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TRAC in a changing and more challenging
environment
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Welcome
TRAC Conference 2018
Ian Creagh
Chair – TRAC Development Group
24 September 2018

Networking
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We all have lanyards with different colours
0-1 years

- white

2-5 years

- orange

5-10 years

- blue

10+ years

- black

Also don’t forget in your packs there is a sheet with Human Bingo.
• all completed entries to be submitted in the competition box on the registration
desk by the end of lunch

Agenda (1)
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09:30

Coffee and Registration

10:00

Welcome by Conference Chair

10:10

Key Note Speaker
Research sustainability and UKRI developments

10:50

Update from TDG
Updates on:
• the TDG work programme
• TRAC Guidance
• Margin for Sustainability and Investment

11:15

Break for Coffee

Ian Creagh

Cornwall Room
Second Floor

Neil Phimister,
UKRI

Cornwall Room
Second Floor

Andrew Bush,
TRAC Support Unit

Cornwall Room
Second Floor

Agenda (2)
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11:35

Breakout Sessions
S elect one of the following s essions :
TRAC for Beginners
A practical introduction to TRAC for those new to
TRAC reporting.

12:50

Catherine Jones,
University of Hull / TRAC
Support Unit

Holborn Room
Third Floor

TRAC Masterclass
The application of TRAC Guidance & Assurance
requirements. This will be a practical session providing
a refresh on key requirements.

TRAC Support Unit

Cornwall Room
Second Floor

TDG and FSSG Project presentation
Highlights and ‘need to knows’ on the latest TDG
projects focussing on workload planning and alternative
delivery methods for undergraduate provision.

TRAC Support Unit

Cambridge Room
First Floor

Skills session: Resilience

Claire Harvey
Edit Development

Oxford Room
Second Floor

Break for Lunch

Agenda (3)
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13:40

Key Note Speaker
TRAC and the Higher Education Policy
perspective
14:00 Breakout Sessions

Annelie Drabu
Department for Education

Cornwall Room
Second Floor

S elect one of the following sessions:

15:15

Enabling Efficiency
Added Value from using TRAC Data. The session will
provide examples of how TRAC data can add value in
reporting within institutions

TRAC Support Unit

Cornwall Room
Second Floor

TRAC Masterclass:
The application of TRAC Guidance & Assurance
requirements. This will be a practical session
providing a refresh on key requirements.
TDG and FSSG Project presentation
Highlights and ‘need to knows’ on the latest TDG
projects focussing on workload planning and
alternative delivery methods for undergraduate
provision.
Skills session: Resilience

TRAC Support Unit

Holborn Room
Third Floor

TRAC Support Unit

Cambridge Room
First Floor

Claire Harvey
Edit Development

Oxford Room
Second Floor

Break for Coffee

Agenda (4)
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15:35

Keynote Speaker
Financial outlook in a more uncertain and
fragmented sector and the tools and insight
required

16:15

Question and Answer Session

16:30

Closing Remarks

Conference Close

Martyn Riddleston
University of Leicester

Cornwall Room
Second Floor

Ian Creagh &
TDG Panel

Cornwall Room
Second Floor

Ian Creagh

Cornwall Room
Second Floor
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Research sustainability and UKRI
developments
Neil Phimister
Strategic Finance Business Partner
UKRI
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Why TRAC matters

Underpinning data supporting significant portion of RC grant spend
• Critical to Research Grant Overhead payment regime
• Significant amounts of public money disbursed based on integrated
system of reporting and assurance
• Alternatives likely to be worse!

An essential financial data set for the UK University sector enabling
fact based informed policy development……..
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Assessing sustainability

The sustainability of the research funding system cannot be
understood without understanding the sustainability of the wider
sector i.e. holistic view which TRAC supports
• As well as the work of TDG we use information from a wide range
of sources to understand the health of the HE sector
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Estate quality has improved

The AUDE Estates Management Report 2017 found c.9% annual growth in university
capital expenditure in the year to 2015/16, rising to over £3bn p.a. for the first time
Estate quality has remained broadly stable since 2012/13, following previous major
improvements that broadly correlated with increases in capital spending.
Real capital spending, 2015/16 prices
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Significant variation exists within the sector

120%

Percentage recovery on
Research

% recovery

100%
80%
60%
40%

Average

Peer groups a &b
Other peer
groups

20%
0%
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Research depends heavily on cross subsidy

Historically, university research
has run at a substantial deficit
The 27% loss on research is
largely covered by overseas
students
Loss of that cross-subsidy
could seriously cut the volume
or quality of UK research
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The UK delivers an exceptional return on investment

