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1 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Many institutions in the UK have a mixed portfolio of teaching activities. In recent years, as the
sector has continued to respond to changes in government policy and funding regimes, there has
been increased focus on diversifying income streams such that reliance on government sources is
reduced. Alongside this there has been increased focus on the financial performance of different
activities. Postgraduate teaching (PGT) is one area in which institutions are seeking to increase their
understanding of the costs and inputs to delivering this activity.
For many institutions, systems, processes and practices are largely structured around supporting the
undergraduate activity. Good processes have been developed to support PGT activity, but often
these are grown locally and are not standardised across the institution. For many, a point has now
been reached where either due to the critical mass of PGT, or conversely, due to variability in
volumes of activity, a more strategic approach to PGT development is being pursued. Cost
information provides one source of reference that can help guide management focus and decisions
regarding PGT activity. It is timely therefore that this guide brings together the experiences of a
range of institutions as they have developed their systems and processes to calculate the cost of PGT
activity.

1.1 – Introduction
The purpose of this guide is to provide insights and thoughts on costing postgraduate taught (PGT)
provision at institutions. Whether you are a Director of Planning, Pro Vice Chancellor for Learning
and Teaching, or Director of Finance this guide should provide food for thought and enable
assessment of the practical next steps to enable you to have better information and insight into the
cost of providing PGT provision. The guide provides a range of experiences from institutions that
currently undertake costing of their postgraduate provision and from those that are developing their
approach to this area.
Postgraduate research (PGR) is also an area of growing interest. Consideration was given as to
whether this guide should encompass PGT and PGR. However, there are a range of issues associated
with the provision of PGR and it was felt that exploring the costs of PGR alone would not be helpful.
Growth, efficiency and risks associated with government funding are leading institutions to diversify
their activities. Given the success with developing the undergraduate part of a university’s activity,
PGT has been an area targeted for growth. Up to a certain level of activity, the costs are marginal as
existing human and physical resources are deployed to deliver PGT. However, as a critical mass has
been reached, there is very little information available on the costs associated with this activity.
Therefore continued growth of the activity, where it is not self-sustaining, could either reduce the
extent to which the institution is sustainable, and/or reduce the resource available to invest in other
strategic priorities of the institution.
The guide has a chapter focussing solely on the strategic case for PGT costing, with the remaining
chapters walking through the process of undertaking the costing of PGT. It does not represent
Transparent Approach to Costing (TRAC) requirements, but it serves as reference material that can
provide valuable internal cost information for institutions.
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1.2 – Why is understanding the cost of postgraduate taught provision
important?
Institutions are increasingly wanting to understand the cost of their PGT provision. This can be as
part of a portfolio review to understand how financially successful they are – whether they make a
surplus or deficit, or provide a contribution to overheads, or are being cross-subsidised by other
activities. Equally, an institution may be assessing all of its activities as part of its efficiency agenda
and are seeking to appraise the balance of activities.
PGT can be a strategic priority for an institution and therefore allowances are made for whether it
makes an expected level of financial contribution. Such decisions should be taken in the
understanding of what contribution other activities provide in order to achieve a balanced portfolio.
In this regard having more granular data on the costs of provision can provide prompts for further
review or enhancement. The changes in the higher education (HE) fee regime in England together
with the necessity for greater efficiency as a way of supporting continued re-investment, also means
that institutions are wanting to be clearer on the cost of undergraduate (UG) and PGT provision and
how those costs relate to the fees charged.
Costing PGT provision can help institutions in a number of ways, as follows:


understand the historical financial performance of existing provision



help make more informed decisions about planned or proposed future PGT programmes



inform PGT programme fee decisions



understand relative financial performance of faculties or departments in order to identify
good practice and areas for improvement



inform decisions affecting the financial sustainability of PGT provision.

1.3 – Insights that PGT costing has provided other institutions
The group identified that having costed their PGT provision, their findings provided some insights to
their institutions that had either not previously been appreciated, or where incorrect assumptions
had been made. These included:


The PGT costing information challenged some ‘accepted thinking’ that PGT was a high
margin activity, whereas the costs per student were greater than undergraduate provision in
the same subject area.



The analysis of time between UG and PGT identified that the academic time spent delivering
PGT was greater than often was understood to be the case.



The biggest impact on the cost per student of PGT courses or modules was small cohorts,
due to the relatively large proportion of ‘fixed’ staff cost which is needed to deliver PGT. The
higher proportion of senior staff involved in PGT compared with undergraduate also
impacted the relative cost of PGT courses.



The relationships between PGT modules and courses was more complex than initially
imagined. There are many instances of matrix structures of discipline and core modules with
multi-discipline input without a single ‘owner’. Establishing the scale and structure of PGT
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activity in the first instance has helped institutions to understand the breadth and scale of its
delivery.


Institutions that have weighted PGT activity compared with UG activity, based on historical
data have found that changes to the programmes and how they are delivered has meant
that the weightings are no longer realistic. These therefore need updating periodically.

1.4 – What needs to be considered before costing PGT?
Costing is subjective and as will be explained, there are various choices to make in costing of PGT
provision. Therefore, before commencing PGT costing, institutions should agree what use they will
make of the cost information. This will enable them to design a methodology that is fit-for-purpose
and will provide information at the right level, and to the right level of precision.
A previous HEFCE review: ‘A review of the Cost of Postgraduate provision’1 considered the cost of
delivering PGT activity relative to undergraduate (UG) activity for funding council-fundable activity
(TRAC(T) Subject-FACTs), and explored the factors that impacted on those relative costs. The review
was based on a small sample of institutions and concluded that generally, per student, PGT was
more costly to deliver than UG provision but the margin of difference varied. The cost of PGT activity
was found to vary considerably across institutions, types of PGT activity, and method of delivery.
Some of the key factors that influenced the cost of PGT activity were the number of students on PGT
programmes, the overall size of the PGT activity in an institution and the type and characteristics of
the PGT programmes. However the small sample size means that further work would be required to
validate and expand on these preliminary findings.
Some of the questions to consider before starting out on costing PGT provision include:


Do you intend to calculate the full economic cost (fEC)2 of PGT provision or the direct
cost of PGT with a calculated contribution to institutional central overheads?



Is your purpose in calculating PGT costs to understand the historical and current
financial performance of existing provision; to assess the financial viability of proposed
future provision; or both?



What data do you already collect either through the planning, course costing or TRAC
process, and how easy is it to collect additional PGT-related data?



Are there complexities in your PGT provision and how will they make a difference to the
cost calculations?

There are a number of decisions that an institution should consider before they develop and
implement an approach to costing PGT provision. These include:


What do you want to achieve from costing PGT?



How significant is PGT activity at the institution?



What is the likely resource requirement to undertake the analysis/costing work?



Is there capacity in the institution to deliver the project?



Who in the institution is a stakeholder in the information derived from costing PGT?

1

www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/rereports/Year/2014/pgtcostreview/Title,101120,en.html
Full Economic Cost (fEC) is a phrase used to describe the actual costs plus a margin to reflect the sustainable
cost of activities. Further information is provided in ‘TRAC – A guide for senior managers and governing body
members’: www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/pubs/
2

4

A final critical step is ensuring there is senior management support for this in the institution. As the
sector continues to evolve there will be many pressures on people’s time. Without senior
management support delays could occur and/or the results of the process will not deliver the
required benefits.

1.5 – What does costing postgraduate taught activity involve?
The HE sector already has a good baseline of cost information. TRAC3 is a process that all institutions
in the UK have implemented and therefore the cost of teaching has already been identified through
this process. To cost PGT is about further analysing the costs of teaching and ensuring that the
costing process reflects the differential cost of PGT compared with other modes and levels of
teaching.
The diagram below summarises the steps involved to identify PGT costs using TRAC as a starting
point:
Time allocation data
TRAC Cost of Teaching
- Academic staff costs
- Non-academic staff costs
- Direct non-staff costs
- Indirect costs
- Estates costs
- Sustainability adjustment

Direct allocation of costs
Cost drivers

PGT Costs
This can be at module or
course level depending
on the institution’s needs

Weighting cost allocations

The key decisions and work required therefore are to determine how costs should be allocated and
obtain the data that is needed to enable the identification of PGT costs from the cost driver model to
calculate the costs of PGT activity.

1.5.1 – Keep it simple
Institutions have found that keeping their approach as simple as possible, whilst being sufficiently
robust, is key. Having established what the institution wants to use the PGT cost data for, the next
step is to collect the right data at PGT level.

1.5.2 – What data will be required?
The key information which is likely to be needed in costing PGT includes:
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student numbers



direct and indirect teaching time



direct non-teaching costs



indirect support costs.

www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/trac/

5

1.5.3 – Common models
The group did not identify a single preferred method for costing PGT. The reason for this was that
different approaches have had a better ‘fit’ with the institution in terms of structures, types of PGT
provision, cultures and the extent to which similar data is also routinely used. Group members have
identified several different approaches to costing PGT. Some have followed an amended TRAC basis
for costing. Others have identified costs on a bottom-up basis, then loosely reconciled this back to
the overall costs whilst others have adopted both contribution and marginal cost approaches.
A key factor in deciding which model to follow is to align the method with other pre-existing
processes in the university. For example, where a strong resource allocation model is in place, then
robust and reliable data could already exist around the required contribution level for each area.
The approaches described in this guide for approaching PGT costing will help guide institutions
through this decision-making process.

1.6 – Getting the data right
The credibility of the costings is dependent on reliable data inputs to the costing process. There are
a number of aspects of good quality data as follows:
•

Accuracy – how accurate the data needs to be is related to its expected use and should
be balanced with the costs and effort of obtaining fully accurate data

•

Consistency – internally consistent data, collected using consistent definitions and
applying the same principles of data collection

•

Reliability – collection principles over time should remain generally constant so that
changes in cost or performance can be seen to be based on real changes in activity or
behaviour rather than in changes to methods or definitions of data collection

•

Timeliness – capturing data as soon as possible after the relevant time period or activity
increases its value and relevance

•

Relevance – data needs to be relevant for its intended purpose, and regular reviews
should be conducted to ensure the data remains valid

•

Complete – all expected data should be included and any missing or incomplete records
should be followed up.

Institutions should consider these elements and how their data collection and validation processes
achieve good data quality.
Achieving good quality data is helped by:
•

Assigning responsibility and accountability for data quality – This ensures that data
quality is championed properly and this demonstrates the institutional importance of
good data quality. Having data champions in departments enables the institution to
achieve consistency across departments and can help embed messages of individual
responsibility at a departmental level.

•

Clear, timely communication – This is critical and should ensure that communication is
to the right people at the right time. Communication should include: the reasons the
data is being collected; the information required and any specialist knowledge/skills
needed; the level of accuracy required; and any detailed instructions or definitions to
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ensure consistent application across the institution. In addition, establishing clear
responsibility for the communication will help ensure a consistency of message.
•

Establishing a validation and verification framework such as built in ‘system’ checks or
controls, line manager/responsible officer reviews, ‘reasonableness’ comparisons to
other available information and overall consistency reviews.

1.7 – Top tips for postgraduate taught costing
The experiences of the participants in this project confirmed that having a high degree of
institutional buy-in is crucial in order to have data inputs that are robust and reliable, and cost
outputs that are believable and accepted. A summary of the key tips is as follows:
•

Setting the right tone from leadership – A greater degree of success is likely with a
clear positive tone from senior institutional leadership. This can make it clear to
academics and non-academics in the institution that understanding the cost of PGT is a
key institutional priority.

•

A collective effort – Investing time and effort to involve academic and non-academic
staff before starting to cost PGT.

•

Involve staff in the design and preparation stages – An increased level of ownership
will be derived if staff have been actively involved in designing the approach and
guidance around the data collection and associated definitions. In many cases
knowledge of the approach will be of help in academic departments.

•

Tailor your costing approach to reflect the different modes, delivery models and types
of PGT provision operated by the institution – Ensuring the model reflects these
factors increases the acceptance of the results generated.

•

Avoid over-complicating your costing method – It is important that the costs are valid
and accepted, but the purpose for which the information will be used should be
balanced against the complexity of the costing model. Added complexity rarely leads to
materially more accurate costings.

•

Have reliable and robust data – Do have quality mechanisms to ensure that the data
and cost outputs are accurate and representative.

•

Continually refine the approach – The costing approach to PGT will be iterative and be
refined over time. Therefore review the assumptions, methodology and data collection
definitions after each iteration to ensure that they are designed to deliver the most
appropriate and accurate cost information.

•

Clear and consistent communication with stakeholders – Using face-to-face and
written communication to get across the key approach and data requirements, to
understand the complexities and nuances of PGT and undergraduate provision in
departments, and to share the cost information back to departments at the end of the
process.

