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1. Background
The Working Group was set up prior to the summer of 2011, with the following “purpose and objectives”:

· To ensure that both financial and pedagogic perspectives are embedded in PGT programme review;

· To progress towards systematic review of CHSS PGT programmes over the 2011-2012 academic year;

· To feed into the other ongoing strategic reviews centered on teaching and learning at PGT level on the key themes of expansion and employability;

· Longer term, to facilitate Schools with planning strategically at three key points in PGT development (i) proposal of new programmes; (ii) review of ongoing programmes (e.g. in terms of reviewing academic and other resources needed); and (iii) cancellation of non-viable programmes.

The group was chaired by James Chalmers (Law), who met with Dr Stana Nenadic (HCA) and Dr Alex Thomson (LLC) over the course of the summer, with other discussions taking place by email. The group’s remit provided that CPGSC would “develop and approve guidance for Schools based on the Working Group’s report”. It is for CPGSC to decide how best to take this forward.

2. Summary of key recommendations

· It is not and will never be appropriate to assess the merits of offering a particular programme of study purely by reference to the cost of doing so. Costing is an important part of decision-making in this context but can never be determinative. A range of non-financial considerations (see 5 below for a non-exhaustive list of examples) are of significant importance.

· It should, at least in the first instance, be for Schools to decide how they allocate their resources, but Schools should be able to demonstrate that they are doing so on a properly informed basis, both at the stage of programme proposal and programme review.
· The group proposes that the costing of PGT programmes is best approached by means of a top-slice model. In the same way as a proportion of the fees paid by students is top-sliced by the University for central budgets, so Schools should top-slice an appropriate percentage of the funds which come to Schools thereafter (see 4.1 for a discussion of how this should be calculated).

· Having regard to the complexity and interrelationship between different PGT programmes in CHSS, costing is best undertaken on a course by course basis in the first instance, although this data may then be used to build programme level analyses.

3. Guiding principles

The group approached its task with the following principles in mind:

· Sustainability is in this context primarily a matter of assessing the resource implications of a programme, and thereafter deciding whether it is appropriate to offer or continue offering the programme – and also how, having regard to the School’s workload model, it is to be delivered – in light of this and all other relevant information. It is not and will never be appropriate to assess the merits of offering a particular programme of study purely by reference to the cost of doing so.
· Any costing model needs to operate as something of a "ready reckoner", allowing Schools to estimate the cost of PGT teaching without being overly cumbersome.
· A costing model may have benefits beyond assessing sustainability (e.g. a model showing profitability would be helpful in making a business case for a new member of staff) and this should be borne in mind in developing one.
· It would not be appropriate to dictate to Schools precisely what tools should be used in order to assess sustainability. Instead, this process should provide Schools with tools which may be used for this purpose, and Schools should then decide how to assess sustainability in the manner best appropriate to their discipline or disciplines.
· It should, at least in the first instance, be for Schools to decide how they allocate their resources, but Schools should be able to demonstrate that they are doing so on a properly informed basis.
4. Assessing the cost of taught postgraduate provision

4.1 The top-slice approach

It is theoretically possible (and at least one School has at one point attempted) to calculate the cost of delivering a taught postgraduate programme by listing all the interactions which a typical students would have with members of staff over the course of their studies, and then costing each of these. Such an approach, however, is extremely cumbersome and – despite the illusion which may be generated by its attempts at comprehensiveness – unlikely to produce accurate results.

In our view, the costing of taught postgraduate programmes should instead be predicated on a top-slice model. This will already be familiar to Schools: a proportion of all tuition fees paid by students (currently 47%) is top-sliced to the central university, with the remaining 53% being paid directly to Schools.
 We propose that any School costing model should top-slice a further proportion from that 53%, which would be attributed to the general School-level administrative costs associated with delivering taught postgraduate programmes. The remaining monies are then available to pay for teaching and assessment, which a costing model should seek to capture with reasonable accuracy.

For example, the School of Law has estimated the amount of time spent by staff in particular administrative roles on taught postgraduate matters as follows (thanks are due to Dr Lisa Kendall for assistance here). The exact figures have been deleted from this table so as not to give any indication of the salaries of individuals, but the methodology it represents is hopefully clear.

