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1. Background
The Supporting Professionalism in Admissions (SPA) Programme
 has worked with both the Delivery Partnership Steering Group (DPSG) and UCAS on feedback to applicants.  The draft statement on feedback was considered by the DPSG on 1 May and it was agreed that HEIs and other stakeholders should have the opportunity to comment on the draft statement via a consultation in June 2007.  The responses, analysed here, would inform the discussions of the DPSG on this matter.  Further background details to this consultation on feedback can be found on SPA’s website at www.spa.ac.uk
2. What is feedback?
Feedback is the communication from the HEI to the applicant, on request from the applicant, where that individual has normally been unsuccessful in gaining an offer of a place on the course/ programme in Higher Education to which they have applied.  This communication, normally in writing, should cover the details as to why the applicant was not successful in gaining an offer.  HEIs may also consider the extent to which they include information and/or advice about alternatives or other options for study in their feedback.
3. Consultation replies analysis - Overall

There were 171 responses of which at total of 116 (68%) were HEIs – 93 universities and 23 other HEIs, there were also responses from the Russell Group, 1994 Group and Conservatoires UK, 44 (26%) schools, colleges and sixth forms (state and independent), 5 were FE, plus responses from the Association of School and College Leaders (ASCL) and ASCL (NI), and the Higher Education Regulation Review Group (HERRG).  162 respondents or 95% agreed overall with the statement of good practice on feedback.  Responses were received from HEIs and others throughout the UK.  The pie charts that follow give details.

The 93 universities responding represents 82% of the 114 university institutions in the UK, 116 HEIs represents 37% of institutions in the UCAS scheme, 44 schools and colleges represents about 1% of the roughly 4,500 schools and colleges in the UK.
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4. Consultation replies analysis – General Comments
This section includes those comments which do not belong to a particular question but relate either generally to the entire subject of feedback or to a topic not related specifically to a current question.   Consequently some institutions may have responded only to specific points and so are not represented in this part.

N.B numbers of replies assigned to this section are based on the judgement of those at SPA assessing the responses.
	Responses
	Schools & Colleges
	HEIs
	Other
	Total

	Number
	14
	34
	3
	51

	Percentage
	27%
	67%
	6%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

10 of the replies welcomed the suggestion as an improvement; of these 1 wished that the arrangements would be compulsory rather than optional.  Two other institutions saw little value in the exercise; in particular they thought that feedback would be bland and of little value (as currently with the most competitive courses) and that all in all the process would produce a great deal of paperwork but be of little real value to any of the parties. One specifically mentioned the difficulty of getting a response re an unsuccessful application to medicine. One other institution foresaw an increase in challenges to decisions and a consequent increase in the work for schools.

University/HEI

Of the 34 HEIs replying 16 specifically said that they welcomed the proposal.  Others often implied this but dealt with specific issues.

Concerns about the practicality of giving feedback to a very large number of unsuccessful applicants, seen in other parts of the consultation response, were also evident here.  ‘The devil is in the detail’;  it is the issue of how feedback is dealt with that is the real problem rather than any issue of principle and HEIs consider that it simply is not possible to offer individual feedback to a large number due to the additional workload.  HEIs differed as to whether they preferred feedback on demand or automatic standardised feedback to all;  general standardised feedback was possible but less desirable, while individual feedback could simply not be offered on a mass basis.

Several HEIs were worried that increased feedback would lead to increased appeals, often groundless (on the basis of ‘what would applicants have to lose’?).   Interestingly this is something which schools and colleges also noted.

From the wide range of other comments the following have been selected:

· It should be emphasised in the document that each HEI is responsible for its own admissions decisions (as noted in the QAA code)

· Institutions noted current differences in practice across the sector; one considered that these differences explained, in part, the worry of schools and colleges over HE admissions practices.   Another commented on the need for phasing in of any changes.

