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The London Interdisciplinary School 

Access and participation plan 
Dates for which this plan applies: 2020-21 to 2024-25 

  

1.   Assessment of performance 
The London Interdisciplinary School (LIS) is a new higher education provider. Our mission is to enable 

our students to tackle the most important and complex social problems. We will achieve this 

through delivering an interdisciplinary programme structured around tackling “wicked problems”, 

such as climate change, knife crime and obesity. We will receive our first intake of 120 students in 

2020.  

Given our newness, we do not have any historic data to evaluate our access and participation 

performance. In determining a baseline against which to set objectives and targets, we will use both 

sector data and data from comparable providers. We are selecting London higher tariff providers 

(i.e., London Russell Group universities) as our comparable providers because:  

• Our interdisciplinary course will be academically challenging, and we will be looking to select 

students with excellent academic ability, similar to that set by high tariff providers; 

• We are based in London, which, as we explore below, gives rise to different kinds of access 

and participation gaps versus the sector as a whole; this is particularly true of higher tariff 

London providers.  

Given our radical contextual admissions process, inclusive strategic measures for success and 

progression, and institutional ambitions, we would expect to outperform the sector and London 

higher tariff providers on their current performance from the outset of our operation, and have 

taken this into account in setting our year 1 targets. 

We understand that once we have our first cohort of students, we will likely have to re-baseline 

using our actual LIS first year performance, and consequently revisit our targets to ensure that they 

are sufficiently stretching and realistic.  

1.1 Higher education participation, household income, or socioeconomic status  

Access 

Significant access gaps, especially at higher tariff providers 

For 18 and 19-year olds, the gap in participation between the most and least represented groups at 

higher tariff providers is significant: pupils in POLAR4 quintile 5 are 5.74 times more likely to enter 

than those from quintile 1.1 At London Russell Group universities, this ratio increases to 14:1, with a 

median of 4% of students from quintile 1 and 54% from quintile 5.2  

For London providers, there are widely acknowledged limitations in using POLAR4 as a single metric 

of disadvantage. HESA figures show that only 1% of London students are from low participation 

neighbourhoods as measured by POLAR4.3  In order to create an effective basket of metrics to assess 

 
1 UCAS End of Cycle Report 2018. 
2 LIS analysis, 2017/18 (first degree, full time). Includes Imperial College, King’s College, LSE, Queen Mary, and UCL.  
3 HESA, % of underrepresented groups by Government Office region of domicile, UK-domiciled young full-time first degree entrants at 
publicly-funded HE providers and alternative HE providers, academic year of entry 2017/18. 
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disadvantage, we will include analysis of the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) and Free School 

Meals (FSM) data.  

Using IMD, the gap in participation between the highest and lowest deprivation quintiles for London 

Russell Group universities stands at 2.6:1—greater than the gap in English higher education 

providers as a whole (1.6:1).4 For FSM, London performs better than any other region in England: 

however, in 2016/17, the gap in progression to HE between those eligible for FSM at age 16 versus 

those not eligible was still 9 percentage points in Inner London and 13 percentage points in Outer 

London.5 Using this additional data alongside POLAR4 allows us to see a fuller baseline picture and 

will enable us to set more ambitious targets, as they reflect the fact that London providers are 

performing better on access for these underrepresented groups than the POLAR4 data suggests.  

Success 

Significant ongoing gaps in continuation and attainment of least represented groups 

Non-continuation 

Across England, there is a gap in continuation rate between students from the highest and lowest 

participation areas (based on POLAR4) and least and most deprived areas (based on IMD): 

• 4 percentage points gap between the continuation rate of POLAR4 quintile 5 versus quintile 

1 (94% vs. 90%).6 

• 7 percentage points gap between the continuation rate of IMD quintile 5 versus quintile 1 

(94% vs. 87%) across all English HE providers.7     

Attainment 

The gap between the most and least represented students gaining a first or upper-second class 

degree stands at roughly 9 percentage points (83.2% of POLAR4 quintile 5, versus 73.8% of quintile 1 

students).8 The gap between the least deprived and most deprived students gaining a first or upper-

second class degree has been closing over the past five years but remains very high at 18 percentage 

points (85.1% of IMD quintile 5 versus 67.1% of quintile 1 students).9  

 

Progression to employment or further study 

Significant progression gaps for least represented groups 

Across England, the rate of progression to employment or further study is:  

• 73.1% for most represented groups and 68.5% for least represented groups (a 4.6 

percentage points gap).10  

• 74.7% for the least deprived groups and 67.7% for the most deprived groups (a 7 percentage 

points gap).11 This gap is smaller at London Russell Group universities (an average 2.6 

 
4  LIS analysis of OfS dataset; all English HE providers, first degree, full-time, 2017/18. 
5 This is much lower than the gap in progression to HE in the South East (25 percentage points), and the North East and South West (23 
percentage points). DfE, Widening Participation in Higher Education, England, 2016/17. 
6 OfS dataset; all English HE providers, first degree, full-time, 2016/17. 
7 OfS dataset, all English HE providers, first degree, full-time, 2016/17. 
8 OfS dataset, all English providers, first degree, full time, 2017/18. 
9 OfS dataset, all English providers, first degree, full time, 2017/18. 
10 OfS dataset, all English HE providers, first degree, full-time, 2016/17. 
11 OfS dataset, all English providers, full-time, first degree, 2016/17. 
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percentage points gap over the past 5 years).12 We will use the London Russell Group data in 

determining our baseline, to allow for more stretching 5-year targets.   

1.2 Black, Asian and minority ethnic students 

Access 

High overall participation of BAME students, but access issues for black students at London Russell 

Group universities  

BAME students currently have higher HE participation rates overall compared to their white peers, 

and relative to the BAME populations of England and Wales.13 This is also generally true for high 

tariff institutions.14 However, analysis of the London Russell Group universities shows a different 

picture. In 2017/18, median figures show that whilst Asian students were over-indexed versus the 

local population (32.2% of students, versus 18.4% of the general London population), black students 

were significantly under-indexed (5% of students, versus 13.4% of the general London population).15 

We will use the London Russell Group data in determining our baseline to gain a truer picture of our 

likely starting point.  

Success 

Non-continuation 

Higher non-continuation rate for black students vs. white students 

Although the access picture for BAME students is generally encouraging, disparities and inequalities 

continue to exist in terms of their success and progression. The non-continuation rate for black 

students across the sector is 14%, versus 8.1% for white students.16 Meanwhile, mixed ethnicity 

students have a non-continuation rate of 10.4%, and Asian students of 9.1%.17  Over time, the gap 

between the non-continuation rate of each BAME group and the non-continuation rate of white 

students has widened, with the most acute increase in the gap between black and white students 

(from 4.7 percentage points in 2012/13 to 6.1 percentage points in 2016/17).18 

Black students have the highest non-continuation rate in London, at 13% (versus 8% for white 

students). However, at high and medium tariff London institutions, when controlling for other 

factors such as living accommodation and entry route, there is no significant difference between the 

non-continuation rates of black and white students.19 This suggests that the continuation gap 

between black and white students at London higher tariff providers is largely structural.  

Attainment 

Acute attainment gap between black and white students  

There is an acute gap of 23 percentage points between black and white students gaining a first or 

upper-second class degree (58.1% of black students, versus 81.3% of white students).20 The gap is 

 
12 OfS dataset, median rolling average 2012/13 to 2016/17, full-time, first degree. 
13 14% of the student population is Asian, versus 7.5% of the general population. 9% of the student population is Black, versus 3.3% of the 
general population; 7% of the student population is “Other (incl. mixed), versus 3.1% of the general population.  Student population 
numbers from Social Market Foundation analysis of HESA data, 2013/14-2015/16 and HESA 2016/17 for England, from Building on 
Success: Increasing Student Retention in London, March 2019; general population data is for England and Wales from the UK Census.  
14 BIS (2015) Socio-economic, ethnic and gender differences in HE participation, and UCAS (2015) End of Cycle report.  
15 OfS dataset, first degree, full-time, median of London Russell Group universities, 2017/18. Mixed and other ethnicity students made up 
10.8% of students at these universities (measured on a median basis), whilst white students made up 50.4% (measured on a median 
basis).  
16 OfS dataset, 2016/17, all English providers, first degree, full time.  
17 OfS dataset, 2016/17, all English providers, first degree, full-time.  
18 OfS dataset, all English providers, first degree, full-time.  
19 Social Market Foundation, Building on Success: Increasing higher education retention in London, March 2019. 
20 OfS dataset, all English providers, first degree, full time, 2017/18. 
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less acute but still significant for BAME Other graduates (14 percentage points) and Asian graduates 

(11 percentage points).21  

London faces particular issues. The region has the largest attainment gap between BAME and white 

students: 15.6 percentage points. When viewed at a subject level, combined subjects have the 

second highest attainment gap at 18.6 percentage points.22 London Russell Group universities 

perform better than their London peers, with a less than 3 percentage points attainment gap 

between Asian, mixed and other ethnicity students and white students. However, the attainment 

gap between black and white students at these universities is still significant at a median 12.5 

percentage points.23 This suggests that LIS will need to be particularly pro-active in addressing the 

black attainment gap.  

Progression to employment or further study 

Lower rate of progression for BAME students relative to white students. 