	Support and Administration
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Job title
	FTE
	Number of staff
	Cost per staff member
	Total cost
	Notes

	PG Administrative Assistant
	1
	2
	
	

	PGR Admin Officer
	0.1
	1
	
	
	

	Graduate Manager/Academic Admin Off
	0.2
	2
	
	
	

	Distance Learning SSO
	0.05
	1
	
	
	

	Distance Learning Manager
	0.05
	1
	
	
	

	Communication and KE Officer
	0.3
	1
	
	
	

	School Administrator
	0.15
	1
	
	
	

	Head of School
	0.15
	1
	
	

	PG Director
	0.5
	1
	
	
	

	IT Support
	0.2
	1
	
	
	

	IT advice and guidance
	0.05
	1
	
	
	

	Gen admin support
	0.1
	1
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	 
	 
	
	XXX
	 


The figure of XXX noted as the total equates to around 15% of the total tuition fee income which the School receives from taught postgraduate students. It is likely that an exercise such as this will underestimate costs: it is unlikely to capture all the administrative effort involved across the entirety of the School and does not incorporate fixed costs such as equipment or consumables – although if any School had unusually high costs of this nature they could of course be incorporated specifically – and so for modelling purposes we would suggest that an appropriate top-slice to apply in such a case would be 20%. We would suggest that 20% represents a useful default rule, but it should be relatively straightforward for individual Schools to carry out this exercise and assess an appropriate top-slice figure for their own purposes.

On the basis of a 20% top-slice, the proportion of the overall tuition fee paid by a student which is available to the School to pay for their teaching and assessment is 42.4%.

There may in some cases, however, be programme-specific costs which cannot be captured within the top-slice nor within the costs of individual courses (e.g. costs associated with lab or equipment use; costs associated with students traveling abroad for part of a programme; significant marketing costs over and above the School’s general marketing budget). Schools should seek to identify these costs where they exist and ensure that they are given an appropriate place in their analysis. Additional Programme Costs may in some circumstances be used to cover these.

4.2 Assessing the cost of individual programmes: the unit of analysis

To someone without experience of the delivery of taught postgraduate programmes in CHSS, costing may seem a simple matter. It is relatively easy to work out how much tuition fee income is received from the students registered for a particular degree. Surely it should be equally straightforward – especially if the top-slicing model advocated above is adopted – to work out how much that programme costs to deliver, and therefore work out whether the programme runs at a surplus or a deficit?

The fundamental difficulty with this approach is that CHSS postgraduate programmes are rarely free-standing in this way. An extreme example is the School of Law’s “general” LLM degree, which allows students to select with very little restriction from the entire range of taught postgraduate courses offered by the School. More commonly, however, students will be required to take certain core courses while selecting from a broader range of options available to multiple programmes. Even “core” courses may be core to more than one programme. Programme-level costing is not simple and it should not be assumed to be simple.

There are two possible approaches to this problem. The first is not to assess costs at the level of the programme, but instead at the level of the individual course. The second is to develop a richer, more complex costing model for programmes which allows account to be taken of the flexibility of CHSS programmes.

Both approaches have their advantages and disadvantages, and which is preferred will depend on the purpose for which costing is being conducted. A course-level approach is easier to apply and is likely to be of most use to Schools on a day-to-day basis, when the focus is more likely to be on whether individual modules should be run than whether entire programmes should be developed, continued or withdrawn. A programme-level model, however, is likely to be of more assistance when a School is considering more strategic, medium-term, issues.

Whichever approach is adopted, it will be necessary for staff time to be costed. We believe that this should be costed at a flat rate based on the mid-point of the UE09 (senior lecturer) scale, with the necessary uplift for employment costs. At present, these are £27.14/hour and a 25.10% uplift,
 meaning that staff time should be costed at £34/hour.
 We do not think it would be appropriate to attempt to differentiate between teaching delivered by staff members of differing seniority, which would be excessively cumbersome and might imply that the model required teaching responsibilities to be moved from senior to junior staff in order to ensure sustainability.

However, if a course is taught – whether in whole or in part – by staff who are “bought in” for that purpose, then the actual fee they are paid should replace the flat rate for costing purposes.
4.2.1 Some guidance for costing

The nature of PGT provision varies considerably across the College, and Schools must themselves assess precisely how to implement costing. In outline, however, we would propose the following:

· The top-slice approach outlined at 4.1 above should be adopted. Schools should individually calculate what top-slice would be appropriate for their own purposes. It may in some cases be appropriate to apply different top-slices to different subject areas within a School, provided the basis for this can be clearly demonstrated.