· Four institutions commented on the need for a relationship with applicants before application;  Two HEIs also referred to the obligation of an applicant to the HEI.  Creative art institutions, in particular, sought an opportunity to discuss issues with an applicant at audition/interview.  One very large institution made the interesting suggestion that there should be a separate section for this – a sort of ‘Feedback – Guidance for Applicants’ 

· Two Institutions (both of which welcomed the proposal) asked that it be related back to the QAA Code

· general feedback (not individual-specific) must also be given to schools and colleges to inform their future advice to applicants

Other Groups

One respondent was a grouping of universities.  They welcomed the principles of feedback in general but were concerned about the practicalities of offering it for highly competitive courses and consequently welcomed the proposal that the details of how feedback should best be given should be left to each HEI.  They were also concerned that applicants should not have an excessive expectation of the level of feedback which could be expected.

The HERRG, while also welcoming the principle, was concerned about the practicalities of giving feedback and commented that it seemed possible that feedback might fail the ‘activity vs. benefit test’ – i.e. it was concerned that the benefit from feedback would not outweigh the time and costs involved in producing it.

5. Consultation replies analysis – By points within the statement 

Point 1:  Effective and efficient feedback is easier to provide if entry criteria etc are transparent and easy to understand, e.g. via an Entry Profile which includes details of the processes of considering applicants and reaching admissions decisions.  Responses:  92
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Other
	Total

	Number
	16
	73
	3
	92

	Percentage
	17%
	80%
	3%
	100%


· Of the 92 respondents to Point 1, 42 were in broad agreement with the principles of providing effective feedback to applicants = 46%
· 23 respondents or 26% felt that Entry Profiles (EPs) should not include number of applicants and acceptances from previous years for reasons including: not always meaningful to applicants, inappropriate use of data in league tables, not clear about relevance, quantitative data already available via TQI website at significant effort required to ensure up-to-date, could have negative impact on recruiting institutions (preferable to use applications received and number registered), risk applicants might not apply due to unfair and inaccurate quality perceptions, could deter less confident (WP) type applicants, question re: value given changes to number of applications allowed.  

[Note: TQI will be relaunched, via UCAS, in September 2007 as Unistats and will include data on the average tariff points accepted for entry the previous year for a subject (but not at course level) at that HEI and give the range of UCAS tariff points accepted.  See http://www.unistats.com/]

· Support for the admissions process and entry criteria to be transparent, clear and easy to understand. 21 = 24%

· Support for listing target numbers/ cohorts for each course. 4

· Against system of specific weighting of contextual data for various reasons including; need to be selective, requirement for individual assessment which varies from year to year and from course to course, not helpful to specifically list factors in detail,  goes against principle of holistic assessment, negative repercussions for non-standard e.g. mature and WP applicants, applicants may not understand and may need to seek advice from school/ college. 16 = 18%

· Support for all information to be in EPs. 11 = 12%

· All information should be taken into account when making admissions decisions i.e. holistic assessment. 10 = 11%

· Administratively onerous if feedback is to be written and/ or to all rejected applicants, whether requested or not. 5

· Support for provision of feedback to any applicant that requests it. 4

· HEIs need to retain autonomy/ independence in production of policy in this area – statement could be too prescriptive to apply to all. 4

· Effective feedback should be related to explicit and clear entry criteria. 3 

· Criteria identified by HEI as being relevant in a given year need to be applied consistently. 3

· Support idea of rating (relative importance) to each criterion used. 3

· Support provision of information re: numbers of applications in EPs. 2  

· Emphasise in EPs that for some institutions and courses, entry is very competitive. 2

· Absolutely vital to include admissions test scores required in EP, if these are used in decision-making.  Use of any test score needs to be more openly stated. 2

· Consistent with several principles contained within the QAA Code of Practice. 2 

· Feedback should be given at time of decision via UCAS with comprehensive list of reasons for rejection with ability to use free text if further explanation required. 2

· Support for collecting information re: reason for rejection. 2

Comments made by only one respondent:  

