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TRENDS IN WIDENING PARTICIPATION IN THE EAST OF ENGLAND
Executive Summary
1. This paper presents an overview of the trends in widening participation in the East of England as identified from data sets from UCAS and the DfES. It is intended to complement the Annual Monitoring Reports. In general, the trends indicate that participation is widening in the region.
2. The East of England experienced a significant rise in applicants for higher education in 2005 and reduction in 2006 due, it is assumed, to the introduction of variable fees. When application numbers for the two years 2005 and 2006 are averaged out, the overall trend from 2002 is shown as upward, although the rate of increase varies across Areas. 

3. Although the proportion of applicants (and accepted applicants) from higher socio-economic groups has decreased over the period 2002 to 2006 in all Areas, assertion that this is accompanied by an increase in the proportion of applicants from lower socio-economic groups is made problematic by the growing numbers whose socio-economic identity is unknown. 

4. The different rates of application by class in most cases correlate to Areas’ occupational profile. The impact of a large ethnic minority population in one local authority (Luton) suggests that the interaction between class and ethnicity requires further exploration. A difference in behaviour of the urban and rural working classes is also apparent.
5. All ethnic minority groups are over-represented in relation to their proportion of the region’s population in respect of applicant numbers to UCAS, although this may be a function of the demographic profile of some communities. The conversion rate from applicants to accepted applicants is lower overall for ethnic minority groups, although Indian applicants have a higher than average rate and Black Africans, a significantly lower rate. Black African applicant numbers have increased dramatically over the period.
6. There has been an increase in the application rate of students declaring disabilities. More than half of applicants with a declared disability have a specific learning difference. A marked difference in the proportion of disabled applicants between Areas suggests that ethnic minority applicants may be less likely to declare a disability, perhaps because the assessment of dyslexia tends to be somewhat ethnocentric. Disabled applicants have a lower than average conversion rate to acceptances.
7. Trends in GCSE attainment tend to show that the more rural authorities have greater success at GCSE even though progression rates to higher education are low compared to more urban areas. A reading of OFSTED reports gives an indication of whether Aimhigher and widening participation has become part of a schools’ culture.

Introduction 

8. This paper is intended to provide the Regional Partnership Board with an overview of the impacts to which Aimhigher has contributed as demonstrated by high level data. In particular, it uses 2006 data that was unavailable at the point that Partnerships submitted their Annual Monitoring Reports in September 2006. It can thus complement or substitute for Partnerships’ updated reports. 
9. It also aims to remedy the difficulty noted at the previous meeting of the RPB that Partnerships used a wide variety of high level data in developing targets for monitoring making it impossible to aggregate across Areas. In providing tables that allow for comparison between Areas the intention is not to encourage the construction of league tables of Aimhigher Partnerships’ performance, not least because what is being measured is determined by a number of factors and agencies of which Aimhigher is only one. The comparison does, however, allow for the framing of questions concerning why areas or authorities differ in their rates of attainment and progression, which may help Area Partnerships to re-address aspects of their strategies and to recognise good practice. For example, it certainly makes transparent the strong correlation between class and progression to higher education.
10. It is regretted that it has not been possible for this paper to include data from HESA that would indicate patterns of part time study across the region. It is hoped that this can be remedied in a latter version.
The National and Regional picture of UCAS Applicants and Acceptances
11. In 2006 most regions in England witnessed a decline in the number of UCAS applicants and accepted applicants
 compared to 2005. Only in Greater London and North-West was a slight gain observed in applicant and accepted applicant numbers (Greater London by 1% and North West by less than 1%). It 
Chart 1: Application trends in the six East of England Areas 2002 - 2006
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Source: UCAS
Chart 2: Applicant trends in the six East of England Areas taking an average for 2005 and 2006
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is assumed that this overall fall in application and acceptance after a peak in 2005 was an effect of the introduction of variable fees (nationally, applications and acceptances rose respectively by 8% and 9% respectively from 2004 to 2005 and fell -3% and -4% from 2005 to 2006. and a subsequent fall in 2006 (-3% in applicant population and -4% in accepted population from 2005).

12. In the East of England, applicants and accepted applicants peaked in 2005 with increases for both of 10% from 2004 but dropped back by 5% for applicants (from 37034 to 34988) and by 8% for accepted applicants (from 30803 to 28418).  The same trend is more or less reflected at the sub-regional LEA level with the exception of Luton and Thurrock where there was an increase in the size of both the applicant and accepted applicant population in 2006 relative to 2005. The applicant trends for each Area are shown in Chart 1. Note that if aspiring students behaved economically rationally, poorer applicants would choose a 2006 start to take advantage of the additional financial supports whilst the more affluent would opt to start in 2005. The figures from Luton and Thurrock, both authorities with higher than average levels of deprivation, suggest that this may have been the case. 
13. As shown for applicants in Chart 2, taking an average of the 2005 and 2006 applicant and accepted applicant numbers distributes these fluctuations more evenly to produce a more even trend in applicant and acceptance numbers over the years from 2002 to 2006. A comparison of 2004 and the average of 2005 and 2006 numbers indicate that there has been an overall increase in applications and acceptance in all areas over the two-year period (2004 -2006).
CLASS
14. As shown in Tables 1 and 2, although there has been a consistent decline in the participation of learners from higher socio-economic groups over the period 2002 to 2006 from 61.9% of all applicants to 54.6%, this is not reflected in an increase in the proportion of lower socio-economic group learners who have continued to vary between 22.7% and 23.8%. (NB. The percentages in the table are of applicants with a 

	TABLE 1. UCAS APPLICANTS BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROUP, YEAR AND AREA



	Area 
	Socio-economic group
	2002
	 
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	
	%  of working population

	Bedfordshire and Luton
	Higher SE Groups
	2,076
	67%
	2,123
	67%
	2,076
	66%
	2,248
	66%
	1,992
	64%
	56%

	
	Lower SE Groups
	1,015
	33%
	1,061
	33%
	1,072
	34%
	1,138
	34%
	1,105
	36%
	44%

	 
	Unknown
	698
	 
	970
	
	999
	 
	1,066
	
	1,230
	
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	3,789
	 
	4,154
	
	4,147
	 
	4,452
	
	4,327
	
	 

	Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
	Higher SE Groups
	2,854
	75%
	2,841
	74%
	2,733
	73%
	3,122
	74%
	2,590
	73%
	54%

	
	Lower SE Groups
	938
	25%
	979
	26%
	989
	27%
	1,125
	26%
	953
	27%
	46%

	
	Unknown
	656
	 
	653
	
	748
	 
	884
	
	1,012
	
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	4,448
	 
	4,473
	
	4,470
	 
	5,131
	
	4,555
	
	 

	Essex (inc. Southend and Thurrock)
	Higher SE Groups
	5,518
	74%
	5,563
	73%
	5,570
	72%
	5,878
	71%
	5,395
	71%
	53%

	
	Lower SE Groups
	1,971
	26%
	2,088
	27%
	2,167
	28%
	2,412
	29%
	2,156
	29%
	47%

	
	Unknown
	1,332
	 
	1,441
	
	1,492
	 
	1,847
	
	2,190
	
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	8,821
	 
	9,092
	
	9,229
	 
	10,137
	
	9,741
	
	 

	Hertfordshire
	Higher SE Groups
	5,052
	76%
	4,970
	76%
	5,129
	77%
	4,966
	75%
	4,846
	75%
	60%

	 
	Lower SE Groups
	1,582
	24%
	1,600
	24%
	1,553
	23%
	1,682
	25%
	1,574
	25%
	40%

	 
	Unknown
	1,020
	 
	1,101
	
	1,080
	 
	1,696
	
	1,553
	
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	7,654
	 
	7,671
	
	7,762
	 
	8,344
	
	7,973
	
	 

	Norfolk
	Higher SE Groups
	2,383
	69%
	2,279
	68%
	2,357
	67%
	2,419
	66%
	2,038
	66%
	44%

	 
	Lower SE Groups
	1,076
	31%
	1,058
	32%
	1,175
	33%
	1,256
	34%
	1,073
	34%
	56%

	 
	Unknown
	618
	
	708
	
	686
	
	854
	
	1,039
	
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	4,077
	 
	4,045
	
	4,218
	 
	4,529
	
	4,150
	
	 

	Suffolk
	Higher SE Groups
	2,351
	70%
	2,247
	69%
	2,260
	67%
	2,532
	69%
	2,247
	67%
	46%

	 
	Lower SE Groups
	984
	30%
	1,005
	31%
	1,091
	33%
	1,121
	31%
	1,095
	33%
	54%

	 
	Unknown
	575
	
	650
	
	617
	
	788
	
	900
	
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	3,910
	 
	3,902
	
	3,968
	 
	4,441
	
	4,242
	
	 

	East of England
	Higher SE Groups
	20,234
	73%
	20,023
	72%
	20,125
	71%
	21,165
	71%
	19,108
	71%
	52%

	 
	Lower SE Groups
	7,566
	27%
	7,791
	28%
	8,047
	29%
	8,734
	29%
	7,956
	29%
	48%

	 
	Unknown
	4,899
	
	5,523
	
	5,622
	
	7,135
	
	7,924
	
	 

	Grand Total
	All applicants
	32,699
	 
	33,337
	 
	33,794
	 
	37,034
	
	34,988
	 
	 


Source: UCAS

known socio-economic group category) It is those categorised as “unknown” that show the greatest increase from 15.6% to 22.6%. This category includes those who fail to state their own or their parent’s occupation and those who do so in terms that UCAS are unable to allocate to a socio-economic group. Anecdotally, it is thought that working class applicants tend to avoid revealing their class background because they believe that this may lead to their being discriminated against. This might suggest that participation from lower socio-economic groups has increased more significantly than shown by the declared participation. However, a different explanation is that UCAS staff are applying more stringent criteria towards allocating applicants’ statements to a socio-economic group, and rejecting those that are not definite, and that these are distributed across both higher and lower socio-economic groups.

15. The proportion of Unknowns varies across Areas. In each year, it has been highest in Bedfordshire and Luton, with in 2006, 28.4% not being allocated to higher or lower socio-economic groups. This is due to a very high rate of non-allocation in Luton, where 38.6% in 2006 are “unknowns”. In contrast, the 
Table 2 Accepted applicants by Socio-Economic Group, Area and Year

	Area 
	Socio-economic group
	2002
	 
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	 
	% Pop %

	Bedfordshire and Luton
	Higher SE Groups
	1,789
	69%
	1,788
	68%
	1,726
	67%
	1,894
	67%
	1,661
	65%
	56%

	
	Lower SE Groups
	822
	31%
	832
	32%
	861
	33%
	941
	33%
	896
	35%
	44%

	 
	Unknown
	579
	 
	798
	 
	804
	 
	841
	 
	991
	 
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	3,190
	 
	3,418
	 
	3,391
	 
	3,676
	 
	3,548
	 
	 

	Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
	Higher SE Groups
	2,463
	76%
	2,399
	75%
	2,275
	74%
	2,690
	74%
	2,171
	74%
	54% 

	
	Lower SE Groups
	782
	24%
	811
	25%
	812
	26%
	926
	26%
	767
	26%
	46% 

	
	Unknown
	526
	 
	514
	 
	597
	 
	710
	 
	758
	 
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	3,771
	 
	3,724
	 
	3,684
	 
	4,326
	 
	3,696
	 
	 

	Essex (inc. Southend and Thurrock)
	Higher SE Groups
	4,765
	75%
	4,751
	74%
	4,721
	73%
	4,941
	72%
	4,484
	73%
	53%

	
	Lower SE Groups
	1,609
	25%
	1,703
	26%
	1,732
	27%
	1,906
	28%
	1,698
	27%
	47%

	
	Unknown
	1,072
	 
	1,150
	 
	1,222
	 
	1,464
	 
	1,681
	 
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	7,446
	 
	7,604
	 
	7,675
	 
	8,311
	 
	7,863
	 
	 

	Hertfordshire
	Higher SE Groups
	4,366
	77%
	4,257
	77%
	4,409
	77%
	4,302
	76%
	4,077
	77%
	60%