· Schools should thereafter identify:

· (a) the income attributable to each course. For a 20 credit course, this will normally be one-ninth of the tuition fees, after top-slicing, paid by students. (For the dissertation, it will normally be one-third.) In most cases this can be calculated by establishing the number of home/EU and overseas students taking each course, although there may be some additional complexity where courses are being taken by students on a variety of different programmes with different tuition fees.

· (b) the cost of delivering each individual course, including assessment.

· (c) the cost of dissertation supervision and assessment per student in each specific discipline

· (d) any other costs associated with the programme and not covered by the top slice.

· In some Schools, it may be sufficient to assess costs and sustainability on a course by course basis. Where it is desired to assess this on a programme by programme basis, then it should be a straightforward basis to attribute courses to programmes for this purpose. A course could be “split” for this purpose – e.g. attributed 50% to Programme X and 50% to Programme Y. Such devices should be based on the relative significance of the course to each programme and not used in order to massage the figures produced thereafter.

The remainder of this section provides examples of how this approach might be implemented in specific Schools, based on the work of the members of the working group. These models are illustrative only; no School is required to adopt any one of them.

4.2.2. A worked example of costing at course level: the HCA Model

This section sets out a costing model developed by Dr Stana Nenadic with reference to HCA programmes.

In the spirit of achieving a simple ‘ready reckoner’ approach and taking into consideration the fact that in many Schools, as in HCA, there is little classroom teaching distinct to a single degree programme (viz. students are mostly taught though option courses that serve several degree programmes), this model is based on the cost of delivering a typical unit of teaching (20 credit course) on a sliding scale of student numbers.  

· Costing is based on fee spine point -1 (£5,100) for a ‘home student’ and an assumed hourly teaching rate of £34 as noted at para 4.1 above.

· School income per student for average 20 credit taught course (or dissertation credit equivalent) less University and School topslice (47% and 20% respectively) is £240.

· Staff cost of delivering average 20 credit taught course not including cost of assessing each student (assume 40 hours per 20 credits) is £1360.

Income, cost (including cost of assessment at 2 hours per student) and profit/loss for a 20 credit course on a scale of student numbers (home fees).

Student numbers


Income

Cost
 
Profit/Loss

1 student



£240

£1428

- £1188

6 students 



£1440

£1768

- £328

7 students



£1680

£1836

- £156

8 students



£1970

£1972

- £2

10 students



£2400

£2040

+ £360

20 students



£4800

£2720

+ £2080

On this model, classes that comprise 7 or fewer home students make a loss – 8 students represents the break-even point.  No class should, therefore, be taught that does not have 8 or more students. 

Since the fee differential for overseas students is £7100, the above figures can be modified by the presence of overseas students (viz a class of 6 students which includes 2 overseas students will generate an income of £2108 and thus yield a profit of £218).  In History, Classics and Archaeology the home to overseas student ratio for taught programmes is 3 to 2 (2011 intake).  Thus a class or programme of 6 students will, typically, include at least 2 overseas students and achieve a modest profit.  

When calculating the cost of a degree programme in the HCA model, take the 20 credit course cost, multiply by 9 and add a notional cost for degree programme coordination of 20 hours, viz £680.  [NB: The latter cost is based on the assumption, as in HCA, that all teaching input is from full-time academic staff.]  With programme organization costs added, a programme with 8 home students will make a loss of £698, but a programme with 8 students one of whom is ‘overseas’ will make a profit of £2312. A programme with 10 ‘home students’ will make a profit of £2560.

4.2.2. A worked example of costing at programme level: the LLC Model

This section sets out a costing model developed by Dr Thomson in relation to LLC programmes. A worked example is found later in this paper (Appendix A).