HEIs must be clear as to who they will give feedback to and who they will share this info with; UCAS guidelines on feedback to applicants crucial to understanding re: what is possible and how it will be done.  Should include how, who and what kind of feedback applicants can expect.  HEIs could preview draft guidelines; Training for staff in schools and colleges by UCAS and HEIs can help re: understanding that decisions are often arrived at by comparison and are therefore relative. This could help with expectations and therefore feedback;  See difficulties in maintaining clear, transparent and easy to understand entry criteria should proposals in Timings and Adjustments paper be implemented; Support for course specific critical criteria and respective weightings but without number of applicants and acceptances; Supports way in which guidelines give HEIs flexibility to determine own feedback procedures within overall framework; Need for caution in presentation of this information such that applicants with no history of participation in HE are not discouraged; Common coding structure would ensure feedback was clear. Any system should stress the importance of the personal statement; Some concerns about use of contextual data as opens up possibility of allegations of discrimination; If contextual data is used to positively discriminate to widen participation, this should be clearly stated in EPs; Standardised feedback all that is possible within current resources; Cost of providing feedback – reasonable to ask applicants to make a contribution?; Feedback should only be available to applicants within the annual application cycle; Tick-box approach to feedback against simple criteria is not appropriate or necessarily helpful to applicants (as only likely to lead to requests for fuller explanations); Transparent and well articulated admissions policies should minimise the need for additional feedback to rejected candidates; Provision of excessive detail could have deterrent effect on less confident applicant; General statistics e.g. relating to relative size of course, availability of places, typical entry qualification profiles might be more helpful and more achievable; Statistics would be useful for more competitive courses so applicants would be more aware of the likelihood of rejection; Support for consistency of info in EPs; Unable to comply with statement until work on EPs has been completed. 
Point 2  
Entry criteria and admissions processes, and feedback policies and procedures, to be easily accessible through print, Web or Entry Profiles.  Responses:40
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Other
	Total

	Number
	5
	33
	2
	40

	Percentage
	13%
	82%
	5%
	100%


· Agree all HEIs should have explicit policies regarding criteria for applications, and that the process should be made as fair and transparent as possible.  23 = 58%

· Although already clear and well established within HEIs, opportunity to make entry policies and procedures readily available through e.g. UCAS Entry Profiles should be fully embraced to assist in transparency of entry criteria and to ensure meaningful feedback.  7 = 18%

· Decisions ultimately down to individual HEIs and reasons for admission will vary widely across the sector.  6 = 15%

· If possible, the sector should avoid attempts to standardise this process, while maintaining high levels of fairness and transparency.  5 = 13%

· Provide a range of application support material including entry requirements for potential students though prospectus, open and preview days, school visits and application web pages.  3 = 8%

· Important (and connected to the ‘gathered field’ issues) is that HEIs use criteria applied in a given year in a consistent way to all applicants during agreed period of admissions cycle.  2

Comments made by only one respondent: 