	 
	Lower SE Groups
	1,302
	23%
	1,266
	23%
	1,283
	23%
	1,366
	24%
	1,250
	23%
	40%

	 
	Unknown
	823
	 
	903
	 
	854
	 
	1,402
	 
	1,214
	 
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	6,491
	 
	6,426
	 
	6,546
	 
	7,070
	 
	6,541
	 
	 

	Norfolk 
	Higher SE Groups
	1,999
	70%
	1,885
	69%
	1,910
	67%
	2,014
	66%
	1,630
	66%
	44%

	 
	Lower SE Groups
	862
	30%
	841
	31%
	928
	33%
	1,015
	34%
	830
	34%
	56%

	 
	Unknown
	481
	 
	559
	 
	519
	 
	691
	 
	819
	 
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	3,342
	 
	3,285
	 
	3,357
	 
	3,720
	 
	3,279
	 
	 

	Suffolk 
	Higher SE Groups
	2,015
	72%
	1,859
	70%
	1,928
	69%
	2,140
	70%
	1,895
	68%
	46%

	 
	Lower SE Groups
	793
	28%
	778
	30%
	883
	31%
	924
	30%
	879
	32%
	54%

	 
	Unknown
	466
	 
	535
	 
	495
	 
	636
	 
	717
	 
	 

	Area Total
	All applicants
	3,274
	 
	3,172
	 
	3,306
	 
	3,700
	 
	3,491
	 
	 

	East of England
	Higher SE Groups
	17,397
	74%
	16,939
	73%
	16,969
	72%
	17,981
	72%
	15,918
	72%
	52%

	 
	Lower SE Groups
	6,170
	26%
	6,231
	27%
	6,499
	28%
	7,078
	28%
	6,320
	28%
	48%

	 
	Unknown
	3,947
	 
	4,459
	 
	4,491
	 
	5,744
	 
	6,180
	 
	 

	Grand Total
	All applicants
	27,514
	 
	27,629
	 
	27,959
	 
	30,803
	 
	28,418
	 
	 


Source: UCAS
proportion of “unknowns” from Hertfordshire has been lowest in all years other than 2005, with only 19.5% in 2006. It should be noted that Hertfordshire has the most middle class population in the region with 60% of those in work being classed as in higher socio-economic groups (compared to a regional 
52%), whereas Luton has only 46% in the higher socio-economic groups (the same as Thurrock and slightly more than Norfolk, 44%)

16. A further possible indicator that the unknowns are more likely to be from lower socio-economic groups is that if all applicants over the five years 2002 – 2006 are combined, the percentage of acceptances to applications for these categories are:


Higher socio-economic groups
84.6%


Lower socio-economic groups
80.6%


Unknowns


79.8%

17. The pattern of a declining proportion of applicants from higher socio-economic groups, a largely consistent proportion from lower socio-economic groups and increasing unknowns is found in each of the areas. However, there are marked differences in the relative proportions of higher and lower socio-economic groups. 

18. Bedfordshire and Luton has the greatest proportion of applicants from lower socio-economic groups (36%) although apart from Hertfordshire, the area has the lowest proportion of lower socio-economic group working people in the population (44%). These are disproportionately from Luton and, arguably this is an effect of the high proportion of ethnic minority applicants from there. That is, there is a significantly higher rate of application to higher education from working class ethnic minority communities than from white working class communities. This may also be an explanation for the high proportion of unknown socio-economic group allocations from Luton applicants.
19. The other areas can be categorized into two groups: Norfolk and Suffolk both have a majority of their working population in lower socio-economic group occupations, many of which will be rural, and both have about a third of all applicants in 2006 from these lower socio-economic groups. Essex, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire have a majority of their working populations in higher socio-economic group occupations (with the exception of the unitary authorities Thurrock and, to a lesser extent, Peterborough, which have a profile of population and applicants more similar to the first grouping). This latter grouping had less than 30% of applicants from lower socio-economic group families. 

ETHNICITY

20. Table 3 below shows that across the region and for each Aimhigher Area, the proportion of ethnic minority applicants through UCAS have improved year on year to 2006 and are significantly higher than the ethnic minority proportion of the total population. Thus, across the region, whilst only 6.6% of the total East of England population are from minority ethnic communities, applications through UCAS from these communities has grown from 11.3% in 2002 to 14.5% in 2006
. This varies from 5.4% in 2006 of applications from Norfolk residents, which only has a total ethnic minority population of 2.7%, to 31.9% of applications in Bedfordshire and Luton of which 15.6% of the total population is ethnic minority (for Luton LA which has almost a third of its population (31%) from an ethnic minority, 59.5% of applicants are from these communities). The representation of the ethnic minority community in Suffolk is the weakest with an application rate of 5.9% compared to an overall proportion of the population of 4.1%. It is possible, if it is the case that some ethnic minority learners are less likely to leave home to study, that this is an effect of the lack of an HEI in Suffolk.
21. It should be noted that, in part, the significant over-representation of ethnic minority applicants in relation to the overall population may be due to younger demographic profiles of some ethnic minority communities compared to the white community. That is, some communities may have a demographic profile such that there is a higher than average proportion of those in age groups most likely to progress to higher education. Further work is needed on this.
22. The positive message of Table 3 is somewhat lessened when compared to the Table 4 showing the accepted applicants by ethnicity. Although the proportion of ethnic minority accepted applicants improves steadily between 2002 and 2006, when related to the application rate, there is a steady decline in the conversion to acceptances. In 2002, 82.6% of ethnic minority applicants became accepted applicants compared to 84.1% overall, a difference of 1.5 percentage points, this discrepancy increased to 3.3 percentage points in 2006, when only 77.9% of ethnic minority applicants became accepted compared to 81.2% overall (in the “bulge year” of 2005, there was an even greater difference of 4.6 percentage points – 78.6% to 83.2%). This appears to largely be the result of very poor conversion rates by the Black African applicants, the largest ethnic minority group by 2006 (see below). Of the 907 applicants in 2006, only 593 (65.4%) became acceptances. If the Black African group are excluded, the 
Table 3: Applicants by Ethnicity, Area and Year

conversion rate of the remaining ethnic minority applicants is still lower than the average, but only marginally (by 0.6 percentage points in 2002 and 0.9 points in 2006. It is of note, however, that Norfolk, the county with the lowest number of ethnic minority applicants and proportion in the population, has the lowest overall rate of acceptances in relation to applications (82.0% in 2002, 79% in 2006). 

