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1. Project background
Action on Access, the national widening participation co-ordination team, has developed and implemented a programme to assist higher education institutions in England and Northern Ireland to “mainstream and sustain” widening participation (WP).  The programme is targeted at institutional teams of senior managers, WP leads and other institutional staff engaged in the strategic development and delivery of WP (including academic and professional service staff).  It offers a focused programme of events and institutional visits over a 12 month period to stimulate reflection and dialogue about developing, integrating and sustaining WP in institutions.  The programme facilitated institutional teams (including senior staff) to:

· Review their institutional approach to mainstreaming and sustaining WP.

· Identify the strengths and limitations of their approach.

· Develop, implement and evaluate institutional policies and practice to overcome gaps in their current strategic approach to WP.

· Draft plans for the future to further integrate and sustain WP.

The focus of the events and visits, and the type of activities were determined to some extent by the needs and interests of the participating institutional teams. Each participating institution submitted a short proposal as part of their programme application which helped subsequently in shaping the programme of workshops and visits. The final agendas for each of the events are included in Appendix 1 (section 8.1).
A key outcome of the programme was an institutional policy paper, which outlines the ‘position’ of WP at the start of the programme, changes that they have implemented as a result of participating in the programme and future plans to mainstream and sustain WP.  There was not a prescribed format for these papers, but guidance (included in Appendix 2, section 8.2) was provided by HEFCE.  These were submitted at the end of December 2008.  The events and visits programme ran from January 2008 until September 2008.  A follow up event was held in July 2009, providing further opportunities for teams to share and reflect on their progress in 2009.  This event was co-hosted with the Higher Education Academy, and brought together participants from the Action on Access programme, and the Academy’s Embedding inclusive policy and practice programme, which has complementary aims, objectives and approach.  The agenda for the follow up meeting is provided in Appendix 3 (section 8.3).
2. Institutions involved in the programme

2.1 Applicants and participants

There was strong interest in the programme from different HE providers across the sector, with 16 institutional teams participating in the programme which were selected from 37 applications.  Participating institutions included three Russell Group universities, five former polytechnics, three institutions that have been granted degree awarding power more recently, two further education colleges, an arts college, a small and specialist institution and the UK’s newest university. A breakdown of applications and selected institutions is presented in table 1.

Table 1: Applications and participants by institutional type

	Institutional type
	Applications
	Participants

	Russell Universities
	5
	3

	Pre-1992 Universities
	3
	0

	Modern Universities
	12
	5

	New Universities
	10
	4

	University Colleges 
	4
	2

	FE colleges
	3
	2

	Total
	37
	16


2.2 Confidentiality
In this report we have sought to anonymise the institutions in response to a request to do this from some participating institutions.  This enabled institutions to be open and challenging in their policy papers.  We have provided each institution with an identity that provides a little information about the type of institution they are.  Selective, research intensive institutions which are members of the Russell Group of universities are collectively called “Russell Universities”.  Institutions which became universities immediately following the Further and Higher Education Act of 1992 are identified as “Modern Universities”.  Institutions that have received degree awarding power more recently are called “New Universities”.  University colleges (also known as small and specialist institutions) are called “University Colleges”.  Further education colleges are called “Further Education Colleges”.
3. Outcomes and impact of the programme
3.1  Feedback about the programme
We have received very positive feedback about the impact of this programme.  These comments are extracted from the policy papers prepared by institutional teams, but it should be noted that we did not specifically ask for feedback on the programme via the policy papers.  Participants reported that the programme offered a space to review current approaches to WP, to learn from other institutions, and to develop a more co-ordinated strategic approach.  Furthermore, the programme enabled teams to prepare for the introduction of the Widening Participation Strategic Assessments.  These benefits are illustrated by the following quotes.

“Overall the programme has given us the opportunity to hold a magnifying glass up to our WP framework and further helped us to apply critical thinking and re-engineer our approach.  One positive spin-off has been the lengthy access to stakeholders and champions from our own institution and this has significantly re-energised our thinking in this area”.  (Modern University 4)

“For the University, the Mainstreaming and Sustaining Widening Participation in Institutions programme has provided a powerful driver for reviewing its current position and for steering the development of its new WP strategy.  The preparation of the application to participate in the project provided an initial stimulus, from which attendance at the structured programme of events in the City ensured that the momentum of the project team of senior managers was sustained.  These events were valuable in creating the time and space to enable members of the project team to concentrate exclusively on, and thereby to enhance a shared understanding of, WP-related issues in our institution.  They have also provided the opportunity to share, compare and learn from other institutions’ approaches, issues and ideas relating to mainstreaming WP.  The series of events overall provided highly relevant context and policy updates and offered models for planning to drive forward actions within institutions”.  (New University 1)

“The work of this project will place the University in a strong position for the implementation of changes to funding outlined in the consultation on funding for teaching and enhancement and widening participation. It will also provide much of the information required for the new ‘WP Strategic Assessment’’ announced in April 08. Much of the information likely to be required for this has been developed and brought together as a result of the Mainstreaming and Sustaining WP work so we will be well placed to respond to this request when it comes.” (Russell Group University 1).

The teams agree that the programme has focused their work, and encouraged them to engage in these developmental areas, which are often squeezed out due to lack of time.  These outcomes were facilitated through team activities and cross-institutional working (including cluster groups of two or three institutional teams and topic/interest groups).  Action on Access provided information, tools and research evidence, as well as ongoing support and guidance to facilitate the process.  The programme has provided support and motivation for change; this has been under-pinned by the idea of dialogue within the institution, which was a key objective of the Funding Council.

3.2 Institutional outcomes and achievements

Institutions identified areas for development in their initial applications to be part of the programme and these were developed, refined or even changed at the first event.  These were further revised in light of participating in the programme, changes in the institutional context and changes in the external environment.  Common themes or issues that teams initially identified to focus on were:

· Developing a shared understanding of WP across the institution

· Identifying and consolidating good practice

· Preparing a WP strategy

· Assessing impact of WP activity

· Using institutional data

· Engaging academic staff and others from across the institution / improving accountability and performance management processes

· Linking WP and regeneration / enterprise

· Linking WP and employer engagement / work-based learning

Table 2, below provides a summary of the outcomes achieved by the participating institutions, and identifies their future plans.  It can be seen that these priorities have broadly been retained.  An additional priority relates to increased financial transparency to improve engagement with the WP agenda by departments, units and individual members of staff across the institution.
Table 2: Summary of achievements/outcomes and future plans of institutions participating in the Action on Access “Mainstreaming and Sustaining WP in institutions” programme

	Institution
	What was achieved
	Future plans

	Modern University 1
	The University is developing its approach to WP in a number of ways in response to the changing internal and external contexts.  This includes outreach activity, employer engagement and employee learning, implementing a new funding model to provide greater transparency, tracking and evaluating impact of outreach activities.  A key priority is to embed the WP element into the University’s work on employer engagement, and develop systems to support this work. The primary outcome of this programme is the development of a new WP strategy.  This strategy has been accepted in principle by the Vice-Chancellor’s Group (members of the VC’s Office (‘OVC’) and senior managers of the University, including deans and heads of central services) at a meeting in November 2008 and will be included in a draft WP Strategy to be presented to the same group in February 2009.  
	Following the ratification of the WP strategy the priorities are: 

1. Developing WP for employed / ‘mature’ people and embedding this as part of the University’s business-facing work.  This will involve close coordination with FEC partners.

2. Devising an internal funding model which will provide the necessary incentives for faculties to take on responsibility for the delivery of WP activities (both recruitment and support in HE).

3. Developing the student record system to allow tracking and analysis of student performance to enable the evaluation of our WP work. 

	Modern University 2
	Through the development of the project it became apparent that there have been significant changes as to how 'widening participation' is conceptualised, and therefore implemented in practice, at this University.  As a consequence the team decided to conduct an institution-wide piece of research which would allow them to:

· Explore the definition of WP and identify what the term means to various key stakeholders in the university.

· Identify the key WP activity that is taking place at the University within both narrow and broad definitions and how this is being evaluated.

· Identify how successful the university is perceived to be in terms of widening participation and how this success is being measured.

The research was conducted as part of a Quality Enhancement Audit to maximise the impact of its findings.  In summary, the principal findings are that the university could consider: 
1. Making its definition of Widening Participation, and its position in relation to it, clearer to all.

2. Establishing a ‘golden thread’ of WP that runs through all other initiatives across the university so that it appears in all key planning, monitoring and reporting documents/publications.

3. Developing a 'framework for success' and/or measures for success relating to WP for our specific institution and our specific institutional context with on-going reporting and dissemination of performance outcomes against these measures.

4. Measuring the WP added-value of 'extra-curricular' activities, to identify the extent to which they widen participation by encouraging recruitment and retention.

5. Developing further strategies to disseminate good practice across the university.
	Future actions will agreed following the adoption or otherwise of these recommendations.

	Modern University 3
	The review of WP and social inclusion at the university resulted in the identification of future areas of focus, as follows:

1. Establishing and clarifying understanding of the philosophy and practice of widening participation.

2. Ensuring commitment to widening participation at all levels within the organisation 

3. Identifying and enhancing communication channels and processes across the institution concerning widening participation practices and issues.

