissions function on its behalf;

Designated

1 Following a consultation process, the OfS will be required to recommend the most
appropriate body for overseeing a new admissions system

1 The OfS will give the DAB directions about how to perform its admissions
functions to ensure that the new admissions system and its associated application
cycle is delivered in an effective and timely manner.



Needless to say,UCAS would be an obvious candidate to become the new DAB given its
experience in this field acquired over many years. That said, it is important to note that the
DAB will be required to deliver the new admissions system described in this report, not
deliver its own model. This deliberate rebalancing of the admissions process is a vital
component of creating a fair, transparent and equitable system because it cannot be
assumed that UCAS will choose to create and subsequently deliver an admissions process
that is in the best interest of students, particularly those from the most disadvantaged
backgrounds.

RECOMMENDATION 2

The Office for Students should introduce a new ‘condition of registration’ that applies to all
HE providers. The new condition will specify that every provider must use the admissions
system operated by the DAB.

‘Conditions of registration * are the main tool that the OfS uses to regulate individual HE
providers. These conditions set out the minimum requirements that providers must me et in

order to be registered (and stay registered) with the OfS14t Only those providers that are
registered with the OfS can access public grant funding for universities, loan finance for
students and apply for degree awarding powers and t h euniversity’.# of °

There are two types of conditions of registration: ‘initial and general ongoingcondi ti ons’
(which all providers must satisfy at the initial time of registering, and then must continue to

meet in order to stay registered) a npdcific' omgoing conditions’ t hat the OfS s
individual provider s (e.g. any actions required to befinancially sustainable or improve their

access and participation rates). One of the most important initial and general ongoing

conditions is Condition A: Access andapticipation for students from all backgroundghich has

two elements:

1 Condition A1: An Approved provider intending to charge fees above the basic amount to
qualifying persons on qualifying courses mu¥th@ve in force an access and participation plan
approved by the OfS in accordance with the Higher Education and Research Act 2017 (HERA);
and (ii) take all reasonable steps to comply with the provisions of the plan.

f Conditon A20 w Ow xx UQOYI Hging fged ¥btdthelbasitc Bniodnt to qualifying
persons on qualifying courses must: (i) publish an access and participation statement; and (i)
update and rgoublish this statement on an annual ba$ts.



We recommend that a third condition — A3 —is added to the conditions of registration used

by the OfS. Thi s ¢ olkod thet purpases of ithie designate tadmisdiohsabbdy *
p# ! AZUVUwWEUVUUDPI UwEUwWUx1 EPI Pl E wb Oarelld the @admBgionsSyster® w
overseen by the DAB in a manner and form specified by the DAB

In the absence of this new condition of registration, some universities may attempt to remove
themselves from the new admissions system described in this report and operate
independently of all other universities. This would undermine the operation of the new
system by allowing the universities in question to continue acting out of self -interest which,
as this report has amply demonstrated, will continue to generate unfair, opaque and
inequitable outcomes for students, teachers and other stakeholders.

More transparency for applicants

RECOMMENDATION 3

At the beginning of the new application cycle, universities will be required to publish a
‘standard qualification requirement’ (SQR) for each undergraduate degree. Once
published, the SQR cannot be altered by universities at any point in the application cycle,
and no student can be accepted onto a degree if they fail to meet the SQR.

When universities publish their
which courses to apply for, one might reasonably assume that these grades are indeed a
minimum requirement for all those who wish to start any given degree. After all, students
starting a degree for which they are academically ill -equipped is surely in no-o n e’
yet it is abundantly clear that some universities are now showing little interest in using entry
requirements to signify the academic demands of each degree.

The exponential growth in unconditional offers is a perfect illustration of how, despite entry
requirements being published well in advance of the start of each academic year, universities
feel perfectly entitled to ignore their own requirements i f it suits their needs. This undermines
any attempt to create a transparent application system because students simply have no idea
what grades will actually be required from them on or after results day to be accepted onto a
degree course. Inmanyrespecs, t he wuse of
universities to lower or even abandon their entry requirements later in the application cycle
creates a fundamental dishonesty at the heart of the current UCAS process. This is unfair on
students, parents and teachers—and it must change.

x x L
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As discussed earlier in this report, Scotland is on the verge of rolling out a novel system in the

f or m iaifhum‘emry requirements ’ for each course, which are |
standard that applic ants must reach to be admitted. This report builds on this initiative by

formalising it for all universities in England. Itis proposed that, at the start of each application

cycle in May, every standaxnd gualdi¢atioy requitetmdnt ' SQB) for i t s
each undergraduate course. Once thisSQR has been published, universities will be banned

from accepting any student who does not reach the SQRin their final school or college exams.

This approach will eradicate unconditional offers because univ ersities will no longer be able

to lower or ignore their own qualification requirements. Moreover, the application cycle will

be truly transparent because every student will be able to see the SQR for each degree
throughout the application process, knowing that it represents the standard they must reach

if they wish to be accepted onto the course.

To deliver this proposal, the HERA will need to be amended. At present, it asserts that the

Secretary of State may not issue the OfS with any guidance related to“* t he criteri a f
admi ssion of student s, Toalgn thed&RAtwhhehe inteoduetioraop p | i ed . ”
the new SQRs, it is suggested that the HERA should instead read as follows:

but, whether or not the guidance is framed in that way, it must not relgte to

Z0 ¢ w

(e) thestandard qualification requiremesitor the admission of studentsito each course
Of wOUUUEa-»

This will protect the autonomy of universities to set the SQRat whatever level they wish for
every degree course while also ensuring that universities cannot manipulate or jettison their
own entry requirements after they are p ublished. This will therefore be a significant step
towards a fair, transparent and equitable admissions system.

RECOMMENDATION 4

Alongside the publication by universities of their SQR for each undergraduate degree, they
must also state the maximum number of students they can accept onto each degree course
without compromising the quality of education they provide.

Now that students can see the SQRfor each degree programme, another important element
of a transparent application system will be the visibility over how competitive each course is
likely to be. Under the current system, UCAS does not say how many places are available on
each course during the application cycle because HE institutions do not provide this
information. This makes it virtually impossible for students to gauge the likelihood of their



application being successful in terms ofaftfh'e

ratios that some university league tables provide are of little value for an individual student
applying for a specific course because the ratios are retrospective and do not give a sense of
how large or small any course is likely to be in the followi ng academic year.