	LEA
	Ethnic origin
	2002
	
	2003
	
	2004
	
	2005
	
	2006
	
	Mid-2004-estimate of population

	Bedfordshire and Luton
	All ethnic minorities
	923
	26.7%
	1118
	29.4%
	1168
	30.6%
	1328
	31.6%
	1298
	31.9%
	15.6%

	
	White
	2531
	73.3%
	2683
	70.6%
	2643
	69.4%
	2876
	68.4%
	2771
	68.1%
	84.4%

	
	Unknown
	335
	
	353
	
	336
	
	248
	
	258
	
	

	Area Total
	
	3789
	
	4154
	
	4147
	
	4452
	
	4327
	
	

	Cambs and Peterborough
	All ethnic minorities
	421
	10.1%
	467
	11.1%
	524
	12.3%
	598
	12.1%
	594
	13.6%
	7.2%

	
	White
	3757
	89.9%
	3742
	88.9%
	3728
	87.7%
	4324
	87.9%
	3786
	86.4%
	92.8%

	
	Unknown
	270
	
	264
	
	218
	
	209
	
	175
	
	

	Area Total
	
	4448
	
	4473
	
	4470
	
	5131
	
	4555
	
	

	Essex (inc. Southend and Thurrock)
	All ethnic minorities
	749
	9.2%
	861
	10.1%
	978
	11.3%
	1242
	12.8%
	1187
	12.7%
	5.0%

	
	White
	7372
	90.8%
	7633
	89.9%
	7689
	88.7%
	8445
	87.2%
	8175
	87.3%
	95.0%

	
	Unknown
	700
	
	598
	
	562
	
	450
	
	379
	
	

	Area Total
	
	8821
	
	9092
	
	9229
	
	10137
	
	9741
	
	

	Hertfordshire
	All ethnic minorities
	1032
	14.5%
	1103
	15.3%
	1172
	15.9%
	1301
	16.3%
	1324
	17.0%
	8.3%

	
	White
	6097
	85.5%
	6117
	84.7%
	6217
	84.1%
	6703
	83.7%
	6453
	83.0%
	91.7%

	
	Unknown
	525
	
	451
	
	373
	
	340
	
	196
	
	

	Area Total
	
	7654
	
	7671
	
	7762
	
	8344
	
	7973
	
	

	Norfolk
	All ethnic minorities
	140
	3.7%
	165
	4.4%
	198
	4.9%
	205
	4.7%
	219
	5.4%
	2.7%

	
	White
	3656
	96.3%
	3601
	95.6%
	3816
	95.1%
	4140
	95.3%
	3802
	94.6%
	97.3%

	
	Unknown
	281
	
	279
	
	204
	
	184
	
	129
	
	

	Area Total
	
	4077
	
	4045
	
	4218
	
	4529
	
	4150
	
	

	Suffolk
	All ethnic minorities
	147
	4.1%
	162
	4.5%
	190
	5.1%
	237
	5.6%
	253
	6.2%
	4.1%

	
	White
	3474
	95.9%
	3451
	95.5%
	3533
	94.9%
	4008
	94.4%
	3855
	93.8%
	95.9%

	
	Unknown
	289
	
	289
	
	245
	
	196
	
	134
	
	

	Area Total
	
	3910
	
	3902
	
	3968
	
	4441
	
	4242
	
	

	East of England


	All ethnic minorities
	3412
	11.3%
	3876
	12.5%
	4230
	13.3%
	4911
	13.9%
	4875
	14.5%
	6.6%

	
	White
	26887
	88.7%
	27227
	87.5%
	27626
	86.7%
	30496
	86.1%
	28842
	85.5%
	93.4%

	
	Unknown
	2400
	
	2234
	
	1938
	
	1627
	
	1271
	
	

	Grand Total
	
	32699
	
	33337
	
	33794
	
	37034
	
	34988
	
	

	
	Source: UCAS


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


23. Therefore, over the period 2002 – 2006, there has been a noticeable increase in the number of ethnic minority learners applying for full time higher education. Table 5 shows that although there have been increases in applications over the period from all groups in absolute terms, there is considerable diversity in the proportion of applicants relative to the overall population of the ethnic group and in the rate of increase. 
24. Most noticeable is the significant increase in the number of Black African applicants over the period such that by 2006 it constitutes the ethnic minority group with the most applications. This varies across the region and is most marked in Thurrock, where from only 12 applicants in 2002, in 2006 102 applicants, a sixth of the total applicant population from the local authority, were Black African. Other analysis has indicated that these are largely mature applicants, many applying to Health and Social Care professional programmes. A similar increase has occurred in the East Midlands.  As discussed above, Table 6 indicates that the conversion of acceptances among this group is very low. 
	Table 4.  Accepted applicants by Ethnicity, Area and Year


	LEA
	Ethnic origin
	2002
	 
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	 
	Mid-2004-estimate of population

	Bedfordshire and Luton
	All ethnic minorities
	744
	25.7%
	892
	28.5%
	929
	29.8%
	1053
	30.3%
	1012
	30.6%
	15.6%

	
	White
	2156
	74.3%
	2239
	71.5%
	2188
	70.2%
	2425
	69.7%
	2294
	69.4%
	84.4%

	
	Unknown
	290
	
	287
	 
	274
	
	198
	 
	242
	 
	 

	Area total
	All accepted applicants
	3190
	 
	3418
	 
	3391
	 
	3676
	 
	3548
	 
	 

	Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
	All ethnic minorities
	337
	9.5%
	369
	10.5%
	418
	11.9%
	476
	11.5%
	467
	13.2%
	7.2%

	
	White
	3200
	90.5%
	3149
	89.5%
	3091
	88.1%
	3678
	88.5%
	3075
	86.8%
	92.8%

	
	Unknown
	234
	
	206
	 
	175
	
	172
	 
	154
	 
	 

	Area total
	All accepted applicants
	3771
	 
	3724
	 
	3684
	 
	4326
	 
	3696
	 
	 

	Essex (inc. Southend and Thurrock)
	All ethnic minorities
	621
	9.1%
	691
	9.7%
	780
	10.8%
	938
	11.8%
	914
	12.1%
	5.0%