4. Ensuring all services and areas involved at the stages of the student involvement with the university are cognisant of widening participation and the continuum throughout the student journey (pre-entry to post graduation and employment).

5. Evaluation and dissemination of widening participation practices and determination of ‘success measures’.

6. Making more effective use of data sets to establish evaluation of funding and measures of impact upon widening participation groups.
	To work towards these issues identified through participating in the programme.

	Modern University 4
	The team reviewed the institutions WP work in new internal and external context.  This resulted in revised WP aims and objectives, extending from early outreach activity to retention and employability, and linking them to the institutional aspiration to be the enterprise university.  The team produced a set of recommendations for future action:

1. Formulate a data collection strategy.

2. Select priority areas for more in-depth evaluation.

3. Analyse the 4-8 NS-SEC groups in more depth in terms of 4-5, 5-6, 6-7 and percentages therein.

4. Assess potential differences in employability of graduates and Improve employability for the WP cohorts.

5. Examine the corporate fit of activities vis a vis the new corporate direction.

6. Enhance the corporate planning process in terms of links to WP.

7. Review the role of the OFFA group and its standing with the university.

8. Review how an outreach programme impacts on the school culture.

9. Incorporate the strategic objectives into the WP planning cycle.

10. Contribute to a retention plan.

11. Engender a shared understanding of WP.

12. Explore ways of achieving by-in of WP principles.

13. Review data collection.

14. Review the OFFA group chair and committee structure within the university.

15. Ensure a better fit between outreach and retention in the restructuring processes that are emerging.

16. Continue to engender cultural change.
	In the short term we may only be able to tackle a small number of these recommendations annually due to resources.  The university is also undergoing significant strategic and operational review.  Periods of major change provide opportunities and challenges that require constant reassessment.  The development of institutional WP Strategic Assessments (HEFCE 2009/01) will provide an important framework to further prioritise and implement action.

	Modern University 5
	The team developed a vision to 2013 and an associated action plan, including:

1. Targeting. To develop and implement clearly defined targeting based upon robust data collection and management in accordance with HEFCE and OFFA guidelines.

2. Accountability & Evaluation. To develop a framework to ensure that targeted activities are adequately funded through targeting the HEFCE premium, OFFA and other designated resources to further develop a line of financial accountability throughout University systems and to further develop and apply effective monitoring and evaluation methodologies and frameworks.

3. Alignment with University Plan. To ensure synergy between widening participation activities and other university strategies as well as specific aspects of the university plan, particularly issues relating to admissions, recruitment, accessibility and flexibility.

4. Communication and Coordination. To  put in place a clear reporting and decision making framework to enable the targeting of resource for widening participation activities, comprehensive monitoring and evaluation, the dissemination of strategic aims, business objectives and a sharing of experience as to what works.

5. Research. To promote the University as a national and international centre of excellence in  the research and  application of best practice in offering learning  to suit the needs of individuals and communities. 
	To implement action plan.

	New University 1
	The following overall goal that was developed was to achieve and sustain strong recruitment, retention and achievement of those from WP backgrounds/criteria, from schools, colleges and employment.  The purposes of engagement in the programme were identified as being:

· to promote active engagement of management, faculty and service staff in a coherent approach to the student life-cycle and

· to revise and update the WP Strategy.

1. Within these overarching statements, several key potential outputs or outcomes to the programme were agreed as priorities for change:

· Incentivisation and recognition for staff involvement in more sustained, targeted WP activity

· Strengthened link relationships between academic departments and schools/ colleges; more focused programme of high quality WP activities

· Higher participation of disabled and ‘looked-after children’ background students

· Improved retention through further development of subject-level and generic learner transition support (and ongoing induction), for example through pre-entry student engagement with the institution and department(s) 

· Evolving HE curriculum to interface with 14-19 qualifications.

Good progress has been made to achieving each of these outcomes.

2. The Senior Management Team and the University Executive have been asked to consider and make recommendations on the following as key future priorities:

· To continue actively to promote understanding and wider ownership of WP by academic departments by consolidating and progressing development of subject-based WP activities, designed and targeted through direct dialogue and consultation with Aimhigher; and by giving a higher profile to such activities, e.g. through Staff News;

· To embed consistent use of management data and other indicators for  target-setting, measuring and internal reporting on performance at institutional and Faculty level in relation to WP;

· To review targets for extending the University’s range of progression agreements with other schools, sixth form colleges and further education colleges, in the context of the OFFA Access Agreement, and in particular to explore with our three Associate Colleges opportunities for establishing more detailed guaranteed progression routes and agreements to promote access to the University for their learners;

· To continue to liaise with appropriate agencies over approaches for promoting the recruitment of learners who are disabled or who have been in care, and for providing support to those enrolled at the University;

· To devise further staff development opportunities for University colleagues to enhance their awareness and understanding of implications of 14-19 curriculum reforms, in order to support the learning transition of our future students and to evolve an appropriate future HE curriculum;

· To highlight incentives for staff and to explore mechanisms for embedding recognition of the centrality of WP in the University’s HR policies and procedures, e.g. staff induction, workload planning, annual appraisals.
	To implement priorities in light of agreed recommendations.

	New University 2
	1. Commitment and cross-institutional buy-in to the development a widening participation strategy.

2. Reflection on our current approach to widening access and identify key areas for development, such as the appointment of faculty champions across all five faculties, the creation of the UK partnerships office to maximise stakeholder relations and the commitment to provide a strategy owned by all in the institution.

3. Establishment of a UK partnership office to allow the university further to develop its relationships with key stakeholders in the region and beyond.  A primary focus will be to combine strategies with other education providers to widen opportunities to progress onto higher education.  These partners include local and national Further Education providers, local schools, work-based learning providers, employers and other institutions that promote life long learning.
	Developing the support of colleagues across the institution, and partners in the region to develop and implement WP strategy.



	New University 3
	As a consequence of participating in the Action on Access programme the team presented a proposal for the revision of the University’s Strategic Framework for Embedding WP.  The updated strategy will run for five years, in tandem with the University’s Strategic Plan, within which WP is one of six core aims.  The identified priorities for change are:

1. Diversifying the student body, through:

· Development of an International Strategy (recruitment and curriculum)

· Development of work with Gifted and Talented cohorts

· Continued development of a community engagement strategy for BME communities 

· Extend the geographic area for outreach and recruitment

· Extend the reach of employer engagement and workforce development

2. Improving retention, progression and achievement, through:

· Greater engagement of academic and support staff in developing pre-entry programmes concentrating on academic skills development to aid transition, retention, progression and achievement of all target groups 

· Greater engagement of staff to secure an understanding that attrition rates are not a direct and inevitable result of widening participation 

· Identification of and engagement with schools and colleges which have a whole school commitment to improving attainment and progression as partners under the academies and trusts initiative and/or generally for pre-entry programme partnerships

· Working with families of young people to reinforce the institution’s expectations on students for student success (particularly for those students who are likely to continue to live at home)
3. Development of practice informed policy


· More research and evaluation to inform decision making

· Examine and evaluate our own success in widening participation 

· Allied to this is the development of a database to assist in the monitoring and evaluation of widening participation initiatives. 
	Implementation of action plan associated with the Strategic Framework revisions submitted to the Widening Participation Group.

	New University 4
	The institutional team reflected on analysed position of the University with regard to widening participation, and made recommendations for the new Widening Participation Sub-strategy within the University’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015, to be considered by the Directorate.  The recommendations are:

1. Introduction of a single strategic document bringing together the widening participation (WP) sub-strategy, Office of Fair Access ‘Access Agreement’ and admissions policies.

2. A more rigid/robust internal definition of WP for institutional data analysis needs urgently to be agreed and introduced in order to compliment the external facing HESA Performance Indicator reporting requirements. It is generally recognised that, whilst very difficult, definition is crucial to assessment of WP.

3. The ‘Business Case’ for WP affords opportunities to increase the University’s market share (away from our comparators) in terms of attracting young students. These include: 

· Young full time first degree and undergraduate entrants from state schools/colleges 

· Young full time entrants from low social classes 

· Young full time (from low social classes) in particular and mature full time (from low participation neighbourhoods and with no previous HE qualification) sub degree1 entrants 

· Young part time undergraduate entrants from low participation neighbourhoods 

4. The academic school plans should be better directed to reflect WP sub-strategy priorities to enable enhanced and targeted activities through the WP Operational Plans. 5. The possibility of greater cohesion between WP and Learning and Teaching strategies to examine the extent to which pedagogic practice is responsive to the varied needs of WP students.

6. A conclusion needs to be reached as to whether the WP sub-strategies WP1, WP2, WP3, WP4 and WP5 are ‘fit for purpose’ for the 2010 to 2015 Strategic Plan and, if not, with what they can meaningfully be replaced. 

7. All academic schools and relevant departments should be offering a range of targeted WP outreach activities which are driven by the HEFCE 2007/12 guidance ‘Higher Education Outreach: targeting disadvantaged learners’ and complimentary to the ‘Higher Education Progression Framework’.