In May this year, the government announced details of a ‘support package’ for the HE sector,
which saw the reintroduc tion of student number controls in England for the first time since
2013 Under the plans, English universities will be able to recruit full -time undergraduate UK
and EU students for the next academic year up to a“temporary set level” (their forecasts for
the next academic year plus an additional 5 per cent).**+ Although the principle of number
controls is sensible, this report proposes that, rather than the government setting the
maximum number of students, universities should be able to set their own limits.

Consequently, alongside the SQR for each degree, universities will have to publish the
maximum number of places that are available to students and send this information to the
new DAB. This will be achieved by asking universities to specify the maximum numb er of
students that they can admit onto a course without reducing the quality of the education they
will provide. For example, some degree courses may only accept a handful of students each
year because it is a highly-specialised or technical course that requires intensive supervision,
whereas other degree courses may operate with over a hundred students who are generally
taught in large lecture halls. Either way, it will be up to universities to decide how they set
their maximum course sizes —thus protecting another element of university autonomy.

RECOMMENDATION 5

Following the publication of the SQR for every degree, a new national contextual offer
(NCO) will be applied to the SQRs at all universities. The NCO will automatically reduce the
grades required by applicants facing the greatest level of disadvantage, including care
leavers, those living in deprived areas and students who attend a low-performing
secondary school or college. The NCO will therefore create an ‘adjusted qualification
requirement’ (AQR) for applicants who are deemed to be disadvantaged in some way.

The use of contextual offers has resulted in a fragmented and confusing landscape for
applicants. Not all universities use contextual offers, and those that do use them often do not
list all the factors they consider. Even if a university does list the contextual factors that it uses,
it rarely states the weighting given to each factor within their internal processes for making
offers. Ultimately, this creates a situation where some university departments are willing to
consider the background of an applicant, whereas other departments — even within the same
university — might show little or no interest in doing so. If the goal is creating a fair,
transparent and equitable admissions system, these discrepancies must be eliminated.

r el



As with the promotion of “minimum entry require
the lead in the area of contextual admissions. In future, all Scottish universities will “use a

consistent core of indicators for their contextualised admissions [as] this change will help

potential students know, well ahead of applying, whether their application could receive

additional consideration. " 145 The first two indicators in the ‘core’ list are the Scottish Index of

Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) and whether an applicant has been in care, with work still on -

going to determine if there are other indicators that can be added to thislist. By formalising

the inclusion of these factors when making contextual offers, it makes the application system

more transparent as well as helping to create a level playing field for those students who have

faced the greatest barriers to their educational success.

This report recommends t hat ashoulapplytoaladgreesont e xt (
at all English universities. Once universities have set the SQRfor each course, the new NCO

will automatically reduce the grades required by students who meet certain eligibility criteria,

and the students who have faced multip le barriers in the past will see the largest reduction in

grades. The NCO will be based on similar principles to the upcoming National Funding

Formula for schools in England. This is built around the idea that a school should receive a

base’ a maiogrper pupif, buff the ischool also receives extra funding for any pupll

who has ‘additional needs These ‘additional ne

1 Being in receipt of Free School Meals (FSM) due to low parental income

1 Living in a deprived area based on the IDACI score of apupi | s’ home postc
provide a measure of socio-economic deprivation (t he IDACI score is represented on
a scale of 0 to 1, with 0 being the lowestdeprivation and 1 being the highest)

1 Low prior attainment, so that schoolsreceive funding for all pupils who did not reach
the expected level of attainment in their previous phase of education

1 Having English as an additional language

These four factors are additive, meaning that a school can receive any of these payments (or

all of them) for each eligible pupil. This repor
grade offer for all applicants (the SQR) with additional grade r eductions for each barrier that

a student faces, with the most significant barriers leading to the largest reduction in grades.

Purely for illustrative purposes, the example in Table 1 (overleaf) shows how the new NCO
could operate. It displays three eligibility factors that might be included in the NCO in the

form of a ‘“points system, whereby each factor |

applicants are assigned points for each and every eligibility factor that they meet. This will, in

tum,create a total points score’ for each applic



Table 1: an illustration of how the new points-based ‘national contextual
offer’ could operate with different eligibility factors

NUMBER OF WHETHER AN IDACI SCORE OF NATIONAL RANK OF
POINTS APPLICANT HAS APPLICANT’S HOME THE EXAM RESULTS OF
AWARDED TO EXPERIENCED POSTCODE AN APPLICANT’S
EACH FACTOR CARE (0 =LEAST DEPRIVED; = SCHOOL OR COLLEGE
1 = MOST DEPRIVED)
) 0.5-1 First quintile
4 points Yes (3% of pu ”;_ in England?#) (bottom 20% o#ttainment
> orpup € in the country)
. 0.4-0.5 _
3 points
pol (8% of pupils in England) second quintile
. 0.3-0.4 . _
2 points
P (15% of pupils in England) Third quintile
. 0.2-0.3 .
1 point (19% of pupils in England) Fourth quintile
. Less than 0.2 . .
0 points No (55% of pupils in England) Fifth quartile

The following theoretical students would be awarded points as follows:

1 Student A: they live in a moderately deprived area with an IDACI score of 0.35 (2
points) and attended a college that achieves reasonably well in national examinations,
placing it in the fourth quintile of performance (1 point).

TOTAL -3 points

1 Student B: this student was previously in local authority care (4 points) and lived in a
deprived area with an IDACI score of 0.42 (3 points), although the school they attended
was ranked in the third quintile for their examination performance (2 points).

TOTAL -9 points

1 Student C: this student lives in one of the least deprived areas of the country with an
IDACI score of 0.11 (0 points) and they attended one of the highest performing schools
in the country (0 points).

TOTAL -0 points

Once a student ' s lhstcs lkagerbeen usdd tacchlaulata the t@al points for
their application, the NCO will automatically adjust the SQRfor all the degree courses that an
applicant selects based the rubric such as the example shown in Table 2.



Table 2: an illustration of how a ‘national contextual offer’ points score could
create an ‘adjusted qualification requirement’ (AQR) for each degree

NUMBER OF POINTS NUMBER OF GRADES EXAMPLE OF THE
ASSIGNED TO THE APPLICANT THAT THE SQR WILL BE = APPLICANT’S GRADE OFFER
THROUGH THE NCO REDUCED BY FOR THE FOR A DEGREE WITH AN
APPLICANT SQR OF THREE A’s
0 -2 points 0 AAA
3 -5 points 1 AAB
6 — 8 points 2 ABB
9 -12 points 3 BBB

Using the same three theoretical students cited above who are applying for a degree with an
SQR of three A’s, Student A (3 points) would be required to get AA B, Student B (9 points)
would be required to get BBBand Student C (0 points) would be required to getstraight A’ s .