Details of process must be accessible in different formats to accommodate applicants who cannot readily access information electronically:  Reflects advice already in place - QAA ‘mandatory’ policy:  Transparent entry criteria should help identify why application may not have been successful without having to approach HEI:  No policy and procedures on feedback currently but not onerous to produce one;  May need to consider more limited generic feedback system if requests for feedback increase:  Students need feedback on rejections and school can use information for future help and advice.  This supported by a timescale for feedback helps applicant to move on:  Quality of feedback, on request, as very variable at present and some of no practical use at all to students, just tick-box.  Clear constructive feedback would help a lot, especially in advising medical applicants;  Proper research by students should help applicants, prior to application – as long as they take heed of the information provided by HEIs;  Weight of numbers will always cause selection by institutions/ departments and demand for feedback by unsuccessful candidates.  These will need something more than “weight of numbers” as a reason for rejection;  To accommodate many of proposed changes that would allow feedback to unsuccessful applicants, would need to address a number of internal issues, most significant of which is resources;  Not in position to effectively support process of sending detailed letters to unsuccessful candidates.   “Standardised feedback’ most workable option.   Argument that more standardised the feedback more anodyne and ineffective it becomes, but all that is practicable in circumstances;  Hope applicants will be reminded that HEIs do have own considerations re: exceeding departmental targets and are not required to consider late applications;  In view of extremely high numbers of applications received for some courses, would not want to actively encourage requests for feedback from applicants who have not been selected for audition/interview;  Selection is devolved to individual departments, each has own audit system and method of providing feedback to unsuccessful candidates.  
Since introducing feedback for applicants, have found high level of misunderstanding - applicants and parents believe they fulfil criteria but don’t understand concept of a fixed number of places being available;  Compliance with statement dependent on publication of EPs.  Many HEIs working on development of EPs but are not yet in a position to publish.  Hoped there is realisation in DP that HEIs will not be able to comply with statement until work on EPs is completed;  I.T. systems used to maintain EPs should be easy to use and allow sophisticated access and version control.  High numbers of courses, joint degree combinations and potential for different staff to be involved with data input require this flexibility;  Broad overview of decision making process and indication of types of things HEI is looking for in reaching a decision should be included in EPs;  Different criteria apply to different programmes/ awards, e.g. some entry criteria require an interview, others don’t.   Feedback criteria must be simple and able to cope with range of application factors;  In courses which are actively encouraging applications normally sole reason for rejection is failure to meet published requirements at either application stage or at confirmation.  
Section contains statement “Some requests for feedback may take form of queries about processes and criteria involved”.   More likely to be basis of a complaint, would not equate this with request for feedback.  Concerned that use of this sort of statement means no clear definition of line between feedback and complaint.  Would like to see this revisited;  Providing an indication of degree of selectivity of courses may be feasible but wariness in parts of sector re: level of detail to be provided and whether at course or subject level;  Some reservations about risks of over-specifying decision-making processes and criteria.  Over-specifying criteria likely to lead to applicants adopting tick-box approach to applications and submission of dry and formulaic statements;   Already publish clear statements about admissions procedures to enable applicants to make informed decisions.  Information published via individual Departmental Admissions Statements, general University Principles and Procedures, and individual course EPs (which link to the other documents).  Already publish information about number of places available and usual number of applications in EPs.  

Point 3 
HEIs should have procedures for recording reasons for rejection decisions.


Responses:
29

	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Other
	Total

	Number
	5
	23
	1
	29

	Percentage
	17%
	80%
	3%
	100%


· Agree with statement in principle/ already have audit trail in place.  15 = 52%
· Would consider but would be a resource implication.  6 = 21%
· Already capture reason for rejection as part of decision-making process, but question re:  appropriate level of detail and how straightforward this is.   For some institutions, most applicants will not be unsuccessful because they do not meet this/ that criterion.  They will be unsuccessful because someone else meets all criteria more strongly/ consistently.  Message is much harder for unsuccessful applicants to accept.  The more detail and precision candidates have in advance, the more holistic, overall judgements are likely to be challenged on basis of meeting stated criteria.  3 = 10%
· Development of electronic feedback system via UCAS helpful for unsuccessful candidates requiring feedback and minimise administrative burden on institutions.  2

· Rejection reasons also useful for advisers.  2
· Feedback for successful candidates also useful but might this lead to comparisons by school staff and then an increase in appeals. 2

Comments made by only one respondent:  

If feedback is to be given at decision time UCAS need to be technically capable of doing this;  Feedback via UCAS first stage, additional feedback handled by HEI as second stage;  Some concern that having audit trail of rejection decision could slow up admissions process for non standard applications (i.e. those needing further assessment other than the standard entry requirements);  Rejected students are contacted and offered an alternative with an explanation. Personal approach to communication and feedback throughout the application cycle, which perhaps reduces need for formal feedback at specific points of year;  Proper research by students, clear advice from teachers/ advisers and clarity in entry criteria, policies and procedures of HEIs should help applicants, prior to application;  The above might reduce need for “feedback” to clarify – but weight of numbers will always cause selection by institutions/ departments and thus demand for feedback by unsuccessful candidates.  These will need something more than “weight of numbers” as a reason;  