Across England, the progression gap between white and black students remains significant at five 

percentage points.24 The progression gap between Asian graduates and white graduates is wider 

still: six percentage points.25 The progression gap for BAME students has a clear link to the 

attainment gap, given the finding that approximately two-thirds of graduate recruiters set an upper-

second degree classification as a minimum requirement for a graduate job.26  

1.3 Mature students 

Access 

Significant decline in participation of mature students, driven by decline in part-time students 

Between 2006/7 and 2016/17, there was a 49% decline in the number of mature entrants to 

undergraduate study, primarily driven by the 67% drop in number of part-time students over the 

same period.27 In general, mature learners are more likely than their younger peers to have 

characteristics associated with disadvantage and under-representation in higher education.28 

Success 

Non-continuation 

Rate of non-continuation significantly higher for mature students 

The rate of non-continuation is significantly higher for mature students than for young students 

(15.2% versus 7.8% respectively).29 Significant reasons for this cited by students include the 

difficulties of balancing study with their other work and family commitments, and financial 

difficulties.30  

 
21 OfS dataset, all English providers, first degree, full time, 2017/18. 70.5% attainment rate for Asian students, 67.3% for Other students, 
72.1% for mixed students. 
22 HESA Student Record, 2017/18. 
23 OfS dataset, all undergraduates, full time, 2017/18 (first degree full time data not available for ethnicity across London Russell Group 
universities). Attainment gap between white and Asian students was 3 percentage points; between white and mixed, 2.5 percentage 
points; between white and other, 2.5 percentage points. Analysis used median of London RG HEIs.  
24 OfS dataset, all English providers, first degree, full-time, 2016/17. Black graduates have a 67.9% rate of highly skilled employment or 
further study, versus a 73.2% rate for white graduates 
25 OfS dataset, all English providers, first degree, full-time, 2016/17; progression rate was 67.4% for Asian students.  
26 ISE, Coughlan, 2018. 
27 HESA UK performance indicators. 
28 www.millionplus.ac.uk/documents/reports/Never_Too_Late_To_Learn_-_FINAL_REPORT.pdf: Mature students are more likely to be 
from lower socio-economic status backgrounds, have caring responsibilities, be disabled, and be from Black and minority ethnic groups. 
29 OfS continuation data 
30 www.millionplus.ac.uk/documents/reports/Never_Too_Late_To_Learn_-_FINAL_REPORT.pdf;  
www.millionplus.ac.uk/policy/reports/forgotten-learners-building-a-system-that-works-for-maturestudents. 

http://www.millionplus.ac.uk/documents/reports/Never_Too_Late_To_Learn_-_FINAL_REPORT.pdf
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Attainment 

A nuanced picture of attainment  

In 2016-17, 79% of young graduates gained a first or upper second-class degree, compared with 67% 

of mature graduates.31 However, after taking into account factors such as entry qualifications, 

mature graduates have a 7 percentage points advantage over young graduates.32 

Progression to employment or further study 

Better progression for mature graduates versus young peers 

Mature graduates tend to have slightly better progression than young graduates, with 77% of 

mature graduates in highly skilled employment or further study, versus 73% of young graduates.33 

1.4 Disabled students 

Access 

Disabled students remain underrepresented in higher education  

The participation in higher education of disabled students has improved year on year since 2013/14; 

14% of students in the UK in 2016/17 had a known disability.34 However, this remains below the 

proportion of working-age adults with a disability in the UK (estimated at 19%).35 

Success 

Non-continuation 

Small gap in continuation rates between disabled and non-disabled students 

There is a small gap in continuation rate between disabled and non-disabled students (90.3% versus 

91.1%).36 Further analysis suggests that continuation rates vary significantly by type of disability. 

Only 86.8% of students who reported having a mental health condition continued their studies.37 

This is an area to watch, given the rapid growth in the number of students presenting with a mental 

health condition (rising from 5.9% in 2007/08 to 12.8% in 2013/14).38  

Attainment 

Continuing gap in attainment between disabled and non-disabled graduates, but no gap at London 

higher tariff providers.  

There remains a 2.6 percentage points gap between graduates without a disability and graduates 

with a disability gaining a first or upper-second class degree across the sector.39 However, there is no 

statistically significant gap in attainment between disabled and non-disabled students at the London 

Russell Group universities, and in setting attainment objectives for our disabled students, we will 

seek to continue this trend.40    

Progression to employment or further study 

Lower progression for disabled graduates  

 
31 OfS attainment data. 
32 www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/year/2015/201521/ 
33 OfS progression data, 2016/17. 
34 HESA, HE student enrolments by personal characteristics, 2012/13 to 2016/17, first degree, UK. 
35 Family Resources Survey, 2016/17. 
36 OfS dataset, 2017/18, all English providers, first degree, full-time.  
37 OfS continuation data, 2016/17. 
38 ECU (2015) Equality in higher education: statistical report 2014. Part 2: Students. 
39 OfS dataset, 2016/17, first degree, full time; this gap pertains between graduates in receipt of Disabled Students Allowances (DSA) and 
graduates without a disability, and between disabled graduates not in receipt of DSA and those without a disability.  
40 LIS analysis of OfS dataset, all undergraduates, full time, 2017/18.  
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Students reporting a disability, particularly those not in receipt of the Disabled Students’ Allowance 

(DSA), have slightly lower progression into employment compared to those not reporting a disability 

(1.2 percentage points gap).41 Analysis of the London Russell Group universities shows no statistically 

significant gaps in progression between disabled and non-disabled students; again, LIS will aim for 

similar outcomes for its disabled graduates.42   

1.5 Care leavers 

Access 

Significant access gap for care leavers 

Overall, care leavers are significantly less likely than other young people to enter higher education 

by the age of 23 (12% versus 42% of non-care leavers).43 Care leavers are 11% less likely to enter 

higher education than other young people with similar demographic profiles and qualifications. 

Where care-leavers do enter HE, they are more likely to follow non-traditional and lower-status 

routes. 

Success 

Care leavers significantly less likely to continue and attain on their degree 

Non-continuation 

Once entry qualifications are taken into account, care leavers are 38% more likely to withdraw from 

their course and not return. 

Attainment 

Those care leavers who do complete their degree are just as likely as other students to get a first or 

upper-second class degree, once entry qualifications and demographic profile are taken into 

account. However, before these attributes are taken into account, there is a nearly 11 percentage 

points attainment gap between care leavers and non-care leavers.44  

1.6 Intersections of disadvantage 

We understand that there are many intersections of disadvantage and that understanding and 

tackling these is fundamental to effecting meaningful widespread change in the HE sector. However, 

given the size of our institution, measuring inequality at an intersectional level is unlikely to be 

statistically significant. Further, given our newness, we do not yet have an understanding of the 

types of intersectional disadvantage we will encounter most often. Therefore our plan will not 

address intersectional disadvantage at this stage. 

1.7 Other groups who experience barriers in higher education 

Given our small size and newness, we are choosing to focus on the major areas of inequality set out 

above, as we believe this gives us a set of ambitious but credible objectives and targets. If we can 

achieve these objectives and targets, we believe we would be making a meaningful and effective 

contribution to the promotion of equality of opportunity both at the sector and institutional level.  

 
41 OfS dataset, all English providers, 2016/17, first degree full time. The gap extends to 4 percentage points when considering all 

undergraduates.  
42 OfS dataset, all undergraduates, full time, 2017/18. 
43 National Network for the Education of Care Leavers.  
44 Care leaver data from National Network for the Education of Care Leavers, Moving on up: Pathways of care leavers and care-experienced 

students into and through higher education, November 2017.  
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2.   Strategic aims and objectives 
LIS’s mission is to provide a transformational learning experience for individuals who do not feel that 

the current university system caters for their needs. We are seeking to enrol high-potential, curious 

and engaged individuals with a keen interest in tackling the problems that matter to society.  

Fair access and participation of currently underrepresented groups is at the heart of this mission. 

Many of the individuals we will seek to recruit are from underrepresented backgrounds that 

traditionally have fewer opportunities to access, succeed in, and progress from higher education. 

These individuals are underserved by the current university system; their passion and potential are 

untapped. This inequality of opportunity is a key driver behind our efforts to establish a new 

institution, which, by avoiding the entrenched structures and incentives common amongst current 

top-tier HEIs, can effectively reach these underrepresented, high-potential individuals and support 

them through the admissions process, to succeed in their degree and beyond.  

2.2 Target groups 

Our long-term, overarching strategic aims are to:  

• Enable equal opportunity for access to higher education for all groups regardless of 

background, both at a sector- and institutional-level; and to 

• Achieve equality of opportunity in terms of success and progression of students from all 

backgrounds within and beyond the LIS degree.  

We see these aims as key not only in supporting social equity and mobility in general, but also in 

ensuring that we are identifying, attracting and effectively supporting and enabling the very best 

students. Our APP objectives will support the delivery of these strategic aims. Our objectives will be 

set in relation to those groups which, as evidenced by our assessment of performance, have the 

starkest gaps in opportunity across the student lifecycle at a sector level and/or at London higher 

tariff providers, and which are meaningful for us to address as a small, single-programme provider.  

Target groups that we will set objectives for  

Our assessment of sector and comparator group performance demonstrates that: 

• There are significant gaps in opportunity across the student lifecycle (i.e., in terms of access, 

success and progression) for students from lower HE participation, household income and 

socioeconomic status groups. The access gap for these students is particularly acute at 

comparator London higher tariff providers when viewed through the POLAR4 or IMD lens. 

• There are significant gaps in access for black students at comparator London higher tariff 

institutions, as well as acute gaps in the success and progression for black students versus 

white students across the sector.  

• There are stark continuation, attainment and progression gaps for Asian, mixed ethnicity 

and other ethnicity students across the sector; however the attainment gap for these groups 

is much narrower at London higher tariff providers.  

• Disabled students have a particular gap in attainment versus non-disabled students sector-

wide, as well as a slightly lower rate of progression into employment or further educational 

study (although there is no gap at London higher tariff providers) 

We have set sector-focused access objectives and institutional-focused access, success and 

progression objectives to improve the equality of opportunity of these groups across the student 



   
 

  8 
 

lifecycle, in line with our strategic aims. In setting our objectives and targets we have drawn on the 

OfS’s KPMs. 

Groups that we will not set objectives for at this time  

Care leavers: Our assessment of performance identifies significant sector-wide access and success 

gaps for care-leavers. However, given the small size of our institution and the comparatively low 

number of care leavers in any cohort of school-leavers, we do not believe it would be meaningful to 

set institutional objectives for care leavers at this time.45  

Mature learners: Our assessment of performance also identifies a significant drop in participation in 

HE of mature students, and markedly higher non-continuation rates for these students. However, as 

a provider that will only offer a single full-time programme from 2020, we do not believe that it is 

meaningful to set objectives in relation to mature students, given the propensity of mature students 

to seek part-time courses.46 In the coming years, we will consider opening a part-time course that 

would be more accessible for mature students, and will develop dedicated access activities to target 

mature students.   

Intersectional and disaggregated groups: We believe that it would be statistically unreliable as well 

as problematic from a data privacy perspective to set objectives and targets at the disaggregated 

level (e.g., the disaggregation of disabled students into disability categories) or certain intersectional 

levels (e.g., intersections between ethnicity and gender). We will, however, from the outset of 

operation, seek to legally and securely capture data on these personal characteristics (as well as 

other personal characteristics, such as mature learner, carer, and estrangement from parents). This 

will enable us to assess our students’ access, success, and progression, so that we can, over time, 

begin to develop a more intersectional and detailed view on gaps in equality of opportunity, using 

rolling averages where required to increase statistical significance and protect student privacy.     