7

Contents
1 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...................................................................................................................... 2
1.1 – Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 2
1.2 – Why is understanding the cost of postgraduate taught provision important? ......................... 3
1.3 – Insights that PGT costing has provided other institutions ......................................................... 3
1.4 – What needs to be considered before costing PGT?................................................................... 4
1.5 – What does costing postgraduate taught activity involve?......................................................... 5
1.5.1 – Keep it simple ...................................................................................................................... 5
1.5.2 – What data will be required? ............................................................................................... 5
1.5.3 – Common models ................................................................................................................. 6
1.6 – Getting the data right................................................................................................................. 6
2 – THE STRATEGIC BENEFIT OF COSTING POSTGRADUATE TAUGHT ACTIVITY ................................... 10
2.1 – Sector context .......................................................................................................................... 10
2.2 – So how can costing postgraduate taught activity help? .......................................................... 10
2.3 – What do you already understand about delivering PGT activity? ........................................... 11
2.4 – In summary .............................................................................................................................. 12
3 – INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................... 13
3.1 – Background to the project ....................................................................................................... 13
3.2 – How this guide can help you .................................................................................................... 13
3.3 – About the guide ....................................................................................................................... 14
3.4 – Structure of the guide .............................................................................................................. 14
3.5 – Acknowledgements .................................................................................................................. 15
4 – WHAT NEEDS TO BE CONSIDERED BEFORE STARTING THE PROJECT? ........................................... 16
4.1 – Be clear on what you want to achieve ..................................................................................... 16
4.2 – How to achieve institutional buy-in to the project .................................................................. 17
4.2.1 – Leadership in the project .................................................................................................. 18
4.2.2 – Communicate with stakeholders ...................................................................................... 18
4.2.3 – Involve staff ....................................................................................................................... 19
4.2.4 – Establish reliable and trusted data quality processes ....................................................... 20
4.2.5 – Review and revisit regularly .............................................................................................. 20
4.3 – Understand whether there is capacity to deliver the project ................................................. 21
4.4 – Allocate full costs to activity or contribution accounting? ...................................................... 21
5 – REVISITING COURSE COSTING ......................................................................................................... 24
Extract 1: Being realistic: What course costing will not do ............................................................... 24
Extract 2: Do you want to cost new courses, existing courses or both? .......................................... 25
Extract 3: Costing methods ............................................................................................................... 27
8

Extract 4: The numbers involved ...................................................................................................... 29
Extract 5: Some tips on understanding and allocating costs ............................................................ 34
6 – COSTING POSTGRADUATE TAUGHT PROVISION ............................................................................. 36
6.1 – Step-by-step guide to costing postgraduate taught activity .................................................... 36
6.1.1 – Collect cost data at a PGT level ......................................................................................... 37
6.1.2 – Elements of cost ................................................................................................................ 38
6.1.3 – Determining the cost drivers for allocation of indirect costs ........................................... 41
6.1.4 – Calculating the cost of PGT ............................................................................................... 43
6.1.5 – Obtaining feedback on the process .................................................................................. 43
6.2 – What have institutions identified from costing PGT? .............................................................. 44
6.3 – Some key questions to consider .............................................................................................. 45
7 – HOW CAN THE QUALITY OF DATA BE ASSURED?............................................................................ 46
7.1 – Why is this important? ............................................................................................................. 46
7.2 – Key aspects of good quality data ............................................................................................. 47
7.3 – Achieving good quality data ..................................................................................................... 47
7.3.1 – Responsibility .................................................................................................................... 47
7.3.2 – Accountability ................................................................................................................... 48
7.3.3 – Clear communication ........................................................................................................ 48
7.3.4 – Verification/validation ...................................................................................................... 48
7.3.5 – Considerations for proposed future courses: how would you validate this information?
...................................................................................................................................................... 49
Appendix A – EXAMPLE STRUCTURE OF A POSTGRADUATE TAUGHT COSTING MODEL ..................... 50
Sheet 1 – Parameters for cost calculation and inflation assumptions.......................................... 50
Sheet 2 – Programme information ............................................................................................... 51
Sheet 3 – Staff time and other cost inputs ................................................................................... 52
Sheet 4 – Student number estimates, fee rates and other direct or capital cost inputs ............. 53
Sheet 5 – Module cost output ...................................................................................................... 54
Sheet 6 – programme cost output ................................................................................................ 55
Appendix B – EXAMPLE TIME ALLOCATION SURVEY FORMS ............................................................... 56
i) Teaching Staff............................................................................................................................. 56
ii) Support Staff ............................................................................................................................. 56
Appendix C – INSTITUTIONAL EXAMPLES OF COSTING OUTPUT REPORTS .......................................... 57
Institution A .................................................................................................................................. 57
Institution B................................................................................................................................... 58
Institution C................................................................................................................................... 59
Appendix D – LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ................................................................................................. 60
9

2 – THE STRATEGIC BENEFIT OF COSTING POSTGRADUATE TAUGHT
ACTIVITY

It could be said that using the words ‘strategic’ and ‘costing’ in the same sentence is something of a
contradiction, one being a high level, medium- to long-term view whereas the other is a historic
measure. However, it is the case that the changes in the higher education (HE) sector, both in terms
of the funding policy and increased competition for students, has meant that institutions need to
make strategic choices and take managed risks and these need to be informed by a range of
information. Driven by the changes in funding, competition and the economic environment,
uncertainty has increased which is leading institutions to enhance their data analysis and analytical
techniques in planning, finance and academic departments. It is in this context that the benefit of
costing postgraduate taught (PGT) activity is explored in this chapter.

2.1 – Sector context
The Government in England is continuing its policy of encouraging diversity and choice in the HE
sector. This has seen the removal of student number caps, a shift in the funding of teaching from
government to students, their families and employers. Capital funding for teaching has significantly
reduced, which is leading institutions to seek external sources of funding to support their
investments, and/or increase cash generation to fund larger proportions of these investments.
Funding policy has changed the level of funding for some PGT courses.
For many institutions in the UK there is increased uncertainty in income streams, but the high level
of fixed costs (staff, estates etc.) remain. At the same time student expectations are increasing,
changes are to be made to the quality assurance arrangements and regulatory change is planned in
the HE sector in England and Scotland.
These factors are necessitating innovation in delivery methods, increased focus on the HE
‘experience’ and increased efficiency, the latter also being an expectation of Government.

2.2 – So how can costing postgraduate taught activity help?
Institutions have access to an array of data on many different aspects of their activities. When such
data is used alongside cost information it provides a powerful basis from which comparisons
(internal benchmarking) can be made and outliers identified. In turn this enables the identification
of courses or areas of activity that can be reviewed in more detail to identify opportunities for
greater efficiency and a greater sharing of understanding across the institution. In this respect cost
information informs the analysis of performance and in turn the areas of focus from an efficiency or
effectiveness perspective.
In this context PGT is of particular interest as the differential consumption of resource to deliver PGT
activity is not commonly understood and therefore strategic decisions could be taken around PGT
which are later found to be ill-informed or short-sighted.
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The costing of courses, or types of provision, commonly identifies some surprises. These could
include, for example:


the proportion of staff time/cost required for a course



the levels of non-academic staff costs attributable to a course



the differential consumption of estates costs.

Once these factors are identified, they can provide the basis for further enquiry. What is driving
costs to be high or low? Why does a similar course in one area cost substantially more / less than a
comparable course? Why are different levels of estates costs allocated to similar provision?

2.3 – What do you already understand about delivering PGT activity?
A previous HEFCE review: ‘A review of the Cost of Postgraduate provision’4 considered the cost of
delivering PGT activity relative to undergraduate (UG) activity and TRAC(T) Subject-FACTs data
(funding council-fundable teaching activity), and explored the factors that impacted on those
relative costs. There are some observations from this earlier review, which give some understanding
of the factors which influence PGT costs. In particular:


generally, the cost of delivering PGT activity was higher than the cost of UG activity,
although there are significant variations in the relative costs in different types of course



although there is a large variation in the cost per student, generally the number of students
being taught on a course, module or cohort has a significant impact on the cost of delivering
PGT activity, the fewer students there are being taught, the higher the cost per student will
be



a significant factor in the cost of PGT activity is that it is often more nuanced and specialised
than UG activity, and is often delivered by more experienced, and more expensive, teaching
staff



the participants in the study reflected that the cost of ‘laboratory’ intensive PGT courses was
higher than more ‘classroom’ based activities



PGT activity varies widely across institutions, some deliver very small amounts of PGT, while
others deliver vast programmes



the review concluded that the size of an institution’s PGT activity overall had an impact on
the cost of delivering that activity, institutions with over 250 PGT students reported
significantly lower PGT cost per student than those with fewer PGT students



within the participants, PGT activity was around 10% of the total PGT and UG activity, based
on the number of students



the cost of delivering ‘distance learning’ PGT activity was considered by the participants to
be higher than in the more ‘face-to-face’ activity, with the additional ‘managerial’ costs of
this activity often offsetting the lower costs from a reduced amount of contact time.

However, it should be noted that the small sample size for this study means that further work would
be required to validate and expand on these preliminary findings.

4

www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/rereports/Year/2014/pgtcostreview/Title,101120,en.html
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2.4 – In summary
A key factor in enabling any change is the evidence that provides or underpins the rationale for
change. PGT cost information can provide the basis for further review and invariably the findings
from this type of analysis identify learning opportunities that, if adopted, can improve performance,
whether that be in financial or non-financial terms. Such improvements can be more than simply
financial. Getting under the skin of the practices that are adopted in the provision of PGT can
identify improvements that provide opportunities to improve the experience and satisfaction of
students.
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3 – INTRODUCTION
3.1 – Background to the project
The Financial Sustainability Strategy Group (FSSG) and TRAC Development Group (TDG) are
committed to improving the use of accessible management information. Such information and
associated processes aim to support the long-term performance and financial sustainability of
institutions. This project is part of an ongoing series of ‘Management Information Projects’ (MIPs)
which seek to contribute to achieving this goal.
The first series of MIPs, carried out in 2009, focussed on how institutions could gain greater utility
from Transparent Approach to Costing (TRAC) data and/or processes in the following areas:


course costing: optimising programme efficiency



departmental sustainability: academic and operational efficiencies



resource allocation: prioritising and aligning resources to academic strategies



workload planning (WLP): fulfilling student expectations through effective workload
planning.

The first series of MIPs were supported by the Higher Education Funding Council for England’s
(HEFCE’s) Leadership, Governance and Management Fund and are available on the HEFCE TRAC web
pages5.
This second series of MIPs has been produced in response to feedback from the sector to explore
the costs of postgraduate taught (PGT) provision, the presentation and benchmarking of cost data
from TRAC and increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of TRAC processes.
In April 2015 TDG invited higher education institutions (HEIs) to register their interest in the MIPs
and the respondents were assigned to working groups for each of the projects. Composed mainly of
institutions that were either not currently undertaking work to analyse the costs of PGT provision or
that were planning a project to cost PGT in the near future, the group has contributed a number of
views based on their experiences. This helped to inform and shape the focus of the key themes you
will find within this report.

3.2 – How this guide can help you
This guide brings together the experience of institutions across the HE sector in costing PGT. It
provides insights and thoughts on how to approach costing PGT.
Whether you are a senior member of staff, part of the team that collects and analyses cost data,
responsible for strategy, or are interested in understanding more about costing PGT provision, it will
help you to:

5



be aware of the key questions and issues to address in commencing costing PGT
provision



understand the information required to cost PGT provision



approach a PGT-costing project with an awareness of the lessons learned from other
institutions.

www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/mips/
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3.3 – About the guide
We have designed this guide to be of interest to anyone involved in overseeing institutional
performance and decision making, from senior managers to
individual academics and members of finance and planning
staff.
High level chapter summaries
look like this.
The report starts with an executive summary which
provides a high-level summary of the key elements of
the PGT costing project report, and its benefit to
HEIs.
At the start of each chapter there is a short summary
of the main points covered. This is aimed at senior
managers who may wish to understand the proposed
ideas but do not require the detail relating to the
approach.
The chapters within the report reflect the key areas
to assist an institution to establish a PGT costing
project. Each chapter looks to explain why it is
important, and what approach an institution should
adopt to establish a PGT-costing project.
In addition, this guide includes a number of case
studies that try to highlight the lessons learnt or
issues facing the institutions who contributed to the
project.

3.4 – Structure of the guide
The guide is made up of the following chapters:


Executive Summary



The strategic benefit of costing postgraduate taught activity



What needs to be considered before starting the project?



Revisiting Course Costing



Cost postgraduate taught provision



How can the quality of data be assured?



Appendices
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Top tip
‘Top tips’ look like
this.