Sector wide good practice advice on this would be very welcome:  In relation to formal/ legal status of record documentation – advice required on position re: feedback and subsequent complaints/ appeals:  Selection devolved to individual departments, each has own audit system and method of providing feedback to unsuccessful candidates:  Student record systems should make possible process of automating production of individualised personal feedback, except where feedback is non-standard:  Emphasis should be that institution can explain how a decision has been reached;  Feedback on courses with very high standards of application, e.g. medicine, difficult; HEI's will be reluctant to provide wordy expositions on why applicants did not come across well in interview:  Far too detailed and irrelevant:  Difficult to apply to Art and Design courses.  Have developed criteria e.g. “ability in objective and analytical drawing, use of colour and composition” which are marked from 0 - 5,  feedback the applicant’s would prefer is “your work shows you are over-experimenting with the abstract when your life drawing hasn’t yet matured to a standard which shows muscle tone on real flesh.”  Many Art and Design applicants are disappointed with generic sterile feedback.  1
Point 4
Under what circumstances HEIs will offer feedback.  Any restrictions on the periods during which feedback may be asked for.  Times during which HEI’s should respond  Responses:
59
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Other
	Total

	Number
	11
	46
	2
	59

	Percentage
	19%
	78%
	3%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

While schools and colleges agreed on the benefit of feedback – for advisers as much as students - views differed on whether feedback should be routine, or only on request, and on the extent to which a standardised or flexible response would be preferable and more helpful.

There is also interest in a timeframe standardised between different HEIs

One school made the interesting observation that in future ‘weight of numbers/amount of competition for a place’ will not be enough – and further commented

· ‘The entry criteria need to be explicitly indicated.  The Entry Profile should clarify the scoring system, and weighting, used with exam results and other criteria for data in the Personal Statement and Reference.

· If there is an audit trail, who has access to it – who releases it to the student?  Will it be available to advisers?  How would they be able to gain this information – without it being released to all?  Could it be available to the Referee?  Feedback for successful candidates would also be useful.  But might this lead to comparisons by school staff and then an increase in appeals!’

in some ways the logical ultimate outcome of an ‘open’ admissions process.

Higher Education Institutions

While there is a range of opinion, the general view from HEIs is as follows:

· Although HEIs should make clear (in literature/the web or by letters to unsuccessful applicants) the possibility of feedback, detailed feedback should be offered only on request from the applicant

· Feedback should be given to the applicant only, not to a third party

· The setting of a response period (e.g. 28 days) is reasonable, and some believe that this should be ‘standardised’ (at least as a statement of good practice).   HEIs feel, however, that there are some very busy times of year (for example, Confirmation) when it is not reasonable to expect feedback within this limit

· There should be a time limit after the decision within which applicants must request feedback

· If feedback is to be standardised, it should be done through standard UCAS codes

· There is concern over the practicality of the process.   Institutions with very popular courses remain worried over the practicalities of offering feedback to very large numbers, and the reality of inequality in the system.

· Various institutions note the difficult of storing data on unsuccessful applicants for an extended period - both for practical (storage space) and ‘legal’ (data protection) reasons

Other organisations

One school and college organisation wishes to see individual feedback for all applicants on demand at any time in the application process.

Point 5 
What form requests for feedback should take  Responses:
53
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Other
	Total

	Number
	8
	43
	2
	53

	Percentage
	15%
	81%
	4%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

· in general, they feel that feedback should be channelled through the school or college

· there should be a degree of standardisation between different institutions and departments

Higher Education Institutions

While there is a range of opinion, the general view from HEIs is as follows:

· they feel that feedback should be given only on request

· they are extremely concerned about data protection issues and are reluctant to give detailed individual feedback to anyone other than the applicant (i.e. not to schools, parents or other representatives). They are happy (and eager) to give general feedback to school and college staff.

· while they agree that written (including email) feedback should be the norm, in some cases they consider that telephone feedback may be more appropriate and helpful

· The interesting point is made that increasingly young people expect to communicate by email and text message, rather than by letter.