	
	White
	6228
	90.9%
	6418
	90.3%
	6418
	89.2%
	7016
	88.2%
	6613
	87.9%
	95.0%

	
	Unknown
	597
	
	495
	 
	477
	
	357
	 
	336
	 
	 

	Area total
	All accepted applicants
	7446
	 
	7604
	 
	7675
	 
	8311
	 
	7863
	 
	 

	Hertfordshire
	All ethnic minorities
	874
	14.4%
	911
	15.0%
	961
	15.4%
	1039
	15.3%
	1040
	16.3%
	8.3%

	 
	White
	5179
	85.6%
	5156
	85.0%
	5283
	84.6%
	5746
	84.7%
	5322
	83.7%
	91.7%

	 
	Unknown
	438
	
	359
	 
	302
	
	285
	 
	179
	 
	 

	Area total
	All accepted applicants
	6491
	 
	6426
	 
	6546
	 
	7070
	 
	6541
	 
	 

	Norfolk
	All ethnic minorities
	115
	3.7%
	131
	4.3%
	155
	4.8%
	165
	4.6%
	166
	5.2%
	2.7%

	 
	White
	3002
	96.3%
	2933
	95.7%
	3055
	95.2%
	3410
	95.4%
	2997
	94.8%
	97.3%

	 
	Unknown
	225
	
	221
	 
	147
	
	145
	 
	116
	 
	 

	Area total
	All accepted applicants
	3342
	 
	3285
	 
	3357
	 
	3720
	 
	3279
	 
	 

	Suffolk
	All ethnic minorities
	127
	4.2%
	123
	4.2%
	147
	4.7%
	189
	5.3%
	197
	5.9%
	4.1%

	 
	White
	2891
	95.8%
	2807
	95.8%
	2948
	95.3%
	3351
	94.7%
	3170
	94.1%
	95.9%

	 
	Unknown
	256
	
	242
	 
	211
	
	160
	 
	124
	 
	 

	Area total
	All accepted applicants
	3274
	 
	3172
	 
	3306
	 
	3700
	 
	3491
	 
	 

	East of England
	All ethnic minorities
	2818
	11.1%
	3117
	12.1%
	3390
	12.9%
	3860
	13.1%
	3796
	13.9%
	6.6%

	 
	White
	22656
	88.9%
	22702
	87.9%
	22983
	87.1%
	25626
	86.9%
	23471
	86.1%
	93.4%

	
	Unknown
	2040
	
	1810
	 
	1586
	
	1317
	 
	1151
	 
	 

	Grand Total
	All accepted applicants
	27514
	 
	27629
	 
	27959
	 
	30803
	 
	28418
	 
	 

	Source: UCAS



25. Applicants from the Indian community, until overtaken by Black African applicants, have been the largest ethnic minority group applying for higher education from the East of England, and continue to be the largest minority group of accepted applicants. There has been no noticeable increase in participation from the Indian community. They are significant among the ethnic minority applicant populations of Hertfordshire, Bedfordshire and Luton, Essex and Cambridgeshire and Peterborough.  Indian applicants had in 2006 a conversion rate to acceptances slightly higher than average of 81.9% (cf. 81.6%). 

26. Pakistani applicants constitute the third largest group. In 2006, more than half were resident in Luton (292) and Peterborough (94) where they represent, respectively, 19.6% and 10.9% of all applicants. Conversion rate to acceptances was below average in 2006 at 79.1%.

27. Compared to the Indian and Pakistani communities, were the proportion of applicants is twice that of their representation within the total regional population, the proportion of Black Caribbean applicants is only slightly above that of overall population. Over 70% were in 2006 residents of Bedfordshire, Luton and Hertfordshire. Conversion to acceptances is low at 75.2%.
	Table 5. Applications to UCAS by ethnic group and year



	Ethnic origin
	2002
	 
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	 
	Mid-2004-estimate of population

	Asian - Bangladeshi
	194
	0.6%
	225
	0.7%
	239
	0.8%
	221
	0.6%
	269
	0.8%
	0.4%

	Asian – Chinese
	322
	1.1%
	316
	1.0%
	364
	1.1%
	346
	1.0%
	308
	0.9%
	0.5%

	Asian – Indian
	757
	2.5%
	839
	2.7%
	822
	2.6%
	845
	2.4%
	903
	2.7%
	1.2%

	Asian - Other Asian background
	259
	0.9%
	251
	0.8%
	276
	0.9%
	339
	1.0%
	276
	0.8%
	0.4%

	Asian – Pakistani
	539
	1.8%
	602
	1.9%
	634
	2.0%
	614
	1.7%
	641
	1.9%
	0.9%

	Black – African
	312
	1.0%
	409
	1.3%
	604
	1.9%
	908
	2.6%
	907
	2.7%
	0.7%

	Black – Caribbean
	193
	0.6%
	230
	0.7%
	211
	0.7%
	274
	0.8%
	266
	0.8%
	0.6%

	Black - Other black background
	47
	0.2%
	65
	0.2%
	64
	0.2%
	87
	0.2%
	72
	0.2%
	0.1%

	Mixed – Other mixed background
	199
	0.7%
	243
	0.8%
	278
	0.9%
	355
	1.0%
	318
	0.9%
	0.3%

	Mixed – White and Asian
	272
	0.9%
	309
	1.0%
	320
	1.0%
	360
	1.0%
	368
	1.1%
	0.4%

	Mixed – White and Black Africa
	51
	0.2%
	68
	0.2%
	75
	0.2%
	100
	0.3%
	95
	0.3%
	0.2%

	Mixed – White and Black Caribbean
	108
	0.4%
	157
	0.5%
	183
	0.6%
	230
	0.6%
	230
	0.7%
	0.4%

	Other ethnic background
	159
	0.5%
	162
	0.5%
	160
	0.5%
	232
	0.7%
	222
	0.7%
	0.4%

	All ethnic minorities
	3412
	11.3%
	3876
	12.5%
	4230
	13.3%
	4911
	13.9%
	4875
	14.5%
	6.6%

	White
	26887
	88.7%
	27227
	87.5%
	27626
	86.7%
	30496
	86.1%
	28842
	85.5%
	93.4%