The end result is that the students who have faced the greatest barriers to their prior success

will automatically be given the lowest offers by universities. The national contextual offer will

thus create an ' adjudigteemengual(iAfQRgatficorn eveeqry de
applicant’ s per sbierumnbecohgaades that therSQRid réedeced.by for each

applicant applies to all the degrees they apply for, even if those degrees have different SQRs.

This will ensure that, irrespective of the subject or discipline chosen by an applicant, they will

have complete certainty over the grades they must reach- both in terms of the SQRpublished

by the university and any grade adjustments they are entitled to courtesy of the new NCO.

A fairer and more equitable way to allocate university places

RECOMMENDATION 6

‘Personal statements’, references and entrance tests will be removed from the application
process because they bias the whole admissions system against the most disadvantaged
applicants.

The new ‘Designated Admissions Body’ (DAB) will
applying to UK universities, much as UCAS does now. As noted earlier in the
recommendations section, th e rol e of t he DAB i s to i mpl emen
admissions process under the supervision of the OfS. With universities having published their

SQRfor each university degree and with the new national contextual offer in place, it is now

time for app licants to make their choices about which institutions they want to attend and

which course(s) they would like to study.



The analysis in previous chapters outlined a wide range of components of the current
application system that reduce the chance of astudent from a disadvantaged background
attending the most selective universities. For example, the requirement for personal
statements and references on UCAS application forms tilts the application process in favour
of applicants from more privileged back grounds who attend schools with better resources
and connections (in both the state and private sector). In addition, entrance tests will always
give an advantage to applicants who can afford private tuition or who attend schools that can
provide additiona | support and preparation. If the goal is to create a fair and equitable
admissions system, these features of the existing application cycle can no longer be endured
because they systematically bias the whole process against those individuals who have face
the greatest obstacles to their educational success thus far.

RECOMMENDATION 7

Predicted grades will no longer feature in the application process. Instead, applicants will
be free to select any 10 university degrees and rank them in order of preference.

The research evidence on the accuracy of predicted grades has removed any doubt about how
inappropriate it is to use them as a basis for the university admissions system. The new
admissions system overseen by the DAB will therefore take a different approach. The AQRs
will now provide full transparency for students, parents, teachers and careers advisers about
the grades that applicants need to achieve for any degree course. One of the requirements
placed on the new DAB will be that their website includes a simple feature allowing any
applicant to enter their personal characteristics that relate to the new national contextual offer
(e.g. whether they were in care, what school / college they are attending) so that they can see
in advance the AQR for every degree they are interested in.

As they do now, applicants will have several months to discuss their current level of
performance with their teachers, careers advisers and family members to help guide their
decisions about which university and which degree wi Il be most suitable for them.

Universities wi || continue of fering ‘open

accommodation and much more besides, which applicants can also use to inform their
choices. The main difference will come at the end of these deliberations because there will no
longer be any role for predicted grades in the application process.

At present, students typically choose five courses on the UCAS application form . Under this
new admissions system, they will instead select 10 courses from any university and enter them
into their online application form managed by the DAB (to be submitted in January of each

application cycle, as under the current system). The online portal that the DAB creates for

day



applicants will inform them that, a Ithough they can choose any degree course that they wish
to attend, their 10 choices should include a mixture of degrees with SQRs that:

1 Are above their current level of perfo rmance
1 Match their current level of perfo rmance
1 Are below their current level of performance

Ultimately, it will be up to the individual applicant to select the degree courses and

universities that they believe are most suitable for them. This proposal shares some

similarities with the admissions system used in Ireland, where applicants can select up to 10
Bachelor’s (Honour s) De (st tbescoursashbdsecaon gourigenginer uct e d
order of preference.” 147

RECOMMENDATION 8

On results day, university places will be automatically allocated based on students’ lists of
preferred courses. For courses that are oversubscribed, places will be allocated by lottery
among all the applicants who reach or surpass the SQR (or AQR, where applicable). For
courses that are undersubscribed, all students who reach or surpass their SQR (or AQR) will
be admitted.

The admissions cycle is now almost complete by this stage. Applicants have considered all
their options in full knowledge of the SQRfor each course and any adjustments they receive
through the NCO. Teachers, careers advisors and family members will have offered their
advice and suggestions, and applicants will have been on numerous open days to help decide
the institutions and courses that are right for them. After considering their options, all
applicants have selected 10 courses at a range of institutions and subsequently ranked them
in order of preference. On results day, it is time for the new DAB to allocate places to
applicants in a manner that is fair, equitable and transparent based on thecourse preferences
that applicants have submitted.

STEP 1

As stated in Recommendation 4, HE institutions have already informed the DAB of the
maximum number of places they can provide for each course. The DAB also knows how many
applicants have listed each course as their first preference. Consequently, the first step for
allocating students to courses is for the DAB to rank all the degree courses available at all HE
institutions by their level of oversubscription. This will create a list of all the available degree
courses from the most oversubscribed to the least oversubscribed.



STEP 2

Starting with the most oversubscribed course, all the applicants who listed the course as their
first preference and have reached or surpassed theirAQR will be entered into a lottery. This
lottery will allocate places to applicants purely by chance, up to the maximum number of
places available for that degree course. All the successful applicants will be offered a place on
that course starting in October that year.

STEP 3

Having started with the single most oversubscribed course, the DAB will start with the next
most oversubscribed course and eventually work down the whole list of oversubscribed
courses. On each occasion, the DAB will allocate places by using dtteries that include any
applicant who has chosen a course as their first preference and has reached or surpassed their
AQR. Should an applicant not be offered a place for their first preference, they will
automatically be entered into the lottery for the ir next highest preference if they have reached
or surpassed their AQR.

This process will.l continue based on the order
receive an offer of a place. For example, any applicant who missed out on their second
preference course in a previous lottery will subsequently be entered for the lottery to attend

their third preference course and institution if they have reached their AQR. Again, this is
similar to the syst dthedffer stdge, gou wilh eceivetae offer lofythe “ a
course highest up on your course choices list(s) that you are deemed eligible for, if any.” 148

STEP 4

Once the DAB has allocated places by lottery to all the oversubscribed courses, they will
eventually reach a course that has fewerapplicants than available places. At this point, all the
remaining applicants who have reached or surpassed their AQR and have listed the course as
their highest remaining preference will be offered a place on the course by default. This will
continue until all applicants have either been offered a place on one of their 10 preferred
courses or their list of preferences has been exhausted.