Other organisations

These were organisations representing different school and college groups. Views differed in some respects but they agreed that:

· feedback should be on request

· a system based on standard codes would be acceptable

Point 6
How feedback should be made and its nature and extent  Responses:
63
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Other
	Total

	Number
	11
	51
	1
	63

	Percentage
	17%
	81%
	2%
	100%


36% of the total 171 responses to the feedback consultation responded to this question on how feedback should be made.  Most responses generally supported clear feedback mechanisms, there was a plea for some consistency in approach to aid transparency mainly from the schools/colleges; however more comments were received on the right of the HEI to provide different types of feedback depending on their assessment of what would best serve their applicants to different courses.  Clarity and transparency – yes but also flexibility.

Generic or specific codes developed as an electronic add on via UCAS to the reject decision, which would be optional, were supported 18 or 29% of respondents with 7 supporting tick lists (electronic or otherwise) related to the entry criteria and 7 supporting standard letter.  A number of HEIs also supported the subsequent provision of personalised feedback on request if needed.  Personalised feedback in the first instance was supported more by the schools (7) than by the HEIs, but a number of HEIs felt more detailed or personalised feedback should be given after interview/ audition.  Overall it was agreed that written feedback, normally electronic rather than by letter was the best way to provide feedback as it avoided ambiguity or misinterpretation which could lead to a complaint or appeal.  Feedback in writing as the normal way of communicating was suggested as a good practice recommendation in its own right.  However a number of schools and HEIs favoured phone calls (with some record being made of these), this was more prevalent in art and design and performance subjects after audition/ interview where it is easier to explain verbally than in writing.  There was one request for sample standard feedback letter(s).

A number of HEIs across the sector were concerned with regard to possible increases in workload as a result of feedback, even generic feedback, and one or two said there maybe IT issues or implications.  However some indicated that as feedback was on request only they received just a small number of requests annually compared with the large number of total applications.

Additional comments included the need for feedback to improve IAG (Information, Advice and Guidance) to applicants and a couple of schools requested that a copy of the feedback should be sent to them.  [This issue may be covered under other points, but the data relationship is between the applicant and the HEI when it comes to a decision on the application (with UCAS possibly in the future acting to provide the information on behalf of the HEI) the express and voluntary consent of an applicant must normally be obtained prior to disclosure of such information to referees.]  However general feedback that is not applicant specific could be helpful to schools and colleges.

Specific comments included a request that feedback confirms that all the information submitted via UCAS had been considered by the HEI not just the information on the copy form.  This refers to additional text or lines of information being available via Web link only.  Also suggested was a possible danger of tick box forms that course entry criteria would be adjusted by HEIs to fit the tick boxes and/ or applicants would be ‘trained’ to meet what was in the tick box form.

Point 7
Under what circumstances HEIs will deal with further correspondence following feedback.  How, and under what circumstances, would the HEI review its decision?  Responses:
26
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Total

	Number
	2
	24
	26

	Percentage
	8%
	92%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

Schools are concerned at increasing the period over which applicants may require the guidance of school and college staff

Higher Education Institutions

HEIs agree that each institution should clearly set out its policy on discussion of an application following feedback, and whether an application will be reviewed at all.   They also agree that it should set out the circumstances under which an admissions decision may be reviewed, and how such a review will be undertaken.

Where ‘appeals’ against decisions are concerned some institutions and courses, particularly the most popular, are extremely unwilling to give any further consideration to applications once the decision has been made.

Of course all are happy to reconsider matters if there is new information or if an error in the process can be shown.

Point 8 
Advice by HEIs to unsuccessful applicants   Responses:
37
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Total

	Number
	5
	32
	37

	Percentage
	14%
	86%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

Schools and Colleges felt that advice should come from Connexions Advisers and school staff, not from HEIs.  One school commented, however, on the extra burden that this would place on school staff.

Higher Education Institutions

Institutions noted the difference between guidance and feedback. As part of feedback it was agreed that it could be appropriate for an admissions officer or tutor to give advice on improving an application, so that the applicant’s chances were improved in the future, although such feedback should not be obligatory.

Overall, HEIs felt that they should be able to suggest alternatives within their own institution, including making alternative course offers. Linked to this was the possibility of suggesting linked courses – for example, Access Courses at local colleges. One interesting suggestion was that alternative ‘lower level’ courses could be mentioned in the Entry Profile.