Although we will not set specific objectives for care leavers, mature learners and intersectional and 

disaggregated groups, and will not, in the first instance, conduct special activities to target them, our 

aim is to improve their equality of opportunity to access, succeed on and progress from LIS. This will 

be achieved through our open, contextual admissions process and our inclusive approach to success 

and progression. 

2.2 Aims and objectives  

Access 

Strategic aim 

LIS’s strategic aim in relation to access is to help create the conditions whereby all students, 

whatever their background, have equal opportunity to access higher education.  

Objectives 

 
45 The Department for Education estimated that there were 72,670 looked-after children in the UK at 31 March 2017—60 per population 

of 10,000 children under 18 years. The National Network for the Education of Care Leavers (Moving on up: Pathways of care leavers and 

care-experienced students into and through higher education, November 2017) states that the best information available is that at 

present, around 650 care leavers enter HE each year (of all ages), with an additional 3,500 care-experienced students who either left care 

before the age of 16 or who entered HE later after the responsibility of their local authority ended;79 however it has argued that these 

figures are likely to be underestimated.  

46 Roughly half of all mature students are part-time, mature students only make up 23% of full-time u/g students. HESA, 2016/17. 
46 Roughly half of all mature students are part-time, mature students only make up 23% of full-time u/g students. HESA, 2016/17. 
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Our sector-contribution objective over the first ten years of our operation is to increase the access to 

higher education of:  

• Students who are from areas of lower HE participation, lower household income and/or 

lower socioeconomic status groups; and 

• Black students.  

We will aim to achieve this objective via our Outreach Programme, which is detailed below. 

Our institutional objective is, within the first fifteen years of operation, to have a student intake that 

reflects society in terms of socio-economic status, ethnicity, and disability. Specifically, our 

objectives are, by 2034/35, to have a student intake which:  

• Has equal representation of all POLAR4 quintiles. 

o This exceeds the OfS KPM to eliminate the gap in participation at higher-tariff 

providers between the most and least represented groups (POLAR4 quintiles 5 and 

1) by 2038-39. 

• Has equal representation of all IMD quintiles.  

• Reflects the London population in terms of proportion of students who were eligible for and 

claiming FSM at secondary school (16%).47  

o We are running a direct applications scheme (i.e., non-UCAS) and will gather FSM 

data from our students directly at the point of application, which will allow us to 

assess our progress against this objective. 

• Reflects the London population in terms of ethnicity (estimated in the 2010 census at 18.4% 

Asian students, 13.4% black students, 5% mixed, 3% other ethnicity students).  

• Reflects the UK population in terms of disability (19%).  

Targets 

In setting our institutional targets, we are focusing on the major areas of inequality as set out in our 

assessment above—the groups where there are the starkest gaps in opportunity to access higher 

education. Specifically these are:  

• Students from lower higher education participation, lower household income, and lower 

socioeconomic status groups; and 

• Black students. 

Lower HE participation, household income and socioeconomic status groups  

Our 5-year (2024/25) targets have been set as milestones towards our long-term, 2034/35 

objectives. They are:  

• A 3:1 ratio of students from POLAR4 quintile 5: POLAR4 quintile 1 (working towards a 

2034/35 objective of 1:1). 

o This is consistent with the OfS KPM to reduce the gap in participation between the 

most and least represented groups (POLAR4 Q1 and Q5) to a ratio of 3:1 by 2024-

25.48 

 
47 Department for Education, Pupils Eligible for Free School Meals, Borough, 2018, includes Inner and Outer London. 

48 OfS dataset shows that current intake of first degree, full time 18 year old undergraduates/degree apprenticeships in the POLAR4 
quintile 5 group in 2017/8 was 30.6%, which is three times our target of 10.2% 
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• 10% of our student intake from POLAR4 quintile 1 (working towards a 2034/35 objective of 

20%). 

At London higher tariff providers in 2017/18, only 4% of students were from POLAR4 quintile 1.49 

Given our unique and radical contextual admissions process (combined with our outreach activities), 

we aim to improve on this and open with 6% of our students from this quintile.  

Given the limitations of POLAR4 as described above, we will complement our POLAR targets with:  

• 15% of our student intake from IMD quintile 1 by 2024/25 (working towards a 2034/35 

objective of 20%). 

 

At London higher tariff providers in 2017/18, 11% of students were from IMD quintile 1.50 Again 

given our approach to admissions and outreach, we aim to improve on this and open with 13% of 

our students from this quintile. We anticipate that over time as our outreach increases in scope we 

will deliver a growth in this proportion every year to reach our target and objective.  

Black students  

 

Our five-year (2024/25) target is:  

• 9% of our student intake to be black students (working towards a 2034/35 objective of 

13.4%.) 

At London higher tariff providers in 2017/18, 5% of students were black.51 We aim to improve on this 

and open with at least 7% black students.  

Given the relatively high levels of representation of Asian and mixed ethnicity students both at our 

set of comparator universities (London Russell Group) and in England and Wales higher education 

institutions in general,52 we are not setting a dedicated access target for these groups at this time.  

In order to focus our targets, we will also not set targets for access of disabled students at this time.  

Given our small size, we do not believe that it is meaningful to set an access target for care-

experienced students. 

Once we have admitted our first cohort of students, we will review our access performance in 

relation to Asian, mixed and other ethnicity groups and disabled students, and where appropriate 

will set targets accordingly. 

 

Success 

Strategic aim 

 
49 London Russell Group universities, 2017/18 intake of POLAR4 quintile 1 students (first degree, undergraduate, full time), median taken 
across the universities. Source: analysis of OfS dataset 
50 London Russell Group universities, 2017/18 intake of IMD quintile 1 students (first degree, undergraduate, full time), median taken 
across the universities. Source: analysis of OfS dataset 
51 London Russell Group universities, median intake of black students in 2017/18 (first degree, full time). Source: analysis of OfS dataset.  
52 14% of the student population is Asian, versus 7.5% of the general population. 9% of the student population is Black, versus 3.3% of the 
general population; 7% of the student population is “Other (incl. mixed), versus 3.1% of the general population.  Student population 
numbers from Social Market Foundation analysis of HESA data, 2013/14-2015/16 and HESA 2016/17 for England, from Building on 
Success: Increasing Student Retention in London, March 2019; general population data is for England and Wales from the UK Census. 
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LIS’s strategic aim in relation to success is to create an inclusive teaching and learning environment 

in which all students, whatever their background, are able to achieve their full potential on the LIS 

degree.  

Objectives 

Our institutional objective is that, within the first ten years of operation, all student groups at LIS 

have parity of continuation and attainment rate on our degree; and specifically that all student 

groups have a continuation and attainment rate consistent with the most advantaged students.  

Specifically, our objectives are that: 

• By 2024/25 (within the 5-year period of the plan), all student groups at LIS will have a 

continuation rate of 94%, with the exception of black students, who will reach this 

continuation rate of 94% by 2030/31.  

• A 94% continuation rate is consistent with 2016/17 continuation rate for POLAR4 

quintile 5 students.53  

• Our target above is consistent with the OfS’s KPM to reduce the absolute gap in non-

continuation between most and least represented groups by 2030-31. 

• The objective for parity of continuation rate for black students is further out owing 

to the relatively lower continuation rate for this group, and the fact that the gap in 

continuation rate between black and white students appears largely structural, and 

therefore will require a longer time horizon and more sustained activity to close.  

• By 2030/31, all student groups at LIS will have will have an attainment rate (i.e., 

achievement of a first- or upper-second- class degree) of 84% 

• This is broadly consistent with the proportion of POLAR4 quintile 5 and IMD quintile 

5 undergraduates attaining this classification in 2017/18.54  

• This target is also in line with the OfS’s KPM target to eliminate the absolute gap in 

degree outcomes between white and black students by 2030-31. 

Targets 

In setting our institutional success targets, we are focusing on major areas of inequality as set out in 

our assessment above—the groups where there are the starkest gaps in opportunity to access 

higher education at the sector level and/or in the comparator London higher tariff provider group. 

Specifically these are:  

• Students from lower higher education participation, lower household income, and lower 

socioeconomic status groups; and 

• Black students. 

 

Our 2024/25 targets for continuation are as follows:  

• 94% continuation rate for POLAR4 Q1 students;  

• 94% continuation rate for IMD Q1 students;  

• 90% continuation rate for black students. 

 

 
53 All English HE providers, 2016/17. All undergraduates, full-time/apprenticeship: 94.2% POLAR4 Q5; first degree full-time: 94.3% POLAR4 
Q5.  
54 OfS dataset, all English HE providers, 2017-18. All undergraduates, full-time/apprenticeship: 84.1% (POLAR4 Q5), 85.1% (IMD Q5); first 
degree full-time: 83.2% (POLAR4 Q5), 84.4% (IMD Q5). 
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The continuation rate in 2016/17 for POLAR4 Q1 students was 90%, 87% for IMD Q1 students, and 

86% for black students.55 Given our inclusive approach to teaching and learning and our intensive 

focus on student support, we expect to outperform the sector in our first year, and have therefore 

set our first-year expectations at 91% for POLAR4 Q1 students, 89% for IMD Q1 students, and 88% 

for black students.  

 

Our 2024/25 attainment targets have been set as milestones to achieve our 2030/31 objectives. 

They are:  

• 79% attainment rate (1st or 2:1s) for POLAR4 Q1 students;  

• 74% attainment rate (1st or 2:1s) for IMD Q1 students; 
• 70% attainment rate (1st or 2:1s) for black students. 

 

In 2017/18, the attainment rate of POLAR4 Q1 students across the sector was 74%; for IMD Q1 

students it was 66%, and for black students it was 58%.56 Given our inclusive approach to teaching 

and learning and our intensive focus on student support, we expect to outperform the sector from 

the outset, and have therefore set our first-year baseline as follows: 76% for POLAR4 Q1 students, 

68% for IMB Q1 students, and 60% for black students. We have derived our five-year targets by 

plotting a linear progression from this first-year baseline to our 2030/31 objectives.  