Does an applicant have to accept the course they are offered?
As applicants have listed their 10 chosen courses in orcer of preference, they should be willing
to accept the highest placed offer that they are made. If they choose not to accept an offer, they

wi || be entered into the cl ear nertgectiomp.hase of u

What if an applicant does not get any offers from their 10 preferred courses?

Given the chance-based nature of this new application system, plus the fact that universities
can decide how many students they wish to admit each year, it is possible (although unlikely)

(0]



that an applicant may not be admitted onto any of their preferred courses. If each applicant
follows the suggestion of including a range of courses that are both above and below their
current level of performance within their list of preferred courses, the risk of not gett ing any
offers will again be significantly reduced. That said, if an applicant does not get any offers
then they will be able to choose a course

How will “clearing” work in future?

Any applicant who was not awarded a place from their list of 10 preferred courses, or who
rejected an offer that they received, wil!l
happens now, HE institutions will be able to use this process to fil | any remaining places they
have on their courses after the initial allocation of places (steps +4).

Following the completion of the automatic allocation of places by lottery for oversubscribed
courses, the DAB will immediately be able to identify those courses that still have places
available seeing as universities will already have informed the DAB of the maximum number

of students they can accept. As happens now, students will be allowed to apply to any HE
institution that has vacancies on a particular course. However, under this new admissions
model, the SQRis a formal requirement for all applicants. This means that an HE institution
will be banned from accepting any student who has not met their AQR for a specific degree,
even through the clearing process. The logic remains the same as before: if an applicant has

not met a university’s minimum requirements

a course, there are no grounds for them to be admitted either before or during the clearing
process.

t hr oug
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6. Areas for further consideration

Careers advice

A recent report from a Parl i amentaeerg edb@iior,ct Com
information, advice and guidance is inadequate in too many English schools” |, whi ch

me a n s tbohmary young people are leaving education without having had the chance

fully to consider their future options "**The same report | ameentt ed t h
years have seen a whole host of policy changes, initiatives and new bodies:none has led to

any serious improvement in provision; some have proved counter -productive. "15° Although

a full examination of the reasons behind the poor quality of careers advice and guidance in

schools is beyond the scope of this report, the opaqueness ofhe university application process

is unlikely to help matters. The rapid growth in unconditional offers plus the variable usage

and implementation of contextual admissions makes the whole UCAS landscape much harder

for applicants to understand, particula rly those who attend schools and colleges with fewer

resources and connections and/or those cannot draw on support from family members.

The asymmetric availability of i nformati on cCoL
decisions. A study published last year by academics at the Institute of Education analysed
whether students were attending courses that are less or more selective than might be
expected given their prior academic attainment. They found that 15 per cent students were
“undnart c h e d attend untiversgities that are lessselective than might be expected and
another 15 permatenhe dve r (etnivemsjliesahattare mareselective than
might be expected).’5 When considering future earnings, this mismatch rose to 23 per cent in
both directions. Furthermore, there  w e wubstantia$ socio-economic status(SES)and gender
gaps in mismatch, with low SES students and women attending lower quality courses than
their attainment might otherwise suggest. "152 The researchers noted that" students who are
on the path towards university, and who have undertaken some research, or have useful
networks of people offering advice and guidance, are more likely to find a good match. "153

The push for greater transparency across the whole admissiors cycle, namely through the
introduction of SQRs as well as the NCO that applies to all applicants and all courses, is likely
to significantly improve the availability and accessibility of information for prospective
students, parents, careers advisors andteachers. This should create a more level playing field
between different schools and colleges because the relevant information will always be visible
in the same format to those who need to use it. This will not solve all the issues with careers
advice and guidance in relation to HE institutions and degree courses. Nevertheless, it will
break down some of the information barriers that exist in the current UCAS process.



Applicants who have examination papers remarked

In this new admissions model, universities decide how many students they can accept onto
each degree course, and on results day the DAB will allocate all the available places on each
course to applicants based on their list of preferences. However, some applicants may have
their examin ation paper(s) remarked in the days after they receive their official results. This
could lead to situations where a student missed their AQR for a given course, meaning that
they miss out on being entered into the lottery for a specific course, only to then receive a
higher grade following a remark.

One option for dealing with this scenario would be to use a form of secondary place allocation.

For example, the DAB knows the ratio of ‘student
for every degree course so they could run a secondary lottery for students who only meet

their AQR after a remark. For example, if 100 students who met their AQR were admitted

onto a course out of 1000 applicants before any remarks took place, the DAB knows there was

a 10 per cent chance of an applicant being admitted if they had listed the course as their first

preference and also met their AQR. It could therefor e conduct a secondary lottery for students

after their remark based on the 10 per cent ' su
event that produces a random number between 1 and 100, and if the number chosen is

between 1 and 10 (to reflect the 1(per cent success rate of other applicants) then the university

will be allowed to admit them onto the course.

If the student is not successful in the secondary lottery for their first preference course, they

will be entered into a secondary lottery for their second preference based on the same
principles, and so on. To ensure there are sufficient places available on each course for

students whose grades improve after a remark, it might be useful for universities to be

instructed that it is necessarytohave a smal | l evel of ‘“tolerance’
applicants they state that they are able and willing to admit onto each course. The clearing

process will still operate as described in the previous chapter for any applicant who is not

offered a place on any of their preferred courses or who rejects an offer of a place.

‘Special consideration’ for personal circumstances

Some HE applicants may, through no fault of their own, be exposed to a set of circumstances

at the time of their examinations at age 18that affect their performance and may cause them

to miss their AQR. One of the fundamental features of the new admissions model in this report

is that universities will |l ose their ability to
students, but it is still necessary to ensure there are mechanisms in place to account for
instances where the particular circumstances of an applicant should be considered.



The Joint Council for Qualifications, who represent the major examination boards for s chools

and coll eges, produce guidance on <+defiirnead paw a‘c
poste x ami nati on adjustment to a candidate’s marKk
temporary injury or some ot her mwaetnettimeoolithesi de of

assessment, which has had, or is reasonably likely to have had, a material effect on a

candi dat e’ s ability t o t ake an assessment or
attainment” 154 Students areeligible for ‘special consideration’ if they have covered the whole

course but their performance in the final examination (or in the production of coursework ) is

“materially affected by adverse circumstances beyond their control” at the time o
assessment. These circumstances includeamong others, accidents and injur ies, bereavement

of a close family member or a domestic crisis.’®® If a student is still able to attend their

examination, their raw mark can be adjusted by up to 5 per cent of the total marks available.