UK share of global research
Highly-cited articles
Citations
Downloads
Articles
Researchers
R&D Expenditure
Population
0

2

4

6

8
2014

10

% 2012

12

14

16

18

2010

This pattern is the result of a system in which the reputations of universities, and their attractiveness
to staff and students, especially overseas students, depends upon quality of the research
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Reduction in fee income would increase sustainability risk

There would be sustainability
implications from:
• A reduction in home student fees,
or
• from the introduction of new
systems of hypothecation that
limit cross-subsidisation
This would impact the availability of
research funding and put excellence
at risk
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Pressures

Headwind sustainability risks facing the HE sector include:
• EU Exit and migration
• Staff and pension costs, rising across the sector (£17.5bn USS deficit
reported in 2017)
• Teaching-intensive HEI’s fewer alternate income sources to
government funding
• HEI debt
• Expectations of falling numbers of student applications
• Non-residential capital expenditure
• HE reform
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Conception of UKRI

NERC

AHRC

STFC

BBSR
C

UKR
I

MRC

EPSR
C

RE
IUK

ESRC
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The Numbers

• More than £6.5 billion in combined
budget per year
• 3,900 research and business grants
issued every year
• 151 universities receiving research
funding
• 38 institutes, laboratories, units,
campuses and innovation catapults
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Mission

UK Research
and Innovation:
benefiting
everyone through
knowledge, talent,
and ideas
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Our Values
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Foundations for Research and Innovation

To achieve our vision,
we need to get the
foundations right
We will focus on four
key areas:

22

Early priorities for UKRI

•
•
•
•
•
•

Industrial Strategy Challenge Fund (targeted business led)
Infrastructure Roadmap (Large Research Infrastructures)
International Collaboration (new FIC fund)
Regional Innovation and Growth (new SiP fund)
Strategic Priorities Fund (new SPF fund)
Supporting Research and Research Talent (new targeted funding)

 Supporting Societal Impact
 Working towards 2.4%
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The big problem

UK’s lagging productivity growth
•

•

After a decade of near-zero
growth, UK labour productivity
is only 1.3% above its pre-crisis
peak in 2017 Q4.
The OBR is predicting
productivity growth of around
1% per year over the next five
years, well below the UK’s long
run average of just over 2%.
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Foundations to the Industrial Strategy – UKRI’s role

25

Working towards 2.4%

The Government has committed to
reaching:
• 2.4% of GDP investment in R&D
by 2027
• Reaching 3% in the longer term
• Additional £7bn cumulatively by
2021/22

 Likely to drive future funding
In 2015 UK’s expenditure on R&D represented 1.7% of GDP – below the OECD
average R&D intensity of 2.4%.
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Dual support review

•

We are critically
assessing what
constitutes
‘reasonable
balance’

•

Your data again
critical to the
exercise
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Balanced funding working group

Objectives:
A. To critically assess and strengthen the evidence base around the strategic case for
dual support
B. To identify and develop early-warning indicators which can signal shifts away from
reasonable balance
C. To review and assess the basis on which England’s dual support consequential are
calculated
D. To consider the potential impact of changes to the balance of dual support (e.g. how
would classes of institutions respond, would there be a disproportionate effect on
some disciplines)
E. To consider the potential impact of wider changes to HEI funding on what
constitutes reasonable balance, in particular in ensuring sustainability

28

The big but…..

• Public sector
finances remain
challenging
• Many other
competing critical
priorities

Source:
ONS
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Summary

Core data provided by TRAC process self evidently critical to support
future funding decisions
Common joint interest (and the national interest) in maintaining robust
system of financial reporting, enabling us to collectively demonstrate
appropriate accountability for wise use of scarce taxpayer’s money
 an essential precondition for further government investment
Looking forward to continuing to work together - thank you all for
your support

30
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Update from the
TRAC Development Group
Andrew Bush
TRAC Support Unit

What we’ll cover
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• TRAC over the last year
• Update on TDG work plan
• Margin for Sustainability and Investment
• TRAC Guidance
• DfE review of undergraduate teaching costs
• Recap on other resources and developments

The last year in HE
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Regulatory change in England
Increased focus on value for money
Increased public scrutiny
Costing of Dental Hygiene and Dental Therapy provision
The Post 18 Funding review
DfE Costing of Undergraduate and Foundation degree provision
Demographic decline
Increased competition for students
Increased financial challenge
BREXIT

TDG’s current work
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• Current work plan:
•

Maintaining the TRAC Guidance

•

Providing support for TRAC Practitioners

•

TRAC Governance and Assurance

•

Current project initiatives
•

Different by Design

•

Workload planning

•

An Assurance Framework for TRAC

• Supporting the sector through working with regional groups
and sector professional groups (BUFDG, HESPA, CHEIA etc.)

