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Workshop for UCAS CDG, Cheltenham, Monday 13 February 2006
I. Opening discussion Scenario for admissions officers 2011
Q1. What will be the range of admissions roles?

A1. A mix of styles of admissions, handled by:

· Automation

· Central admissions staff

· Admissions tutors in Schools

· Additional professionals

Q2. What will be the chief drivers behind new processes?

A2.

· PQA (?)

· Diversification of the student body

· The funding model will lead to all-out recruitment

· More competition between more providers

· More FE-HE collaborations

· More information available to applicants

· Conflicting sources of information for applicants

· Threat of identity theft?

· In some areas there will be no need for interviews

· Need to provide feedback – dangers of litigation!

· Consumers ( HEIs will be pursuing longer-term relationships with applicants

Q3. Who will the stakeholders be?

A3. 

· Applicants – esp given the fees situation; also, in a greater diversity, including international students

· Schools

· Parents

· Groupings of HEIs

· Employers, who may be driving 14-19 to some extent, and HE too?

· UCAS

· HESA, MIAP

· UK Government – a different one

· Europe

This was followed by individual work on individual stakeholders and discussion with a partner on conflicts of interests between differing stakeholders.
See separate doc for report of outcomes.  The stakeholders actually worked upon include: 5 kinds of applicant, parents, school, UCAS, HEI, employers, government.
II. Activity to fill out diagram of web services for admissions using a structured personal statement

Questions: What are the services you can foresee you will want to call upon / can imagine you would like to have at your disposal [to cope  in 2011]?

Answers range across 13 different admissions situations, specified in terms of type of student and type of course – see separate report
III. Matrix exercise
We summarised the services people were keen to take forward from Activity II and these were:

· Availability of student reviews of courses as part of info for applicants, also info on routes taken by recent graduates, to aid recruitment

· Support for a build-your-own programme exploration of various course offerings

· Availability of audio visual multi-media for applicants to use in presenting their evidence

· Availability of structure for references

· Availability of scans of certificates to help admissions tutors verify nature of unfamiliar qualifications
· Automatic filtering – qualifications vs requirements, etc

· Customisation by applicant type

· Customisation for references

· e-Dialogue with applicant integrated with record

· Feedback to applicants, both formative and summative

We discussed these and then selected key services and entered them across the top of the matrix.  We entered stakeholders down the left hand side.  So the matrix looked like this:

	MATRIX
	Automatic filtering
	Multi media presentations by applicants
	Feedback
	Build your own program
	Check-list for referees
	More info ref applicant

	Trad applicant
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-trad

applicant
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employers


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Govt


	
	
	
	
	
	

	UCAS


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parents


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Schools


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Univs


	
	
	
	
	
	


Participants entered scores in each box, representing their estimate of how important each service would be to each stakeholder, using this scale:

4 = very important indeed

3 = quite important

2 = we should do this

1 = we don’t really want to do this but we’ll have to

The numerical scoring system operated reasonably well within the small groups as they discussed the various priorities but was too slow and too difficult to collate for the group as a whole.  This exercise would work better if participants were asked to review the outcomes of their scoring and choose their top three priority services for development – and then display these by attaching post-it notes under the service headings on a plenary flipchart.

The three completed matrices which I collected from small groups show that there was support across the board for all the proposed services from one group or another.  However, adding all the votes together from this very small sample, the services were ranked like this:

Total votes
Service
68

Feedback

60

More applicant info

57

Checklist for referees

55

Multi-media evidence

50

Automatic filtering

42

Build your own programme 
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