If the student is not able to attend their examination, their final grade may be adjusted to

reflect their circumstances if they have already completed enough of the course 156

As a starting point, it would be sensible to use these existing rules if an HE applicant
experiencesan adverse event. The online application system currently used by schools and

coll eges for speci al consider at i oymfcasgst YwWss an i
should mean that any subsequent adjustments to
factored into the new admissions system, meaning that a student who misses their AQR for

one of their preferred courses due to adverse circumstances shoudl not be unduly penalised.

Changes to Oxford and Cambridge admissions

The new admissions model in this report will lead to three significant changes to how Oxford

and Cambridge admit students. First, the removal of interviews and entrance examinations

wi || mean there is no need for arforceseandidatgsteent r y’
apply by October instead of January (the latter being the deadline for almost every other

university). Second, applicants can now apply to both Oxford and Cambridge in the same
admissions round, whereas at present an applicant must choose between either Oxford or
Cambridge. No justification has ever been provided for this exclusivity within the application

process, although it is often assumedto be a measure to cut down the number of applications

that these two prestigious institution s receive. Third, students will apply to Oxford or

Cambridge universitiesas awhole—not i ndi vi dual ‘“coll eges’ withii
Givent hi s r ecommitmént te creating a fair, transparent and equitable admissions
system in which all students ma ke t heir choices on a | evel pl ayi

Oxbridge exclusivity arrangements cannot be allowed continue. On that basis, this new



admissions model deliberately ignores the current exceptions afforded to these two
institutions as well as the unhelpful complexity created for applicants by having to apply to
specific colleges within the universities instead of having a single point of application.

Subjects that require interviews, auditions or portfolios

The new admissions system will no longer use personal statements, interviews and entrance
tests because it relies solely on an applicant’
NCO). This may pose a challenge for subjects that need to engage in some form of facéo-face
interaction with applicants before decisions can be made about whether to offer them a place.

Medicine, Dentistry and Veterinary Science

These popular subjects typically use admissions tests and interviews to judge applicants. The
problem is that it is precisely these filtering tools that tilt the application system towards
applicants with the best connections and resources (either through their family or school).
These degree courses have an important role to play in ensuring that future practitioners have
the right skills and aptitudes to perform their role effectively (e.g. interpersonal skills with
patients). It might therefore be worth considering various compromises that could promote
fairer access to students from disadvantaged backgrounds without undermining the need to
identify appropriate candidates. Possible alternatives to the current system include:

1 The selection process for choosing which candidates to interview for each subject
could be random and carr i ed iteswduldchooseawhitchb | i nd’
students to interview by lottery, and they would not know the prior academic results
of any applicant.

9 Universities could select candidates for interview based on their GCSE scores with
adjustments similar to the new NCO in this re port (e.g. care leavers and applicants
from the most disadvantaged backgrounds would have their GCSE point scores
automatically increased by a pre-determined margin). Universities would only see an

applicant’s adjusted GCSE spoe$.nt scores, not t

1 Entrance tests such as theBioMedical Admissions Test could be reformed so that the
results are weighted by t he insamimilai ncaanerttdo s | eve
the new NCO (e.g. care leavers and applicants from the most disadvantaged
backgrounds would have their test scores automatically increased by a set margin).

Further consultation would be required with professional bodies to identify which  option

would be most suitable in terms of promoting fairness, transparency and equity relative to
the current system. It is vital that the government does not make blanket exemptions for these



subjects when building a new admissions system, even if professional bodies oppose reform,

because existing schemes have already shown that allowing students with lower grades onto

these soughtafter degrees can widen access without compromising the programme. For

example, Ki ng’ s Coll ege London’s ‘éxtodriceds maedidealt s
support and spreads the first year of the standard medical degree over two years. A review of

the programme concluded that, with additional support, students admitted with A -level

grades of just CCC could thrive on medical degrees .5’

Performing Art subjects

Performing arts such as music, dance and drama typically involve an audition at an HE
institution or conservatoire to denbasedssubjecis e an
often require the production of a portfolio of previous work to accompany a prospective
student’'s application. Given the vital role that
in the admissions process for these courses, this new admissions model will continue to allow

their usage in a limited number of subjects.

However, it would be wrong to allow conservatoires and other institutions to ignore the

barriers faced by some applicants.Of t he Royal Coll ege of Music’s
2018 39.7 per cent were from state schools againsa target of 89.6. For the Royal Academy of
Musi c’ s i nt ak mthesamed/€ar, thetstatel sehodl groportion was 41.8 compared
with a benchmark of 89.7.1%8 These figures suggest that reforms are sorely needed to improve
the outlook for young people from more disadvantaged backgrounds. For example,

performing arts subjects often set out requirements in terms of A -level grades or UCAS tariff

points in addition to the performance -based element of each application, so it may be
necessary to use the NCOto adjust these entry requirements on a national basis.

Mature students

This report has focused on redesigning the admissions model for school leavers entering HE
for the first time. This raises the question of how much of the new admissions system should
be applied to older applicants —some of whom may have left full -time education years, if not
decades, ago. The profile of mature applicants is very different from school leavers, with some
older learners possessing few formal qualifications (or even none at all). The DfE should
therefore consult widely with policy experts as well as university and college leaders when
deciding how the new admissions model should be utilised for mature applicants in future.
For example, one option would be to use this new model for all applicants under the age of
21 and then operate a separateadmissions protocol for older learners. Because this new
admissions system will only become operational in 2022, there is plenty of time available to

consider this matter in more detail.



International students

At present, some universities rely on UCAS for administering applications from international
students, but this is not a formal requirement and other universities choose to work directly
with applicants from abroad. This raises the question of whether this new admissions model
and the potential appoi ntment of UCAS as the new DAB should also encompass international
applicants. After all, one of the significant risks flagged in the recommendations section is that
universities may attempt to extract themselves from the new admissions model to evade the
obligations it places on them, which is why incorporating the use of this nhew admissions

model into the OfS’s conditions of registratio

deliberations would be needed to determine whether this condition of registration should
apply to all applicants —UK and international —or just applicants based in this country.