Most felt, however, that it was not appropriate for their staff to give general advice, including suggestions for courses at other institutions. Reasons for this included the lack of specialist training by HEI staff, insufficient knowledge of details of courses at other HEIs, lack of knowledge of the teaching quality and support provisions of other HEIs, and an acknowledgement of the vital role of schools and colleges – as one stated, ‘schools/colleges/connexions etc. provide the vital link for the applicant in making informed decisions’.

One interesting (though exceptional) comment was from a university in north-west England, which stated:

In line with the QAA Code of Practice, our central Admissions Office employs a specialist Advisor (Applicant Guidance Officer) to provide recommendations for alternative courses and/or signposting to relevant external advisers.

Point 9 
Complaints by applicants on the operation of the admissions process  

Responses: 28
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Total

	Number
	2
	26
	28

	Percentage
	7%
	93%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

The two schools replying commented that:

· comprehensive Entry Profiles, including details of the admissions process, would reduce the number of appeals

· it was difficult for an applicant to know whether or not the process had been properly followed without detailed individual feedback

Higher Education Institutions

While it was generally agreed that clear policies were needed on this issue, there was some disagreement over detail:

· five commented on its relationship with the QAA Code of Practice.  Four of these thought that this Code of Practice should not, in fact, deal with Complaints at all, but should just refer to the QAA Code, where the matter was dealt with fully.

· some felt that it was unhelpful for applicants to have to distinguish between appeals and complaints, feeling that this was expecting them to make a distinction which would require detailed knowledge they could not be expected to have.   Two suggested that all such contacts by an applicant with an HEI should be called through a single procedure (one suggested calling all ‘reviews’) with the HEI then responding in the most appropriate manner.   By contrast, two HEIs felt that it was an important distinction and the difference should be maintained.

· three made the point that an applicant had no right to query an HEI’s decision;  that it was only if there was a fault in the process that  HEI should only look at changing its decision.

Point 10
Policies on appeals by applicants – and whether they will be considered

Responses:
22

	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Total

	Number
	3
	19
	22

	Percentage
	14%
	86%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

There was no overall response from schools but main points raised by each were as follows:

· the added complexity in the application process which feedback and appeals introduce

· the necessity of detailed feedback before the appropriateness of a complaint or appeal could be assessed

· the desirability of detailed entry profiles to reduce the need for feedback etc.

Higher Education Institutions

Overall HEI’s agreed that they should have policies clearly displayed.   There was less clarity, however, on whether they would actually consider such appeals in the first place.

· ten institutions ‘agreed’ with this point – from which we must assume they both accept the necessity for a policy and agree it should be clearly displayed

· three institutions felt that a distinction between appeals, complaints and feedback was unhelpful compare Point 11)

· four institutions disagreed with a ‘general’ right of appeal if there had been no fault in the process

One Institution commented specifically that there is a risk that if different institutions have different policies on this subject, there will be ‘unfairness’ between HEIs, and consequently a national policy is desirable.   Another, by contrast, believed that each HEI should define actions and terms itself.

One Institution raised the interesting issue of Art & Design Route B Applicants, and the reality that once they have been rejected there is currently no way of ‘reclaiming’ them, even if you wish to reconsider their application, as they will have passed on to another Institution.

Point 11
Definitions of ‘feedback’, ‘complaint’ and ‘appeal’.  Responses:
27
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Other
	Total

	Number
	1
	25
	1
	27

	Percentage
	4%
	92%
	4%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

No specific comment from the one school replying.

Higher Education Institutions

Distinction between categories

· seven institutions felt that distinctions between the three different categories were unhelpful and unnecessary

· six institutions were happy with the distinction as proposed

Wording

· one commented that it was unhelpful to use the language of ‘appeals’ and ‘complaints’ as being too extreme

· two institutions felt that Institutions should make their own definitions of the three terms used and that ‘official’ definitions should not be given

· one describes the wording of Paragraph 11 as ‘perfect’

· two disagree with the definitions given

One HEI emphasised that it was important that each institution should be able to specify how applicants communicated with them (email, letter, etc.) and also commented that applicants had a tendency to communicate with the highest person they could (e.g. the Vice-Chancellor) and that it should be made clear what the correct route was.