Case study - Title of case study
Reference to case studies will look
like this. They have been
anonymised or are examples of
what institutions might be able to
do, and reflect the themes
explored within the chapters.

3.5 – Acknowledgements
We would like to express our gratitude to those institutions and their representatives, who have
given so generously of their time, skills and experience to contribute to the preparation of this
guide.
Working group members


Queen’s University Belfast



University of Essex



University of Exeter



University of Leeds



University of Manchester



University of Salford



University of Surrey



University of York

15

4 – WHAT NEEDS TO BE CONSIDERED BEFORE STARTING THE
PROJECT?

There are a number of decisions that an institution should consider before they develop and
implement an approach to costing PGT provision. These include:


What do you want to achieve from costing PGT?



How significant is PGT at the institution?



What is the likely resource requirement to carry out the PGT costing project?



Is there capacity in the institution to deliver the project?



How to achieve institutional buy-in to costing PGT



Who in the institution is a stakeholder in costing PGT?

Being clear on why you are interested in costing PGT is essential if you are to find the best way to
approach it.

4.1 – Be clear on what you want to achieve
Before commencing PGT costing institutions should agree what use they will make of the cost
information. This will enable them to design a methodology that is fit-for-purpose and will provide
information at the right level, and to the right level of precision.
Where institutions are clear from the outset on the use they will make
of the PGT cost information they are able to establish data collection,
analysis and calculation approaches that are fit-for-purpose, timely and
effective and efficient.
The key benefits institutions can derive from calculating PGT costs are
as follows:

Top tip
Be clear on the
purpose of calculating
PGT costs at your
institution, and how
the information will
and will not be used.



Understanding the existing cost of PGT programmes and
courses – Having an accurate understanding of the costs and
contribution of PGT modules, courses or programmes, assists
institutions to identify financially strongly performing and
underperforming areas of PGT delivery, and enable
appropriately informed decisions on the future structure and
shape of the PGT programmes.



Understanding the relative cost of PGT provision across the
institution compared with undergraduate provision –
Establishing a consistent methodology for calculating PGT costs
enables an institution to compare the cost of programmes
within and across departments. Calculating the cost of PGT
programmes also enables a more accurate cost of
undergraduate delivery to be derived, and a comparison in the financial performance of PGT
16

Communicate this to
stakeholders in the
institution – this will
help achieve
institutional
acceptance and
support for the
approach.

compared to undergraduate provision. This provides more accurate information on the level
of cross-subsidisation in teaching at an institution.


Understanding the relative cost of PGT delivered in the UK, overseas and via distance or
blended learning – In addition to a clearer understanding of the differences between UG
and PGT, the process of designing a PGT costing model also enables factors such as mode of
delivery (full-time, part-time, overseas, distance learning etc.) to be understood and then
reflected in the model.



Establishing a consistent process for costing new PGT programmes and courses – Having a
method for calculating PGT costs enables a consistent methodology to be applied in costing
proposed new programmes, courses or modules, assisting institutions to make informed
decisions on new areas based on consistently derived information.



Informing PGT fee decisions – According to the participants’ experience the level of an
institution’s PGT course fees is largely influenced by the market rates. Understanding the
cost of the existing or future proposed courses should be an important element of that
decision, enabling institutions to take informed decisions on the level of fees for each area,
or the level of strategic investment required where
fees are capped.
Senior Leadership of the

Considering the cost of PGT across an institution in
comparison with undergraduate provision, together with
the actual or future planned student demand for courses
and programmes will help the institution to ensure that
courses are financially sustainable. Where courses are
shown to not recover their costs, institutions can consider
whether and how such courses should be delivered and
whether the level of fees are set appropriately.

4.2 – How to achieve institutional buy-in to
the project
The identification of course costs will initially create some
tensions where the data does not demonstrate what some
staff believe it should. It is also true that there is an
emotional attachment to the courses that are run.
Therefore effective leadership and clear and early
communication with key stakeholders is key.
Investing time and effort to involve academic and nonacademic staff in the beginning of the PGT-costing project
will help establish a degree of ownership and achieve
institutional buy-in to the process. The experiences from the
participants in this project are that having a high degree of
institutional buy-in and executive support is crucial in order
to have data inputs that are robust and reliable, and cost
outputs that are credible and accepted.
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project
Identify stakeholders

Engage stakeholders in
the PGT project

Involve a range of
stakeholders in the
design of the project –
use their knowledge
effectively

Communicate clearly
and regularly with the
stakeholders

Face-to-face meetings
with existing groups or
forums

There are several important elements to achieving good institutional buy-in to costing PGT. The
institution should establish the PGT-costing project as an academically led or institution-wide
project, rather than it appearing to be a finance-led project. Involving academic and non-academic
staff will further contribute to accurate and useful information in order to interpret and understand
the PGT costs and make informed decisions in the future.

4.2.1 – Leadership in the project
Success is more likely with a clear and positive tone from senior institution leadership. This can make
it clear to academics and non-academics in the institution that understanding the cost of PGT, and
UG, is a key institutional priority. But in addition to this, positively toned communication delivered
by senior leadership can set out why the institution needs to understand the cost of PGT, and how
the information will be used. This can help allay any misplaced fears or misconceptions at an early
stage, which helps ensure that staff contribute positively to the process.

4.2.2 – Communicate with stakeholders

Regular

Clear

Leadership
briefings

COMMUNICATION
Face-toface

Intranet

Identifying the stakeholders in the project, those
individuals, groups and forums that have an interest in
understanding the cost of the PGT, is an important first
step in putting in place a clear, coherent and consistent
communication plan. The scale of communication will
depend on how the process is going to be used. The
communication plan might include: face-to-face visits to
departments, groups, and forums; regular written
communications; prominence in institution newsletters,
briefings and intranet messages; and detailed guidance to
assist data collection.
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Include
outputs

Top tip
Identify who your stakeholders are
and ensure that you involve them
and communicate with them as you
establish your PGT-costing
processes.

The existence of a communication plan enables the institution to:
Top tip



set out the vision of PGT costing project and how information
provided will be used



discuss the approach to PGT costing and answer questions from
staff



understand the complexities and nuances in individual
departments



understand what information is already being collected in
departments



share outputs with staff and enable discussion on what the output means.

Communication plans
should reflect and draw
on existing groups within
the institution where
possible.

Case study – The difficulty of getting buy-in to the output from PGT costing
Work on understanding PGT course costs was instigated though a high level project group
requesting a centralised course costing tool. Little guidance was provided by the institution’s
project group on the outputs required and their intended use and there was minimal official
communication around the work.
TRAC data was used alongside workload planning data with other basic cost drivers to split
UG/PGT costs in order to produce a full year’s historic analysis of PGT course surpluses and
deficits as an initial benchmark. On sharing this analysis with schools, the results were not
accepted, and communication of the outputs to school management was met with a
reluctance to publish the outputs more widely due to them not endorsing their intrinsic
belief of the cost of their PGT activity.
PGT delivery is a sensitive area; the catalyst for offering PGT courses can stem from
academic interest, without enough consideration for the financial implications and market
opportunity. Therefore a targeted communication exercise to win over the hearts and minds
of academics to the benefits of ensuring PGT financial success is a vital pre-requisite to any
costing exercise.

4.2.3 – Involve staff
Taking time to involve staff in the project can provide a useful opportunity to create a sense of
ownership amongst academics and support staff. Following on from the initial communications and
face-to-face discussions with staff, a useful next step is to provide an opportunity for staff to
influence the costing process and methodology – being involved on working groups and actively
engaging with the finance staff. For example:


Developing the Time Allocation Survey (TAS) or WLP Model to capture staff time spent on
PGT activity will require knowledge and understanding of the working practices of academics
and the impact on staff time from the different types of PGT delivery such as distance
learning courses.



Academic and support staff may have valuable insights into the most appropriate cost driver
to use for each indirect cost that needs allocating to PGT and UG, and whether PGT activity
needs weighting to reflect its fair use of the relevant resources.
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This involvement, and the increased understanding in the methodology, and the care that has been
taken to get the approach accurate, should help build confidence amongst staff that the costing data
will be accurate and will be used appropriately.
Chapter 6 provides some learning points from the participating institutions for the reporting of the
outputs from their PGT costing. This highlights that how the outputs are communicated to
academics and administrators can impact on the level of academic and administrative buy-in. Faceto-face feedback meetings have been used successfully in institutions to discuss the outputs, provide
the opportunity for a two-way discussion, for questions to be answered, and for methodologies and
assumptions to be explained. Experience shows this improves the likelihood of the outputs being
believed and trusted even when those results are not consistent with an academic or administrative
intrinsic belief about the cost of PGT activity.

4.2.4 – Establish reliable and trusted data quality processes
Robust and
reliable data

Transparent
methodology

Appropriate
assumptions

Trusted and credible
outputs

Chapter 7 discusses the approach to good quality data in more detail, but an important element of
getting institutional buy-in is for staff to trust that the data used in costing PGT is robust and reliable.
This helps establish that the outputs from the exercise are robust and reliable, will help to deliver an
acceptance that the PGT cost is accurate and ‘believable’. Establishing that credibility in the process
and the cost outputs is important, but does take time to achieve.
Having established robust data quality processes, the institution’s engagement with staff should
enable them to understand how the institution plans to confirm that the data and costs are reliable
and accurate.

4.2.5 – Review and revisit regularly
Establishing credibility in the process is clearly important,
but maintaining that credibility amongst staff is equally
important. This will be assisted by:


establishing a review process following the first
year of implementation



involving academic and non-academic staff in that
review process



challenging the assumptions and approaches to
ensure they remain relevant



refining the approach where necessary to improve
the accuracy and robustness of the data or the
costing methodology



communicating the process and changes clearly
and consistently to maintain the institutional
engagement with the process.
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Case study – Revisiting assumptions
Despite capturing data and costing PGT
provision for many years, an institution
revisited their core assumptions to
ensure they remained valid, and
reflected changes in the provision of
undergraduate and postgraduate
taught courses. Subsequently they are
challenging their methodology which
currently builds in a weighting for PGT
courses.

4.3 – Understand whether there is capacity to deliver the project
In order to fully understand the resources required to deliver the project institutions will need to
understand the scale, nature and diversity of its PGT activity at a school/faculty level. PGT is a
diverse area, with activity ranging from very large volume and well established MBA programmes to
much smaller and more specialist PGT provision. The scale and type of PGT activity impacts on the
resource requirements to deliver the programmes and will also impact on the resources required to
cost PGT activity. As a guide, a previous HEFCE review A review of the Cost of Postgraduate
provision6 concluded that the cost per student of delivering PGT programmes was significantly
higher for those programmes with small cohorts compared with those with large volumes of
students.
Experience from the participants in this project indicates that
costing PGT activity is not a quick and easy exercise. Some
participants are just starting out on their journey, with others
having calculated PGT costs for a number of years. All participants
acknowledged that the time required to establish robust and
accurate costing methodologies requires a significant investment
of time, and that it is not a process that can be rushed. In particular
if TRAC is used as the basis for costing PGT, amendments to cost
driver data collection processes may be required. With TRAC being
an annual exercise it has taken participants a couple of years to
refine these changes sufficiently to achieve a level of consistency
which provides good data quality.

Top tip
Be clear on the
resources required,
and ensure there is
institutional capacity
to collect the data and
calculate PGT costs.

Adopting key project management principles before commencing
with a commitment to cost PGT will help ensure that the institution
knows from whom resources will be required and at what level, enabling them to ensure that there
is organisational capacity to see the project through to completion. Recording these requirements in
a resource plan will enable control and monitoring over the resources used on the project.
The experience of participants is that it is important to revisit the principles, methodologies and
assumptions adopted in the PGT costing exercise following the first year, and regularly thereafter, to
ensure that they remain current, valid and accurate. It is particularly important to the acceptance of
the results that the model continues to reflect the range of PGT provision in the university.

4.4 – Allocate full costs to activity or contribution accounting?
The approach to cost recovery will influence the PGT costing approach that an institution adopts. It
can also influence behaviours towards cost recovery
An institution that adopts a model of calculating the full economic cost of PGT delivery – whether
that is a ‘TRAC-based’ model or one that considers the cost across all provision not just Funding
Council-funded students – will need to consider how it allocates its indirect costs across its provision.
All other things being equal, this will require more detailed methodologies and potentially a greater
resource input, compared with an institution that is interested in only the direct costs of PGT
provision in order to calculate the contribution made to central overheads. The advantages and
disadvantages of both methods are set out in the table below.

6

www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/rereports/Year/2014/pgtcostreview/Title,101120,en.html
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Full cost
accounting

Advantages

Drawbacks

Useful when applied to a historic fullyear analysis as it presents a complete
picture for course costing and analysis
of profitability on a fully absorbed cost
basis.