Transparency for financial support

Transparency has been a major theme of this report in response to the opaque system that
exists at present. Another potential strand of transparency that could benefit applicants relates
to the financial support available at each institution such as bursaries and scholarships. In this
new admissions model, universities are required to publish their SQRfor every course so that
applicants can see what is required in terms of entry grades (before any adjustments are made
by the NCO). It may therefore be beneficial to require universities to publish full details of
any available financial support alongside the SQR A similar proposal was put forward by the
Soci al Mobility Commission | ast year ,asysthno
which displays all fi nancial support (bursaries, scholarships and ad hoc funds) available to
undergraduates alongside their eligibility criteria ...in a simple, centrally accessible, user

friendly and digitally -smart format” . Their hope was t boumant andh i

prospective students, and their parents, to be informed of all forms of financial support during
the process ofresearching courses and making applications” 159

Under the new admissions system in this report, such a proposal would mean that universities
would be unable to calculate in advance their expenditure on bursaries and scholarships
because they would not know who their successful applicants are each year until the lotteries
had been run. Even so,promoting complete transparency over any available finan cial support
will give students, parents and teachers better information with which to make more informed
decisions about which institutions and courses may be the most appropriate option.
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Conclusion

PExposing the people involved in the admissions scandal has given the public a sense of

I OpwUl EEPOawWUTl 1 wUaUUl OWEEOQwWET wOEODPxUOEUI EwEa w
be served simply by holding some headiwaking families accountable. Thatlianly

happen once the larger, deeply rooted institutional barriers to higher education are
acknowledged and removed so that students, regardless of the status and wealth of their

parents, have truly equitable opportunities for admission into the untyekiheir choice.

Dismantling these systemic barriers will require universities and the rest of the education

system to work to end the inequities they create and prom@®© | UwUT EVWE OOz DwU UL
make global headlineg®®

The ' Var si ty,wBdrewealhy familesacrdsathe world were caught paying large
sums of money to get their children admitted into selective American universities, is one of
the most shocking education sagas inyears. The quote above is taken from a letter written by
student representatives from Yale, Stanford, UCLA and USC to the Los Angeles Timem

August 2019, i n whi c he wauld eot be avbheceeme tare thdayt witlotut “ w
certain opportunities provided to us that other students could not afford. = On t ig,ghe b as
aim of their letterwas t o ensure that enough attention is p

“millions of kids ...will never have an equitable chance in an extremely complex, competitive
and costly process.’ 161

America is not the only country to suffer a major admissions scandal in recent months. Last

year, South Korea’' s Jumdighjose35 daysrafteshe was apponted®® or ¢ e d
His wife, a university professor, is standing trial on charges of fabricating certificates relating

to an internship which may have assistedintherdaught er’ s admi ssi.thnn t o me
response, President Moon Jaein ac k nowl e d g ealde peoplea are féelimg hopeless,

believing that education has becomeameanst i nher i t o0 n e-écenomicastateisht s’ s o
and declared that “re-establishing public trust through a fair education system is the most

important education task at thistime [and]thi s shoul d start wit® univer

Mercifully, the UK has not witnessed scandals of a similar magnitude. Nevertheless, this
report has explained why the sense of dismay and injustice that is generated by our current
university admissions system is entirely warranted. Although the scandals i n America and
South Korea are certainly not identical, the common thread is clear enough: allowing wealth
and privilege to unduly influence who gets accepted into university degree courses,
particularly at the most prestigious institutions, inevitably resu Its in an overwhelming sense



of unfairness as well asrisking a catastrophic loss of trust- not just in the admissions process,
but in the education system as a whole. In both countries, it will surely take years to rebuild
this trust, although one may qu estion whether it is ever possible to fully recover from such a
seismic event. If this country is to avoid the same loss of trust experienced elsewhere,
maintaining the status quo - or even close variants of the status quo- is not an option.

The introdu ction to this report began by quoting the Robbins Report from 1963, which

assertedthat “it is essential that the arrangements for the selection of students should not only

be fair, but al so that ¥ 8&imilgrly, shh Schwanz Rbveew igm 2084n t 0 b €
s a i ids vital that all stakeholders in the admissions process...believe the system is fair’ 165

More recently, the Conservative Party election manifesto set the goal of having an admissions

sy st em untieginned by a commitment to fai rness...and acces$ 8 while the OfS has

stated its desir e farptrasmaent and imqusive e Astthisaeportihas
repeatedly demonstrated, the existing admissions system cannot plausibly claim to be fair or

transparent, especially for those applicants who face the greatest barriers toaccessingHE.

The reduction in autonomy over admissions proposed by the OfS in response to the outbreak
of COVID -19 is intended to prevent universities from underminingst udent s’andi nt er es
threatening the stability of the HE sector during the crisis, yet the protection of students and
maintaining the stability of the sector should surely be permanent features of our admissions
system rather than temporary measures. A fundamental change is therefore needed in the
way that universities can attract and select applicants because the current system is serving
the interests of universities, not students or the sector as a whole.This change in approach
should not be taken lightly , especially as so many aspects of theadmissions system such as
predicted grades have been in place formany years. Nevertheless, the evidence presented in
this report leaves little doubt that a reduction in university autonomy is a prerequisite to
achieving the goal of an admissions system that ensures every university and every degree is
within reach of every student, regardless of their background or circumstances. Should this
goal be reached, we will finally be able to state with confidence that this country has a
university admissions system built on fairness, transparency and equity.



References

1 Professor Lord Robbins, The Report Of The Committee On Higher Educafibondon: Her Majesty’ s St ati onery
Office, 1963), 231.

2 |bid.
3 David Willetts, A University EducationOxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 170.
4 Universities and Colleges AdmissionsSer vi ce, ‘ Who We Are’, Webpage, 2020.

5 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, UCAS End of Cycle Report 201Thapter 1: Summary of Applicants
and Acceptancg€heltenham: UCAS, 2019).

6 Steven Schwartz,Fair Admissions to Higher Education: Recommendations for Good Préxtitengham:
Department for Education and Skills, 2004), 2.

7 Ibid., 4.

8 |bid.

9 |bid., 4-5.
10 1pid., 7-8.

11 House of Commons Library, Briefing Paper Number 7019: 48 Education Funding in England since 20@l®ndon:
Her Maj est y Office,202@)t3i oner vy

12 The Conservative and Unionist Party, Get Brexit Doné w4 OO1 EUT w! U@dddem The Cangergaie OU P E O
and Unionist Party, 2019), 37.

13 The Labour Party, ( Uz Uw3 DOl wi (bhtonl Thé&l@hour Pded) 20119), 41.

uof fice for Students, ‘Admissions Review to Ensure a “Syst
February 2020.
15 |bid.

16 Office for Students, English Higher Education 2019: The Office for Students Annual Regizistol: OfS, 2019), 11.
“Universities UK, *“Major Review of University Admissions U

18 Social Mobility Commission, Social Mobility Barometer: Public Attitudes to Social Mobility in the dkondon:
Social Mobility Commission, 2020), 13.