Two commented on the issue that while a complaints procedure was always justified, an appeals procedure might give rise to unreasonable expectations of decisions being overturned.

Other

A university mission group felt that making a distinction between the three definitions was unhelpful.   They considered that following a ‘generic’ notification of non-acceptance by an HEI, all subsequent communications should be treated as requests for an individual ‘review’.

Point 12 
No discrimination against those applying  Responses:  13
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Total

	Number
	2
	11
	13

	Percentage
	15%
	85%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

Of the two schools replying, one made the interesting point that:

‘Appeals against decisions should not affect how HEIs view future applicants from the same school’

Higher Education Institutions

All HEIs agreed with this precept; one made the comment

‘The principle of non-discrimination should now be so firmly embedded that it should not need to be stated.’

Point 13
Training for Admissions Staff  Responses:  23
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Other
	Total

	Number
	2
	20
	1
	23

	Percentage
	9%
	87%
	4%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

Schools made the points that:

· training for admissions staff would be required to ensure that feedback was adequate

· while training for university admissions staff was necessary it was also essential that school staff should be trained

Higher Education Institutions

All agreed that training for admissions staff was essential.

· one institution pointed out that it is important to recognise that admissions decision making is both an academic and an administrative task

· three commented on the desirability of SPA and UCAS being involved

· a strong statement by one institution commented that
’ We feel that “the provision of appropriate training or briefing for admissions staff with regard to feedback and in documenting reasons for admissions decisions” should be compulsory at every HEI both to ensure fairness, consistency and professionalism and to provide further assurance to applicants, their families and advisers that those making decisions are knowledgeable and proficient.’

· another raised the distinction between standardising the process and minimising subjectivity while at the same time maintaining the discretion of admissions tutors

Other

A University Mission Group agreed that it was important that admissions staff should be trained.
Point 14
An HEI’s documentation or web pages should state the date when it was produced, published or approved, and where it originated   Responses:  14
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Total

	Number
	1
	13
	14

	Percentage
	7%
	93%
	100%


Schools and Colleges

· The only school responding did not address this specific point

Higher Education Institutions

Ten HEIs agreed with the recommendation.   Of these

· one commented on the practical challenges of putting ‘appropriate systems and procedures in place in order to ensure that all web linked documentation is compliant’

· one wondered whether it would be desirable to state when the site or document would next be reviewed

· one queried whether it was necessary for the ‘author’ (‘where it originated’) to be displayed, viewing this as a corporate document and its authorship being a matter for internal Institutional responsibility

Another HEI, however, asked why it was necessary or desirable to include this information at all.

Point 15
HEI quality assurance mechanisms to monitor and evaluate feedback policies and procedures  Responses:  16
	Responses
	School/College
	University/HEI
	Total

	Number
	1
	15
	16

	Percentage
	6%
	94%
	100%


Schools and Colleges  The one school replying agreed.
Higher Education Institutions

All HEIs agreed with this precept, one commenting that it would be a useful addition to their QA procedures.   One did make the further comment, however, that:

‘evaluation’ and ‘success’ would be difficult to achieve in reality and [we] would prefer the omission of these words so that this point reads: “HEIs should consider the quality assurance mechanisms they have in place, which can monitor the operation of their feedback policies and procedures on an annual basis, and report on them through the HEI’s internal committee structure.”

Janet Graham

Director of SPA

Supporting Professionalism in Admissions SPA

24.9.07
Tel:  01242 544891
Web: www.spa.ac.uk

� The UK wide funding body supported SPA Programme leads on the continuing development of fair admissions, is identifying good practice in the HE sector and organises dissemination of effective practice through its website, conferences etc, with the aim of being a resource for institutions which wish to maintain and enhance excellence in admissions strategy and practice.
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