While there remain gaps between Asian, mixed and other ethnicity students and white students 

sector-wide in terms of continuation and attainment, they are narrower than the gap between black 

and white students, and at London Russell Group universities, the gaps are small (e.g., less than 3 

percentage points attainment gap between Asian, mixed and other ethnicity students and white 

students).  Therefore, while we will set objectives for these groups to achieve parity of success, in 

order to focus our efforts, we have chosen not to set success targets for these ethnicity groups at 

this time.  

To enable focus, and given the absence of a gap between disabled and non-disabled students in 

terms of success at our comparator London higher tariff providers, we will not set a target against 

our objective for an equal rate of attainment for disabled students at this time. 

Once we have admitted our first cohort of students, we will review our access and participation 

performance in relation to Asian, mixed and other ethnicity groups and disabled students and where 

appropriate will set targets accordingly. 

Progression  

Strategic aim 

LIS’s strategic aim in relation to progression is, through the embedding of employability and work 

experience in our programme, to ensure that all students, whatever their background, have equal 

opportunities to progress to employment beyond their degree.  

Objectives 

Our institutional objective is that, within the first ten years of operation, all student groups at LIS 

have parity of progression rate from our degree; and specifically that all student groups have a 

progression rate consistent with the most advantaged students.  

 
55 2016/17, all English providers, undergraduate, first degree, full time. Source: OfS dataset. 
56 2017/18, all English providers, undergraduate, first degree, full-time. Source: OfS dataset 
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Specifically, our objectives are that by 2030/31, all student groups at LIS will have:  

• A progression rate of into highly skilled employment or further study at a higher level of 

73%.  

o This is consistent with the sector-wide, 2016/17 progression rate of POLAR4 quintile 

5 students.57 

Targets 

In setting our institutional progression targets, we are focusing on major areas of inequality as set 

out in our assessment above—the groups where there are the starkest gaps in opportunity to access 

higher education. Specifically these are:  

• Students from lower higher education participation, lower household income, and lower 

socioeconomic status groups; and 

• Black students. 

Our 5 year (2024-25) targets have been set as milestones towards our 10 year longer-term 

objectives. They are:  

• 71% progression rate for POLAR4 Q1 students;  

• 72% progression rate for IMD Q1 students;  

• 71% progression rate for black students.  

 

In 2016/17, the progression rate for POLAR4 Q1 students across the sector was 68.5%; for IMD Q1 

students it was 67.7%.58 Given the focus on employability of our degree, we would expect it to have 

a broadly similar value in the employment market as a Russell Group degree, and have therefore set 

a first-year baseline consistent with the median rolling average progression rate of these groups 

from London Russell Group universities (69.4% for POLAR4 quintile 1 students, 70.6% for IMD 

quintile 1 students).59 We have derived our five-year targets by plotting a linear progression from 

this first-year baseline to our 2030/31 objectives. 

In 2016/17, the progression rate for black students across the sector was 67.9%.60 Given our 

programmes focus on employability, we have set a baseline (first-year) performance of 69%, and 

have derived our five-year target by plotting a linear progression from this first-year baseline to our 

2030/31 objective.  

Given that at London high tariff providers, there are no statistically significant gaps in progression 

between disabled and non-disabled graduates, we will not set progression targets for disabled 

students at this time.61 While there remain significant progression disparities between Asian, mixed 

and other ethnicity students and white students, in order to focus our measures, we are also not 

setting progression targets to Asian, mixed and other ethnicity groups at this time. However, we are 

committed to our objective of all student groups achieving a progression rate of 73% by 2030/31. 

Targets and inclusive design: Our success and progression targets aim to ensure that all students 

have equal opportunity to succeed on and progress from our programme; and our inclusive design 

 
57 OfS dataset, proportion of students progressing into highly skilled employment or further study at a higher level, 2016/17, all English HE 
providers, first degree, full-time/apprenticeship.  
58 All English providers, first degree, full time. Source: OfS dataset 
59 We have used a rolling average owing to the small size of the baseline dataset and the variation year on year. First degree, full-time. 
Source: analysis of OfS dataset. 
60 All English providers, first degree, full time. Source: OfS Dataset.  
61 OfS dataset, all undergraduates, full time, 2017/18. 
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approach to learning, support and employability supports this. It is worth noting, however, that we 

would expect to see a greater improvement in outcomes (versus current sector performance) for 

underrepresented groups as a result of this inclusive approach, when compared with groups with 

higher HE representation. 

Collaborative targets: We plan to take a staged approach to collaboration. Once we have opened to 

students and have identified our access and participation gaps, we will seek to address these gaps 

through partnerships and collaborative targets with relevant organisations.   

Indicative targets: As a new institution with no baseline data, we understand that these targets 

must necessarily be broadly indicative at this stage. Once we gather our own institution-specific data 

on access, success, and progression, we will revise our baselines and targets accordingly, subject to 

agreement by the OfS.  

3.   Strategic measures 

3.1 Whole provider strategic approach 

Overview 

Inequality in higher education access and participation is a multidimensional problem; it has roots in 

broader social and economic inequalities and is perpetuated by a range of complex interactions 

between the student and the institution, across the student lifecycle. Given this, it is crucial that a 

commitment to equal access and participation is embedded in all of the School’s activities: 

• Our values: to be kind, be brave, be honest, keep learning, and welcome otherness. 

• Our mission: to provide a transformational learning experience for individuals who do not 

feel that the current university system caters for their needs. 

• Our leadership: strong vocal commitment by senior leadership to closing access, success and 

progression gaps for underrepresented students.  

• Our core activities: open, contextual admissions; inclusive teaching and learning; intensive 

student support; and employability and progression support embedded in the curriculum. 

• Our site: fit-for-purpose, accessible site, with inclusive fit-out design. 

• Our staff: commitment to staff diversity, equality and inclusion, embedded in the School’s 

human resources and equality policies; OKRs for access and participation for each 

department and linked to individual performance objectives; mandatory induction training 

for all staff in Equality, Diversity and Inclusion and Unconscious Bias Awareness. 

• Our governance: inclusion of students in main governance bodies, and incorporation of 

student feedback into quality monitoring processes and programme development. Cross-

departmental steering group dedicated to equality, diversity, access and participation (the 

Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Steering Group (EDISG)).  

• Our policies: our Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Policy, Dignity at Work and Study Policy 

and Procedure, Disability Policy, Examinations Regulations (including provisions for 

reasonable adjustments to assessment), and our Safeguarding Policy and Procedure 

(including Prevent).   

Alignment with other strategies 

Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Strategy 

Our APP has been developed in alignment with our Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Strategy, which 

states that LIS will:  
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(a) seek to ensure that all individuals are treated equitably, regardless of gender, race or 

ethnicity, socio-economic background, disability, religion or belief, sexual orientation, 

gender reassignment, marital status, pregnancy or maternity, or any other inappropriate 

distinction;  

(b) promote diversity of student recruitment and equity of student attainment;  

(c) promote diversity in our staff body; and  

(d) promote an inclusive teaching and learning environment, where all individuals are treated 

fairly and respectfully, and are given equal opportunities to achieve their potential.  

Our specific equality objectives include:  

• Moving towards a student body that is representative of the general population in terms of 

black and minority ethnic students, disabled students, and students from deprived and 

lower-socioeconomic status backgrounds; and 

• Ensuring that equality groups have equal opportunities for success and progression from our 

degree relative to other student groups.  

These equality objectives are in clear alignment with our APP objectives, which are to actively enable 

and support diversity in our student body and to ensure that all students have equal opportunity and 

the necessary support to succeed at LIS and progress to professional employment or further study. 

Specifically, our APP will support our Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Strategy via: 

• Our outreach activities to increase the diversity of our student body. 

• Our efforts to eliminate bias against BAME students, disabled students, and students from 

lower representation, lower household income and lower household socio-economic status 

groups, via our open, contextual admissions process. 

• Our monitoring of individual student progress and outcomes, considering contextual 

information (including protected personal characteristics), determining where there are 

inequalities of opportunity, and making targeted academic and non-academic interventions.  

• Our inclusive model of teaching, learning and support, which is key to both supporting the 

success of all our students, and fostering good relations between people who share a 

protected characteristic (under the Equality Act 2010) and those who do not.   

• Our support for disabled students through the provision of reasonable adjustments.  

• The cascading of access and participation objectives through all School departments.  

To ensure that our APP and our equality and diversity strategy align, we have developed an Equality 

Impact Assessment procedure and template, which we use to evaluate the impact of all major 

activities that affect students or applicants. We have recently conducted a full EIA in the design of 

our admissions process and in the planning of our open days.  

At the organisational level, both our Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Strategy and our delivery 

against our APP are overseen by the Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Steering Group (EDISG), 

supported by a Widening Participation evaluation team.  

Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy 

Our APP aligns with our Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy in the following areas: focus on 

universal design and inclusive teaching, learning and assessment approach; high contact, supportive 

learning environment; use of learner analytics to track learners and productively intervene early 

when issues arise; work-based learning and employability embedded into the curriculum.   
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Strategic measures 

Sector-focused strategic measures 

Outreach Programme 

We are a new, small institution with a specialist, single-focus programme and limited resources. We 

must therefore be highly targeted in our sector-focused access programmes if we are to make a 

meaningful contribution. Our Outreach Programme is set out below, including its expansion over the 

period of the Plan.  

Our core interventions will centre on improving access of underrepresented groups in the sector by 

providing sustained support and information, advice and guidance (IAG) for students applying for 

non-traditional higher education programmes, such as degree apprenticeship programmes62, access 

and foundation courses, and programmes offered by alternative and new providers such as LIS. This 

is a growing segment of the HE sector, often with strong links into industry and innovative 

contextual admissions processes. The goal is that by helping underrepresented pupils to understand 

and navigate this pathway, and by supporting their teachers and careers advisers in giving advice 

and guidance on this pathway, we will help these pupils to broaden their understanding of the 

opportunities in the HE sector, and to develop clear, practical, motivating visions of their future. This 

will drive their engagement and attainment, which is a key influencer on whether and how an 

individual can enter HE. 

In keeping with our strategic aims, the initial target groups for this programme (years 1 and 2 of our 

operation, i.e., 2020-22) are students from areas of lower HE participation, lower household income 

and/or lower socioeconomic status groups. Given existing sector data which indicates significant 

gaps in access for higher tariff providers, we predict that interventions will be required for students 

in these areas. Having analysed our data from the first two years of operation (2020-22), we will 

then focus on additional target groups. Our assessment of current data (see section 1) suggests that 

activity may be required to counter access gaps for black students. Our aim for all of participant 

groups will be to increase the number of these students applying for and being accepted into HE.  