Less useful when applied to financial
models to cost new or planned course
offerings as the level of many costs in
the model will be driven by student
and/or staff numbers. Many costs will
not vary directly with these drivers,
perhaps giving rise to overly pessimistic
financial projections. A more complex
stepped cost model is required to make
this work.

Applied consistently over time it
provides useful trend information in
relation to course costs and viability.
The costs can be reconciled to TRAC
and the financial accounts at an
institution level. This is more
meaningful to the Steering Group and
helps improve buy-in.
Contribution
model

Useful for costing new courses and
assessing the impact on schools or
budget holders where this is a marginal
activity that is consuming excess
resource. It identifies variable costs,
thus highlighting the additional
resources required. This helps the
budget-setting process and assessing
the impact on actual performance.
The group found that contribution
accounting is more meaningful to
schools, as this is how they often
produce their own programme costings.
It is however important from a financial
sustainability standpoint that there are
workings at institutional level to ensure
that the contribution targets
collectively support the sustainability of
the institution. There could be a risk
that lower levels of contribution could
lead to costs not being recovered
sufficiently and subsidies being
required.

Contribution accounting for
new/planned teaching activity can be
problematic because it is often difficult
to agree which costs are variable. A
further key issue is that unless a robust
resource allocation is in place, there is a
higher likelihood of courses not making
a contribution to overheads that is
commensurate with the costs they
consume. This will erode the financial
sustainability of the institution.
The variable costs of a new module may
consist of only academic staff time and
costs like field trip costs, whereas the
variable costs of a new course may
include admin staff and office space in
addition to academic staff time and
field trip costs.
Costing new taught provision at an
existing remote campus with spare
capacity or new site may have even
more categories of fixed and variable
cost.
The numbers generated may differ
from TRAC and may not therefore tie
back to the financial accounts. This
makes the outputs less meaningful to
the TRAC Steering Group.
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Institutions do not seem to favour one method significantly more than the other. Institutions have
developed models that work for them, and adapted them over time. In considering which model to
adopt, an institution will be led by the reasons for costing PGT as highlighted in the relative
advantages and drawbacks above.
Before outlining a step-by-step approach to costing PGT, the next chapter revisits the messages
contained in a previous MIP on course costing, reconsidering its relevance for the costing of PGT
courses and programmes.
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5 – REVISITING COURSE COSTING
To identify the cost of PGT it is necessary to understand how to approach course costing. This was
the subject of a separate MIP in 20117 and remains relevant today. For ease of reference we have
provided extracts from the Course Costing MIP in 2011. Comments have been added to the extracts
where relevant to provide a PGT perspective.
If your institution is familiar with course costing approaches then continue to the next chapter.

Extract 1: Being realistic: What course costing will not do
Having decided what you want, it is equally important to be clear about what you can actually
achieve. We have explained above some of the significant benefits that course costing can bring to
your institution, but it is important to remember that it is not an end in itself or a panacea for all
problems that institutions may face.
Course costing will help you to make informed decisions about course provision, cost management
and pricing strategies, but it will not – and, indeed, should not – make these decisions for you. Other
factors, such as demand, quality and strategic priorities, will also come into play.
We have considered above what course costing can do. But it also has its limitations.
Course costing will not…

7



…tell you which courses to run and which not to run. It will tell you which are likely to
make a positive contribution, provided your estimates of student demand are
reasonable, but it should not be the deciding factor in which courses to keep and which
to discontinue. Some courses may be vital to a department or to an institution, even if
they do not break even, and are worthy of subsidy.



…instantly make your institution’s teaching more efficient or yield automatic cost
savings. All it will tell you is how much things cost. It is up to you to decide what costs
are reasonable and to identify scope for efficiencies and savings, if indeed there are
any.



…tell you what fees to charge for a particular course. While cost is an important factor
in pricing decisions, understanding the cost and setting a price are two different things.
Institutions should bear in mind a number of other considerations, such as how the
institution wishes to position itself strategically, future capital requirements and
relevant government regulations or guidelines.



…provide you with 100% accuracy. To make course costing work in the real world, you
will need to make assumptions and use estimates. You will also have to rely on data
provided by various parts of the institution, which will be of varying degrees of
reliability. Even with the greatest effort, the data will not be perfect. But on the other
hand, course costing data does not need to be accurate to the pound in order to fulfil its
purpose. Reconciliations, verification and materiality can be used to ensure an
acceptable level of confidence is achieved.

www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/mips/
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…tell you anything about the quality of teaching. Course costing is purely quantitative,
telling you how much each course costs. It will not tell you whether that course is a
worthwhile investment in terms of teaching quality or learning outcomes.



…be an instant success. Even basic course costing models take time, effort and several
iterations to get right. And the process will be much less painful if everyone recognises
and accepts this at the outset.

PGT perspective
All these messages are equally as applicable to PGT courses as to undergraduate courses.
Costing PGT courses will not tell you what fees to charge. Understanding PGT costs will help an
institution to know whether its fees will cover costs or not, and ensure that fee decisions are well
informed. It should also help identify differential costs of PG compared with UG. For a number of
institutions the gradual development of PGT has meant that systems, processes and support may
not be optimal. Often these practices have evolved at departmental level for the right reasons, but
this has typically led to inefficiency, issues with collecting data and a different approach being
adopted in different departments.
The message that course costing ‘will not be an instant success’ is very much the experience of the
participants in this project. ‘Trial and error’ and ‘learn from getting things wrong’ are two maxims
that apply to costing PGT provision, with participants being keen stress the virtue of doing the
costing and using the outputs to find where the assumptions and methodology need refinement.

Extract 2: Do you want to cost new courses, existing courses or both?
Many institutions include a financial appraisal as part of the approval process for new courses. This
includes an estimate of likely student numbers – and, therefore, tuition fee and grant income – and
the preparation of a budget for the cost of the course, so that the financial viability of the course can
be assessed.
This costing of proposed courses requires input from academic and finance staff, but can be
integrated into the course approval process. If an institution wanted to cost all existing courses to a
similar extent, however, then this would be an altogether more time and resource intensive
exercise.
In practice, the costing of new and existing courses may follow a similar approach, though the data
analysis processes, the focus of the information, the audience and the way in which it is presented
will vary depending on the use to which it is to be put.
We set out in the table below a summary of the main differences between costing new and existing
courses, based on the experiences of institutions that have done both.
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Costing new courses

Costing existing courses

An investment appraisal to assess the financial
viability of proposed new courses.

A comprehensive mechanism to understand and
interpret costs and to use them for strategic
decision making.

Forward looking, based on estimates and future
projections.

Draws on actual data, with use of appropriate
cost drivers.

One of several factors in the wider new course
approval process.

A broad-ranging project drawing from and
feeding in to other institutional processes and
systems.

Likely to be operated at a ‘local’ level within
departments, supported by finance staff.

Likely to be a centralised process run by a
dedicated resource.

Looks at one course at a time.

Looks at many or all courses simultaneously.

Relatively light touch once the process has been
established.

An intensive one-off exercise, likely to require
significant and sustained input of resources.

Outputs consider the financial viability of a
given course.

Outputs will vary depending on the institution’s
needs, with different users requiring different
information.

Comparisons can be made only with other
courses.

Underpins institutional data through
reconciliation with TRAC, subject-FACTS and
financial ledger. Provides benchmarking
opportunities and year on year trend analysis.
Final outputs support academic planning and the
process of new course costing.

PGT perspective
All these messages are equally applicable to PGT courses as they are to undergraduate courses.
Many institutions are using PGT costing to understand what the existing courses cost, whilst a lesser
number have developed standard costs to be able to cost proposed future courses. Many
institutions have aspirations to develop these standard costs, but have experienced difficulties.
These include:




The ‘standard’ rates are updated each year. In times of significant change this can lead to
material fluctuations in the rates over time, reflecting, for example, changes in PGT student
numbers.
Establishing the most appropriate denominator of the rate. For example staff time or student
full-time equivalents (FTE). Within one type of costs, for example estate costs, the denominator
may be different for different categories of space/estate.
Establishing how many sets of rates to calculate. Costs will vary by discipline, so institutions
may have a different set of rates for each discipline or college/faculty, or just one set for the
institution. Whilst the multiple rate takes more time and is more complex, this approach does
provide a greater level of granularity and accuracy.
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Determining when to use the cost rates. For example, when assessing the viability of a new
PGT course, a specific resource may be identified, such as a new full time appointment at a
specific grade. This specific cost might need to be included in the costing instead of applying the
institution or school/faculty support staff cost rate.

Extract 3: Costing methods
There are many ways to approach course costing. The key thing, though, is
to make sure you understand the full cost of teaching. This is the approach
adopted by the overwhelming majority of institutions involved in this
project, and is the only way to enable the financial sustainability of
provision.
Full costing
The full cost of a course is exactly that. It is an assessment of all costs
relating to the provision of the course, including costs incurred by
departments in running the course as well as a proportion of indirect and
estates costs incurred by the institution.

Top tip
However you
choose to approach
course costing, get
senior management
approval and
support before you
take it any further.

Full costing is essential for informing pricing decisions, as it brings together all costs associated with
each course. It is also the only way to ensure that the course is financially sustainable, by comparing
the planned full cost of the course with actual or projected income from fees and grants.
Full costing includes both fixed and variable costs associated with the course to be costed. Fixed
costs are exactly that, as they remain fixed regardless of how many students participate in a
particular course.
Variable costs depend on the number of students on each course, with the costs increasing
proportionally as the number of students increase. There is not however always a linear relationship
between student volumes and costs, as costs can be semi variable or stepped.

Case study – Determining the full
cost
Working out the full cost of a
course:

+
+
+
+
+

Academic staff time
Academic support staff time
Other non-pay costs
Indirect costs
Estates costs
TRAC adjustments /
Sustainability factor

= Full cost

There can be some initial resistance when allocating
the indirect and estates costs to courses, often due to
the significance of these costs. However, the courses
could simply not be run without these costs being
incurred by the institution, so although there can be
some debate about the different allocation methods,
it is important to explain to users of the information
why it is valid to allocate these costs to courses.
It is important to remember, though, that the course
cost determined using full costing methods does not
tell the institution how much it could save by not
running a particular course. Most costs will be fixed,
at least in the short term. For example, if a member of
academic staff spends a quarter of their time on a
given course, then they are still employed by the
institution (and, therefore, need to be paid) whether
or not that course is run. It is also the case for central
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services costs that there is a minimum level for these services, irrespective of the volumes of
teaching activity.
Most institutions contributing to this guide have opted for a full costing approach, drawing
extensively on TRAC data to measure academic staff time spent on particular courses and to
apportion indirect and estates costs to these courses.
Marginal costing
Marginal costing is another approach to costing that focuses on the additional cost of providing one
more ‘unit’ of whatever is being costed. For teaching provision, this could include determining the
marginal cost incurred as a result of running an additional course, such as set-up and approval costs,
course materials and the cost of any visiting/associate lecturing staff (where there is known capacity
in both the estate and teaching staff). Alternatively, it could involve calculating the marginal cost of
allowing one additional student on to a course, by looking only at the variable costs associated with
that course, up to the deemed maximum group size.
Such an approach is helpful in only a limited range of circumstances, such as certain aspects of
decision making and cost management. Marginal costing is not suitable for pricing decisions or for
ensuring financial sustainability, as it does not include all costs associated with courses, such as
indirect and estates costs. We would strongly recommend that institutions select carefully the
costing method according to the purpose for which they wish to use the information.

PGT perspective
The merits and downsides of full costing and contribution costing were outlined in the previous
chapter, with the conclusion being that full costing was useful for historical performance analysis,
with the value of contribution costing being primarily through the costing of new or planned
courses.
The issue of marginal costing is more nuanced with PGT provision. Some participants have
experience of the academic community believing that PGT provision is, itself, a marginal cost – that
there is little or no additional cost to providing PGT courses over and above providing and
supporting undergraduate courses. This belief has therefore hindered the institution’s ability to
obtain acceptance for the outputs within the academic community. Time spent understanding the
range of PGT provision that is delivered, the different modes of delivery and the different parts of
the institution delivering PGT will enable the different factors affecting and influencing costs to be
understood and factored into the model.
Explaining to academic staff the elements of cost, and the benefits of accurately understanding the
relative costs of PGT and undergraduate provision will be time well spent.
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Extract 4: The numbers involved
We consider in this section the different costs that institutions are likely to
incur in providing courses, together with how these can be allocated or
apportioned to specific courses.
It is important to remember that you do not need to strive for perfection.
While cost information needs to be robust, it really is not realistic – or
necessary – to try to cost each course to the pound.