4.2.2.1 Aims

The aim of this proposed model is to provide a usable model for reckoning the costs of running taught postgraduate programmes within LLC. It is designed to take into account the diversity of programme provision across the school. Its primary purpose is not to establish the ‘profitability’ of programmes, but to offer a tool for resource allocation and planning at school, subject area and programme level. This recognises that the decision on whether or not to run a particular programme is not primarily a matter of assessing its value to the school in terms of income, but of assessing whether this is the best use of resources which we have already acquired, and which it would be painful and unpleasant to divest ourselves of – i.e. our staff. Most programme development to date has involved the increased exploitation of staff time – where possible by substituting PGT teaching for UG teaching; but often by encroaching into research time, or driving up workloads in general. There are areas of the school where PG teaching is not fully factored into workload allocation, and this model hopes to assist subject area heads in understanding the resource implications of PGT teaching at school level for their subject area staff. Because recent staff appointments have already been, and future appointments will almost certainly be, connected to the planning of PGT provision, this model aims to help strategic planning at school and subject area level. It is also intended to help us understand the resource implications of programmes running with very small numbers, and of the threshold points at which teaching resources increase dramatically (for example when a core course needs to be run twice when numbers go above 16). There is some potential for the identification of areas where efficiency savings can be made, and to clarify the benefits of the sharing of resources (primarily at course level for programmes with small numbers). Finally, the model aims to protect individual staff members, teaching at course or programme level, by identifying points at which the resources required to sustain a programme increase significantly, so that when the business case for a programme is accepted, certain guarantees can be given by the school and relevant subject areas as to the sustained provision of the resources (primarily staff time) required.

4.2.2.2 Overview.

The model adapts the top-slice approach recommended in the report of the working group on Programme Sustainability to the CPGSC. The main difference is that the model is designed to make comparisons between programmes easier. The proposal would require the preparation of a more detailed template for reckoning the costs of an individual programme; what is presented here is the view from the top down, i.e. between programmes, so as to give a sense of what kind of view of things we are aiming for.

4.2.2.3 Notes:

LLC top-slice: Currently that is assumed to be 20%, but we would need to establish this is roughly accurate at school level, bearing in mind ongoing reorganisation of the postgraduate office. It may also be desirable to find a more variable formula to recognise the different demands placed on the office by programmes of different sizes or complexity. Alternatively, an extra burden on the postgraduate office could be added in as an ‘additional cost’. The key advantage of the top slice model from our point of view is that it allows the review of a programme by its Director and by the school to focus primarily on the staff workload implications.

Teaching costs: This requires identifying the teaching required to sustain a particular programme. This means identifying option courses which are required for any one programme to run, assuming that a certain breadth and extent of courses is necessary. In some cases this might be zero – it might for example be assumed that option courses in a subject area are associated with the largest programme, but made available to others. Currently this does not factor in the costs of postgraduates taking level 10 courses, on the assumption that the additional cost of taking a PG student into a class which is running already is negligible. Marking and Dissertation estimates are provisional; marking in particular may vary for programme; course hours are for classroom time only, preparation has be allowed for by multiplying by a factor of 1.5; my proposal is that a detailed costing for each programme year on year might use the same categories as the Workload Allocation Model, by identifying hours of repeated seminar hours; classes given for the first time and classes repeated from previous years. This would allow us to recognise the efficiency of running a doubled class for example. So there would need to be a more detailed worksheet for each Programme Director to complete, from which the overall picture would be taken.

Still to be factored in: research methods courses. Many programmes share the costs of the semester one research methods course, so it may be that a per student estimate is appropriate here, as an exception to the usual rule of attributing option courses to particular programmes.

Additional Expenditure (non core staff): Some programmes make use of casual teaching, most do not. 

Additional costs: Some programmes involve travel, specialised equipment etc. 

FTE income ‘in’ and ‘out’: This recognises the fact that the courses for some programmes attract students from outwith the programme, or even the school. It allows for the fact that a programme might be designed in such a way as to have relevant options which would be very attractive to students from elsewhere, in order to compensate for low student numbers on the programme itself. In the example presented, students moving between ‘programmes’ balance out between A & B, while C has attracted students from elsewhere so shows a surplus, and D is self-contained.

Cost of teaching per student. This is an example of how the figures might be used. We see from this that (unsurprisingly) it is more resource efficient to teach larger programmes than smaller ones; that although moving from 15 (C) students to 20 students (C*) requires considerable more teaching because core seminar hours double (I’ve also assumed an additional option course), teaching cost per student does not increase that dramatically, and the income increase compensates. So there ought to be no incentive to keep numbers low, provided staff workloads aren’t increased – this might allow subject area heads to plan. It costs considerably more to teach a student on programme D than A. 

4.2.3. A worked example of costing at programme level: the Law Model

The principles outline above can be used to develop a richer model still, an example of which is provided at Appendix B. The figures here are real, although the name of the programme (and of individual courses) has been redacted. This model operates by mapping out the entirety of a programme. It aims to answer the following questions:

Income
· How much School tuition fee income can be attributed to students taking the MSc in Z?