Boffice for gulatouVdams of Renaltiés ReRecruitment Practices That Undermine Student Interests
and Stability of Higher Education’, Webpage, 4 May 2020.

20 House of Commons Education Committee, Education Committee Oral Evidence: Accountability Hearjid€ 341
(London: Her Majesty’'s Stationery Office, 2019).

21 Susan Lapworth , ‘* Havi ng Regard to Institutional Autonomy’', Webp:
2Department for Education, *‘Education Secretary Addresses
September2019.

23 Office for Students, English Higher Education 2019: The Office for Students Annual Re(@istol: OfS, 2019), 6.
2Universities and Coll eges Adnmi+Véhsaito nYso uS eNeveidc et,o0 ‘KProewd i, c tWedb
25 |bid.

26 Office for Students, Consultation on the Higher Education Admissions System in Engl@nidtol: OfS, 2020), 22.

27 Ron Dearing, Higher Education in the Learning SociftyL. ondon: Her Maj esty’'s Stationery



28 |bid.
29 |bid.
30 |bid., 122.

31 Steven Schwartz,Fair Admissions to Higher Education: Recommendations for Good Prétitengham :
Department for Education and Skills, 2004), 28.

32bid., 67.
33 bid., 9.

“Debra Dhill on, ‘Teacher s’ Esti mates of Candidates’
British Educational Research Jouri@l, no. 1 (2005): 6988.

Martin Snel!l et al ., ‘lLével Raftrreance:’'ls T Ary &\pdenceoohSysteanaiad A
Bi a ©xord,Review of Educatiod4, no. 4 (2008): 4023.

36 |bid., 411.

37 Nick Everett and Joanna Papageorgiou, Investigating the Accuracy of Predicted A Level Grades as Part of 2009
UCAS Admission Procegtondon: Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, 2011).

38 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, Admissions Process Review Consultati@mneltenham: UCAS,
2011), 4.

39 |bid., 5.
40 |bid., 7.
41 |bid.

42 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, Admissions Process Review Findings and Recommendations
(Cheltenham: UCAS, 2012).

43 1bid., 49.

44 1bid., 56.

45 |bid., 55.

46 |bid.

47 |bid., 60.

48 |bid., 2.

49 Dr. Gill Wyness, Predicted Grades: Accuracy and Imp@atndon: UCU, 2016), 4.
50 |bid., 8.

51 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, End of Cycle Report 201Chapter 8: QualificationéCheltenham:
UCAS, 2019), 4.

52 |bid., 5.
53 |bid., 4.
54 Dr. Graeme Atherton, Post Qualifications Admissions: How It Works across the W(rtthdon: UCU, 2018), 3.

55 Dr. Graeme Atherton and Angela Nartey, PostQualification Application: A StudenCentred Model for Higher
Education Admissions in England, Northern Ireland and Wélesndon: UCU, 2019), 11.

56 Office for Students, Consutation on the Higher Education Admissions System in Engleb@l

S"TES Reporter, ‘56% eJuaAnpnpfliiccaatn tosnimBsHduddatsisal Sopplemerio
February 2020.

Grades



sWillHazel | , ' ExQuaulsiifvieccatPioost Uni Appl i cat i oTimesEdacatiohl “ Bac kf i |
Supplement14 January 2019.

%Universities and Colleges Admi ssiorgu$erewmeneg s’ ,UWRDpUdmgeter

60 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, End of Cycle Report 202Chaper 5: Unconditional OffeMaking
(Cheltenham: UCAS, 2019).

61 |bid.

62 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, End of Cycle Report 2029nsight Report: Unconditional Offers (The
Applicant ExperiencelCheltenham: UCAS, 2019), 4.

63 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, End of Cycle Report 202Chapter 8: Qualificationsb.
64 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, End of Cycle Report 202Chapter 8: Qualifications

65 Universitesand Colle ges Admi ssi ons -l®elrEndotQygcle Dat®Resources and Unconditional

Oof fer Reports’, Webpage, 2019.

6Camill a Turner, ‘“Universities Must End “incentivised” Unc
Wi | | i a ms dhe D&lyaTelsgraph2019.

’Department for Education, ‘Universities Urged to Review *
20109.

8El eanor Busby, ' Mi n-Charcalors Who Glasm ABraigsikns laterveMiondsdllega | The

Independent22 May 2019.

%Anna Fazackerl ey, “Minister’s Atltlenepgtalt, o SGuihedGudidiageor nsd ittiieosn
7 May 2019.

“"Busby, ‘MinisteifChhdintcel Baclk aMhoViCdai m Admi ssions I ntervent

71 HM Government, Higher Education and Research Act 20Chapter 29.

20f fice for Students, ‘Universities Must Avoid Using Uncon
Of fice for Spy2Wdnt s’ , Webpa

73 |bid.

“Ni cola Wool cock, “Unitvse rwsiitthi eGsu alr ofidnkiTieies80 Jarilapd262® * |

75 |bid.

%Camilla Turner and Hugo vShraspietryo ,Ac'cBuisremdi nogfh a‘nb alkcnkidoor " Uncc

New Thr ee TheDdly Telegemg21l,December 2019.
77 Universities Scotland, Working to Widen Acceg&dinburgh: Universities Scotland, n.d.), 11.
8 |bid., 12.

79 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, End of Cycle Report 2029nsight Report: Unconditional Offers (The
Applicant Experience).

80 |bid., 7.
81 |bid.
82 Office for Students, Update to Data Analysis of Unconditional OffgBristol: OfS, 2019), 5.

8Rosemary Bennett, ‘Universities DefTheiTimegsl7®ecensber2d9. Scr ap Unc
8 Richar d Adams, ‘Private Schools Call for UnTheGuasianfPd es t o Cur
September 2018.

8%Hi gher Education Policy Institute, ‘Why Employers Don’'t C



86 Office for Students, English Higher Education 2019: The Office for Students Annual Re2&w

87 Department for Education, Widening Participation in Higher Education, England: 2017/18 Age Cofioohdon:
Department for Education, 2019).

88 |bid.
89 |bid.
90 |bid.
91 |bid.

92 Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, End of Cycle Report 202Chapter 10: Equality in England
(Cheltenham: UCAS, 2020).

93 |bid.

“Universities and Coll eges Admi ssi o-begel BBeof @yclecData * UCAS Under
Resources 2019 , Webpage, 2020.

95 Office for Students, ‘Our Approach to Access and Participation’, Web
9 |bid.

97 Office for Students, English HigherEducation 2019: The Office for Students Annual Reyig8v
%8 |bid., 34.
90of fice for Students, ‘' Supporting StudenaG’ ,t oWesSlugage,d: 2 OFf E.