Our underlying theory of change is informed by Neil Harrison’s work, which applies the psychological 

theory of “possible selves’ to access to higher education.63 Harrison draws on a series of large-scale 

empirical studies that have demonstrated that, while aspirations play a limited role in influencing 

education outcomes, supporting young people in developing clear and tangible expectations can 

increase their motivation and ultimately their attainment. 

Harrison argues that possible selves —specific representations of oneself in future states and 

circumstances—”serve to organise and energize one’s actions”.64 These ”possible selves” must be 

supported by significant others if they are to shape behaviour.65 In particular, they must be 

accompanied by a clear pathway to realisation, through short-term goals and longer-term 

destinations. Significant adults not only play a crucial role in supporting a student’s view of “possible 

selves”; they also play a key role in supporting the student in formulating clear pathways to realising 

these possible selves. It is the development of these pathways that tends to distinguish relatively 

advantaged pupils from their disadvantaged peers, potentially due to the greater pool of educational 

 
62 Recent OfS research indicates significant disparities in participation rates for degree apprenticeships using area-based measures of 
disadvantage https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/data-and-analysis/analysis-of-degree-apprenticeships/disadvantage/ 
63 Neil Harrison, Using the Lens of “Possible Selves” to Explore Access to Higher Education: A New Conceptual Model for Practice, Policy, 
and Research, Social Sciences, 2018. 
64 Harrison quoting Ruvolo and Markus 1992. 
65 Nurius 1991, p.236. 

https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/data-and-analysis/analysis-of-degree-apprenticeships/disadvantage/
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knowledge and experience within the family. There is “clear empirical evidence for possible selves 

impacting on motivation for schoolwork and thence to educational decision-making".66  

Our Outreach Programme will support pupils not only in the development of possible selves but also 

in the development of clear pathways to realising those selves. We will do this by working with 

pupils directly, offering face-to-face information, advice and guidance on alternative routes to higher 

education through summer schools, open days, and school visits. These activities “form part of the 

process of elaboration and reinforcement that embeds like-to-be selves involving higher education 

within the self-concept".67 We will also work with these pupils’ teachers, so that, as significant adults 

in their pupils’ lives, they can support their pupils’ formulation of possible selves, specifically by 

broadening their understanding of the HE options available to them, and by clarifying realistic 

pathways to these options. Research by the DfE and IFS, and the experience of Causeway Education, 

has found that engaging teachers as well as students is critical to widening participation:68 almost 

60% of young people consider teachers to be one of the key influences on their future careers.69 

Our programme will have two strands, designed around the potential intervention points described 

by Harrison (see Exhibit 1): 

A. Supporting Key Stage 3 and 4 pupils in elaborating future possible selves by providing them 

with tangible options around alternative higher education, and helping their teachers 

support them in this process. This includes school visits and teacher workshops.  

B. Working with pupils above Key Stage 4 to clarify alternative higher education routes and 

make them desirable and realistic, including setting out a clear pathway to application, with 

guidance on non-conventional admissions processes. We will also work with their teachers 

to support them in giving information, advice and guidance on these alternative routes and 

admissions processes. Work within this area is likely to include structured programmes of in 

situ school visits, open days, summer schools, and teacher workshops.  

 
66 Harrison, referring to Oyserman et al 2002, 2006, 2007; Hock et al. 2006. 
67 Harrison 
68 https://www.tes.com/news/widen-access-you-need-to-engage-teachers 
69 British Youth Council, National Children’s Bureau, Young NCB, October 2009 survey. 
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In 2020/21, we will focus on strand B, working with pupils above Key Stage 4. We recognise that a 

broad body of evidence suggests that students can be at an advanced stage in their HE decision-

making post Key Stage 4. We do, however, see efficacy in this approach not least in providing timely 

data to evaluate the effectiveness of our initial outreach work. From 2021/22, we will broaden our 

programme to include strand A, and each year will extend our activities to a younger year group (so 

that by 2024/25, we will be targeting Years 8 and upwards).  

In order to reach pupils from areas of lower higher education participation, lower household income 

and/or lower socioeconomic status groups, we are currently forging collaborations and providing 

inputs for third-sector organisations including the Accelerate and Access Foundation (AAF). As we 

anticipate potential access gaps for black applicants after the first two years of operation, we are 

exploring a partnership with Amos Bursary. As our theory of change is closely linked to encouraging 

students to explore “possible selves” which link HE decisions to career pathways, we will actively 

explore collaborations with organisations such as the Careers and Enterprise Company.  

Progression Specialist 

This Outreach Programme is likely to be supplemented by the activity of a LIS Progression Specialist, 

a member of the Outreach team who is responsible for providing close and ongoing support to any 

students who have expressed an interest in LIS, and are from a POLAR4 Q1/ Free School Meals/ IMD 

Q1 background. These students are most at risk of not attending higher education. We will closely 

track and evaluate these students' destinations through STROBE and would expect to see an 

improvement in their attendance of HE relative to their peer group. The Progression Specialist will 

also support the delivery of the main Outreach Programme.  

Internally-focused strategic measures 
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Our internally-focused strategic measures are fundamental to the way we operate: they comprise 

our way of working from recruitment and admissions, through teaching and learning, student 

support, to positioning students for employment. Therefore, the majority of the strategic measures 

listed below will come into play from the outset of our operation; and they will expand in scale as 

our student body and higher-fee income increases.  

Contextual Admissions Process, Focused on Potential  

Our admissions process—which views all academic attainment in the context of background and 

which looks beyond grades to evaluate potential—is the main lever by which we are aiming to 

achieve our institutional access objectives for lower HE participation, household income and 

socioeconomic groups, BAME students, and disabled students.  

Prior attainment has long been cited as a key driver of access to HE.70 The links between attainment 

and HE access are complex; however, one clear and powerful link is that an applicant's grades are 

currently used as the primary basis for admissions decisions by UK universities. This absolutist focus 

on grades tends to inhibit access for disadvantaged groups because they tend to perform more 

poorly in public exams relative to their more advantaged peers;71 further, high-attaining 

disadvantaged pupils are more likely to have their grades under-predicted versus their more 

advantaged peers.72  

The Fair Education Alliance has argued that in order to improve access, universities must move away 

from a reductive view of student attainment, and should instead consider attainment in the context 

of student background.73 Abroad, concerns about biases inherent in standardised tests74 have led 

universities such as Hampshire College and Minerva to dispense with them altogether, with positive 

impacts on student diversity;75 and 36% of all US HEIs have moved to test-optional or test-flexible 

admissions. In the UK, leading employers are removing consideration of all traditional academic 

criteria in considering applicants, leading to significant improvements in talent diversity with no 

reported negative impact on quality.76  

The LIS admissions process, which will be launched for the 2020/21 admissions cycle, supports 

equality of access through three key features: (1) no minimum grade tariff; (2) all student attainment 

viewed in the context of individual background; and (3) evaluation of potential as well as attainment.  

 
70 Research for BIS found that GCSE attainment was the strongest predictor of whether pupils went on to higher education. BIS (2015), 
Socio-economic, ethnic and gender differences in higher education; Russell Group: Opening Doors: Understanding and overcoming the 
barriers to university access. 
71 In 2017, 69% of disadvantaged pupils achieved an average grade of 4 or above in English and Maths, compared to 95% of all other 

pupils; whilst 7% of disadvantaged pupils achieved a 7 or above, compared with 20% of non-disadvantaged pupils. DfE, Revised GCSE and 

equivalent results in England, 2016-17 (where pupils are defined as “disadvantaged” if they are known to have been eligible for FSM in the 

last 6 years (from Year 6 to Year 11), if they are recorded as having been looked after for at least one day, or recorded as having been 

adopted from care).   

72 Almost 3,000 disadvantaged, high-achieving children—or 1,000 per year—have their A-levels under-predicted. Sutton Trust, Rules of the 

Game: Disadvantaged Students and the University Admissions Process, December 2017, p.4. 

73 Fair Education Alliance, Putting fairness in context: using data to widen access to higher education (July 2018). 
74 Research cited by the New York Times shows that the practice of asking for SAT scores tends to underestimate the college performance 
of women and minority students. 
75 Hampshire College saw significant improvements in the diversity of its student body when it moved to test-blind admissions - 31% 
students of colour, up from 21% two years before, 18% students first in family to attend university, up from 12% - with what Hampshire 
describes as an improvement in quality of students. Minerva ignores standardised tests like the SAT in favour of its own three-stage merit-
based admissions process, leading to a diverse student body with no national, cultural or ethnic group in majority. 
76 The Bridge Group describes how employers are increasingly adopting a more inclusive approach to applications, including removing 

UCAS tariffs or A-level scores from their entry requirements and masking this information during the recruitment process (Inspiring policy: 

graduate outcomes and social mobility (2016)). Since removing all academic criteria on application in 2015 in favour of cognitive and 

strengths-based assessment, Ernst & Young have seen a 10% increase in recruits from state schools and a 7% increase in recruits who 

were the first in their family to go to university. Overall, 18% of its 2016 UK intake would have been ineligible to apply before this new 

approach.  
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LIS is open to all grade backgrounds and subject backgrounds. Candidates will be shortlisted based 

on a fully contextualised analysis of their prior academic attainment taking into account teacher 

references. Shortlisted candidates—candidates who show distinctive academic performance relative 

to their context (e.g., their school, where they live) will be invited to a Selection Day. 77 The Selection 

Day will comprise of structured interviews, as well as tests that are proven to measure potential with 

limited bias. These are general cognitive tests (verbal, numeric, spatial and abstract) that aim to 

appraise innate ability—for example the capacity to understand and apply abstract concepts, the 

ability to make connections and problem-solve, processing speed, awareness, analytical abilities and 

memory. These tests are focused on ability rather than attainment, are currently being used by 

leading graduate employers such as Ernst & Young, Nestle and PwC to screen for ability in potential 

applicants instead of A-level and degree results, in an effective intervention to widen the talent 

pool.78 The Bridge Group argues that there is a building evidence-base to show that these kinds of 

tests are not only a strong predictor of job performance, but also that by placing less emphasis on 

experience and historic attainment, they are fairer to candidates from less advantaged backgrounds.  