Top tip
When forecasting
student numbers,
think about
whether these are
really ‘additional’
students or
students attracted
from other courses.

Top tip
Course costing is not
an exact science.

When assigning income and costs to individual courses, institutions
will need to make a range of estimates and assumptions and to draw
on a range of cost drivers. It is important that institutions check these
estimates, assumptions and cost drivers for reasonableness before
using them in course costing, to ensure that the resulting costing
information is as realistic and reliable as possible.
Institutions should also seek to clarify which costs are included where,
so that they can ensure that all costs are included and that double
counting is avoided. This is particularly relevant to academic support
staff and direct non-pay costs, which could be included individually or
within the TRAC indirect costs for teaching.

Income
Institutions will no doubt wish to match income to specific courses. This income will include tuition
fees, grants for tuition fees and other sources of funding for individual courses.
It may be difficult to forecast the level of grant funding or fees for specific courses in anything but
the short term. However, the biggest difficulty faced by institutions so far in determining income is
in predicting student demand for a particular course, especially new ones.
Most institutions ask the members of academic
staff proposing the course to provide an
estimate of student demand. Others find that
input from the institution’s planning and
marketing teams, perhaps supplemented by
comparison with relevant existing courses, can
help to develop robust student number
forecasts for individual courses.

Planning Dept

Marketing
Dept
Forecasting
student
numbers

Academic staff costs

Academic
staff

Academic staff time is likely to be the most
significant direct cost for each course.
Therefore, it is important to allocate such time
to individual courses in a fair and robust way.

Historic
information

When first introducing course costing,
institutions can make a number of assumptions
to simplify the allocation of staff cost/time to
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courses. A common approach is to assume that X course credits equals Y hours of teaching time
(including preparation, direct teaching, assessment, etc.) and to then match these standard hours to
the members of staff teaching on a particular course.
At a more advanced level, institutions may be able to allocate academic staff salary and other costs
directly to courses on the basis of Time Allocation Schedule data, workload planning or management
models, or timetabling information. To be useful, though, the data source used must be current and
should ideally go down to the level of individual courses or indeed modules.
An alternative approach is to ask individual departments to estimate the proportion of time that
each member of staff spends on each course that the department runs. The accuracy of the data
provided may be variable, but some basic checks and comparisons can help to make sure that it is
sufficiently robust.
Where staff time is allocated to courses, institutions will need to determine the financial cost of this
time. One way to start is to calculate a ‘standard’ hourly cost for a typical member of staff (usually
senior lecturer grade) and to use this standard cost to convert teaching hours to pounds. To take this
approach one stage further, institutions could calculate a standard cost for each grade of teaching
staff, and use this to determine the cost of specific grades of staff teaching on each course. It is
important to strike an appropriate balance here between complexity and convenience, as the level
of detail applied is likely to have a particular impact on the quality and usefulness of the outputs
produced.
An alternative approach would be to calculate actual hourly costs for individual members of
academic teaching staff, based on historical or budget data. However, while this approach will result
in a more accurate course cost, it is likely to be particularly time consuming to prepare and to
update the relevant salary data and depends on the institution knowing exactly which members of
staff will be teaching on particular courses. Furthermore, it may have data protection implications if
the salary details of individual members of staff are to be made available to a wide audience.
We set out below a brief case study setting out how institutions can determine a standard academic
hourly pay cost for use in course costing.
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Case study – Determining a standard academic hourly pay cost
1. Identify a standard academic annual pay cost
When determining the cost of an hour of academic staff time, all of the on-costs should
also be included, e.g. national insurance, pension, etc.
Institutions can take the average of pay bandings including academic on-costs. When
costing a course an assumption would need to be made on the pay banding of the
academic delivering the course.
Alternatively, institutions may prefer to determine an average pay cost for an academic
department. This method may be of more use to institutions where one of several
academics could be allocated to the course via workload planning.
2. Determine standard academic annual hours
Where there is a workload planning system in place, the institution can use the data to
determine the average academic annual hours. Alternatively, some teaching intensive
institutions have a contracted annual hours agreement. If neither of these is available,
the institution should use the 1650 annual hours1 as per the Time Allocation Survey.
3. Calculate the standard academic hourly pay cost
Using the data collected, institutions can calculate the standard academic hourly pay cost
as follows:
𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑎𝑐𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑐 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑝𝑎𝑦 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 =

standard academic annual pay cost
standard academic annual hours

As the full-year academic activity is used to calculate the standard academic hourly rate,
the hourly rate must be applied to full teaching hours, i.e. teaching contact hours plus an
allowance for preparation and assessment.
Note:

1

1650 hours is a commonly accepted measure of one FTE and is used in the costing of
Research Council cost based projects.

The costs of PGT are summarised in the diagram below:
Academic
staff costs

+

Nonacademic
staff costs

+

Direct nonpay costs
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+

Indirect and
estates
costs

+

Sustainability
adjustments

Academic support staff costs
Unless institutions already collect data on how members of academic
support staff spend their time, down to the level of individual courses or
modules, then they are likely to have to allocate or apportion this time to
courses in some way. Such costs may include those associated with
student facing staff such as laboratory technicians, departmental support
staff and admissions staff.

Top tip
If you use TRAC
data in your
approach to course
costing, do so
consistently across
the institution.

It is important to determine whether these costs are already included in
the TRAC indirect costs for teaching, if the latter have been calculated for
use in course costing. If academic support staff costs are relatively
uniform across departments and courses, then these could best be left in
the indirect cost rate. However, if the use of such staff varies significantly across courses, it may be
more appropriate to exclude these costs from the indirect cost rate and to allocate or apportion
them directly to individual courses using an appropriate cost driver.

Similar considerations to those outlined above in respect of academic staff time will apply here, too.
In general, institutions have found it simplest to allocate academic support staff costs to courses on
the proportion of academic staff time/cost. However, institutions may be able to adopt a more
refined approach to allocating these costs if they have sufficient data available.
Direct non-pay costs
Direct non-pay costs are any other costs that relate to a specific course, media equipment,
placements, criminal records checks, distance learning materials, course specific bursaries and
agency fees. Depending on the course, these costs can be significant.
The extent to which these can be allocated to the relevant courses depends on how institutions
record this expenditure. Some institutions contributing to this guide record costs at a course level in
their financial systems, so it is relatively straightforward to identify and allocate the costs involved.
Others record these costs at a departmental level, meaning that they then need to be apportioned
across courses on a reasonable basis. This could include allocating costs using student numbers on
each course or, alternatively, on the basis of academic or academic support staff time. It is up to
each institution to determine how best to apportion these costs, based on a clear understanding of
the factors that drive them – the key is to decide on an approach and to then use it consistently over
time and across the institution.
As with academic support staff costs, it is important to determine whether these costs are already
included in the TRAC indirect costs for teaching. If such costs are relatively uniform across
departments and courses, then these could best be left in the indirect cost rate. However, if they
vary significantly across courses, it may be more appropriate to exclude these costs from the indirect
costs and to allocate or apportion them directly to individual courses using an appropriate cost
driver.
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Indirect and estates costs
The apportionment of indirect and estates costs to individual courses can quickly become a
subjective and problematic area and one that can be over-complicated without this achieving any
material difference. Institutions have therefore generally opted for a relatively simple approach.
Most institutions draw on the indirect and estates costs for teaching
determined as part of the TRAC process, apportioning them to courses
using an appropriate cost driver. Some, for example, split courses into a
small number of categories and then apportion indirect and estates costs
to courses using some form of weighting for each category. Others
apportion indirect and estates costs to individual departments then
apportion them to individual courses or modules on the basis of student
numbers.

Top tip
Use the TRAC cost
drivers to allocate
costs to the
lowest level
possible.

TRAC adjustments/Sustainability factor
It is important that institutions understand the ‘full’ cost of its courses. In this context it is
appropriate for institutions to consider the amount in excess of the actual costs that needs to be
generated in order to enable the continued investment in the institution. The importance of
institutional sustainability is something that has been promoted for some time, but is brought into
sharper focus with the removal of a significant proportion of capital funding, thus needing
institutions to generate their own funds for investment.
Institutions should consider whether to include the TRAC infrastructure adjustment and the return
for financing and investment in their course-costing information to enable this. The aim of these
adjustments is to help institutions to understand the full economic cost of their activities and to
promote financial sustainability.
Consequently, most institutions contributing to this guide have chosen to include them in coursecosting information. Others present costing information both with and without the adjustments. It is
up to individual institutions, though, to decide for themselves whether to include these adjustments
in the costing of individual courses.
Alternatively, from the financial forecasting/financial strategy of the institution it may be possible to
identify a simple percentage of the total costs that needs to be added to create a ‘full sustainable
cost’ of each course.
A note on using student numbers as a cost driver
Using the number of students on each course to apportion costs assumes that teaching a student on
each course requires equal time and effort. For example, it assumes that teaching a home student at
level 1 on course A requires the same effort as teaching an overseas student at level 3 on course B.
Where this is not the case, institutions can improve the quality of their course costing data by using
academic judgment – at a departmental or an institutional level – to weight the student load data.
For example, postgraduate teaching may require more effort than undergraduate teaching, so the
student load for postgraduate courses could be increased by a factor of, say, 1.2 to compensate for
this. An intelligent weighting of cost drivers can improve significantly the validity of the resulting
costing information.
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A further consideration when using student numbers as a cost driver is to be clear about when it is
most relevant to use student ‘headcount’ versus FTE. In this regard it is important to consider
whether it is the physical student that drives the cost or simply the proportion of their time that
influences the cost.
PGT perspective
The considerations and decisions relating to identifying academic and non-academic staff time, and
related costs are a key element of undertaking PGT costing, as are identifying the other elements of
cost and considering how to allocate them to PGT activity. In TRAC this means obtaining academic
staff time information at a more granular level in order to separately identify the time spent on
PGT. The same is true for certain other cost drivers.
The key element from a PGT perspective is to understand the resources that are required to deliver
the PGT activity, e.g. how much more, or less, staff time it takes to deliver PGT compared with UG.
The following chapter sets out a step-by-step approach to costing PGT. The messages in this extract
are still equally relevant to costing PGT as to costing courses more generally.

Extract 5: Some tips on understanding and allocating costs
We set out here a number of hints and tips for dealing with costs, which have been put forward by
those institutions that have already got some way through the course-costing process.


Start with what you have. At the beginning, do the best
you can with the data that you already have. Once you
have developed a basic approach to allocating and
apportioning costs, you can develop it further, provided
the institution agrees that the benefits of a more
comprehensive approach will outweigh the costs of
implementing it.

Top tip
Do not try to run before you
can walk. Accept the
limitations in the available
data in the short term, even
if that means that you
cannot yet cost at the level
you may want to.



Use standard costs and assumptions where possible. This
will help you to make the course costing more efficient
and less burdensome on those providing data. However,
these costs and assumptions must be realistic and kept up
to date.



Get support for your approach. The costing methodology has to be accepted by academic
management and staff, in order to secure their buy-in and to ensure that you can get access to
the data you need.



Do not overcomplicate things. A simple methodology that everyone can understand and accept,
and which gives the institution an acceptable level of accuracy in the costs for different courses,
is significantly more helpful than a highly complex approach that few are able to understand and
that requires significant resources to develop and operate.
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PGT perspective
These messages are equally relevant to the specific costing of PGT provision as they are to costing
courses generally. Some of the tips in this extract have been expanded on in more detail in the
previous and following chapters.
In particular though an important first stage in understanding and allocating PGT costs is to
understand fully the scale and range of PGT activity in the institution. Establishing the number of
programmes and cohorts across all faculties and schools and identifying the number of students and
the methods of delivery will ensure that the institution is able to make informed decisions on
costing that activity.
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6 – COSTING POSTGRADUATE TAUGHT PROVISION

Costing PGT activity should be a relatively straight forward exercise, though this is often not the case
in practice. A lot of the information which may be needed to cost PGT provision will most likely
already be collected by an institution. However:
●

some of this information will not be collected or analysed at the right level – for example
it may be collected at a ‘teaching’ level without splitting it between PGT and UG

●

information may be collected currently by departments in different ways and using
different definitions

●

some additional information may be required that is not currently collected.

The main element of cost will be the staff costs, which will be collected through the institution’s
existing TRAC processes. Indirect costs will be allocated to PGT activity using appropriate cost drivers.
Institutions will want to consider whether to weight PGT activity to accurately reflect the cost
utilisation.
This chapter sets out the key information that will likely be required, what the key issues have been
for the participant institutions, and suggests solutions illustrated by case studies to provide
institutions with insight into the key issues.