100 David Robinson and Viola Salvestrini, The Impact of Interventions for Widening Access to Higher Education: A
Review of the Eviden¢eondon: Education Policy Institute, 2020), 5.

101Vikki Boliver et al., Admissions in Cotext: The Use of Contextual Information by Leading Universitiesdon:
Sutton Trust, 2017), 21.

102 | pid.
1030f fice for Students, ‘Outi Appabobaoh’to Access and Pa
04yUni versity of Bristol, ‘Undergraduate Study: Contextual O

105 Office for Students, Insight 3- Contextual Admissions: Promoting Fairness and Rethinking M@tistol: OfS,
2019),3.

106 |bid., 4.

107 Boliver et al., Admissions in Context: The Use of Contextual Information by Leading Universities

108 |pid., 22.
109 |pid.
wYork St John University, ‘ Meet Our Admi ssions Team’, We b p

111 Office for Students, Insight 3- Contextual Admissions: Promotingairness and Rethinking Merib.
112 |pid.
113]bid., 8.

114 Hugo Dale-Harris, What Do Students fiink about Contextual Admissiong®xford: Higher Education Policy
Institute, 2019).

115 Office for Students, Insight 3- Contextual Admissions: Promoting Faess and Rethinking Mer;it.



uyni versities and Coll eges Admi ssions Service, ‘“How t o Wri
Webpage, 2020.

117 Steven Schwartz,Fair Admissions to Higher Education: Recommendations for Good Prafiice

18 Gill Wyness, Rules of the Game: Disadvantaged Students and the University Admissions Ktaoeden: Sutton
Trust, 2017), 24.

119 | bid.
120Tess Reidy, ‘Do Universities St i ThéGuBrdignhlddanual@tE& i ng Per sona

121 \Wyness, Rules of the Game: Disadvantaged Students and the University Admissions PRfcess

2Universities and Coll eges Admissions Service, ‘Admissions
2ZYyniversity of Cambridge, ‘“Undergraduat e20Study: Admi ssi on
124 Universities and Colleges Admissions Ser vi c e, ‘Admi ssions Tests'’

125CambridgeAs sessment, ‘“Thinking Skills Assessment (TSA)', Webyg
126 Cambridge Assessment,' About TSA Oxford’, Webpage, 2020.

27Cambri dge As sparsimegtf,orr PTRA Oxford’, Webpage, 2020.
128We al e, Sally, *“Cambridge Uni vrerrisdrt yt cEnDir SAlee®Gwadidiieasg esd " 'P,ot e n
February 2016.

129 |bid.

BWayne D’ Ori o, ‘1 s Teidmel ewspg sorf 03t LrodElveajmDived I ugust 206 s ? '

131 Steven T. Syverson, Valerie W. Franks, and William C. Hiss,Defining Access: How Test @ipnal Works
(Arlington: National Association for College Admission Counseling, 2018), 3.

2 auren Camer a, ‘“Lawsuit Against University of California
Re qui r elhteMetvs 10 December 2019.

133 | bid.

BShawn Hubler, *“University of Californi aNewWvolklTimdsz2ld Use of S
May 2020.

BAnna Zimdar s, ‘Fairness and Undergraduate Admission: A Qu
the Univer siQxiprdReviewdkEduzatiads, no. 3 (2010): 30423.

136 |bid.

B¥Greg J. Sears and Pat-BasedBimilarRoMe , Ef fAe Pterism ntahé tmpl oy ment
Canadian Journal of Behavioural ScieB6eno. 1 (2003): 1-24.

BCATS, ‘' Oxbriddce ogreamareat iBen Ready for Your I nterview', Wel
BRosemary Bennett, ‘ More School FeTmeslidFebroary@2hr i dge Entry EX

140 HM Government, Higher Education and Research Act 2017

wof fice for Students, -“Qloenrdviiteiwon s Wefb pRaeggei, s t2r0alt9i.o n

w20f fice for Student s, ‘ Wh aro ?Ca, n Werebgpiasgtee, r e2d0 1Pr.ovi der

s0f fice for Students, ‘“Initial and General Ongoing Conditi
“Cchris Parr, ‘Bailout: Government S eResearah@rofessiondlNe®s si ty CovV i
May 2020.

145 Universities Scotland, Working to Widen Acces44.



146 Department for Education, Schools Block National Funding Formula: Technical Nbtedon: Department fo r
Education, 2017), 20.

147 Central Applications Office, Handbook 202(Galway: CAO, 2019), 12.
148 | bid.

149 House of Commons Business, Innovation and Skills and Education Committees, Careers Education, Information,
Advice and Guidance: First Joint Report of the Businessvation and Skills and Education Committees of Sessiont2016
17, HC 205 (London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 2016) ,

150 | pid.

151 Stuart Campbell, Lindsey Macmillan, and Gill Wyness, Mismatch in Higher Education: Prevalence, Drivers and
OutcomegLondon: Institute of E ducation, 2019).

152 |pid., 5.
153 |pid., 13.

154 Joint Council for Qualifications, A Guide to the Special Consideration ProcgSeneral and Vocational Qualifications
(with Effect from 1 September 20X8bndon: JCQ, 20D), 3.

155 |bid., 4.

156 |bid., 6-8.

157 Office for Students, Insight 3- Contextual Admissions: Promoting Fairness and Rethinking Mé&frit

8Nji col a Wool cock, “Oxford Mi s sThesTinesl4 Eelerdary 2080 St at e School F

159 Social Mobility Commission, State of the Nation 20189: Social Mobility in Great Britaif L ond o n : Her Maj est
Stationery Office, 2019), 86.

WRobert Blake WEtHso®petaalon VOpsity Blues Doesn’t End Unf
Los Angeles Time§ August 2019.

161 |bid.

12Ai mee Chung, ‘Moon Announces Admi s s iUnivesityRerfd dewg29and End of
October 2019.

163 |bid.

164 Professor Lord Robbins, The Report Of The Committee On Higher Educatjpondon: Her Majest y ' s St ati onery
Office, 1963), 231.

165 Steven Schwartz,Fair Admissions to Higher Education: Recommendations for Good Prattice

166 The Conservative and Unionist Party, Get Brexit Done: UnlE UT w! U D U E fLOnddniThe(DorisdhvatieE O
and Unionist Party, 2019), 37.

167 Office for Students, English Higher Education 2019: The Office for Students Annuati®w 11.