 

 It is important to note that being open to all grades does not mean that LIS will not be highly 

selective; the difference is that: (a) we will look at what applicants have achieved academically given 

their starting point, which is a fairer approach to admissions given that we know that public exams 

are not a level playing field; and (b) we will seek to understand distinctive potential as well as 

distinctive contextual attainment. 

 

All students will be given a contextual offer, taking into account their educational, family and 

individual background and their predicted grades. These admissions decisions, and the role of 

contextual data in making them, will be carefully logged so that we can monitor the outcomes of our 

approach over time. 

 
77 Specifically academic attainment will be reviewed in the context of (a) the candidate’s school background, in terms of attainment and 
education advantage (average attainment of school, proportion on FSM/Education Maintenance Allowance, the location of the school 
(POLAR4, IMD); (b) where the candidate lives (POLAR4/IMD quintile); (c) individual contextual data (eligibility for FSM, disability, care-
leaver, young carer, estranged from parents, first in family to attend university).  
78 Ernst & Young removed eligibility criteria for appliances in 2015 (previously 300 UCAS points and a 2:1 degree) and used cognitive tests 
to screen candidates instead in a bid to drive diversity and in recognition of evidence that academic attainment was not a strong predictor 
for job performance. Ernst & Young have seen a significant improvement in diversity, with 18% of student intake who would not have 
been able to apply under the previous system, and 72% of recruits from state schools (vs 40% previously). An improved gender and ethnic 
mix was also observed. After removing academic screening criteria (previously 300 UCAS points and a 2:1 degree, and instead focusing on 
cognitive tests, Nestle improved the diversity of its hiring: 21% of the people they hired would not have been eligible under their old 
criteria.  
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Theory of Change for outreach and contextual admissions activity 
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Curriculum and Pedagogic Support  

A high-contact, supportive learning environment  

A high-contact, supportive learning environment is proven to have a positive impact on continuation 

and attainment and will support the delivery of our success objectives and targets from the outset of 

our operation.  

• LIS will have a small learning environment, which will enable more vulnerable learners to 

feel safe and supported, with a sector-leading student-to-teacher ratio (initially at ~10:1, 

moving to ~16:1 at scale). Research shows that relationships between staff and students and 

among students, as well as the extent to which students feel supported in their daily 

interactions with their institutions, have a positive impact on continuation and attainment.79 

• Teaching will focus on small-group working and seminars, which research shows improves 

attendance and student performance (especially for those with lower entry qualifications), 

and also benefits students living at home by increasing their sense of belonging.80 

• Each student will have a personal tutor, whom they will meet at least twice a term. The 

personal tutor will: 

o Be responsible for overseeing the academic progress of their students, providing 

academic support as required;  

o Provide a first port of call for their students if they have a question or issue relating 

to either their academic or non-academic experience;  

o Actively monitor their students’ academic progress (via discussion with the learning 

team and observation of the Student Record System and VLE) including detecting 

red flags and positively intervening as early as possible, in line with the School’s 

supportive Academic Progress Policy;  

o Be formally trained to understand signs of mental health, safeguarding or abuse 

issues, so that they can signpost them to the right student support services;  

• “Study Partners”, more senior students with a particular strength in an area of the 

curriculum that offer learning support to their peers and are paid by the School (from Year 

2).81 

 

Inclusive, flexible learning  

An inclusive learning environment enables the needs of students with disabilities or learning 

difficulties to be accommodated, as well as accommodating those who live at home, have jobs or 

care-giving responsibilities. The benefits of universal design in teaching and learning are 

demonstrated by a large body of research, which we have drawn upon in developing our teaching 

and learning approach.82 Inclusive and flexible learning will be a core component of our delivery from 

the outset of our operation, and will support the delivery of our success objectives and targets.   

• LIS teaching and learning will incorporate the flipped classroom, online assessment and 

feedback, technology-enhanced learning, and collaborative online learning, primarily 

delivered through the Virtual Learning Environment (VLE); as well as digital library resources 

and the sharing of lecture and seminar resources online, to facilitate remote and student-

led, flexible learning. This flexible learning approach is recommended by JISC and enables 

 
79 HEFCE, Causes of Differences in Student Outcomes, 2015. 
80 ”This is how to stop students dropping out of university”,  The Conversation, Dennis Duty and Ruth Brooks, 2017. 
81 This system has been successfully trialled at UCL.  
82 Inclusive learning and teaching in higher education: a synthesis of research, Professor Christine Hockings, April 2010. 
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the ongoing participation of students who have disabilities, who commute, who are in paid 

part-time work, or who have caring responsibilities. This is balanced with face-to-face 

teaching and learning to ensure that students do not become detached from the 

programme, their teachers and their peers, as this can contribute to non-continuation.83 

• LIS will have regulated timetables designed to support students who are commuting or 

working part-time (e.g., on-site learning “chunked” into a portion of the week to minimise 

unnecessary travel and support free time for paid employment). Research has found that 

regulating timetables has a positive impact on student retention.84  

• There will be targeted support and provision for disabled students, delivered via the Student 

Experience Department, including the availability of assistive technology and the provision 

of alternative assessment methods where necessary. 

• Student feedback will be used in evolving programme design and delivery and learning 

support, and student involvement in the academic governance of the school. 

Data and nudging 

Early intervention and behavioural nudging have been successful in increasing engagement of 

disadvantaged or struggling students with learning and non-academic support services. Our SRS will 

enable us to track students’ academic progress (attendance, engagement and attainment) and 

wellbeing (through a clear record of all interactions with the student and by providing a 360-degree 

view of their life at LIS). These information flows will enable our staff to deliver academic and 

pastoral student support. Furthermore, our VLE has been procured specifically with student 

engagement and communication in mind, to ensure that we are best placed to support and 

understand students’ participation in academic life, as well as to engage constructively with students 

through online channels. As our technology investment increases and our student body grows, we 

will explore incorporating “nudges” (e.g., automated texts/instant messaging) where student 

engagement drops (from year 3 onwards).85  

Learning for Resilience 

The course curriculum will include components specifically focused on personal growth, including 

resilience and character education.  

Inclusion of Widening Participation on the Curriculum 

LIS’s curriculum is structured around solving “wicked problems”: problems that are difficult to solve 

owing to incomplete or contradictory knowledge, the number of people and opinions involved, and 

the interconnected nature of these problems with other problems. The question of how to improve 

access and participation in higher education is itself a wicked problem.86 We are therefore looking to 

incorporate widening HE participation as a wicked problem on our curriculum within the first five 

years of operation, with a view to both engaging students in the problem of participation and 

sharing our findings with the HE community. 

Employability and work-based learning  

 
83 Social Market Foundation and UPP Foundation, On Course for Success? Student Retention at University. 
84 Ibid 
85 At a recent Data Matters conference, the University of Northumbria described how their student progress teams have been sending 
encouraging and supporting messages to groups of students, nuanced slightly, depending on how the students are engaging and 
performing academically. The messages may lightly and confidentially direct students to potential sources of support, and have been 
successful at Northumbria in increasing student engagement with learning, mental health and disability support services. 
86 https://www.tes.com/news/widen-access-you-need-engage-teachers 

https://www.tes.com/news/widen-access-you-need-engage-teachers
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The embedding of employability into the curriculum, the development of work-based skills, and the 

inclusion of paid internships into our programme are all evidence-based interventions to support 

disadvantaged students in their progression from higher education, and will be incorporated into the 

programme from the first year of operation. These strategic activities aim to deliver our objectives 

and targets relating to progression for all of our students, no matter what their background is.  

Work-based learning  

• Practical problem-solving, experiential and workplace learning and development of work-

based skills (such as teamwork and leadership) are at the heart of the curriculum. A report by 

the HEA argues that the embedding of employability into the curriculum can help address 

differences in graduate outcomes.87  

• Collaboration and teamwork are a core component of the teaching and learning experience. 

Students with a disability are less likely to believe that they have gained important soft skills 

while at university (e.g., social skills, team-working, cross-cultural competence).88 By making 

these soft skills a core component of the course, these students will be better enabled to 

develop the skills they need to progress beyond their studies.  

• Employer partners are included in the development of the curriculum. HEA argues that 

collaborations with employers on the development of degrees can help address differences 

in graduate outcomes.89  

• Every year, each student is guaranteed at least 5 weeks of paid structured placements with 

our employer partners:90  

o Actively improves the progression opportunities of our disadvantaged students—

30% of recruiters expect to fill entry-level jobs with graduates who have already 

worked for their organisations; however, students from disadvantaged backgrounds 

are less likely to be able to secure internships, as 68% of students organise 

internships through friend/family, and only 14% secure internships through their 

university.91  

o Paid internships will alleviate the financial pressures that tend to face students from 

disadvantaged backgrounds. (Students from socio-economic groups D and E, and 

black students, experience more actual financial hardship than their peers, which in 

some cases includes an inability to meet basic needs).92 

• Employer partners are involved in the delivery of the curriculum, via talks, company visits, 

and problem commissions (whereby a group of students, supported by faculty are given a 

real problem by an organisation, to provide a possible solution). This enables all students to 

interact with employers as part of their studies, which is a more inclusive approach than 

relying on on-campus recruitment events, where attendance is self-selected and tends to be 

less diverse.93 

  

Dedicated careers guidance service 

 
87 Starting Point: Defining Employability, Higher Education Academy. 
88 Unite Students, Everyone In, 2017.  
89 Starting Point: Defining Employability, Higher Education Academy.  
90 Partners include top graduate employers (McKinsey, Virgin, KPMG), high-growth disruptors (Funding Circle, Frontline) and purpose-led 
start-ups (Toast, AllPlants).  
91 High Fliers Research 2015, National Centre for Universities and Business 2014, UK Commission for Employment and Skills. 
92 Unite Students, Everyone In, 2017. 
93 Social Mobility Advisory Group, Working in partnership enabling social mobility in higher education. 
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Careers guidance will be deeply integrated with the School’s placement programme as part of the 

Partnerships Department, and will support students in career planning and progressing into the 

workplace beyond their studies. The dedicated Careers Guidance Service will come fully onstream by 

year 3 of our operation, in time to support students as they graduate from our programme.  

Student Support 

Universal design of student support services and a focus on treating each individual according to 

their specific needs supports the attainment and continuation of all students, no matter what their 

background or circumstances. Our inclusive approach, which will be in place from the outset of our 

operation, is designed to be flexible to recognise and accommodate the various needs of a diverse 

range of individuals and is not designed to be “one size fits all”.  