6.1 – Step-by-step guide to costing postgraduate taught activity
This section describes the stages involved in calculating the cost of PGT provision. It describes:


the data that should be collected



the different elements of cost



considering the cost drivers to select to allocate indirect costs



calculating the cost of PGT



obtaining feedback on the process.
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6.1.1 – Collect cost data at a PGT level
Extract from Course Costing MIP (2011)8 report

Whether an institution is costing PGT at a course level, or at a higher level, there will be data
requirements, and the above guidance is still relevant. Several participants in the study start their
PGT costing exercise with the costs and data collected as part of the TRAC processes.
Appendix 1 includes an example of the model used by an institution to calculate the cost of new PGT
programmes which uses a spreadsheet-based system to calculate the cost and surplus/deficit of the
programme based on inputs of income, student numbers, staff time and other costs.
Many institutions will already collect and record much data about PGT provision, either as part of a
central data collection process – such as the student record system, in the TRAC system or at a
departmental or programme level. It is worthwhile, as part of the stakeholder engagement process,
to establish what data is already collected, and in what form, before establishing new data collection
processes. Once this knowledge has been obtained, in a number of cases it may be that the data
needs to be collected at a further level of disaggregation (i.e. at PGT level). This is most likely to be
the case with the time allocation data. This disaggregation though is likely to be less onerous than
collecting new datasets.
Where data is already currently collected, institutions should consider:


whether the data is in the right form



whether it is collected on a consistent basis across the institution (or across the areas for
which an approach is being developed) using consistent definitions



whether the data is robust and has a high degree of data quality



where modifications are required, how easy this will be to achieve.

The answers to the above questions should not in the first instance be used to justify separate and
additional data collections. More widely in the field of data management there is a commonly held
view that the more uses that are made of datasets the more accurate the data becomes. This is
because any implicit bias or motivation that exists in relation to how the data will be used, is diluted.

8

www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/mips/
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Case Study – Existing data capture
Time allocation surveys or workload planning models are increasingly collecting PGT staff
time and even where this is not the case adapting them to do so is often straightforward,
through incorporating an extra row or selection option for PGT.
The workload planning model for one institution identifies all the courses run by the
university, enabling departments to clearly identify the direct and indirect time spent by
each staff member. The validation of this model incorporates checks to the student
information system to identify courses with students but no time allocated in the model, and
courses with time allocated but with no students recorded.
In another institution, the general ledger identifies, with a separate sub code, the direct nonteaching costs incurred by PGT courses enabling reports to be run to collect the non-teaching
direct PGT costs.

6.1.2 – Elements of cost
As set out in the previous chapter, the elements of cost that make up the cost of PGT are:


academic staff time



academic support staff time



other non-pay costs



indirect costs



estates costs



TRAC adjustments/sustainability factor
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Academic staff cost information
The most crucial data to collect at a PGT level is the
academic staff time. This will be the largest element
of an institution’s PGT cost.
Collecting the proportion of time academics spend
on PGT should be straightforward and if you collect
staff time using a TAS this will require additional
options to be built into the survey form to capture
PGT time. An example of a teaching and support
staff TAS data collection forms is included at
Appendix B.
If an institution uses a WLP model to collect the staff
time then the level of detail at which staff time is
captured may well already identify academic time
allocated to PGT courses or modules. If it does not,
then, as with the TAS method, including this extra
level of detail should be straightforward and a
matter of administrative detail. Whether via TAS or
WLP, ensure that the guidance for academic staff in
these processes is updated to describe the allocation of
time to the PGT category.

Case study – Capturing non-academic
staff costs
One institution has incorporated non academic support staff within its TAS.
Once a year, all non-academic staff
complete a TAS, enabling the
institution to identify the proportions
of time spent supporting academic
work at UG and PGT as well as general
teaching support. This enables a more
accurate allocation of support staff
costs than using cost drivers would
provide.

Top tip
Amend the time allocation or
workload planning process to
capture academic staff time at
PGT level.

Complexities to be aware of
Based on the experience of the participants, collecting staff time at a PGT level does potentially
contain more complexities than UG. Although by no means a comprehensive list, these include:


four-year integrated Masters



distance learning



off-campus provision



modular delivery.

Top tip
Considering what PGT complexities you have at the
start will help you develop an accurate methodology.
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Four-year integrated Masters degrees
The experience of the participants is that four-year integrated Masters present complexities because
the programmes are split between UG and PGT elements. How these programmes are delivered in
institutions will vary, but in order to have accurate PGT costs, it is important to split out the time
spent teaching the UG and PGT elements of these programmes. In reality most institutions will
capture this time and cost as undergraduate at least in part because this is how the student numbers
are returned to the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA). Experience from the participants is
that it is difficult to secure institutional interest in going to the effort of capturing the split of time
and cost between the undergraduate degree and the Masters element. The question which
institutions should consider is whether the benefit of accurately identifying the time spent on each
element, with the consequential accuracy on the costs, is sufficient to warrant the additional data
that is needed to provide guidance and training to academics on how to capture this teaching time,
along with the resources required to check consistent application across the academics.
Distance learning
Students studying on distance-learning provision provides challenges both in terms of the costs to
apply, and the level of absorption of those costs. For example, institutions will exclude student FTEs
from the cost drivers for estate costs – because they are not present on the campus – but these
students may require more academic and pastoral support and the institutional TAS or WLP will
need to be sufficiently flexible to capture the additional time spent supporting these students.
Off-campus provision
PGCE and medical students, for example, who are studying for workplace degrees, often spend a
significant amount of time in schools or hospitals are not studying on campus. Institutions will need
to consider how to weight these students, relative to the on-campus students, to ensure that the
cost absorption is an accurate reflection of their time on campus. This may require additional
analysis of the time spent on and off campus, and the standard approach adopted for on-campus
students may not be appropriate for these students. There may also be similar issues as with the
distance learning students with regard to estate costs and academic and pastoral support time.
Where institutions have a significant proportion of students studying in this manner then there will
be a greater imperative to investigate these issues further to establish accurate cost outputs.
Modular delivery
Where an institution’s teaching is module based and where some modules are undertaken by both
UG and PGT students this presents challenges in costing the provision at a course level, particularly
for prospective new courses. For example, institutions will need to factor in the impact of
undergraduate take up of new modules as well as the PGT take up. In addition a new course or
programme may incorporate modules which are already running, and this makes it difficult to assess
the marginal financial impact for planning and decision-making purposes.
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Non-staff and indirect costs

Top tip
Establish separate
ledger codes for UG
and PGT activity so
that direct costs of
each can be easily and
separately identified.

Non-staff costs consist of direct and indirect costs. Direct non-staff
costs are sometimes identifiable through an institution’s ledger, and
some participants had established specific codes to enable this data
to be captured.

Where the direct costs of delivery are not separately identified in the
ledger then a separate process will be needed to obtain from
departments the direct costs. Some of the institutions that have set
up ledger codes, have had to spend time providing support and
training to departmental time to ensure that the costs coded to UG
and PGT codes are accurate. In the first year of operating these
codes, some institutions have also run a separate simple checking
exercise, asking departmental staff to confirm that the costs
recorded are complete and accurate.
The remaining costs – those indirect costs including estate costs – will most often be identified as
part of the TRAC process. These costs will need to be allocated to PGT by using appropriate cost
drivers. This is explored in the remainder of this chapter.
A further aspect to consider with postgraduate provision is that for many institutions the number of
students on each course or programme is relatively small. Given that direct staff time is ordinarily
the largest element of cost, this means that the cost per student of PGT can be relatively high
compared to the more populous undergraduate courses. Overseas PGT is a further factor that can
lead to a higher, but different level of cost.
Considering how to deal with small cohorts is an important aspect to planning the PGT costing
project – either in adapting the costing model, or in terms of interpreting the results and
understanding the impact for the decision-making process. As well as impacting on the cost
methodologies and assumptions, the participants have found that the impact of small cohorts on
reporting of ‘cost per student’ has a significant bearing on whether the reported results are trusted
and valued by academics. Being able to explain the impact the small cohorts have on the costs is
essential in ensuring institutional buy-in to the outputs. At a simple level, when presenting the
information, a flag or symbol can be used to identify courses with cohorts less than a set number of
students.

6.1.3 – Determining the cost drivers for allocation of indirect costs
Allocating the indirect costs between UG and PGT will require an institution to identify appropriate
cost drivers to allocate the costs over activity. Institutions will already have cost drivers set up as
part of their TRAC processes, and in most cases these drivers will be as appropriate to allocate costs
between PGT and UG activity.
The participant institutions most often use established cost drivers such as:


staff time spent on activity as recorded in the TAS/ WLP



student FTEs and/or headcount



staff FTEs and/or headcount



space utilisation data.
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Weighting cost drivers
Allocating between UG and PGT on the basis of the data above requires an institution to consider
whether to weight the cost drivers to reflect that a student on a PGT course may use more or less
resource than a student on a UG course. Using the staff time data in the TAS or WLP has an inbuilt
weighting, since it is measuring the actual time spent on each activity, and would not normally need
further weighting. The most likely category that weightings might be applied to is the student FTE or
headcount data. The experience of the participants varies from institutions that do not weight PGT

Case study – Examples of institutions weighting PGT activities

1. PGT students studying ‘long courses’ are weighted according to the length of time the
courses take – in this case 45 weeks compared to the standard 30 week PGT course. These
students are weighted by a proportion of 45/30 i.e. 1.5. PGT students on the standard
courses are not weighted.
2. PGT student numbers are weighted by 1.5, reflecting the historical understanding of the
time these students are on the campus. Changes in the delivery methods, and changes in
the PGT programmes offered means that this weighting is probably now only 1.2, but
further work is being done to validate this and ensure departments agree with any revised
weighting.
3. PGT student numbers are weighted according to the credits that are awarded for PGT
compared to UG programmes, resulting in a weighting of 1.5. This weighting has been
used for many years, and recent changes in the range of programmes offered and the
method of delivery means that the institution is reviewing the accuracy of this weighting.

numbers, to those that weight by up to a factor of 1.5 to reflect that PGT students utilise more
resource than UG students.
As the examples above show, many institutions that do weight student
numbers to reflect the additional resource used by PGT students do so
using assumptions which the institution recognises. Such weightings
should be kept under review however. Changes in the range of
programmes offered, the type of learning method available, and the
time spent on campus are all factors which highlight that the decision
to weight or not, and the level of any weightings applied, should be
kept under regular review.

Top tip
Regularly review the
decision to weight, and
the assumptions that
underpin weightings to
ensure they remain
valid and accurate.

One example highlighted is the increasing use of distance learning and
the impact that this has on the PGT costs. Institutions with a large
number of distance learning students will need to consider how this
method of delivery affects the cost of delivering PGT activity. Whilst this
is still a developing area, with no clear methodology identified, what is clear is that reductions in the
‘campus’ and estate-related costs are offset by increases in resources for the support and ‘pastoral
care’ required by these students, not just in the amount of time required, but in the times of the
day/week that this support is provided – particularly with students studying in different time zones.
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The main consideration for institutions in considering whether to weight student activity, is whether
this makes a significant difference in the PGT costs for that activity. In part this is relative to the use
that an institution is making of its PGT costs. An institution calculating the cost a course level, and
wanting to use this as part of a decision to start, continue, or discontinue courses and programmes
will want to create more accurate cost data, and will want more accurate cost allocations.

6.1.4 – Calculating the cost of PGT
Having identified the costs, direct and indirect, agreed on the most appropriate drivers, and
considered whether to weight activity to accurately reflect PGT cost utilisation, the next stages are
to calculate the costs and adopt a model to do that calculation. Most institutions adopt a
spreadsheet-based model, as this allows a good degree of flexibility and transparency, with the
ability to manipulate the data and amend formulas to reflect changes in assumptions. How complex
the model needs to be is a factor of the level of granularity required to deliver the PGT cost data and
the complexities in the institution’s PGT programme.
Calculating the PGT cost at a more granular level – for example at a course or module level – will
require data to be captured in more detail than calculating an overall PGT cost. Most of the
institutions that calculate costs at a course or school level have designed their models to calculate
this directly rather than calculating an overall PGT cost and then apportioning this down to a course
level. Student numbers that are used as cost drivers will be needed at a course or module level.
Whilst the number of students on courses will be readily available, costing modules is more complex,
as explained earlier in this chapter, particularly where modules are delivered to both undergraduate
and postgraduate students. In this case, the data capture will need to be sufficiently agile to capture
the student numbers and staff time to split the costs between undergraduate and postgraduate
activity.
Having calculated the PGT cost, the final stage is to report these costs back to the department,
school, or faculty. There are a range of styles of reports. Some examples of these are included in
Appendix 3. The key consideration for an institution is that the reports should be:


fit-for-purpose



understandable by non-accountants



consistent across the institution to enable comparability.