8. The integration of Aimhigher post 2011 should funding cease and the impact that this might have on the Strategic Plan and all of the related sub strategies, including WP, 2010-2015.
	Presentation of the new Widening Participation Sub-strategy.

	Russell Group University 1
	1. Development of a vision and definition of widening participation and student diversity that went beyond the traditional understanding of an outreach and recruitment issue.

2. Assembling a substantial set of widening participation and student diversity data which it considered essential for the new academic Colleges and senior staff to be able to access, and to consider in appraising performance.  Work is currently underway to incorporate use of this data into the University’s quality assurance processes. Each University College Board will be provided annually with its own set of data for review by the College Board.

3. Using external data provided by Action on Access to benchmark performance against other similar HEIs.

4. Review or creation of strategic documents to comprise strands of a broader widening participation strategy for the University (outreach strategy, retention and progression action framework, learning and teaching strategy, equality and diversity frameworks, gender equality, race equality, disability equality and fairness and diversity policy).  All have been consulted on and approved through the relevant management and governance routes.

5. Development of an on-going action plan.  A project group now meets regularly incorporating the leads from Outreach, retention and progression (academic and non academic) and student equality and diversity to ensure an inclusive approach covering all aspects of the student life cycle.  Overseeing the project group is a project board chaired by the Pro-Vice-Chancellor and including senior academic leads from each of the University Colleges.

6. Meetings to discuss actions associated with institutional and thematic checklists have taken place with a wide range of departments, units and committees across the University.
	Continuation of dialogue and implementation of action plan.  On-going use of data.

	Russell Group University 2
	The intended benefits from participating in the project, which were stated in the application, and which have been achieve were:

· Benchmarking  with other Universities

· Learning from the experience of other Universities

· Making further recommendations throughout the University’s Education Committee on developments to support students from widening participation backgrounds.

In addition, the following additional benefits have been achieved:

1. The establishing of a network of researchers from other institutions to share good practice in the evaluation of WP activities.

2. The ongoing identification of key performance indicators (KPI’s) being used by other universities to assess both short and longer term impacts of WP interventions, and the generation of the evidence required to monitor progress against targets and commitments.

3. The generation of previously unavailable statistics and benchmarking of current performance against HESA WP performance indicators.

4. The generation of a Statement of User Requirements for QSIS standard reporting. This will facilitate pre-entry, on-course and post-qualification tracking of WP cohorts and Students at Risk, thereby supporting retention, attainment and progression.

5. The generation of targets and milestones for the updated WP Policy and the Strategic Assessment, currently under development prior to submission.
	1. Work will continue to provide a more detailed analysis of the HESA PI’s (due to be released in July 2009). This will produce an agreed evidence base for the assessment of impact of WP activities at the University.

	Russell Group University 3
	1. The aim is to produce a revised WP strategy (which will now be replaced by the WPSA).  A steering group has been developed chaired by the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching, Learning and International Affairs), and comprising the “core” programme team and representatives from a number of areas with a stake in WP.  There has been a more gradual process of meetings and discussion documents to help frame the terms of the debate and to set out a project plan. The group has taken feedback and progress reports from the programme days and has sought to utilise the tools to help plan an approach to embedding WP.  An extensive survey of staff about WP has been completed.

2. Among the steps that have been taken to help embed widening participation over the past few months are: 

· Strengthening of the central outreach team (for young learners), providing it with greater visibility, redeployed resource and fresh leadership. 

· Embedding of privately-funded and sustained intervention programmes, namely the Goal programme for gifted and talented learners from disadvantaged backgrounds  and Pathways to Law in the central team; 

· Strengthening of the nexus between the Careers Centre and the Centre for Student Development and Enterprise, and collectively between these teams and the central WP team, increasing the emphasis on skills and guidance pre-entry. 

· The development of an approach looking at employability from a WP angle.

· Significant advances in services around the development and enhancement of students, including the “Advantage scheme”, and greater focus on “sensitivity to background” in accessing services; 

· Enhanced departmental engagement on WP, in part through one-to-one meetings, in part through collective events where experiences can be captured and shared and best practice identified and disseminated. 

· The creation and articulation of a University Students’ Union Strategy, with a strong emphasis on widening participation and renewed efforts on collaborating on outreach work (for example with Teach First). 

· Providing greater clarity on the funding of activities and programmes in relation to young, full-time learners, especially through the revision and approval of modifications to the University’s Access Agreement.

· Strengthening of relations with key external partners whose support is integral to the delivery of effective WP, especially Aimhigher and the Lifelong Learning Network. 

· The launch of the International Gateway for Gifted Youth has enabled the strengthening of one of the key strands of the University‟s outreach work i.e. engagement with disadvantaged gifted and talented students. 
	1. These commitments have not been translated into a more detailed project plan, but the imminent arrival of the request for Widening Participation Strategic Assessments will force the timetable to some extent.

2.The following should be priority areas of work for the University over the next few months to help further embed and sustain WP: 

· detailed work with the Finance Office on fully costing the range of WP work provided both centrally and by departments;

· reformulation of aims, objectives and targets to inform the submission of the WPSA; 

· articulation of a detailed evaluation and impact plan for WP in relation to outreach and progression once on course; 

· development of proposals around widening participation and employability; 

· development of proposals for more targeted and sustained transition arrangements;

· implement programmes in collaboration with the Union of Students, including a “shadowing” programme and further development of mentoring work;

· engagement and intervention from KS2 through to application and beyond and embedding within this a range of inputs: awareness building, confidence building, careers and examination advice, financial advice, skills development support etc;

· development of mechanisms to identify and support best practice in WP, starting with the Showcase event; and

· development of a communication strategy to put the institution more firmly on the front foot in its engagements with government and the media. 

	University College 1
	1. Evaluation of current practice and existing information across the institution about targeting, tracking, monitoring and evaluation.

2. Identification and planning of key activities to be undertaken to improve systems of targeting, tracking, monitoring and evaluating, and the associated outcomes.

These are anticipated to be:

· A richer student experience: satisfaction, needs met, supportive environment, opportunities for personal development.

· Increased numbers of students from key widening participation groups achieving success.

· Benchmarking current practices/procedures to inform development.

· Improved engagement of colleagues across departments with widening participation agenda.

· More detailed information available for internal/external uses.
	Greater dialogues with staff across the institution.  WPSA will be used to facilitate this.

	University College 2
	The overall goal is that the University College transformed into being a sector leader in student support and retention.  This is to be achieved by improving the funding arrangements for full-time undergraduate courses, in such a way that they are incentivised to recruit and retain students from non-traditional backgrounds.  Outcomes include:

1. The team have conducted consultancy-based interviews and subsequently developed an initial logical framework, stakeholder analysis and action plan to better identify priority areas for action in order to attain our overall goal. 

2. This process identified, in particular, a more transparent internal funding process as the key area for instigating meaningful change at an institutional level. Pursuing this key area builds upon the success the team have already achieved, (in conjunction with Equality & Diversity), to have Equality & Diversity as a cross-cutting strategic theme in the institution’s new Strategic Plan.

3. The action plan and associated documentation will be reviewed and updated annually to ensure additional areas of activity and development are incorporated as progress is made. This will be monitored through the institution’s Widening Participation Strategic Framework document.
	To implement the plan.

	Further Education College 1
	The Programme facilitated the forum for dialogue with internal colleagues, sharing of good practice with other Higher Education Institutions Widening Participation practitioners and Action on Access.

It introduced a range of strategic approaches and informal benchmarking tools, help and advice to support the process of a holistic review of Widening Participation practice and future developments of the College.

The review has informed the preparation of the College’s Widening Participation Strategic Assessment and the development of an initial Widening Participation Action Plan.


	Activity to be completed:

1. Self assessment process on Widening Participation activity leading to clear action targets with milestones and monitoring / evaluation measurements for improvement over the next 3 years

2. Reviewing institutional strategies, action plans and practices throughout the College to ensure Widening Participation and the Student Life Cycle are fully embedded.
3. Reviewing tracking systems to further capture, monitor and analyse data on Widening Participation activity, including student progression and performance.

4. Work towards producing a Single Equality Scheme, building on existing good practice to maintain equality and fair treatment to meet good practice and statutory legislative requirements.

5. Monitor and analyse the impact of the role Lifelong Learning Network internal Progression post and how it can be used to inform Widening Participation activity.

6. Monitor existing working party activity including the aspirational and motivational work targeting under achieving FE female learners through Aimhigher and a cross College working party.

	Further Education College 2
	Preparation of a draft strategy for widening participation in higher education 2009-11, submitted to Senior Management Team meeting, 17th December 2009.
	


4. Institutional observations
This section of the report draws together some observations about widening participation in institutions.
4.1 Institutional commitment to WP

All of the institutions who participated in the programme demonstrated a commitment to widening participation in their initial proposals which were submitted to AonA.  This was evidenced through citing mission statements, detailing current activities and providing details about the profile of the student body (e.g. PIs etc).  In addition, proposals were required to be signed by a senior manager with responsibility for WP.  The role of these senior managers varied, from a more tightly proscribed (and lower status) access or WP managers, to PVCs with a wider remit.