Our dedicated Student Experience Department oversees all aspects of non-academic student 

support, focusing on welfare, health, community, and personal development. It will:  

• Provide general advice and guidance (for example on nutrition, exercise, sleep, technology 

use, personal relationships, financial health). 

• Direct students to relevant support services, both internal (e.g., Head of Student Welfare, 

Learning Department, wellbeing programmes) and external (e.g., financial advice charities).  

• Determine and provide reasonable adjustments to support learning for students with 

disabilities and/or learning difficulties, in line with the School’s Disability Policy. 

• Support students in accessing government benefits such as the DSA. 

• Deliver a wellbeing programme in partnership with expert external organisations. Some 

aspects will be compulsory, others voluntary or by referral. The planned programme 

includes: Resilience, Belonging and Confidence workshops (delivered in partnership with 

GRIT); Mindfulness workshops; Unconscious Bias learning; Sexual Consent workshops 

(delivered with advice from NUS women’s campaign and Sexpression); and Look After Your 

Mate workshops (delivered by LIS faculty trained by Student Minds).  

• Deliver mental health literacy training to all staff and students.  

• Partner with other London HE providers to provide LIS students with access to sporting, 

music, and recreational facilities and societies. 

• Organise and fund social activities, in collaboration with the students’ association.  

 

Safeguarding of vulnerable students will be assured through our Safeguarding Policy and Procedure 

(including Prevent), our Designated Safeguarding Officer, and safeguarding training for all School 

employees. 

 

Our student support strategy is focused on personal student contact. Every student will have a 

personal tutor and, from 2021/22, an assigned Student Welfare Advisor, whom they can approach 

with any issue. Student Welfare Advisors will be students in Years 2 and above who will receive 

mental health training and coaching by the Student Experience Department, and will be paid by the 

School to provide support on non-academic issues to students in the years below.94  

 

All students will also have access to one of our two full-time Student Welfare Officers (the number of 

these staff will increase as our student body grows). In the first year, each Student Welfare Officer 

will be responsible for 50 students; the Director of Student Experience will be responsible for 20. 

 
94 Leiden University College in the Netherlands has successfully run this type of programme. 
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They will proactively reach out to their assigned students on a regular, individual basis, as well as 

monitor their wellbeing through:  

• Monitoring their attendance, progression and attendance via the Student Record System; 

• Monitoring their academic engagement via the VLE; 

• Monitoring their usage of non-academic support services; 

• Liaising with their personal tutor about their progress. 

 

Our aim is that these Officers are a friendly and informal point of contact for their students, 

equipped with the information and experience to identity issues as they are arising and ensuring 

that students are signposted to relevant support services, such as:  

• Rapid one-to-one counselling and GP appointments (we are exploring the possibility of 

paying the local NHS to provide these rapid services to our students, as practiced by the 

Clinical School in Cambridge).  

• Access to online guided self-help (delivered in partnership with local NHS practices) or other 

online resources (such as the Big White Wall).  

• Access to wellbeing services (e.g., meditation workshops and exercise classes, delivered in 

partnership with local providers). 

• Access to group self-help (delivered in partnership with charities such as GRIT). 

• Access to volunteering and extra-curricular opportunities.  

 

Targeted Financial Support 

Financial worries are a significant source of student anxiety and have a direct effect on drop-out 

rates: 64% of UK students worry about their finances all the time or very often, and 36% of students 

worry about their finances so much that it is affecting their mental health. In a recent largescale 

survey, over a quarter of students said they were likely to drop out of university due to a lack of 

funds.95 Certain disadvantaged students face greater financial difficulty than advantaged students 

(i.e., those from a lower household income/ lower socioeconomic background); we can support the 

continuation and success of these students by offering them additional, non-repayable financial 

support.  

To support our most financially disadvantaged students through their studies, we will be offering 

financial support bursaries to 10% of UK Home students. These bursaries will be worth an average of 

£1,000 and will be for course-related costs and other materials. As we expand, we will increase this 

number of bursaries in proportion with our growing student body. To qualify for financial support, 

students must be UK citizens with a household residual income of up to £25,000; allocation of 

bursaries will be based on which students have the greatest demonstrable financial need.96 We will 

evaluate our financial support packages using the Ofs finance toolkit once initial data is available.  

Collaboration and Alignment with Other Work and Funding Sources 

LIS has formed initial partnerships with third-sector organisations including the Accelerate and 

Access Foundation and is exploring collaborations with organisations such as Amos Bursary and 

Causeway Education. We are also looking to work with London NCOP to collaborate on and add 

value to their new remit relating to careers and HE progression.  

 
95 Future Finance/ NUS Insight: Financial woes affecting Mental Health (2016). 
96 We will make every effort to describe these bursaries in terms that enable the DWP to disregard it as income. Prospective students will 
receive clear guidance on our financial support scheme via our online and physical prospectus; students who are successful in the 
admissions process will receive this information with their offer. Each student receiving a bursary will receive detailed information on LIS’s 
timetable of payments, our offsetting and retrospective claims policy, and the impact of deferred entry.   
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Our strategic approach to collaboration is phased as follows. In Stage 1 (2020-21), we will form new 

partnerships with third-sector organisations such as those outlined above. In Stage 2 (2021-23), 

following analysis of the composition of the first cohort, we will seek additional collaborations with 

providers who work with underrepresented groups which our initial data suggests require an 

increased level of intervention. At the end of Stage 2, we will review our partnerships in order to 

drive continuous improvement and to close any key access gaps that have emerged in our first 3 

years of operation. 

3.2 Student consultation 

Student consultation will be at the heart of LIS’s widening access and participation approach. In the 

absence of having a student body to consult at present, we will adopt a pragmatic approach 

comprise three stages. First, we have used existing literature on student voice and consultation to 

inform our approach to access. For example, in outreach activity premised on exploring "possible 

selves", we have made use of recent findings from the NCOP Year 1 survey which demonstrated that  

the inclusion of LIS's annual paid work placements as part of our degree programme could be 

attractive to students who say they are unlikely to apply for HE because they want to “work and earn 

money”, or for whom the costs are too high. Second, in the summer/autumn of 2019 we will run 

student consultations at a set of London schools in which we will seek feedback on our proposed 

access and student experience programmes. In doing so, we will follow the guidelines for best 

practice outlined in Liz Thomas's "Evaluating student engagement activity" (2017) and the "UK 

Quality Code, Advice and Guidance: Student Engagement" (2018). Third, from 2020 onwards, we will 

consult with our new students in order to derive effective feedback and drive improvements in our 

widening access, success and progression programmes respectively. 

In addition to seeking feedback on our Access and Participation Plan from our new student body (via 

an online survey and focus groups), we will ensure that our students have the opportunity to input 

on the development, implementation and evaluation of all of our major activities via:  

• Student representation on all major governance committees: the Board of Directors, the 

Academic Council, the Programme/Module Review and Approval Panel, and the Equality, 

Diversity and Inclusion Steering Group. Student representatives will be elected by their 

peers, will be given an induction into their committee, be provided with the OfS’s “critical 

friend” questions, and receive training in relevant areas, such as data interpretation.  

• Multiple, transparent mechanisms for student feedback: 

o The Academic Council’s annual reviews of teaching, learning and student 

experience; 

o Termly engagement surveys on teaching, learning, and non-academic services; 

o The National Student Survey; 

o Focus groups on access and participation issues, such as black attainment—creating 

a forum to talk openly about disadvantage;97 

o Our Hotline—an online reporting system where students can anonymously log any 

comments relating to the student experience as they arise; and 

o Termly ‘You Said/We Did’ events, hosted by the LIS leadership, where the School will 

share with students how their feedback affected decision-making.  

Students’ involvement in School governance and their feedback on all aspects of student experience 

will support the School in improving their understanding of student needs, as well as increase 

 
97 Creating opportunities for staff and students to talk about race, racism and the attainment gap is part of the Universities UK and NUS 
recommended framework for tackling BME attainment (Addressing the DME student attainment gap at UK universities).  
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student sense of belonging to the provider, which may contribute to improved retention and 

attainment.98 In overseeing our student engagement we will draw on the best practices set out by 

Universities UK and NUS in Breaking Down the Barriers to Student Opportunities and Youth Social 

Action.  

3.3 Evaluation strategy 

Overview of LIS evaluation strategy 

Our evaluation strategy sets out the approach we will take evaluating our access and participation 

strategic measures. We are committed to ensuring that our higher fee cap income is spent on 

activities that provide the greatest possible economic and social return, and recognise that high 

quality evaluation is vital to this, to ensure that decisions are made based on reliable and robust 

evidence. We have used the HM Treasury Magenta Book and guidance from the OfS in determining 

our evaluation strategy. 

Our evaluation strategy is focused on: 

• Understanding the outcomes of our access and participation strategic measures; 

• Ensuring that robust quantitative and qualitative evidence is used to both measure these 

outcomes and understand how these can be attributed to the strategic measures, and that 

our evidence base is continually strengthened;  

• Securing continuous improvement—evaluation findings will help determine what works, 

value for money, adverse consequences, and opportunities for improvement, and will be 

used to improve future decision-making and prioritise activities, to ensure there is a sound 

evidence-base for our access and participation activities.  

 

Evaluation is built into new programmes and measures from their inception, to ensure that activities 

are designed purposefully and to ensure that they can be properly evaluated against their expected 

impact.  

 

The objective of our evaluation strategy is to determine whether our access and participation 

strategic measures are effective and efficient in achieving our access and participation objectives. It 

seeks to answer the following questions for each strategic measure: 

1. Strategic context: what was the strategic relevance of the measure—specifically, what are 

the access and participation objectives to which the measure is contributing, and how is it 

expected to do this (cross-referencing the theory of change)?  

2. Process: how was the strategic measure delivered—is it being implemented as intended, and 

what, in practice, is working more or less well? 

3. Impact: what changes have occurred that can be objectively attributed to the strategic 

measure? Does the strategic measure support the delivery of our objective? In evaluating 

impact we will refer to our targets and milestones and whether or not these have been 

delivered as anticipated. Through a combination of process and impact evaluation, we will 

effectively be testing our theories of change—whether our chosen activities are creating the 

impact they were intended to create.  

4. Economic: what are the benefits of the strategic measure compared with its associated 

costs? 