· How much School tuition fee income can be attributed to students from other programmes taking core courses from the MSc in Z?

Expenditure

· How much does it cost to deliver the teaching involved in the core courses peculiar to the MSc in Z?

· How much does it cost to deliver the teaching which students on the MSc in Z receive on other courses?

· How many hours of dissertation supervision does a student on the MSc in Z receive, and how much does this cost?

· How much does it cost to assess the students from programmes other than the MSc in Z who are taking its core courses?

· What is the typical assessment profile of a student on the MSc in Z, and how much does this assessment cost?

· Are there any fixed costs associated with the programme, and what are they?

The attraction of this model is that the spreadsheet which has been prepared (reproduced as a table in Appendix B) allows the user quickly to identify the consequences of making changes to different elements of the programme, such as the tuition fee charged or the profile of assessments taken by a typical student. At the same time, its drawback is that it is use is necessarily time-consuming and may not be intuitive; it does not fulfil the “ready reckoner” approach. Nevertheless, it may be of value to Schools who wish to engage in detailed analysis of specific programmes. James Chalmers, who prepared the model, would be happy to refine it and produce more detailed guidance on its use if there is a demand for this.

5. Non-financial factors to be taken into account in assessing sustainability

It is for a School to decide, once it has assessed the financial implications of running a particular programme, whether it is an appropriate programme for the School to offer. This is a matter on which we should not and will not offer dogmatic guidance. It is for each School to determine, through the normal planning process, what its priorities are.

The question of sustainability is not to be answered by reference to financial factors alone. While it will be less sensitive where a programme is running at a surplus, the fact of a surplus does not in itself mean that a School should continue to offer a programme. There may be legitimate reasons for discontinuing a programme which generates a surplus.

We would suggest that, in assessing sustainability, a School might usefully consider the following (non-exhaustive) list of questions:
· Does the programme further the School’s academic strategy?

· Is the programme necessary for research council accreditation?

· Is (or might) the programme be successful in terms of conversion from PGT to PGR study?

· Does the programme offer something which is not available, or not readily available, at other universities, and which the School believes it is socially valuable to offer?

· Does the programme enhance the academic reputation of the School?

· If the School were to withdraw the programme, what consequences would this have?

The first and last of these questions seem to us to be particularly important, if in different ways. Even profitable programmes should not readily be offered if they do not further the School’s academic strategy (again, something which is for the School to decide). Of course, such a benefit may be indirect – a popular programme might generate income which supported other School activities. There should, however, be a clear academic benefit, even if it is in rare cases indirect, in offering any postgraduate programme.

The last question is important from a practical perspective. If a postgraduate programme runs at a deficit, the financial implications of this will rarely be cured simply by cancelling it. Assuming that the programme was taught and assessed by university staff (as opposed to bought-in teaching), any deficit may simply be worsened. It may in some cases be better to run a programme at a modest deficit than to cancel it and leave certain staff underemployed. Cancellation of any programme should, therefore, involve a clear exit strategy, including consideration of the non-financial factors noted above along with the following points:

· Can the staff teaching on the programme readily be reallocated to teach other courses or undertake other academic duties?

· What effect will cancellation have on the careers of the staff involved in the programme?

· Where a programme employs bought-in teaching, what arrangements are in place to notify hourly paid staff of the programme’s cancellation – particularly where such staff have taught on the programme for some time – and is there any alternative work which these individuals could be offered?

· Will cancellation damage the School’s reputation in any way, and in particular are there any prospective students – particularly, but not limited to, current applicants – or other stakeholders (such as employers or professional bodies) who should be notified that the programme is to be cancelled?

Any possible cancellation should, unless there are exceptional factors making this inappropriate, be openly discussed with all those who might be affected by it. 

6. Building sustainability into programme proposals and review

6.1 Building sustainability into programme proposals

When new postgraduate programmes are proposed, it is normal for postgraduate directors from two different Schools to be asked to act as reviewers. It has not always been clear what role, if any, these reviewers are expected to play in relation to the financial sustainability of a programme. Some reviewers have taken it upon themselves to make comments in this regard; others have not.

Such review is not always helpful at this point, and it is not clear that CPGSC is well-equipped to carry it out. Furthermore, programmes are often proposed where the School has already secured approval to fill an academic post specifically for the purpose of delivering the new programme. In such cases, the business case for the new post has already been accepted elsewhere and if the expenditure associated with the new programme has been committed there is little that CPGSC can usefully do by considering sustainability at this point.