Although all institutions indicated that WP is strategically important, our programme has demonstrated that for some institutions WP is intimately connected to their mission in terms of recruiting sufficient student numbers.  For other institutions the concern is not about student numbers but ensuring that the brightest and best students are recruited.  The quality of research and teaching and learning was seen potentially as being compromised if the brightest and best students were not recruited.  However, while these students may be from lower socio-economic groups, dialogue with institutions demonstrated that there can be “class blindness”.  For example, initiatives with local schools may not be overly concerned with targeting, but on attracting suitably qualified students to study at their (local) institution.

There is a need in some institutions where WP is not intimately related to recruiting students and thus fulfilling a central plank of the institution’s mission, for WP to acquire more strategic importance if it is to be mainstreamed.  (For example, into learning and teaching processes, student support etc). For example, a series of meetings with senior staff in one institution indicated the possible alignment between widening participation and the institution’s need to recruit more local students to achieve other institutional objectives.  This illustrates the need for WP to look to align itself with other institutional priorities if at all possible.  One of the participating research intensive HEIs identified the need to develop the intellectual capacity of the university in relation to WP and saw this as the main way through which WP might become more embedded.

4.2 Organisation of WP

WP is organised in different ways in institutions, ranging from the centrally organised and co-ordinated, to more dispersed approaches where responsibility for WP rests with schools and departments.  The latter appears to be a fairly common situation in a number of post-1992 institutions which have “always done WP” and, where no-one has a clear overview of WP activity.  In these institutions, staff with a specific responsibility and/or interest in WP have found it difficult to ascertain what WP activity is taking place across the university or college.  These institutions tend not to have a shared understanding of WP or a WP strategy. This makes it difficult to identify and share good practice across the institution and develop an institutional-wide approach to WP.  These institutions are particularly interested in processes to improve the engagement, accountability and performance management of staff from across the organisations.

This weak organisation of WP and lack of clarity about activities could create particular difficulties with regards to preparing an integrated WP strategy and associated evaluation plan.  It is significant to note that preparing a new WP strategy has become a primary focus of half (8) of the institutions participating in the Mainstreaming and Sustaining programme.

The role of Aimhigher institutions is varied.  In some it is well-integrated into the work of the institution, complementing and informing institutional work.  In others it is largely separate.  Irrespective of the role, institutions appear to be contributing significantly to AH activity.  More productive arrangements allow for knowledge to move from AH into other parts of the university.

There are very few examples of strong links between WP and admissions processes.  Rather, work seems to focus on outreach (particularly raising aspirations and recruitment) and improving student retention.

In some institutions staff in academic departments are crucial to the WP process, however they have little power to contribute to institutional policy development, and there is often little formal recognition of their WP work.  There is therefore a need to recognise the contributions from across the institution to WP.

A number of institutions were in the process of a re-structuring or re-organisation during the time that this programme has been operating.  This provides an opportunity to embed WP, and institutions welcome guidance and support with regard to these issues.

4.3 Financial issues

It is apparent that in the majority of institutions the WP allocation is not ring-fenced or used transparently to finance WP activities.  Very few WP managers have a clear understanding of what money is allocated to the institution by the funding council, how it is calculated, where it goes or how it could be accessed.  This makes it difficult to encourage staff from across the institution to engage in WP activities (either outreach or retention focused) or to make them more accountable for their WP performance.  A number of institutions have expressed an interest in finding a way to allocate WP funding to departments/faculties in a transparent way, which rewards activity and success in this area.  This however would require institutions to create an allocation mechanism appropriate for their own context, and to couple this with a suitable accountability process (e.g. integrated into annual monitoring or review process).

OFFA funding is managed by some WP managers and not by others (who often have no knowledge of what money is available).   This reflects the fact that in some institutions OFFA has not been the remit of WP staff, while in others the same staff are involved.  Thus, in some institutions WP staff have little or no knowledge about fee-income allocated to WP outreach activity.

4.4 Data and evaluation

Data and evaluation remain challenging issues in almost all institutions.  All institutions view WP data as crucial to both gaining an understanding of their progress and the future development of WP.  There is an increasing level of awareness about and collection of data; a significant number of WP teams have data specialists embedded within them.  However, data is used differently.  In some institutions it is primarily used by the WP team, and there is often scope to improve the use of data in this context.  In some institutions (far fewer) data is used more strategically (to inform the management of the institution) and more widely by others across the university or college, e.g. to plan courses, inform teaching and learning, address retention issues etc.  The Action on Access WP data profiles have been valued by institutions.  There remain fundamental challenges regarding the use of data, especially to spread responsibility for widening access and supporting student success across the institution (e.g. into academic departments).  There is little routine monitoring about WP targets at lower levels in institutions.  Considering these challenges with regard to data, this was not a high initial priority amongst institutions participating in the programme  – rather it tended to emerge during the course of the programme, particularly during institutional visits where data profiles were discussed.

At the event on institutional evaluation planning (delivered by Ann-Marie Houghton of CSET and Viv Wylie of Action on Access) a number of challenges were identified:

· Lack of WP strategies on which to base evaluation plans

· Limited knowledge and understanding of evaluation

· Lack of expertise by WP managers to work at appropriate strategic level, and thus to develop and implement an appropriate plan.

5. Lessons about mainstreaming and sustaining WP

This section of the report discusses what a socially inclusive university or HEI is (in which WP is mainstreamed), and how institutions are starting to implement change to achieve a more inclusive institution.  It introduces a review tool to assist institutions with this process.
5.1 Creating a socially inclusive university
Most definitions of WP share an understanding that the outcome is not just increased access to higher education by underrepresented groups, but also that these people should be successful in HE.  For example, the following two definitions from national policy makers both demonstrate this commitment to student success:  WP is:
… helping more people from under-represented groups, particularly low socio-economic groups, to participate successfully in higher education. (DfES 2006)

… raise aspirations and educational attainment among people from under-represented communities to prepare them for higher education, ensure success on their programme of study, improve their employment prospects and open possibilities for postgraduate study, and give them opportunities to return to learning throughout their lives. 

(HEFCE http://www.hefce.ac.uk/widen/)

This position is summarised by John Bamber and Lyn Tett:
Higher education must accept that the implications of offering access to non-traditional students do not end, but rather begin, at the point of entry (Bamber and Tett 2001, p.15)

This suggests that institutions have a responsibility to (as well as a financial interest in) supporting students to be successful in HE.  But why should WP be mainstreamed into institutions?  Geoff Layer argues:
There is always a risk that single item approaches become marginalized within a university as being the responsibility of a particular interest group.  Layer 2001, p3)
The notion of mainstreaming WP includes the idea that WP is integrated into all ‘activities’ (taken in the broadest sense) of the institution, and thus everyone, rather than a particular group, has responsibility for making widening participation successful, and ensuring all students are successful.
Embedding widening participation means making it a core strategic issue for all higher education institutions. Widening participation is a responsibility for the whole HE sector, which institutions will develop and deliver in ways that are consistent with their own mission… Our strategy for widening participation will be sustainable because it will be embedded in HEIs' policy and practice, becoming part of the norm for the sector. (http://www.hefce.ac.uk/widen/priorities/strands.htm)

However, beyond this, there is very little explicit development of what mainstreaming, or embedding WP means.
We have analysed the applications of the 37 institutions that wished to be part of the programme, the initial priorities of the participating teams, and the final policy papers to develop the idea of what an HEI that has mainstreamed WP would look like.  We have described this as a “socially inclusive university”, and in summary it would consist of the elements shown in Figure 1 below:

Figure 1: Socially inclusive university
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This analysis has been used to further develop the notion of what a socially inclusive university is by preparing a more detailed “Reflective review tool”, which is provided in the appendix.  We intend for the reflective review tool to support institutions to reflect on their own progress towards mainstreaming WP and becoming a more socially inclusive institution, and to help them identify actions to further this agenda.  The tool has been disseminated at a number of conferences in the UK, and been positively received.  Subsequently, we have been invited to present the tool as workshop at one institution in England (which was not part of the mainstreaming programme), and it is being used to inform developments in a university college in Norway and a university in the Netherlands.
4.6 Process of change

Drawing on the institutional policy papers, which reflect on the processes that institutions have engaged in to start bringing about change towards mainstreaming WP, we have developed a simple model of change.  This model of change is not linear, but rather institutions need to engage in each of the areas of change shown in the quadrants to support institutional transformation.
Figure 2: Areas for change to mainstream and sustain WP in an HEI
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A transformative approach to WP is defined as:

“…a transformative approach to access must stress the idea that HE should be changed to permit it to both gauge and meet the needs of under-represented groups. Rather than being predicated on deficit models of potential entrants and positioning students as lacking aspirations, information or academic preparation, transformation requires serious and far-reaching structural change, which is to be informed by under-represented groups… Furthermore, it perceives diversity as a definite strength. Nor is the focus upon creating change via short-term, marginal projects undertaken by a few committed practitioners”.  Jones and Thomas, 2005, p619

The activities which institutions have undertaken in each of these quadrants are varied, but the types of activities engaged in are summarised in Table 3 below.
Table 3: Areas for change and institutional activities

	Areas for change
	Types of institutional activities

	Understanding the current situation and defining institutional priorities
	Examining meaning, philosophy and implementation of WP within the institution
Identifying and reviewing WP activities
Identifying champions or people with responsibility for the access and success of students from under-represented groups in departments and faculties
Initiating dialogue across the institution

	Developing the strategic framework
	Developing a new WP strategy

Preparing a WP action plan

Developing a WP evaluation plan
Amending other institutional strategies, including human resources, retention and learning and teaching
Requiring consideration of WP issues (learning, teaching, assessment, curriculum contents, student support, etc) in the development of new awards via the validation process

Making strategic recommendations fro the institution

	Embedding mechanisms to engage staff
	Working with the HR department to ensure WP responsibilities are detailed in job descriptions, contracts etc.
Ensuring that WP work is recognised e.g. in timetabling formula and relief from teaching, career progression promotion etc.
Requiring course teams to report on WP activities and indicators via the annual review process

Implementing transparent funding mechanisms
Creating / improving links with academic departments

Effective communication strategy 

Convening a cross institutional work working group or similar.