6.1.5 – Obtaining feedback on the process

Top tip
Produce the results
and share them. Even
if the results are not
perfect you’ll learn
lessons and adapt the
approach as a result.

Most of the participants who have been costing PGT activity for
some time have learnt and adapted their approach over time, as a
result of discussing the results, the methodology and the
assumptions with academic groups across the institution.
Ensuring that the results are clearly understandable, providing the
costs at the agreed institutional level and are produced to a
consistent template will help ensure that academic and nonacademic staff benefit from the outputs. The participants were clear
about the higher value of producing something that is imperfect and
amending the methodology and assumptions in the following period
than of spending excessive time finessing the methodology and
assumptions before producing the outputs.
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Reporting the results to the appropriate group
will help in learning lessons, and identify where
departments have differences or unique
complexities in provision, or where assumptions
need to be revised to accurately report the
costs.

Discuss
outputs

Establish
methodology

Report
results

Reporting face-to-face allows the outputs,
assumptions and core methodology to be
explained and understood by academics,
managers and administrators alike. The
experience of the participants is that a general
lack of trust comes from the outputs being out
of line with ‘accepted thinking’ about the costs
of PGT. As a general rule most institutions find
that the cost of PGT, when measured as a cost
per student, comes out as being higher than the
cost of undergraduate activity, but there is often
a view amongst academics that PGT provision is
‘high margin’ i.e. income is in excess of costs,
with only minimal ‘marginal costs’ on top of the
‘core’ costs of UG provision. Ensuring there is an
opportunity for an explanation and
understanding of not just the results, but the
underlying approach and assumptions has been
found to be effective in gaining greater buy-in to
the outputs, as well as completing the feedback
loop and ensuring that the methodology is
improved for the future years.

Agree
assumptions

Collect
data

Top tip
Present the results face-to-face
at meetings with academics,
managers and administrators
allowing the opportunity for twoway feedback on the
methodology, assumptions and
results. This will help achieve a
high level of institutional buy-in
to the process.

6.2 – What have institutions identified from costing PGT?
Institutions that have costed PGT identified the following:


The analysis of time between UG and PGT identified that the academic time spent delivering
PGT was greater than often was understood to be the case.



The biggest impact on the cost per student of PGT courses or modules was small cohorts,
due to the relatively large proportion of ‘fixed’ staff cost which is needed to deliver PGT. The
higher proportion of senior staff involved in PGT compared with UG also impacted the
relative cost of PGT courses.



The relationships between PGT modules and courses was more complex than initially
imagined. There are many instances of matrix structures of discipline and core modules with
multi-discipline input without a single ‘owner’. Establishing the scale and structure of PGT
activity in the first instance has helped institutions to understand the breadth and scale of its
delivery.



Institutions that have weighted PGT activity compared with UG activity, based on historical
data, have found that changes to the programmes and how they are delivered has meant
that the weightings are no longer realistic. These therefore need updating periodically.
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6.3 – Some key questions to consider
Below are some key questions for the institution to consider when costing PGT.


What costs do you already collect at PGT and UG level?



Does the time allocation or workload planning method already collect time at PGT level?



Is your ledger already collecting direct costs in specific PGT codes? If so, how accurate is the
data?



What are the most appropriate cost drivers to use, and are the TRAC drivers appropriate for
allocating costs to PGT?



Should the cost drivers be weighted to reflect different usage of the costs by PGT or UG
activity?



Are the weightings used in previous years still appropriate, i.e. do they continue to reflect
the PGT activity accurately?



How precise does the cost allocation need to be? This concept of materiality should reflect
how precise the institution requires the PGT cost to be.



Do the results of the cost calculations reflect the institution, and academic, views of PGT
costs, and if not, what further work or communication is needed to ensure that the
calculated cost is understood and accepted?
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7 – HOW CAN THE QUALITY OF DATA BE ASSURED?

There are a number of aspects of good quality data:
●

accuracy

●

consistency

●

reliability

●

timeliness

●

relevance

●

completeness.

Achieving good quality data is helped by:
●

assigning responsibility and accountability for data quality

●

clear, timely communication

●

adopting consistent clear definitions

●

establishing a validation and verification framework.

7.1 – Why is this important?
Good decisions need to be based on good quality information. Therefore good quality information
needs to be derived from good quality data.
Underpinning the development of costing information on PGT needs to be an institutional
knowledge that the data is reliable and robust. It is important not only for the finance team to know
that the data used in the costings is accurate, but that academics and non-academics know that this
is the case too. This is a crucial aspect to ensuring institutional buy-in to costing PGT. The results
must be credible to staff and aligning with their understanding of their PGT provision, or with
differences being explainable to refute such perceptions.

Top tip
Knowing that the data used in calculating
PGT costs is robust, reliable and of good
quality is a key element in obtaining strong
institutional buy-in to the ‘cost’ outputs.
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7.2 – Key aspects of good quality data
There are a number of characteristics that describe good quality data as set out below.
Accuracy

Consistency

Reliability

Timely

Relevant

Completeness

Data needs to be sufficiently accurate for its expected use. But the need for
accuracy should be balanced with the costs and effort required to obtain
that accuracy. Establishing appropriate quality assurance processes will be
important to confirm the accuracy of the data.
Where data is collected in different departments it should be internally
consistent using the same definitions, and be based on consistently applied
principles of data collection.
Data should be collected only once – where data is already available
elsewhere in the institution then this should be used – where possible for
multiple uses.
The data should be based on data collection principles that are consistent
over time – so that changes in cost or performance are related to real
changes in activity rather than changes in methods of data collection.
Data should be captured as soon as possible after the event or activity and
is more valuable if it is available for use within a short timescale. Data
should be available quickly and frequently to enable up-to-date and
accurate information.
Data needs to be relevant for the purpose intended. Care is needed where
the data used has been captured for other purposes, to ensure that the
methods of data collection and the principles applied are relevant to the
current purpose.
Regular reviews of the data should be carried out to ensure it remains
relevant.
Where data is required from a number of sources, processes should be in
place to ensure that all sources provide the information and that any
missing or incomplete records are followed up.

It is likely that the registry and finance functions will have established data quality protocols.
Therefore, understanding the work already undertaken to ensure the quality of the datasets could
reduce the work required in delivering the PGT costing.

7.3 – Achieving good quality data
The following are good practice tips for institutions to achieve good quality data in the calculation of
PGT costs.

7.3.1 – Responsibility
Institutions should assign responsibility for the data collection and the quality of the data collected
to an appropriate individual or group of individuals. Within the institution, having a person in a
position of leadership to champion the importance of good data quality enables an institution to
demonstrate the priority it places on this area. Ideally a structure of responsibility should be in place,
enabling ownership through the leadership team and academic departments, as well as finance
teams.
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7.3.2 – Accountability
It is important that staff involved in collecting data are responsible for the data they collect. Staff
with institutional responsibility for data quality can hold staff accountable for delivering good quality
data which meets the characteristics shown above. A key aspect of ensuring accountability is the
level of institutional buy-in that is achieved. This is discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.

7.3.3 – Clear communication
Clear and timely communication to the right people is a key element in ensuring that the quality of
data is good. Key elements of this communication should include:


The reasons why the data is needed – in this case, to cost PGT provision. Explain to the staff
what this data will be used for and what it will not be used for. Ensure that you outline how
the diversity of the PGT offer and the methods of delivery are being taken into account in
the costing approach. They need to understand the institutional importance that is being
applied to costing PGT activity.



What information is required and what skills staff will need to collect and record the data.



The level of granularity that is required, and the volume of data to be collected, and hence
the amount of time that will be required to collect the data.



The instructions for completing the relevant data return – explaining how to treat different
situations and particular cases to ensure consistency, and where to go to answer queries and
clarify the requirements.



Providing the cost information back to the staff – so that they see the outcome from the
data collection they have been involved in.

The lessons from the project participants are that there is an advantage in much of the
communication being face-to-face, allowing academic and non-academic staff to talk to finance staff
about the data requirements and the purposes of collection. Identifying suitable forums to discuss
this area will be an effective way of communicating across a large group of relevant staff.

7.3.4 – Verification/validation
A critical part of any data quality process is the checking, and
validating, that provides assurance to the institution that the
data is accurate, complete, reliable and relevant. The extent
to which checks and validations are required will be a matter
for institutional judgement, but the following are examples
that are in place at institutions:


Built-in ‘system’ controls – These can take a variety
of forms, but examples would include restricting the
data that can be input to the data collection
template, for example, requiring whole numbers
within certain ranges and providing drop down lists of
courses/modules.



Line manager/responsible officer checks – For
example, with regard to WLP model or TAS returns,
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Case study – WLP validation
The WLP model adopted by one
institution includes in-built
triangulation with the student
information system to identify
exceptions, and highlight where
courses have students but no
academic time or cost against
them, or where there is time/cost
against courses with no students
registered.

the submitted data should be checked by a head of department or other leadership figure,
who is able to confirm that the data is in line with their expectations. This provides an
informed check on the reasonableness of the data.


Comparison with other available information – Where departmental or finance staff have
expectations of how data should relate to each other – for example, the proportion of
lecturer time on PGT courses – a review across common categories of data can provide
assurance that there is consistency across all areas.



Overall review of all data – Reviewing all the data collected can help identify potential
outliers or groups of outliers, and allows targeted interrogation and ‘testing’ of those
datasets to identify any incomplete data or inconsistent application of data completion
guidance.

7.3.5 – Considerations for proposed future courses: how would you validate this
information?
Using costing information to inform the decisions about future courses may require some further
validation to be carried out on the data. In particular this is because the information used will be
prospective in terms of the likely staff time required and the number of students expected to be on
the course.
Institutions that have a number of years of PGT cost data are starting to develop standard times and
costs for types of courses, which enable the institution to provide a consistent approach to
estimating costs of new courses. Most institutions do not have such standards though, and hence
there will be a need to review the staff time, cost and student number data against institution
expectations and other evidence that is available in order to validate the reasonableness of the data
used. For example, this will include comparison with other similar existing courses in terms of staff
time, other direct and indirect costs and likely student numbers in the first and subsequent years,
and should include consideration of the completeness and accuracy of first year ‘set-up’ costs.
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Appendix A – EXAMPLE STRUCTURE OF A POSTGRADUATE TAUGHT
COSTING MODEL
This is an example of a costing model used by one institution to cost new programmes/courses.
The model works on the basis of a series of inputs for cost rates, estimates of staff time and student
numbers, and generates the cost outputs. Each ‘worksheet’ in the Microsoft Excel spreadsheet is set
out on a separate page with commentary included in the yellow boxes.

Sheet 1 – Parameters for cost calculation and inflation assumptions
This sheet provides the institution’s central cost rates for various inputs and inflation assumptions,
and allows the school to input their own cost rates where they have information to override the
central rates. This information is used to calculate the costs as reported in Sheet 5.

Parameters - ensure chosen parameters are entered into cells C6 to C9

Default - TRAC
based values for
total PGT

Own input if
preferred

Parameters
£ cost per academic hour (average academic staff cost)

57.37

57.37

£ cost per academic hour (College support)

26.41

26.41

£ College occupied space cost/student FTE

968.34

968.34

1.13

1.13

£ circulation space cost/student FTE

285.05

285.05

College target contribution % of income

41.37%

41.37%

£ centrally bookable space cost/student hour

Inflation - ensure chosen rates are entered into cells C18 to C47
Default inflation 14-15
assumptions
2015-16
HEFCE T Grant
Tuition Fees Home UG
Tuition Fees Home PG
Tuition Fees International
Non-pay expenditure
Pay expenditure

0.00%
0.00%
3.00%
3.00%
2.00%
2.50%
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0.00%
0.00%
3.00%
3.00%
2.00%
2.50%

Own input or
zero if
preferred

Sheet 2 – Programme information
This sheet records the credits for each of the modules for each of the
years. This information feeds into Sheet 3.

Taught Programme header information
College
Discipline/BU
Programme level (select)
Programme name
Programme code
Total credits per year
Duration Full Time (years)
Duration Part Time (years)

Test
Test1
PGT
TestPGT
PGT
180
1
3

Programme format and student numbers (headcount)
Year (level) 1
Module
Module 1_1
Module 1_2
Module 1_3
Module 1_4
Module 1_5
Module 1_6
Module 1_7
Module 1_8
Module 1_9
Module 1_10
Module 1_11
Module 1_12
TOTAL

Credits
15
90
15
15
15
30

Band

180
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Sheet 3 – Staff time and other cost inputs
This sheet records the time estimated for each module; there are data entry areas for each of the
Modules referred to in Sheet 2. This information is multiplied by the cost rates from Sheet 1 to
calculate the costs for the modules as shown in Sheet 5.