	All with known ethnicity
	30299
	100.0%
	31103
	100.0%
	31856
	100.0%
	35407
	100.0%
	33717
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Unknown
	2400
	 
	2234
	 
	1938
	 
	1627
	 
	1271
	 
	 

	Grand Total
	32699
	 
	33337
	 
	33794
	 
	37034
	 
	34988
	 
	 


Source: UCAS
Table 6. Accepted applicants by ethnic group and age in the East of England

	Ethnic origin
	2002
	 
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	 
	Mid-2004-estimate of population

	Asian - Bangladeshi
	156
	0.6%
	170
	0.7%
	189
	0.7%
	175
	0.6%
	220
	0.8%
	0.4%

	Asian – Chinese
	273
	1.1%
	282
	1.1%
	308
	1.2%
	293
	1.0%
	275
	1.0%
	0.5%

	Asian – Indian
	655
	2.6%
	730
	2.8%
	703
	2.7%
	710
	2.4%
	740
	2.7%
	1.2%

	Asian - Other Asian background
	212
	0.8%
	198
	0.8%
	212
	0.8%
	276
	0.9%
	208
	0.8%
	0.4%

	Asian – Pakistani
	436
	1.7%
	454
	1.8%
	513
	1.9%
	494
	1.7%
	507
	1.9%
	0.9%

	Black – African
	222
	0.9%
	283
	1.1%
	408
	1.5%
	603
	2.0%
	593
	2.2%
	0.7%

	Black – Caribbean
	158
	0.6%
	182
	0.7%
	162
	0.6%
	202
	0.7%
	200
	0.7%
	0.6%

	Black - Other black background
	37
	0.1%
	48
	0.2%
	51
	0.2%
	61
	0.2%
	52
	0.2%
	0.1%

	Mixed - Other mixed background
	171
	0.7%
	203
	0.8%
	230
	0.9%
	303
	1.0%
	254
	0.9%
	0.3%

	Mixed - White and Asian
	239
	0.9%
	262
	1.0%
	278
	1.1%
	306
	1.0%
	309
	1.1%
	0.4%

	Mixed - White and Black Africa
	39
	0.2%
	55
	0.2%
	58
	0.2%
	77
	0.3%
	74
	0.3%
	0.2%

	Mixed - White and Black Caribbean
	88
	0.3%
	120
	0.5%
	151
	0.6%
	177
	0.6%
	191
	0.7%
	0.4%

	Other ethnic background
	132
	0.5%
	130
	0.5%
	127
	0.5%
	183
	0.6%
	173
	0.6%
	0.4%

	All ethnic minorities
	2818
	11.1%
	3117
	12.1%
	3390
	12.9%
	3860
	13.1%
	3796
	13.9%
	6.6%

	White
	22656
	88.9%
	22702
	87.9%
	22983
	87.1%
	25626
	86.9%
	23471
	86.1%
	93.4%

	All with known ethnicity
	25474
	100.0%
	25819
	100.0%
	26373
	100.0%
	29486
	100.0%
	27267
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Unknown
	2040
	
	1810
	 
	1586
	
	1317
	 
	1151
	 
	 

	All accepted applicants
	27514
	 
	27629
	 
	27959
	 
	30803
	 
	28418
	 
	 


Source: UCAS

28. There is a growing population of people from Eastern Europe now living in the region, although the numbers cannot be easily identified. The 2004 mid year estimates show that 3.0% of the East of England population are “White: Other White” which includes any white person not classed as White British or White Irish. Cambridgeshire (excluding Peterborough) with 4.8% and Hertfordshire (3.7%) are the local authorities with the highest proportion of this group. The typical age profile and temporariness of Eastern European communities make it unlikely that there will be many HE applicants in the immediate future, but unfortunately, as UCAS no longer use the category “White Other” any trends will be difficult to identify.

DISABILITY
29. Before discussing the successful trend in the application and acceptances of learners with disabilities, it should be noted that counts of disabled learners are, in effect, totals of the number of declarations of disability rather than, necessarily, the number of students with disabilities. Thus, any improvement may solely describe a greater willingness to state a disability to UCAS rather than higher education becoming more accessible for learners with disabilities.

	Table 7.  UCAS APPLICANTS BY DISABILITY, YEAR AND AREA 

	Area Partnership
	 
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	 

	Beds & Luton
	With disability
	184
	4.4%
	149
	3.6%
	239
	5.4%
	209
	5.0%

	 
	All applicants
	4,154
	 
	4,147
	 
	4,452
	 
	4,219
	 

	Cambs & Peterborough
	With disability
	266
	5.9%
	317
	7.1%
	341
	6.6%
	328
	7.3%

	 
	All applicants
	4,473
	 
	4,470
	 
	5,131
	 
	4,509
	 

	Essex, Southend & Thurrock
	With disability
	467
	5.1%
	447
	4.8%
	524
	5.2%
	538
	5.6%

	 
	All applicants
	9,092
	 
	9,229
	 
	10,137
	 
	9,640
	 

	Hertfordshire 
	With disability
	405
	5.3%
	429
	5.5%
	475
	5.7%
	489
	6.2%

	 
	All applicants
	7,671
	 
	7,762
	 
	8,344
	 
	7,911
	 

	Norfolk 
	With disability
	258
	6.4%
	260
	6.2%
	280
	6.2%
	266
	6.5%

	 
	All applicants
	4,045
	 
	4,218
	 
	4,529
	 
	4,106
	 

	Suffolk 
	With disability
	210
	5.4%
	230
	5.8%
	285
	6.4%
	270
	6.4%

	 
	All applicants
	3,902
	 
	3,968
	 
	4,441
	 
	4,214
	 

	East of England
	With disability
	1,790
	5.4%
	1,832
	5.4%
	2,144
	5.8%
	2,100
	6.1%

	 
	All applicants
	33,337
	 
	33,794
	 
	37,034
	 
	34,599
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TABLE 8. UCAS ACCEPTED APPLICANTS BY DISABILITY AND YEAR OF APPLICATION

	Area Partnership
	 
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	 

	Beds & Luton
	With disability
	145
	4.2%
	131
	3.9%
	195
	5.3%
	169
	4.9%

	 
	All accepted applicants
	3,418
	 
	3,391
	 
	3,676
	 
	3,440
	 

	Cambs & Peterborough
	With disability
	218
	5.9%
	269
	7.3%
	283
	6.5%
	268
	7.3%