	Using data, evaluation and research to underpin the process
	Use of data of institutional data

Use of external data (e.g. from HESA)

Research informed practice and challenging myths (e.g. one institution has data proving that it is not WP students that leave early, but students with low entry qualifications)
Sharing effective practice

Increased research and evaluation
Increasing the accountability and responsibility for WP (access and retention) to more people across the institution e.g. departments, schools, faculties etc


The process of change / transformation can be illustrated through a couple of contrasting vignettes.
a) Russell University 1 undertook the following activities to mainstream and sustain WP
Understanding the current situation
The team worked to develop a wider vision and definition of WP and student diversity, moving from a focus on outreach and access to include the student learning experience, retention and equality and diversity issues.
Strategy development
Revised existing strategic documents and drafted new ones to encompass strands of a broader WP strategy (outreach strategy, retention and progression action framework, learning and teaching strategy, equality and diversity frameworks, gender equality, race equality, disability equality and fairness and diversity policy).  All were consulted on and approved through the relevant management and governance routes.
Embedding mechanisms
The team undertook developmental dialogue across the institution based on institutional reflective checklists (created during the AonA programme) to promote engagement.  Consultation was used to inform strategy development (see above) and to prepare and on-going action plan.   A cross-institutional project group manages the implementation of the action plan and involves leads from outreach, retention and progression (academic and non academic) and student equality and diversity.  Leadership is provided by a Pro-vice Chancellor and senior academic managers from faculties.

Data and evaluation
The team assembled data sets about WP and student diversity. Each faculty will have an annual data set for review and QA processes will ensure it informs decision making.  In additional external data (much of which was provided by AonA) is used to benchmark performance against other similar HEIs and make case for WP within the institution. 

b) New University 1 undertook the following activities to mainstream and sustain WP
Understanding the current situation

Understanding the current situation was informed by policy analysis, SWOT analysis and institutional research, including details of how WP funding is allocated and analysis of which students withdraw from which programmes.  A one day event for heads of departments and senior managers informed much of the developmental work. It was a way of initiating institutional dialogue, reflecting on the current situation and identifying future priorities and mechanisms for achieving institutional goals.  
Strategy development
The event identified staff perceptions about key drivers to shape WP policy and practice, and provided an opportunity for colleagues to raise concerns about WP issues and approaches.  At the end of the one-year programme, the institutional team made detailed recommendations to the Senior Management Team and University Executive to develop, mainstream and sustain WP in the University.
Embedding mechanisms
Staff at the event identified a long list of factors that could most enable ownership of WP aims and objectives across the University, including payment of staff time and changes to HR policy. Subsequently more departments have been involved in WP outreach activity.  In addition, a full-time induction manager appointed to work with academic departments and embed pre- and post-induction 

Data and evaluation
Institutional research about widening participation and student retention were used to engage and inform colleagues about relevant issues.  One of the recommendations to the Senior Management Team and University Executive  was to embed consistent use of management data and other indicators for  target-setting, measuring and internal reporting on performance at institutional and Faculty level in relation to WP.  

6. Process issues about supporting institutions
The provision of a series of inter-connected events for institutional teams, and programme of activities over an extended period was a new approach for Action on Access to support institutional development.  We have found this approach to be effective in generating interest in the programme, sustained commitment to the area of work and positive developments in institutions.

As noted above, the programme attracted 37 applications, and some additional enquiries from institutions who were interested in participating, but not able to submit a proposal within the timeframe.  This suggests an appetite for such a programme in terms of both the topic (mainstreaming and sustaining WP) and the format (a series of events for institutional teams over an extended time period) from all types of institution.  This also indicates that Action on Access is held in high regard by all types of institution (it might be noted that the comparable Academy programme did not have any applicants or participating teams from Russell Group institutions).

Institutions were required to put together a case for how they felt they would benefit by participating in the programme.  This process prompted institutional reflection and demonstrated widespread institutional commitment to widening participation, and a strong interest in embedding WP within institutional policies and practices.  This is illustrated through a couple of examples:

Example of institutional commitment 1: Russell University 3

The University was among the first of the research-intensive universities to give priority to widening participation and lifelong learning and these have long been core dimensions of the University’s mission and its value system. Following an intensive process of internal and external consultation, an ambitious new Strategy has recently been launched, which intends to locate the University firmly in the world’s top 50 universities by 2015. A key facet of this Strategy involves enhancing the University’s distinctive teaching and learning experience and continuing to make this as widely available as possible to learners from all backgrounds. The Strategy includes an explicit aim to “enhance the University’s reputation for supporting the participation of all who, regardless of background, prior attainment, age or nationality, have the potential to benefit from its educational opportunities”.

Participation in this Action on Access programme is anticipated to help support, shape and challenge the University’s thinking in translating its ambition and aspiration into sustainable policy and practice at all levels throughout the institution. Solid foundations are already in place and there is a wide range of successful and effective work in such areas as lifelong learning; aspiration- and attainment-raising programmes; induction; progression and development opportunities throughout their time at the University and beyond; and accredited skills development through the University Skills Certificate. Nevertheless the University is seeking to bring greater coherence and focus to this activity and to maximise its effectiveness and impact. The drivers are simple: to identify and nurture the talent of those with the potential to benefit from, and succeed on, the University’s courses; to enrich the University’s learning and teaching experience for all students; and to strengthen the University’s ties with its local communities.

The Pro Vice-Chancellor for Teaching and Learning has lead responsibility for widening participation and will ensure that the institution engages with the programme at the most senior levels. A revision and renewal of the University’s Widening Participation Strategy will be undertaken over the course of the next few months under the impetus of the wider Strategy developments. This process will demand consultation with academic and administrative colleagues and necessitate a dialogue on the ways in which Widening Participation can be embedded and sustained at all levels in a research-intensive institution. An iterative process of engagement, in which WP Strategy developments are informed by participation in the programme and in turn shape further reflections on the programme, is envisaged. 

The anticipated outcomes are an institutional policy paper and a reformulated Widening Participation Strategy. The University has participated in a number of exercises of this nature (in different areas of activity) and is comfortable with the principle of sharing information, ideas and good practice in such arenas. If successful in our application we will contribute fully and seriously. 
Example of institutional commitment 2: New University 1

The University’s WP commitment contributes to its strategic objective to ‘encourage a wider range of students to benefit from higher education through our links with schools, community groups, Aimhigher, sister FE Colleges and the regional Lifelong Learning Network’ (Corporate Plan 2007-2011).  

The University operates a partially dispersed model of WP responsibility, designed to promote ownership and premised on the expectation that all departments and services engage with the WP agenda.  Responsibility for oversight of WP strategy rests with the Executive, provided with monitoring data and briefings by the Director of Widening Access.  The Director works with various departments to co-ordinate activities and projects at institutional level, many in collaboration with Aimhigher.  These range from larger-scale, low intensity activities, e.g. taster days, to more sustained and targeted programmes such as summer schools and mentoring.

Significant potential benefits of engagement in this programme include:

· Enhancing commitment, communication and collaboration between academic departments regarding to their own (non-centrally organised) WP outreach activities, for which HEFCE widening access funding is devolved; improving the targeting and monitoring of these activities; and engaging active involvement by a wider range of departments.

· Promoting and supporting the development by departments of more learner progression activities linked to the14-19 curriculum to better support learner transitions.

· Promoting staff development for academics by extending their understanding of the prior learning experiences of their students and better enabling them to plan the development of higher education curricula which interface with 14-19 qualifications.

· Extending work on progression agreements, and reviewing practice at visit days to identify potential cultural or practical barriers. 

· Augmenting the implementation of key elements of the University’s Learning and Teaching Strategy. This includes a forward-looking agenda focused around specific targets and initiatives at the level of faculty and service departments designed to enhance student achievement, retention and progression, particularly in the first year.

· Further enhancing the induction process by spreading academic induction over the first year, for example through joint working on study skills with Learning Support staff, and linked to individual progress monitoring meetings with first year students at key points in the academic year.

· Further embedding links with activities of Student Support and Student Development teams.

· Examining the implications of each aspect for those from low participation backgrounds and under-represented groups.