 
98 www.heacademy.ac.uk/individuals/strategic-priorities/retention/what-works 
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Evaluation is led by the Head of Programmes and Outreach, supported by a Programmes and 

Outreach Analyst. Detailed evaluation approaches are developed using the OfS Evaluation Self-

Assessment Tool. Evaluation activities are conducted annually, focusing on 1-3 selected strategic 

measures per year, and the results are shared with the Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Steering 

Group (EDISG). This is a cross-departmental steering group consisting of the Director of Marketing 

and Recruitment, the Director of Teaching and Learning, the Director of Student Experience, the 

Director of Partnerships, and an elected student representative. The EDISG will consider the 

effectiveness of the strategic measures evaluated, capturing learnings and agreeing departmental 

and cross-departmental actions to improve performance. The EDISG will share the evaluation 

outcomes and resulting actions from evaluations with the Academic Council and Board of Directors, 

as well as with staff and students via the School intranet and internet.   

Evaluating our sector-focused Outreach Programme 

To evaluate the effectiveness of our sector-focused Outreach Programme, we will evaluate it using 

the above four approaches. Evaluation will take place on a biennial basis, beginning in the second 

year of our operation. The evaluation will consider the strategic context (the objectives of the 

Outreach Programme), the process (how the programme is being delivered, drawing on objective 

resourcing data and qualitative data from participants and LIS staff), the impact of the Programme, 

and the economic costs of delivering the Programme relative to its benefits (I.e., a cost-effectiveness 

analysis to determine the cost of convincing a participant to access higher education).  

To evaluate the impact of our Outreach Programme, we will analyse the progression to higher 

education of each student that has participated in the programme. We plan to track the individual 

outcomes of these students through two means: (i) the Higher Education Access Tracker (HEAT) or 

equivalent; (ii) UCAS’s STROBE service. The latter service provides benchmark groups to compare 

applicants with similar characteristics to our programme participants (e.g., in terms POLAR, IMD, 

FSM, ethnicity) and compares their percentage progression rates to HE (including type of institution 

attended—higher, medium or lower tariff, alternative, degree apprenticeship) versus our participant 

group, to offer a counterfactual (I.e., what might have occurred were our Outreach Programme not 

in place). Qualitative data will test the extent to which participants' expectations of possible selves 

and the desirability of higher education have been raised as a result of the programme, whether 

their progression to higher education can be attributed to our programme, and the positive impact 

of changes in teacher support as a result of our outreach activity; as well as the extent to which any 

positive changes may have been caused by other factors. Qualitative data will also test with teachers 

and parents any observed changes in the participants, the scale of this change and the factors 

underlying this change, as well as any unintended changes in behaviour. As our Outreach 

Programme grows in size, impact evaluation will seek to determine how changes varied across 

different groups and stakeholders. 

In conducting the biennial evaluation of the Outreach Programme, the Head of Programmes and 

Outreach will be supported by a dedicated Programmes and Outreach Analyst, who will be 

responsible for data collection, analysis, and benchmarking. This activity will require an investment 

in external tracker and evaluation services, which, alongside investment in our Programmes and 

Outreach Analyst, will form a significant proportion of our access spend.  

Given the long range of our Outreach Programme (where we are working with children from Key 

Stages 3 and 4), we expect that it may take several cycles of evaluation to understand the 

effectiveness of our Outreach Programme activities. Where the programme has been deemed to be 

effective by the Steering Group, this information will be shared with the Evidence and Impact 
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Exchange (EIX), and learnings shared with the journals and bodies such as the Widening Participation 

and Lifelong Learning Journal and the British Educational Research Association.  

Evaluating our LIS-focused activities 

In evaluating our internally-focussed access and participation measures, we will first prioritise the 

measures for evaluation. Proper evaluation is time and resource-intensive, and prioritisation is 

necessary to ensure focus of evaluation efforts upon areas where they will have most effect. We will 

aim to conduct evaluations of 1-2 internally-focused strategic measures per year.  

The Head of Programmes and Outreach, supported by a Programmes and Outreach Analyst, is 

responsible for prioritising strategic measures for evaluation. Our initial strategy is to stage our 

evaluation of internally-focused strategic measures according to the progress of the student life-

cycle, as this will be the most meaningful given the cycle of activity and evidence. We will also 

conduct a biennial evaluation of our admissions approach, which is innovative and therefore 

requires special attention: 

• 2020/21: Admissions  

• 2021/22: Inclusive Teaching and Learning and Financial Support 

• 2022/23: Admissions and Student Support  

• 2023/24: Work-based Learning 

• 2024/25: Admissions and Access Collaborations  

This strategy will be reviewed annually by the Head of Programmes and Outreach, and any emerging 

priority measures for evaluation identified, for example where a known quality issue has arisen or 

where we have failed to reach objectives and targets in a particular area (e.g., an issue in attainment 

might prompt an evaluation of our teaching and learning strategic measures).  

In evaluating a prioritised strategic measure, the Head of Programmes and Outreach and their 

supporting Programmes and Outreach Analyst will evaluate the strategic context of the measure, the 

process of conducting the measure(i.e., whether it was conducted as planned), its impact, (based on 

qualitative and quantitative analysis and benchmarked against the sector, comparator universities 

(e.g., London Russell Group) and prior year performance), and the economics of the measure. In 

evaluating economics, we will focus on the opportunity costs of our way of operating, benchmarking 

against costs of alternative provision (e.g., through case studies of external best practice), as well as 

evaluating cost-effectiveness analysis of the measure over time. 

The Head of Programmes and Outreach will determine the detailed approach for evaluation of the 

impact of LIS’s access and participation activities, using the OfS Evaluation Self-Assessment Tool. The 

Programmes and Outreach Analyst will gather and analyse the data required for evaluation; this will 

include the gathering of relevant quantitative data (much of which will be captured in LIS’s termly 

monitoring of the Plan), as well as conducting process evaluation and organising focus groups, 

surveys and structured interviews to gather qualitative feedback from students to understand the 

causal effects of LIS’s internally-focused access and participation activities. In assessing how LIS’s 

financial support packages are improving outcomes for those from underrepresented groups, the 

Programmes and Outreach Analyst will use the OfS’s Financial Support Evaluation Toolkit (with 

particular emphasis on the survey and interview tools, given the small size of our institution).  

Data collection will be at the individual student level, allowing for measurement of individualised 

change, as well as sub-group and cohort level. Before this data is shared either internally or 

externally, rolling averages or summaries will be used to protect the individual identity of students. 
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In gathering and using data, we will ensure that we are compliant with GDPR and our Data 

Protection Policy.   

3.4 Monitoring progress against delivery of the plan 
The EDISG is responsible for ongoing monitoring of progress against the Plan, and will meet on a 

termly basis to review data on delivery against the Plan’s targets, as well as to discuss how the 

Student Experience, Teaching and Learning and Marketing and Recruitment Departments are 

delivering on the strategic measures of the plan.  

Quantitative and qualitative data will be gathered in the general course of School operations, e.g.:  

• The Registry will gather quantitative admissions, contextual, attendance, continuation and 

attainment data as part of its responsibility to deliver HESA returns;  

• Qualitative student survey data (linked to student satisfaction, potential drivers of non-

continuation, barriers to success, perceived quality of learning and non-academic support) 

will be gathered as part of the NSS and the Annual Programme Monitoring process;  

• The Student Experience Department will gather service usage data;  

• The Partnerships Department will gather quantitative data on take-up of placements, 

qualitative data on whether students feel that placements have increased their 

employability, as well as data for the Longitudinal Education Outcomes, the Graduate 

Outcomes Survey and HESA Data Futures programme.  

The Programmes and Outreach Analyst will collate this data and analyse it by student group, before 

sharing it with the EDISG.  This data will be collected, stored and analysed in line with GDPR and LIS’s 

Data Protection Policy. 

As well as monitoring progress against the Plan, the EDISG is also responsible for using the ongoing 

access and participation monitoring data to determine whether there are further gaps in access and 

participation to be addressed, for example intersectional gaps, and developing plans to address 

these. 

The EDISG will report to the Academic Council on a termly basis on compliance with the provisions 

and our Access and Participation Plan and progress towards our Plan’s targets. The Academic Council 

will agree and monitor any actions for improvement. In the early stages of the School’s operation, 

the Academic Council will report to the Board of Directors termly on the progress against the 

delivery of the plan; over time this will change to 6-monthly reporting.  The inclusion of a student 

representative at the EDISG, Academic Council and Board of Directors will ensure that students are 

engaged with the monitoring of performance and provisions of the plan.  

Where progress is worsening or failing to meet the plan, the Academic Council and/or Board of 

Directors will:  

• Approve actions to improve delivery of strategic measures, including the provision of 

additional resources, the development of partnerships, and changes in responsibility for 

delivery;  

• Commission an evaluation by the Head of Programmes and Outreach of a strategic measure 

where it is deemed to be potentially ineffective;  

•  Agree changes to the School’s Access and Participation Plan, such as the removal, 

modification or addition of strategic measures;  

• Propose significant modifications to the Plan, for agreement by the Office for Students.  
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The EDISG is also responsible for drafting the School’s Access Participation Plan and annual Access 

and Participation Impact Report for sign-off by the Academic Council and the Board of Directors. 

Beyond the formal committee structure, all areas of the School have a responsibility to support, 

promote and embed widening access and participation. This will be achieved through the 

embedding of our Access and Participation Plan into our School strategy, and through the 

incorporation of our Plan into departmental objectives and targets. For example, the Marketing and 

Recruitment Department will have targets relating to diversity of admissions; the Student Experience 

Department will have targets relating to take-up of services; and the Partnerships Department will 

have targets relating to take-up of placements and student satisfaction scores on placements. Some 

objectives and targets will be shared across Departments (e.g., continuation targets shared across 

the Teaching and Learning and Student Experience Departments). Our cross-departmental approach 

to overseeing and monitoring our access and participation activities (via the EDISG) will also ensure 

that the key departments in delivering our access, success and progression activities are engaged in 

ensuring the success of these activities.   

4.    Provision of information to students 
Prospective students will receive clear guidance on the following via our online and physical 

prospectus, as well as at the point of offer:  

• Our financial support scheme (including eligibility criteria, level of financial support, ways to 

apply, and decision-making process). 

• Fees (including any information regarding possible changes to the level of tuition fees, how 

these are calculated, and how it could affect them).   

• Our approved APP. 

Current students will be able to access this information via the School internet and intranet, their 

personal tutor, and the Student Experience Department.  
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