	 
	All accepted applicants
	3,724
	 
	3,684
	 
	4,326
	 
	3,652
	 

	Essex, Southend &Thurrock 
	With disability
	383
	5.0%
	376
	4.9%
	416
	5.0%
	433
	5.6%

	 
	All accepted applicants
	7,604
	 
	7,675
	 
	8,311
	 
	7,767
	 

	Hertfordshire 
	With disability
	330
	5.1%
	359
	5.5%
	398
	5.6%
	385
	5.9%

	 
	All accepted applicants
	6,426
	 
	6,546
	 
	7,070
	 
	6,479
	 

	Norfolk 
	With disability
	202
	6.1%
	195
	5.8%
	239
	6.4%
	204
	6.3%

	 
	All accepted applicants
	3,285
	 
	3,357
	 
	3,720
	 
	3,235
	 

	Suffolk 
	With disability
	169
	5.3%
	184
	5.6%
	230
	6.2%
	216
	6.2%

	 
	All accepted applicants
	3,172
	 
	3,306
	 
	3,700
	 
	3,463
	 

	East of England
	With disability
	1,447
	5.2%
	1,514
	5.4%
	1,761
	5.7%
	1,670
	6.0%

	 
	All accepted applicants
	27,629
	 
	27,959
	 
	30,803
	 
	28,036
	 

	Source: UCAS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


30. Tables 7 and 8 indicate that across the region there has been a satisfactory increase in the proportion of accepted applicants with a declared disability from 5.2% in 2003 to 6.0% in 2006, and a similar increase in applicants from 5.4% to 6.1%. There is, though, a marked variation between Areas, with Cambridgeshire and Peterborough having in 2006 7.3% of accepted applicants declaring a disability and Bedfordshire and Luton only 4.9%, a pattern consistent over the period 2003 – 2006. This appears to be due to there being significantly fewer accepted applicants with a specific learning difference (SpLD) from Bedfordshire and Luton. On average across the region, 55% of applicants declaring a disability have a SpLD. Combining the applicants over the four years 2003 – 2006, whereas 4.1% of the total applicants from Cambridgeshire and Peterborough declare a SpLD, from Bedfordshire and Luton only 2.4% do so (East of England, 3.1%) with only 1.0% from Luton. Arguably this is because the standard psychometric tests for SpLD are in English and assume a thorough understanding of (white) British culture in a town where 59.5% of applicants are from ethnic minorities.
31. The conversion rate to acceptances for applicants with disabilities is less than the average in each of the four years. In 2006, 79.5% of disabled applicants become accepted compared to 81.0% overall. This does not appear to be the effect of any particular forms of disability.
	TABLE 9 UCAS APPLICANTS BY TYPE OF DISABILITY AND YEAR

	Category of disability
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	 

	Autistic disorder
	19
	 
	19
	 
	41
	 
	55
	 

	Blind/partial sight
	52
	 
	53
	 
	48
	 
	52
	 

	Deaf/partial hearing
	74
	 
	79
	 
	93
	 
	94
	 

	Learning difficulty
	1,018
	 
	1,047
	 
	1,139
	 
	1,115
	 

	Mental health
	59
	 
	81
	 
	90
	 
	99
	 

	Multiple disabilities
	63
	 
	58
	 
	69
	 
	66
	 

	Other disability
	231
	 
	254
	 
	339
	 
	311
	 

	Unseen disability
	223
	 
	190
	 
	262
	 
	226
	 

	Wheelchair/mobility
	51
	 
	51
	 
	63
	 
	82
	 

	All with disability
	1,790
	5.4%
	1,832
	5.4%
	2,144
	5.8%
	2,100
	6.1%

	No disability
	31,547
	94.6%
	31,962
	94.6%
	34,890
	94.2%
	32,499
	93.9%

	Grand Total
	33,337
	100%
	33,794
	100%
	37,034
	100%
	34,599
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TABLE 10 UCAS ACCEPTED APPLICANTS BY TYPE OF DISABILITY AND YEAR

	Category of disability
	2003
	 
	2004
	 
	2005
	 
	2006
	 

	Autistic disorder
	16
	 
	18
	 
	39
	 
	47
	 

	Blind/partial sight
	42
	 
	44
	 
	39
	 
	41
	 

	Deaf/partial hearing
	58
	 
	69
	 
	70
	 
	78
	 

	Learning difficulty
	826
	 
	874
	 
	942
	 
	882
	 

	Mental health
	46
	 
	63
	 
	65
	 
	72
	 

	Multiple disabilities
	53
	 
	47
	 
	60
	 
	54
	 

	Other disability
	179
	 
	210
	 
	285
	 
	248
	 

	Unseen disability
	187
	 
	147
	 
	211
	 
	186
	 

	Wheelchair/mobility
	40
	 
	42
	 
	50
	 
	62
	 

	All with disability
	1,447
	5.2%
	1,514
	5.4%
	1,761
	5.7%
	1,670
	6.0%

	No disability
	26,182
	94.8%
	26,445
	94.6%
	29,042
	94.3%
	26,366
	94.0%

	All accepted applicants
	27,629
	100%
	27,959
	100%
	30,803
	100%
	28,036
	100%


32. Tables 9 and 10 show that the types of declared disability across the East of England. The high proportion of students with SpLD is apparent. There have been significant increases in the, albeit low, number of applicants and accepted applicants with autism spectrum disorders and mental health problems.