Our main aim in engaging in this programme is to build an integrated approach to sustaining these developments in relation to WP across the student lifecycle and, whilst avoiding over-centralisation, to extend and more evenly embed ownership of the University’s WP commitment.  We intend through this process to update our WP strategy and related policies.

The core team consists of members of the University’s Senior Management, Executive and Management Teams with either direct or line management responsibility in all areas key to this project.  They will work together and with an internal network of colleagues in taking this agenda forward to implement and evaluate the strengthening of both culture and practice in mainstreaming WP.
From the event evaluations, and through our engagements with the institutional teams (e.g. on institutional visits and informal contact), we have found that they appreciated (and wanted more of):

· a series of engagements, rather than one-off events;

· the opportunity to work as a team with colleagues from across the institution in a space away from the HEI;

· a facilitated approach to working as a team, which allows for different institutional contexts but provides guidance to key issues to consider;

· the opportunity to meet project teams from other institutions to share ways of doing things, compare different institutional practices and work on joint activities; 

· the provision of both time to work as a team and time to work with others; 

· a mix of structured (providing input on the key themes) and unstructured sessions (to allow for open discussion and debate on emerging themes);

· flexible and responsive programme and activities;

· being intellectually and practically challenged to meet a series of deadlines, set by an external agency and spread out over the project lifetime; and

· an institutional visit to provide tailored support to address emerging needs and provide a focus for embedding WP.   

For the New University 1 the Mainstreaming and Sustaining Widening Participation in Institutions programme has provided a powerful driver for reviewing its current position and for steering the development of its new WP strategy.  The preparation of the application to participate in the project provided an initial stimulus, from which attendance at the structured programme of events in the City has ensured that the momentum of the project team of five senior managers, including the Senior PVC, has been sustained.  These events have been valuable in creating the time and space to enable members of the project team to concentrate exclusively on, and thereby to enhance a shared understanding of, WP-related issues in our institution.  They have also provided the opportunity to share, compare and learn from other institutions’ approaches, issues and ideas relating to mainstreaming WP.  The series of events overall has provided highly relevant context and policy updates and offered models for planning to drive forward actions within institutions.  

More specifically, institutional visits indicated that visits:

· Are a stimulus for action, and thus promote project development;

· Provide a focus to bring together colleagues from across the institution to engage in dialogue;

· Can be used to engage colleagues and promote the ownership of the intervention beyond the immediate project team; and

· Often result in creative approaches to taking forward the WP agenda.

For New University 1, the institutional visit …has been of exceptional value.  We held an in-house conference for heads of academic and relevant service departments, at which our own checklist of ‘institutional questions’, developed by the project team through the events and subsequent follow-up meetings, was used as the basis for consultation workshops on strategy for mainstreaming WP…  Without the impetus and profile of this project acting as a driver, it is unlikely that such an in-house event would have been so productive in terms of highlighting issues and engaging colleagues in actively contributing to outcomes which now will shape our institutional strategy for mainstreaming WP.  

Throughout the programme we have made use of “cluster groups” – bringing together institutions to share practice, compare experiences and discuss and work on key issues.  While all inter-institutional working has been valued, teams seem to have particularly welcomed working with other similar institutions (as long as they do not perceive themselves as direct competitors).  However it should be noted that some random groupings have also created unexpected synergies, and positive relationships have developed.  The cluster groups have worked well at the events, but some teams have opted to extend their work outside of the programme, by, for example, organising visits to each others’ institutions.

Throughout the programme we have generated activities and resources, some which will have a wider application across the HE sector.  These include:

· Logframes for each institution and some worked examples

· Institutional data profiles

· Reflective checklists for good practice covering: outreach and work with schools, induction and transition, targeting and supporting learners in HE, engaging staff, improving retention and success, monitoring and evaluating WP, writing a WP strategy.

· Self-review tool for widening participation and inclusion (see Appendix 4 section 8.4)

· Evaluation planning guidance (from CSET)

· Key readings, research and resources

· Policy overviews and plenary session overheads from Action on Access and HEFCE

Most of these resources are available on the Action on Access website.
7. Conclusions, implications and next steps
7.1 Conclusions about the programme

The Mainstreaming and Sustaining WP programme has successfully achieved its original aims, enabling institutions to:
· Review their institutional approach to mainstreaming and sustaining WP.

· Identify the strengths and limitations of their approach.

· Develop, implement and evaluate institutional policies and practice to overcome gaps in their current strategic approach to WP.

· Draft plans for the future to further integrate and sustain WP.

For example, Russell University 1 has indicated that the programme has achieved these aims:
“The University has been pleased to be one of a number of universities participating in the programme 'Mainstreaming and Sustaining WP'. At a time when the University is going through a major organisational restructure this has enabled us to reassess the understanding of widening participation in the institution and begin to work on new ways of embedding widening participation and student diversity into all areas of our work.  We have been grateful for Action on Access support through the workshop activity which has been a catalyst to stimulate debate and discussion, but also for their provision of a range of data which has enhanced our understanding of our
position both locally and amongst our peers in this area.”


In particular, we have identified a need for institutions to review their work and develop future plans through the vehicle of a new WP strategy.  In the light of issues identified in the recent NAO report we believe this provides an opportunity for some of these institutions to test an approach to bringing together access agreements, WP strategies and admissions policies; we would welcome guidance on this.

A significant outcome of this programme is not only the developments in the participating institutions, but also the development of tool to support other institutions to audit their own progress towards mainstreaming WP and start planning for change (Appendix 4, section 8.4).
7.2 Implications for widening participation strategic assessments

There is a clear relationship between the outcomes of the development work we facilitated with institutional teams and the Widening participation strategic assessment (WPSA) documents that institutions have prepared.  As noted above, teams found the work they undertook in this programme a useful foundation for the WPSAs.  Based on our experience we offer the following observations:

1. Institutions can demonstrate substantial commitment to WP through corporate plans etc.  Senior management support is widespread and often includes active engagement.  In some institutions support is less tangible.

2. There are significant challenges within institutions as WP means different things to different people within the same institution.  Developing a more strategic approach requires a shared understanding.  Time needs to be devoted to the dialogue required to develop a shared understanding and ownership of the issues.

3. Almost all institutions have adopted a student lifecycle approach to WP, making the need for a strategic approach essential.  WP however is organised in very different ways.

4. Impact evaluation is still poorly understood and/or implemented in almost all institutions, and institutions are still not maximising their use of institutional data.  Two institutional teams focused on this issue in particular.

5. Information about investment in WP is very limited, this is in part due to a lack of transparency.  The majority of participants have little idea about how much WP funding the institution receives or how it is allocated.  A number of teams are planning to introduce greater clarity to improve approach to WP.

6. The majority of WP managers and practitioners welcome the introduction of the WPSA as it gives them a lever to take forward their work in this area.

7. Some WP managers have limited experience of thinking strategically, and are removed from this aspect of activity in their own institutions.  There is a risk that some WPSAs are more operationally rather than strategically focused.

7.3 Implications and learning for Action on Access

For Action on Access the programme has enabled:

· A deeper understanding of the organisation of WP within institutions, the identification of good practice, awareness of many of the practical and cultural challenges faced within institutions and an enhanced ability to support the needs of WP managers, academic and support staff and senior managers in institutions to embed WP.

· To develop a longitudinal programme of events, activities, resources and institutional visits to support the embedding of WP.

· To assess the value of a longitudinal programme for institutional teams, based on prolonged engagement rather than one-off activities.

· To undertake a series of institutional visits, to both provide the AonA team with valuable knowledge and insight into WP issues in a wide range of institutions and to assess the value of visits to institutions.

· The development of a useful model for future work with institutional  teams, for example to support the development of WP strategic assessment documents in 2008-09 or to support the development of retention projects.

7.4 Next steps

While we feel this has been a very valuable project to the participating institutions, to Action on Access and the sector as a whole, we feel that there is potential to further our understanding about mainstreaming and sustaining WP in HEIs.  In 2008 we submitted a research proposal to Edge Hill University Research Development Fund and were awarded a small grant to undertake further research and analysis about this topic – some of this analysis has informed this report.  We also propose to submit a further research funding proposal to suitable bodies in 2010.  Additional research in 2009-10 will include follow up interviews with HEI staff responsible for mainstreaming and sustaining WP and collecting feedback on and developing the reflective tool (Appendix 4, section 8.4).  We hope then to submit a collaborative proposal for further research funding, taking into account different institutional missions, and examining differentiation within institutions (e.g. between discipline areas, departments and faculties, central units and services, different staff roles etc).
8. Appendices

8.1 Final agendas for the five events

Event 1: Mainstreaming and sustaining WP: Assessing the current situation

This first event introduces the programme, and focuses on reflecting on the current situation and allowing institutions to (informally) benchmark themselves against others.  This will enable you to identify your own strengths and areas for further work to mainstream and sustain WP.

Outcomes

Institutional teams will:

· Develop an understanding of and commitment to the whole programme;

· Gain an awareness of the strategic issues involved in mainstreaming and sustaining WP;

· Appreciate ways in which WP can be mainstreamed at different stages of the student lifecycle;

· See how some other institutions have approached the mainstreaming of WP;

· Identify their own strengths and weaknesses;

· Benchmark their own approach and progress with at least one other institution; 

· Discuss priorities for further action; and

· Start to identify areas for future strategic development.