In our view, review of sustainability at this stage should be very light touch. A School should, in submitting a programme proposal, demonstrate in the proposal documentation that it has considered the issue of sustainability, in such manner as it considers appropriate, and considers the programme to be sustainable. Provided that the School demonstrates that it has considered this point, this should be an end of the matter unless that demonstration is manifestly erroneous or inadequate. This is a high threshold which reviewers should rarely find to have been met.

In this regard, Schools should consider in particular (a) the additional cost involved in delivering a new programme – primarily, but not exclusively, staff recruitment; (b) the long-term costs which the School is exposing itself to by preparing to deliver the programme and (c) the “exit strategy” associated with the programme. In some cases, that exit strategy might be simply reallocating staff to other roles if the programme is withdrawn; in other cases anticipated staff retirements may minimize the long-term risk. Where the additional costs and risks involved are low – where, for example, a new programme is developed primarily by the use of existing postgraduate courses offered in a new configuration, with little or no “new” teaching, the exit strategy may be extremely simple. The key point is that a School proposing a new programme should be able clearly to state what it intends to do if the programme proves unsustainable.

6.2 Building sustainability into programme review

Schools should periodically review the sustainability of their postgraduate provision, and should be free to do this at such intervals and by such methods as they see fit. We would recommend, however, that Schools are required specifically to report on this as part of the Postgraduate Programme Review process. It would not be appropriate to prescribe a particular method for this: Schools should simply be required to demonstrate, by whatever means they consider most appropriate to their discipline that they have reviewed sustainability, state what conclusions they have drawn from that review, and what action they intend to take in consequence.

Appendix A

Worked example for LLC Model (4.2.2)

	Comparison of costs for four hypothetical programmes: 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	A large programme run by a subject area
	
	
	
	
	

	A small programme run by a subject area
	
	
	
	
	

	A free-standing programme where teaching provided mostly by core programme team
	
	

	A complex free-standing programme with bought-in teaching
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Programme Title
	
	
	A
	B
	C
	C*
	D

	Student nos. total
	
	
	30
	8
	15
	20
	30

	Home/EU students
	
	
	18
	5
	9
	12
	18

	Overseas
	
	
	
	12
	3
	6
	8
	12

	Total fee income
	
	
	232800
	60750
	116400
	155200
	232800

	Fee income to school (topsliced)
	123384
	32197.5
	61692
	82256
	123384

	Fee income following 20% LLC slice
	98707.2
	25758
	49353.6
	65804.8
	98707.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teaching costs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Core courses [hours]
	80
	40
	40
	80
	80

	
	Option courses [hours]
	80
	60
	60
	80
	120

	
	Marking [8 hours per student]
	240
	64
	120
	160
	240

	
	Dissertation supervision [10 hours]
	300
	80
	150
	200
	300

	Core staff teaching costs total
	
	26520
	9996
	14280
	20400
	28560

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional teaching expenditure (non core staff)
	
	
	
	8000

	Additional costs (travel, equipment/facilities)
	
	
	2000
	2000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FTE income 'in' to programme courses
	5
	10
	5
	5
	

	FTE income 'out' of programme courses
	10
	5
	
	
	

	Balance of FTEs
	
	
	
	
	5
	5
	

	Income to programme from outside
	
	
	1560
	1560
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total teaching cost
	
	
	26520
	9996
	16280
	22400
	36560

	Programme Income - teaching costs
	72187.2
	15762
	34633.6
	44964.8
	62147.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	cost of teaching per student
	
	884.0
	1249.5
	1085.3
	1120.0
	1218.7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Programme Director's time (20 hrs + 1/student)
	1700
	952
	1190
	1360
	1700

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total cost
	
	
	
	28220
	10948
	17470
	23760
	38260

	Total income
	
	
	98707.2
	25758
	49353.6
	65804.8
	98707.2

	Balance
	
	
	
	70487.2
	14810
	33443.6
	43604.8
	60447.2


Appendix B

Detailed programme level costing: an example (4.2.3)

	NAME OF PROGRAMME
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Fee spine point
	Tuition fee

	MSc in [redacted]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-1
	5,100

	WHAT FEE SPINE POINTS WILL APPLY TO THE PROGRAMME, AND WHAT APC (IF ANY) WILL BE CHARGED?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	6,550