ATTAINMENT AT AGE 15
33. Table 11 shows the trend in performance at GCSE in the ten local authorities in the Region. Note that because the data is attained from the DfES as percentages it is not possible to construct Area figures.
TABLE 11 GCSE PERFORMANCE BY LOCAL AUTHORITY AND YEAR
	LA Average
	%age of 15 year old pupils achieving 5+ A*-C (and equivalent) including Mathematics and English GCSEs
	%age of 15 year old pupils achieving 5+ A*-C (and equivalent)

	 
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Bedfordshire
	
	39.3
	38.3
	41.8
	44.0
	51.2
	50.8
	51.2
	53.4
	56.1

	Luton
	
	28.2
	31.6
	35.1
	36.3
	39.5
	41.5
	43.8
	49.9
	50.8

	Cambridgeshire
	
	43.8
	44.8
	49.2
	50.0
	54.3
	54.7
	56.2
	58.5
	60.0

	Peterborough
	
	35.4
	33.7
	38.9
	38.9
	42.8
	46.6
	48.5
	53.5
	57.4

	Essex
	
	41.6
	42.2
	42.9
	45.0
	53.5
	55.0
	55.4
	56.4
	58.7

	Southend-on-Sea
	
	46.6
	46.3
	48.4
	49.6
	56.0
	56.6
	57.2
	61.3
	62.7

	Thurrock
	
	35.2
	33.9
	34.0
	38.5
	46.8
	49.4
	45.3
	48.8
	55.8

	Hertfordshire
	
	47.8
	49.0
	50.9
	53.5
	56.7
	58.1
	58.5
	61.4
	64.3

	Norfolk
	
	38.9
	39.2
	42.0
	44.3
	50.4
	50.3
	50.5
	52.4
	55.1

	Suffolk
	
	42.7
	43.1
	45.9
	45.8
	56.5
	57.0
	57.3
	58.1
	59.2

	England Average
	 
	41.9
	42.6
	44.3
	45.3
	51.6
	52.9
	53.7
	56.3
	58.5

	Source: DfES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2002 GCSE data including Maths and English is not available 
	
	
	
	
	


34. All authorities show in 2006 an improved attainment rate, other than Suffolk for five A*-C GCSEs with Maths and English where there is a slight decline from the 2005 figure, although the county is above the average for England. It is three of the urban unitary authorities that demonstrate the poorest achievement rates (Southend-on-Sea is an exception as figures are skewed by the four grammar schools in the authority). This is particularly noticeable for five A*-C GCSEs with Maths and English. Norfolk has similar levels of deprivation in parts of the county and a overall poor progression to HE rate, but the GCSE attainment is at the level of the more affluent Bedfordshire. This is in line with the common observation that rural areas have high levels of attainment at GCSE but lower rates of HE participation.
35. The performance within each authority against five A*-C GCSEs with Maths and English relative to that for any five A*-C GCSEs raises a number of questions. Whereas Luton has the worst attainment rates for both measures, Peterborough in 2005 and 2006 is ranked 8th and substantially part of a bottom group of authorities when considering the measure including Maths and English, when these specific subjects are not part of the criteria, its ranking increases to 6th with a better record than Bedfordshire and Norfolk. 
36. An analysis of young participation by Area, demonstrates patterns of GCSE performance and HE progression is appended.

SCHOOL CULTURE
37. As a proxy for the extent that widening participation to HE is part of the culture in a school, OFSTED reports were read for mention of “Aimhigher”, “Excellence in Cities” “Excellence Clusters”, “Education Action Zones” or “widening participation”. Whilst the non-mention in an OFSTED report does not signify any lack of activity, and can reflect the interests of the inspection team, it is justified to suggest its presence in a report indicates that widening participation is part of the culture of the school. Table 12 shows the number of schools in each Area mentioning Aimhigher, etc. 

TABLE 12. MENTIONS OF AIMHIGHER OR EQUIVALENT TERM IN SCHOOLS OFSTED REPORTS
	Area
	No. of Ofsted visits to schools engaged in Aimhigher activity
	No. of Ofsted reports with references to Aimhigher
	% with an Aimhigher reference

	Bedfordshire and Luton
	20
	8
	40.00

	Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
	16
	2
	12.50

	Essex
	37
	15
	40.54

	Hertfordshire
	27
	3
	11.11

	Norfolk
	24
	5
	20.83

	Suffolk
	10
	1
	10.00

	Totals
	134
	34
	25.37

	
	
	
	


38. Table 13 shows the number of paragraphs in Area-wide Reviews that refer to widening participation. This latter table must be read with regard to the date of the last OFSTED Area Review which explains the absence of references in the Hertfordshire and Suffolk Reviews.

TABLE 13.  MENTIONS OF AIMHIGHER OR EQUIVALENT IN AREA-WIDE REVIEWS
	Local authority
	Date of last Ofsted LA Inspection
	No. of paragraphs in report referencing “Aimhigher”

	Bedfordshire
	March 2002
	4

	Cambridgeshire
	January 2004
	0

	Essex
	Oct 2004
	1

	Hertfordshire
	January 2000
	0

	Luton
	July 2002
	8

	Norfolk
	September 2002
	13

	Peterborough
	January 2003
	2

	Southend-on-Sea
	January 2003
	15

	Suffolk
	December 2001
	0

	Thurrock
	January 2005
	5



CONCLUSION


39. This brief overview across the East of England demonstrates that there is an upward trend in participation in higher education by under-represented groups. At this level of analysis, it is not possible to claim a strong association between these trends and the work of Aimhigher and its predecessors, but at least, there is a widening of participation to which Aimhigher is contributing. It is unfortunate that the key target group of working class learners (ie those from lower socio-economic groups) is so difficult to accurately read because of the high and growing proportion of “unknowns” in UCAS data.
 
40. The analysis has hinted at the need to take account of distinctions between the rural and coastal and the urban when considering class. This relates to other work being undertaken by the Regional Development and Support Team and will be the subject of a seminar in autumn 2007.
41. The analysis also brings out the interaction between the categories of class, ethnicity and disability. For example, ethnocentric assessment procedures for dyslexia and, possibly, that some ethnic groups construct occupational identities differently and make more difficult an allocation to a socio-economic group. 

42. It is hoped that this paper provides a useful overview to trends in widening participation in the East of England and that it can be enhanced through analysis of additional data sets at a later point.
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� Note that totals of accepted applicants will exclude both applicants who have not been offered a full-time HE place and those who decide not to accept an offered place. There is anecdotal evidence that there is a growing gap between those counted by UCAS as accepted applicants and those who complete a registration and remain at least to the census point with an HE provider. This information would only be available from HESA in the following year.


�  All percentages about ethnic minority applicants exclude the unknown category, which is considerably smaller than in the case of socio-economic groups.





� Unknowns against occupation of main wage earner are even more plentiful in HESA data sets
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