9.45

Registration and refreshments

10.15

Welcome

10.20
Introduction to the programme: background, purpose, our understanding of widening participation, current challenges and programme overview

Professor John Storan, Director, Action on Access

10.30

Mainstreaming and sustaining WP.  Presentation drawing on research and considering issues such as:

· Definitions and understanding of WP

· Motivations for engaging in WP agenda

· Strategic issues

· Organisational structure

· Staff engagement across the institution

· Accountability, monitoring and evaluation

Professor Liz Thomas, Lead Adviser, Working with Institutions, Action on Access

11.00

Embedding WP group activity: world café to consider ways of embedding different aspects of WP within HEIs, and reflection on mainstreaming and sustaining WP more generally.  Discussion will focus on the following topics:

1. Working with schools to attract new learners: targeting, links with Aimhigher, monitoring and tracking etc

2. Engaging adult learners: developing workbased learning, FDs, role of partnerships with FE colleges etc.

3. Role of special admission arrangements: compacts, progression agreements, HE consortium etc

4. Pre-entry support, induction and transition

5. Improving the first year experience

6. Targeting and supporting learners in higher education

7. Student retention and success

8. Engaging academic staff, departments and services in WP

9. Monitoring and evaluating WP: monitoring take up, tracking students, assessing impact

11.45 Plenary feedback and discussion based on learning from the previous group activity

12.15

Lunch

1.00
Where are we in relation to mainstreaming and sustaining WP?  Team SWOT analysis and RAG exercise to identify institutional strengths and weaknesses and areas for further development

2.15
Benchmarking with other institutions.  Group work sharing information between institutions

2.45
Break

3.00
What are our priorities and where do we want to be?  Team work reviewing outcomes of previous activities and developing a rich picture of where the institution would like to be in the future

3.45
Future development priorities.  Plenary session to briefly share initial ideas about institutional priorities

4.00
Introduction to institutional policy papers.  Presentation by Jennifer Allen, Widening Participation, Policy Officer, HEFCE

4.15
Close.  Professor John Storan

Event 2: Planning to mainstream and sustain WP

This event will focus on planning strategic development work to mainstream and sustain WP. It will include agreeing where you want to be, project planning, considering who is affected by and involved in the proposed changes and identifying risks and assumptions and looking at how these could be overcome.

Outcomes 

Institutional teams will:

· Clarify priorities for strategic development to mainstream and sustain WP

· Develop a strategic and operational plan to mainstream and sustain WP

· Identify stakeholders involved in and affected by proposed changes – and how this might create challenges

· Consider the risks and assumptions underpinning their plan, and identify ways of minimising or overcoming them

· Draw up a timetable of activities to be carried out before the next event

9.45

Registration and refreshments

10.15
Welcome and introduction to the day; including responding to feedback from event 1

10.25
Reviewing priorities and areas for future development.  Institutional team review and sharing with cluster group (A)

10.50
Plenary: introduction to log frames as a planning tool

11.00

Institutional team work: developing the narrative summary

11.55
Cluster group (B): feedback on the narrative summary
12.15

Lunch

1.00
Plenary: stakeholder analysis approach

1.15
Institutional teams: stakeholder analysis

1.45
Institutional teams: identifying project assumptions and risks

2.15

Cluster group (A) discussion

2.30 Tea

2.45
Group work: common challenges and ways to overcome them (cluster group B)

3.15
Institutional teams: operational planning

3.50
Institutional teams: identify issues and concerns for the final plenary

4.00
Final plenary: What needs to be done before the next event on 1st April?  Responding to issues and concerns

4.15
Close

Event 3: What else do we need to do?

This event will consider in greater detail what integrated policy and practice is, and what institutions need to do to mainstream and sustain WP.  Group work will focus on the development of checklists to support embedding WP in different stages of the student lifecycle, and team work will apply these to institutional projects.  In addition the day will focus on engaging stakeholders across the institution to help ensure successful strategic change.  This will involve considering in more detail the implications for the different groups affected by and involved in the planned changes, and developing an engagement strategy.

Outcomes

Institutional teams will:

· Increase awareness of strategic and practical drivers and opportunities for change

· Understand in more depth the practical and strategic changes that are needed to further integrate and sustain WP at different stages of the student lifecycle

· Identify ways in which stakeholders can be encouraged to support the project aims of mainstreaming and sustaining WP

· Develop awareness of how to engage different stakeholders and identify actions the project needs to take

· Develop an institutional checklist to support embedding of WP

· Refine activities that need to be undertaken within the institution and plan their implementation

9.45

Registration and refreshments

10.15 Introduction to the day – Liz Thomas, Action on Access

10.20
Plenary: identifying strategic and practical drivers and opportunities for change – John Storan, Action on Access

10.30
Plenary: policy and financial drivers – Chris Leonard, HEFCE

11.00 
Institutional team work to identify strategic and practical drivers and opportunities for change

12.00 
Engaging internal stakeholders – cluster group activity – Liz Thomas, Action on Access

12.30
Lunch

1.15
Introduction to the development of checklists and institutional-review activity – Carol Wilson, Action on Access 

1.45
Team work: developing your institutional checklist 

2.30 Tea

2.45

Sharing your institutional checklist with your cluster group

3.15
Group work: developing thematic checklists 

4.00

What next?

4.15
Close
Event 4: Keeping the work on track, 

This event will focus on keeping the work on track by reviewing and updating project plans and developing an evaluation strategy for institutional WP work.  More specifically, time will be spent reviewing and applying the thematic checklists developed at event 3.  We will also revisit the logframes prepared in event 2, to assess progress to date.  The second part of the day will focus on evaluation planning in the institutional context.  Teams will be supported to consider their institutional WP evaluation needs and to start developing an evaluation plan, which will form part of their institutional policy papers.

Outcomes

Institutional teams will:

· Review thematic checklists and apply relevant learning to project plans

· Assess progress to date against their project plans/logframes

· Identify and address challenges and sticking points to improve effectiveness of their organisational change

· Gain an understanding of evaluation planning 

· Start developing an evaluation plan for their institution

9.45
Registration and refreshments

10.15 Introduction to the day – Professor Liz Thomas, Action on Access

10.20
Evaluation: The HEFCE perspective – Chris Leonard, Higher Education Funding Council for England

10.30 Reviewing and thematic checklists – Carol Wilson, Action on Access

11.10
Team time to update project plan / logframe

11.30
Evaluating progress so far: the middle two columns of the logframe – Liz Thomas

12.00
Cluster group: sharing progress and problem solving

12.30
Lunch

1.15    Plenary:  Approaches to evaluation and developing an evaluation plan 

– Dr Ann-Marie Houghton, CSET, Lancaster University and Dr Viv Wylie, Action on Access

1.45    Evaluation plan development
2.30    Tea
2.45    Evaluation plan development
3.30    Cluster group: reviewing evaluation plans
4.00    Next steps
4.15    Close

Event 5: Reviewing our work and planning for the future (provisional)
This event will take place towards the end of the programme, and provide a space for participating institutions to share and reflect on what they have done and what they plan to do as a result of participating in this programme.  The focus of the event will be on discussing policy papers that institutions have prepared, and considering the implications for the future.

Outcomes

Institutional teams will:

· Increase understanding of policy changes likely to effect WP over the coming months and years

· Develop insight into the progress other HEIs have made during the programme

· Reflect on their own progress, and consider what other development work needs to be undertaken

· Appreciate the successes and address challenges

· Clarify additional work to be done on policy paper

9.45

Registration and refreshments

10.15
Welcome and introduction to the day: sharing progress, future planning and evaluation of the programme

10.20
Reviewing your original objectives for participating in the programme – team work

10.45
Presentation covering changes in the WP landscape and possible implications for mainstreaming and sustaining WP

· Strategic assessments

· Review of WP funding

11.15
Sharing institutional policy papers in cluster groups, focusing on:

1. What has been achieved as a result of participating in this programme?

2. Who has been consulted or involved in the process of planning for change?

3. How are you planning to assess the impact of your changes?

4. What future plans do you have with regard to mainstreaming and sustaining WP?

5. What challenges do you still face or do you envisage arising in the next 12 months?

12.00
Programme evaluation

12.30

Lunch

1.15 Addressing challenges – speed dating

2.00

Solutions arising from overarching analysis

2.30
Tea

2.45 Consideration of case studies of integrating WP

3.30
Future planning and issues arising

4.15
Close

8.2 HEFCE handout on institutional policy papers, given to participating teams on 29th January 2008.
Background

· WP should be a shared aim across the whole sector, even if approaches are different. WP should become embedded across the whole of an institution’s mission, management, culture and practice (e.g. curriculum development, community engagement, educational research, business liaison).

· HEFCE are already engaged in a variety of conversations with institutions about embedding WP and this programme will further enhance this work.

· Participants will be taking part in this programme to strengthen the hand of WP within their institution and thereby to support strategic change in the way WP is addressed and embedded. Each institution has committed to the development of a policy perspectives paper/strategic assessment to drive this forward, and to generate further discussions between WP leads and the rest of the senior management team.