	Home/EU:
	-1
	Overseas:
	5
	APC:
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	7,850

	TOP-SLICING
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	These figures mean the percentage of a full tuition fee available to pay for the cost of an individual 20 credit course is:
	
	
	
	2
	8,950

	University:
	47%
	School:
	20%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4.71%
	
	
	3
	10,050

	HOW MANY STUDENTS? ENTER EITHER ACTUAL OR ANTICIPATED NUMBERS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	4
	11,150

	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2
	
	YEAR 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	12,200

	Home/EU:
	1
	Home/EU:
	11
	Home/EU:
	11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6
	13,500

	Overseas:
	1
	Overseas:
	6
	Overseas:
	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	7
	14,800

	HOW MANY 20-CREDIT COURSES WILL A TYPICAL STUDENT TAKE FROM OUTWITH THIS PROGRAMME?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	8
	16,050

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9
	17,500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	18,900

	WHAT IS THE AVERAGE SIZE OF COURSE (IN TERMS OF STUDENT NUMBERS) A TYPICAL STUDENT WILL TAKE?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	11
	20,250

	20
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	12
	21,700

	DESCRIBE THE TYPICAL 'OUTSIDE' COURSE THAT A STUDENT FROM THIS PROGRAMME MIGHT TAKE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	13
	23,200

	[DESCRIBE THE COURSE AS IT WILL STANDS INCLUDING THE STUDENT NUMBERS FROM THIS PROGRAMME]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	14
	24,700

	Student numbers
	
	
	
	
	Total number of staff hours required to teach course (normally taught hours*2: ignore assessment load)
	
	15
	26,150

	Home/EU:
	10
	
	
	
	
	40
	
	
	
	These figures mean that the existing cost per student of delivering this teaching (not including assessment) is:
	
	
	
	16
	27,600

	Overseas:
	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	£90.67
	
	
	17
	29,150

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	30,750

	LIST ALL COURSES PRIMARILY ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROGRAMME, ALONG WITH ESTIMATED STUDENT NUMBERS FROM OTHER PROGRAMMES
	
	
	
	19
	32,300

	
	
	
	
	
	Use these columns for students on non-premium fee programmes
	At head of column, enter relevant fee spine point for students on programmes with premium fees
	Prepared teaching hours from staff
	Unprepared teaching hours from staff
	Teaching hours delivered externally
	Total cost of external teaching (enter value)
	
	
	
	
	

	Course name
	
	
	
	Home/EU
	Ovs
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of staff time per hour:
	£34.00

	[redacted] core course 1
	6
	1
	1
	
	
	
	20
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[redacted] core course 2
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	20
	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HOW MANY HOURS OF STAFF TIME ARE SPENT ON DISSERTATION SUPERVISION FOR EACH STUDENT?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WHERE A STUDENT TAKES A SINGLE COURSE FROM THE ABOVE LIST, HOW WOULD THAT COURSE TYPICALLY BE ASSESSED?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assessment No
	Length in words
	How is this assessment marked?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	4000
	Marking and moderation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	2000
	Marking and moderation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	None
	These figures mean that typically the cost of assessing each student taking the course will be:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	None
	
	£132.60
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CREATE A TYPICAL ASSESSMENT PROFILE FOR A STUDENT ON THIS PROGRAMME (INCLUDING DISSERTATION)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assessment No
	Length in words
	How is this assessment marked?
	Notes
	
	
	
	
	Cost of assessing this element per student
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	2000
	Marking and moderation
	Core course 1 bibliography
	£35.70
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	4000
	Marking and moderation
	Core course 1 essay
	£45.90
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	1000
	Marking and moderation
	Core course 1 presentation
	£30.60
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	2000
	Marking and moderation
	Core course 2 case analysis
	£35.70
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	4000
	Marking and moderation
	Core course 2 essay
	£45.90
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	5000
	Blind double-marking
	Optional course 1 [subject redacted] essay
	£68.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	5000
	Marking and moderation
	Optional course 2 [subject redacted] essay
	£51.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	2000
	Marking and moderation
	Optional course 3 20% assignment
	£35.70
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	4000
	Marking and moderation
	Optional course 3 80% assignment
	£45.90
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	5000
	Marking and moderation
	Optional course 4 100% assignment
	£51.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	15000
	Blind double-marking
	Dissertation
	£136.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	These figures mean that typically the cost of assessing each student on the programme will be:
	