Taught module costing tool
LEVEL 1
Module 1_1

Level
Band
module credits
full time credits

PGT
0.00
15.00
180.00

Academic hours
leadership hours - fixed per annum
leadership hours - variable per student
preparation hours - fixed per annum
preparation hours - variable per hour of teaching delivery
teaching delivery hours - fixed per annum: lectures/seminars
teaching delivery hours - fixed per annum: tutorials
teaching delivery hours - fixed per annum: workshop/labs
marking hours - variable per home/EU student
marking hours - variable per international student

Additional module costs
guest speakers number of visits per annum
fee/guest visit (inc expenses)
field trip 1/student
field trip 2/student
field trip 3/student
consumables/student
other module cost (fixed - define)
other module cost (fixed - define)
other module cost (fixed - define)
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10.00
0.10
3.00
15.00

0.75
0.75

Sheet 4 – Student number estimates, fee rates and other direct or capital cost inputs
This sheet records the estimated number of students on each module, the PGT fee rates
applying to this programme, and other direct/capital costs for one year of the programme.
There are other identical entry sheets for the other applicable years. This information is used
to generate the programme cost outputs for each year shown in Sheet 5.
Programme inputs for year
Programme name
Programme code

2014-15

TestPGT
PGT

Programme format and student numbers (headcount)
Level 1

Module
Module 1_1
Module 1_2
Module 1_3
Module 1_4
Module 1_5
Module 1_6
Module 1_7
Module 1_8
Module 1_9
Module 1_10
Module 1_11
Module 1_12

Credits
15
90
15
15
15
30
0
0
0
0
0
0

TOTAL

Students
Home/EU
30
30
30
30
30
30

Students
Int'l
8
8
8
8
8
8

FTE
Home/EU
2.50
15.00
2.50
2.50
2.50
5.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

FTE Int'l
0.67
4.00
0.67
0.67
0.67
1.33
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

180
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30.00

8.00

INFLATED
2,600
9,000

17,500

2,600
9,000

17,500

INFLATED

Total per annum

Band
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

180

Income (£ per student FTE)
HEFCE T grant (if applicable)
Tuition fee
Programme level direct cost for the year

per FTE

College funded student support Home/EU students
College funded student support Int'l students

0
0

Specific capital costs - define
cost £
useful life - years

0

0

Other programme level direct cost (define)
Other programme level direct cost (define)
Other programme level direct cost (define)
Other programme level direct cost (define)
Other programme level direct cost (define)
Other programme level direct cost (define)

10000
0
0
0
0
0

10,000

Total other programme level direct cost

10,000

10,000
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Sheet 5 – Module cost output
This sheet displays results from the calculations of cost and projected income based on the inputs
entered in the previous sheets. This sheet has identical result areas for each of the other modules
as recorded on Sheet 2 and 4. There are other identical results sheets for the other applicable
years. This information is collated into the programme output shown in Sheet 6.

MODULE COSTING 2014-15

Module 1_1
Academic hours of module
leadership
preparation
teaching
marking
total academics hours of module

13.80
45.00
15.00
28.50
102.30

Cost of module £
academic staff cost of academic hours
support cost of academic hours
guest speaker cost
included field trips
consumables
other module costs
College directly charged space cost
centrally bookable space
non re-chargeable space cost
student support
share of programme specific depreciation
share of other programme costs
total cost of module

5,868.83
2,702.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
3,066.40
53.55
902.65
0.00
0.00
833.33
13,426.86

Income from module £

40,666.67

less required contribution to central costs £

-16,823.92

net income £

23,842.74

less total cost £

-13,426.86

surplus/(deficit) £

10,415.89

Incremental Home/EU student FTEs required to breakeven OR
Incremental Int'l student FTEs required to breakeven
Incremental Home/EU student numbers required to breakeven OR
Incremental Int'l student numbers required to breakeven
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-2.23
-1.28
-26.73
-15.36

Sheet 6 – programme cost output
This sheet displays combined results from each of the module cost outputs
for each of the years as shown for one module for one year in Sheet 5.

TOTAL PROGRAMME

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

Student FTEs
Home/EU new
Home/EU continuing
Int'l new
Int'l continuing
Total FTEs

30.00
0.00
8.00
0.00
38.00

30.00
0.00
8.00
0.00
38.00

30.00
0.00
8.00
0.00
38.00

Academic hours of programme
leadership
preparation
teaching
marking
total academics hours of module

83
270
90
1,375
1,818

83
270
90
1,375
1,818

83
270
90
1,375
1,818

Cost of programme £
academic staff cost of academic hours
support cost of academic hours
guest speaker cost
included field trips
consumables
other module costs
College directly charged space cost
centrally bookable space
non re-chargeable space cost
student support
share of programme specific depreciation
share of other programme costs
Total cost of programme

104,285
48,014
0
0
38,000
0
36,797
428
10,832
0
0
10,000
248,356

106,892
48,975
0
0
38,760
0
37,533
437
11,048
0
0
10,200
253,845

109,562
49,954
0
0
39,535
0
38,283
446
11,269
0
0
10,404
259,454

Income from module £

488,000

500,300

512,969

-201,887

-206,976

-212,217

286,113

293,324

300,752

-248,356

-253,845

-259,454

37,757
13.20%

39,479
13.46%

41,298
13.73%

less required contribution to central costs £
Net income £
less total cost £
Surplus/(deficit) £
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Appendix B – EXAMPLE TIME ALLOCATION SURVEY FORMS
i) Teaching Staff
COMPULSORY STAFF TIME ALLOCATION SCHEDULE - TEACHING PUBLICLY FUNDED & TEACHING NON-PUBLICLY FUNDED
Faculty of:

Faculty 1

School of:

School 1
Teaching (T)

Ref

Leaving Date
(If
Applicable)

Job
Description

Name

Publicly
Funded

Nonpublicly
Funded

Comments

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

0

0

Level of Study
UG Single
UG Joint
UG
PGT
(if applicable)
Honour
Honour
Programmes Programmes
Programmes Programmes

0%

0%

ii) Support Staff

% Staff Time Attributed to Activity
Programmes
Programme 1
Programme 2
Programme
% of Staff Support
Programme
% of Staff Support
Name
of Teaching Time
Name
of Teaching Time

Modules
Modules 1
Modules 2
% of Staff Support
% of Staff Support
Module Name
Module Name
of Teaching Time
of Teaching Time

These are examples of a Time Allocation Survey
(TAS) form: (i) is for teaching staff and (ii) is for
0%
0%
0%
support
staff. The two0%forms look the same
and
capture the time spent on different courses
categorised by type of programme.

Check

0
0
0
0
0
0
0%

% of Staff
% of Staff
Teaching
Teaching Time
Time To Be
Directly
Allocated By
Allocated
Cost Drivers
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0%

COMPULSORY STAFF TIME ALLOCATION SCHEDULE - SUPPORT TO TEACHING
Faculty of: Faculty 1
School of: School 1
Support (S)
Ref

Leaving Date
(If
Applicable)

Job
Description

Name

Support to
Teaching

-

-

-

-

0

Comments
(if applicable)

-

% Staff Time Estimated for
Level of Study
Each Category
NonUG Single
UG Joint
Delivery
Total
UG
PGT
Delivery
Honour
Honour
Support
Support
Programmes Programmes
Support
Programmes Programmes
-

-

% Staff Time Attributed to Activity
Programmes
Programme 1
Programme 2
Programme
% of Staff Support
Programme
% of Staff Support
Name
of Teaching Time
Name
of Teaching Time

Modules
Modules 1
Modules 2
% of Staff Support
% of Staff Support
Module Name
Module Name
of Teaching Time
of Teaching Time

-

Check

0
0
0
0
0
0
0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Appendix B is available to download in Microsoft Excel format from www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/mips
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0%

0%

% of Staff
% of Staff
Teaching
Teaching Time
Time To Be
Directly
Allocated By
Allocated
Cost Drivers
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Appendix C – INSTITUTIONAL EXAMPLES OF COSTING OUTPUT
REPORTS
Institution A
COSTING FRAMEWORK FOR TAUGHT PROGRAMMES 2014/15
School:
Level:

SCHOOL 1
ALL LEVELS
SINGLE HONOURS SCHOOL 1
£

JOINT HONOURS SCHOOL 1
£

POSTGRADUATE - ALL TAUGHT PROGRAMMES SCHOOL 1
SCHOOL 1
£
£

Income Allocation
Tuition Fee Income
HEFCE Grant Income
Other Income

Delivery & Delivery Support Costs
Academic Staff
Administrative Staff
Technician Staff
Other Staff
Non-Pay Costs
Estates Costs

Non-Delivery Support Costs
Academic Staff
Administrative Staff
Other Staff
Non-Pay Costs
Residual General Support

Central
Estates Costs
Cost Pools
Student Support
International Costs
Costs for Joint Honours

This example of a PGT reporting template shows
the costs at a school level for the different study
levels within that school.
Supporting this report are three separate, more
detailed reports, for Single Honours, Joint Honours
and Postgraduate, which have separate columns
for each programme.
Comparisons with prior years are provided to
demonstrate the movement in costs over time,
along with the student FTEs’ data and analysis.

Total Costs
Surplus/(Deficit) on Total Costs
Student FTEs
Total Cost per Student FTE
Total Income per Student FTE
Surplus/(Deficit) on Total Costs per FTE
Breakeven Student FTE
Student Headcount

Final Costs 2013/14
Student FTEs 2013/14
Average Cost per Student FTE 2013/14
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Institution B
This example of a PGT reporting template is at a course level, and
shows the income and costs laid out in a ‘profit and loss’ format.
Additional information on the student FTEs and academic staff
hours is provided for each course, which enables comparison across
courses, and provides the information to identify the impact of
small courses on surpluses/deficits.

Summarised TRAC PGT Course P&L
COURSE

MSC Example

Grant income
Fee income
Other College income
Allocated income
Total income

0
245,699
1,335
6,147
253,180

Academic staff
Support staff
College non-pay
Student funding
Estates costs
Central Services
Total costs

73,936
12,164
14,041
2,817
12,297
49,816
165,072

TRAC Surplus/(deficit) excl cost adjs
% of income

88,109
35%

Home/EU Student FTEs
International Student FTEs

2.25
14.00

Workload planning academic staff hours

1,978.07

From full year TRAC analysis
TRAC Teaching I&E results analysed between UG attended modules (in total)
and individual PGT attended modules using cost drivers; PGT modules combined
to produce course results
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Institution C
University Teaching
Income & Costs

2014-15

2013-14

PGT Students

2014-15
Total
FTE's

Shared
School
Services
Costs Estates Costs
£000's
£000's

2014-15
Shared
Estimated
Services Non
TRAC Cost Estimated
Total
Estates Costs Adjustments Total Cost Cost/FTE
£000's
£000's
£000's
£

Funding
Council
Income
£000's

PGT Students

Tuition
Tuition
Fees
Fees
Home Overseas
£000's
£000's

Other
Income
£000's

2014/15
Total
Total Income/
Income
FTE
£000's
£

Faculty 1
School 1
School 2
School 3
Faculty 1 Total
Faculty 2
School 4
School 5
School 6
Faculty 2 Total
Faculty 3
School 7

This example of a PGT reporting template shows the costs
at a school level for each faculty, and enables the
calculation of an indicative surplus/deficit for each
school/faculty.
Comparison with 2013-14 is provided, and the same
structure is used to report the UG costs which enables a
clear UG/PGT comparison.

School 8
School 9
Faculty 3 Total
Faculty 4 Total
School 10
School 11
School 12
Faculty 4 Total

University Total
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Indicative
Surplus/
Deficit
£000's

2014/15
Indicative
Surplus/
Estimated
Deficit/ Estimated
Total
FTE Total Cost Cost/FTE
£
£000's
£

Total
Income
£000's

Total Indicative
Income/ Surplus/
FTE
Deficit
£
£000's

2013/14
Indicative
Surplus/
Deficit/
FTE
£

Appendix D – LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
fEC

Full economic cost

FSSG

Financial Sustainability Strategy Group

FTE

Full-time equivalent

HE

Higher education

HEFCE

Higher Education Funding Council for England

HEI

Higher education institution

HESA

Higher Education Statistics Agency

MIP

Management Information Project

PG

Postgraduate

PGR

Postgraduate Research

PGT

Postgraduate Taught/Teaching

Subject-FACTS

Subject-related full average costs of teaching a student

TAS

Time Allocation Survey

TDG

TRAC Development Group

TRAC

Transparent Approach to Costing

TRAC(T)

TRAC for Teaching

UG

Undergraduate

WLP

Workload planning
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