Institutional papers

The purpose of such papers is to open up a sustained three way dialogue between AonA, the institution's senior managers and WP colleagues about the way the commitment to WP is being shaped, and how this is expected to develop in the next three to five years. Such a paper should therefore be reflective, could influence policy-making, be forward looking, and be concerned with the ways in which WP is, or will become, embedded. Some guiding principles for papers might be:

· There should be an emphasis on practical outcomes 

· There won’t be a ‘one size fits all’ approach given that each institution will be different 
· As living documents, they are likely to adapt and change throughout the coming months
· They would hopefully serve as a working document for the institution, not a formal report for AonA or HEFCE, although we anticipate that institutions will be willing to share them openly in the spirit of continued conversation.
Practically, we would expect such a paper to cover core aspects such as:

· Evidence of high level commitment to sustaining WP within the mission, management, culture and practice of the institution

· Reflection on where WP currently fits within the institution and why it remains of strategic importance

· Consideration of what the current principle commitments are - i.e. what is the institution actually doing and why? For example, how is WP shifting the culture? How is WP embedded across different departments? How does the HEI sit within the local community and how is this shaping its strategic developments? What are the current core activities? 

· Explanation of how the institution is investing funding and organising itself to deliver its commitments

· How success is measured

· Consideration of the key opportunities/drivers for change so that as dialogue progresses, the institution can consider how these might be tackled and what embedded and mainstreamed WP will look like in a changing sector.

Jennifer Allen

Policy Officer

Widening Participation team, HEFCE

Tel. 0117 9317054

E-mail j.allen@hefce.ac.uk
8.3 Programme for the follow-up meeting, July 2009 (co-hosted with the Academy)
Embedding and Mainstreaming Inclusive Policy and Practice:  Network meeting, 16th June 2009

Aims of the meeting

· Provide an opportunity to share your experiences of embedding across the two programmes

· Learn from other institutions participating in the two programmes

· Discuss key issues such as creating a shared understanding of WP/inclusive policy and practice across the institution; engaging staff; building an evidence base for change; sustaining change and evaluating impact.  

· Explore the implications of the research findings from the programmes.

Am:  Looking Back 

10:00


Arrival and coffee

10:30
Welcome and introductions 

10:35         
Presentation: Overview of the purpose of the meeting, the two programmes, headline findings and research study.

11:15
Networking: sharing experiences of change

12:00
World Café: Dealing with common issues including:

· The language of widening participation and inclusion 

· Engaging key stakeholders

· Building an evidence base for change

12:45 


Lunch and networking 

PM: Looking forward

13:15
Group activity: Your future vision of mainstreaming and embedding
14.00


Group activity: Strategic opportunities for change 

Identifying the internal and external drivers and opportunities to support change

14:45 
Round table discussions: Identifying implications for stakeholder groups including:

· Senior managers 

· Academic staff

· Professional services (i.e. HR; WP; Disability; Admissions; Quality; Educational development)

15:30
Collaborative working: Planning next steps.

15:45


Close

8.4 Reflective review tool
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Mainstreaming and sustaining widening participation (WP) in higher education institutions (HEIs)

Reflective review tool

This is a resource emerging from document analysis from the Action on Access Mainstreaming and sustaining WP programme.  Checklists were developed as part of the programme, and utilised by teams.  They were found to be helpful tools to inform and challenge their thinking about various aspects of mainstreaming and sustaining WP.   This checklist focuses on mainstreaming WP in an HEI.  WP can be understood in the broadest sense, encompassing all aspects of the equality and diversity agendas.

The aim of the reflective checklist is to provide a list of questions to:

· Promote reflection on your current situation

· Assess your progress towards mainstreaming WP

· Identify key areas where development is needed

· Indicate changes that might be introduced

You may use all or part of the checklist, and it can be used alone or with colleagues.  You may have any of the following responses:

· Content with your response. Confirm what is currently happening in your institution is conducive to mainstreaming WP. This should increase your confidence in the progress being made.

· Response may raise awareness of certain issues that need a level of consideration by either yourself or other stakeholders in the institution. 

· Response may prompt you to identify an action/s that need taking to make a required change to enable the institution to mainstream WP more successfully.

This is a draft resource, and we are interested in your comments about:

a) How important you consider these factors to be in mainstreaming and sustaining WP.

b) How useful this resource is with regard to assessing your institution’s performance and stimulating strategic change.

c) Any sections or specific questions that you do not think are relevant or appropriate.

d) Any additional sections or questions that you think should be included.

Please email any comments to liz.thomas@edgehill.ac.uk
Section 1: Institution-wide understanding and ownership of WP

1. To what extent is there a shared understanding of what WP means across the institution?

2. To what extent are the institutional priorities and target groups clearly defined, well known and understood?  Do people make use of them across the HEI?

3. To what extent does WP cover the whole student lifecycle/journey, including outreach, admission, transition, learning and teaching, student support, retention and success?

4. How is a shared meaning created and communicated?

5. How is WP activity organised, to what extent is it centrally directed, or integrated into academic faculties and service departments?

6. How do separate parts of the institution ensure effective working together to support all aspects of widening participation?

Section 2: Visible commitment to WP which influences strategic decision making

7. In which institutional strategies is WP visible?  This might include mission statement, corporate plan, learning, teaching and assessment strategy, research strategy, equality and diversity statements and action plans.

8. To what extent is WP and student diversity engaged with by institutional committees?

9. Are WP and student diversity suitably represented in the public faces of the institution, such as marketing materials and the website?

10. To what extent does the senior management of the institution engage in, champion and facilitate widening participation?

11. When WP is visible, to what extent does it reflect the institutional understanding of what it means?

12. How does WP inform decision making at all levels of the HEI?

13.  In what ways are diverse students involved in decision-making at all levels of the HEI?

Section 3: Effective processes and structures

14. In what ways is WP integrated into the institutional processes and structures of the institution, and to what extent is there reliance on the good will of individuals?

15. What systems promote the engagement of academic faculties and professional services in WP?  (E.g. action plans, annual monitoring, use of data, WP funding etc).

16. What systems ensure the curriculum is developed and delivered to take of the account of students from diverse backgrounds? (Course development, validation, quality enhancement and assurance, learning, teaching and assessment policy, peer observation etc).

17. What systems ensure individual staff engage with and are responsible for WP (e.g. outreach, recruitment, retention and success)? (E.g. Reward and recognition, annual appraisal and promotion, monitoring).

18. How are these systems supported by suitable accountability processes?  What are the sanctions or consequences for non-compliance?

Section 4: Developing an inclusive culture

19. Who is involved in delivering and supporting WP across the institution?

20. How does the institution promote an inclusive culture, in which WP is understood, valued and implemented by staff and students?

21. How do senior staff lead other staff towards an inclusive culture?

22. What is the balance between staff with an explicit WP role and non-specialist staff?  Are specialist staff integrated across the institution?

23. How are staff in specialist WP and all other roles supported to undertake their roles through staff development?

24. How are students engaged in creating an inclusive culture?

25. What other approaches are used to develop an inclusive culture?

Section 5: Learning, teaching and curricular issues

26. How is transition and induction organised to support all students, irrespective of where they are studying (including in partner institutions and remotely), to understand the expectations and norms of HE and to become integrated into the HE environment?

27. To what extent are new courses developed to be attractive to and suitable for applicants coming from diverse backgrounds?

28. What steps are taken to ensure all students can participate in all aspects of learning (e.g. work placements, exchanges, study skill development, extra-curricula activities)?

29. To what extent are learning, teaching and assessment student-centred and suitable for a diverse range of students?

30. To what extent is provision delivered flexibly to facilitate different patterns of engagement?

Section 6: Integrated outreach and admissions processes

31. Who undertakes outreach activity? (E.g. WP specialist staff or staff from roles across the institution).  Who undertakes the admissions process?

32. What are the linkages between widening participation outreach and the admissions process?  How is information and understanding shared?

33. Do alternative entry routes and compacts provide access to all courses, or just some?

34. How is good outreach and admissions practice shared across the institution?

Section 7: Monitoring, evaluation and research / improving practice

35. To what extent are you able to track students through WP activities pre-entry, into HE and monitor their success within HE?

36. How is institutional data used to improve the student learning experience?

37. What institutional research is undertaken in the area of WP?

38. How do you agree which areas of WP practice to evaluate annually?

39. How are students engaged in monitoring, evaluation and research processes?

40. How is learning from monitoring, analysis of data, research and evaluation used to inform decision making (policy and practice issues) at all levels of the institution?  Is there a coherent feedback loop within the organisational structure to ensure that you are using this data appropriately?

41. How is effective practice communicated or rolled out across the institution?

Section 8: Funding of WP

42. To what extent is there sufficient institutional funding allocated to WP throughout the student lifecycle?

43. Which WP activities are dependent on project funding and fixed term staff contracts, rather than core funding?

44. To what extent does the HEI commit funding to activities which are proved to be effective at widening participation?  Is there a process to support this?

45. How transparent is the WP funding allocation (e.g. to academic faculties) and is it used for appropriate purposes?  Are departments and faculties accountable for WP spending?
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