	
	

	25
	
	None
	
	£0.00
	
	£581.40
	
	

	ARE THERE ANY OTHER COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROGRAMME?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[Ignore general School administrative / programme direction costs, which are covered by the School top-slice]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Per student:
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Global:
	£0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£17,300.00
	£129,300.00
	£129,300.00
	Total income to University from programme
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£9,169.00
	£68,529.00
	£68,529.00
	Total income to School from programme after University top-slice is taken off
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£2,970.36
	£2,970.36
	£2,970.36
	Total income to School attributable to students from other programmes taking courses from this programme
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£9,711.48
	£57,199.48
	£57,199.48
	Total income available to deliver programme once School top-slice is taken off
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£2,992.00
	£2,992.00
	£2,992.00
	Cost of delivering teaching primarily associated with this programme
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£1,088.00
	£9,248.00
	£9,248.00
	Cost of delivering teaching drawn from other programmes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£1,162.80
	£9,883.80
	£9,883.80
	Cost of assessing students on this programme
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£1,326.00
	£1,326.00
	£1,326.00
	Cost of assessing students from other programmes taking courses from this programme
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£765.00
	£6,502.50
	£6,502.50
	Course organisation costs associated with this programme
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£0.00
	£0.00
	£0.00
	Cost of externally bought in teaching
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£0.00
	£0.00
	£0.00
	Cost of academic liaison with external teachers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£714.00
	£6,069.00
	£6,069.00
	Dissertation supervision and administration costs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£0.00
	£0.00
	£0.00
	Other costs associated with the programme and not covered by top-slice
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£816.00
	£1,836.00
	£1,836.00
	Cost of programme director's time
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£8,047.80
	£36,021.30
	£36,021.30
	Total cost of delivering programme
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	£1,663.68
	£21,178.18
	£21,178.18
	Overall surplus or deficit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note:

The above document is available as an Excel spreadsheet: contact James Chalmers (james.chalmers@ed.ac.uk). The calculations in the spreadsheet have been made on the following basis:

All costs other than fixed costs or the cost of external teaching are calculated by reference to a single hourly rate for academic time (entered in the sample spreadsheet as £34, and which can readily be altered).

(The cost of external teaching and fixed costs can be entered as a fixed sum.)

Costing then depends on estimating how many hours time are spent on particular activities. This is done on the following basis:

Assessment

It is assumed that each piece of assessment requires the following amount of working time:


0.5 hours + 1 hour per 10,000 words.

Depending on the marking required from staff (noting that some or all marking might be done by externally paid staff), this figure is then adjusted as follows:

Double-blind marking:
*2

Single marker + moderator:
*1.5

Single marker only:

*1

Moderator only:

*0.5

None:



*0

Teaching
The model distinguishes between “prepared” teaching hours and “unprepared” hours (unprepared hours are e.g. the second iteration of a double-streamed class or sitting in on a class run by a colleague without specific preparation). In costing, “prepared” hours are doubled to account for preparation; unprepared hours are not.

Course organisation time (other than the dissertation)
Course organiser time: 5 hours + 0.5 hours per credit + 0.2 hours per student per 20 credits + 0.5 hours per externally delivered hour of teaching.

Course organisation time (for the dissertation)
0.5 hours per student

� This analysis is concerned only with recurrent income, and ignores differing top-slicing arrangements applicable to income growth.


� The relatively low FTE percentages against the entries for distance learning staff and the Graduate Manager represent the fact that these staff work primarily with programmes (the distance learning LLM and the Diploma in Legal Practice respectively) which are administered separately have not been incorporated within the model developed here. Were these to be costed – there are complications in doing so which are outwith the scope of this report – the appropriate top-slice could be calculated anew.


� Put differently, the School receives 53% of the tuition fee, whereupon 80% of monies received are available to pay for teaching and assessment. 100*0.53*0.80=42.4.


� 25.10% is the appropriate figure for calculating “employment costs” because the UE09 midpoint is between £49,000 and £50,000. See http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/human-resources/pay-reward/pay for the relevant figures.


� More accurately, £33.95, but we have rounded this up to £34 for clarity of exposition in the examples which we offer here.


� This plainly would not be the case, unless the university could identify other income-generating activities which these staff could take on instead. Cf section 5.
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