TRAC Guidance for 2017/18 TRAC returns
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Guidance published July 2018
www.trac.ac.uk

TRAC Guidance for 2017/18 (1)
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• Oversight Group established to oversee the guidance production
• Only minor updates:
• Apprenticeship levy – changes to reflect different treatment around the
UK;
• Restructured and clarified requirements (but not new) on time
allocation
• Workload planning guidance – reflecting on findings and
recommendations from the current TDG project on workload planning
in the sector
• Expanded narrative on the treatment of service concessions in TRAC
• GDPR and document retention
• RDEC brought back into guidance
• No change for MSI calculation (except RDEC adjustment) or the allocation
methodology.

TRAC Guidance for 2017/18 (2)
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Office for Students – Regulatory Notice 2:
• Transparent Approach to Costing (TRAC) return for 2017-18 - 31
January 2019
• Transparent Approach to Costing for Teaching (TRAC(T)) return for 201718 - 28 February 2019
• Providers will need to submit TRAC and TRAC(T) returns that have been
appropriately reviewed and approved. The OfS will provide further
guidance about this in September 2018
A CHANGE: Regulatory notice 2 requires TRAC(T) to be approved by a
Committee of the Governing Body, in line with Annual TRAC. Chair’s
action is allowed.
• WebEx scheduled to be held in November 2018

Governance and Assurance of TRAC
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Assurance on TRAC post FRS102:

- A good practice guide to help
higher education institutions and
their internal auditors review
compliance with the Transparent
Approach to Costing (TRAC)
requirements.
- Published March 2018

Helpdesk queries during the 2016/17 submission period
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Chart illustrating the percentage of queries to the helpdesk, by category of
query

TDG Initiatives - Alternative Delivery (Different by Design)
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Aim:
•

Understand the impact of different methods of delivery for HE UG courses on the
cost to HEIs in the UK

•

Produce a report containing a series of case studies to provide greater
understanding of the resource and other issues associated with different delivery
methods

Approach:
•

Steering group oversight and input

•

Research on existing provision and HEI study

•

HEI engagement in the development of case studies

TDG Initiatives - Alternative Delivery (Different by Design)
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Key facts:
•

ADM scale across the higher education sector is relatively low

•

Distance learning was 8.8%

•

Degree apprenticeships was less than 1%

•

Condensed degrees was 16.4%

•

76% of surveyed institutions without any current apprenticeships indicated that
they were likely to develop apprenticeship provision in the future

Risks and challenges:
•

Obtaining accurate student demand

•

Tackling staff concerns

•

Keeping up the pace of change

TDG Initiatives - Workload Planning
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Aim:
•

To provide a good practice guide that extends the existing MIP to provide details
of how institutions can practically use and adapt their WLP models to meet TRAC
requirements

•

Identify enhancements required to the TRAC Guidance

Approach:
Review current use of WLP models and consider:

•
•

Implementation and consistency of use / post implementation issues

•

Key drivers / ongoing issues

•

Software platforms

•

Resource to support and manage plans/models

•

Senior management engagement

TDG Initiatives - Workload Planning
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This project has:
•

Reviewed and identified best practice in the sector for WLP;

•

Proposed future changes to the TRAC Guidance to better reflect how WLP
approaches can be used for TRAC; and

•

Gathered some data on estimates of time saved and the extent to which the
reliability of the time allocation data has been improved as a result of moving to
TAS.

This report covers:
•

Understanding Workload Planning

•

Technical Considerations in Workload Planning

•

Workload Planning Compliance with TRAC

•

Categorising Time in Workload Plans

•

Implementation of Workload Planning

What next for TDG?
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• Maintaining TRAC
• Supporting TRAC Practitioners
• Supporting the sector in optimising the utility of TRAC
Other possibilities for the future work plan
• Evolution of TRAC(T)?
• Support for Alternative Providers?
• Accessibility of TRAC benchmarking through HESA?
• Demonstrating Value for Money?

Margin for Sustainability & Investment (1)
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Background
• MSI implemented in TRAC for 2016-17 as a replacement for the Infrastructure
Adjustment (IA) and Return for Financing and Investment
• The RFI was based on metrics from 2006 and understated for over 10 years
• The MSI calculated in 2016-17 was higher than the RFI and the IA from the
previous year combined. BUT when the RFI was updated for the latest metrics,
the MSI was lower
It was anticipated that the MSI would be different for the following reasons:
- The RFI had not been updated since 2006
- The 2015/16 charge-out rates calculated in the 2015-16 Annual TRAC return
were not used due to FRS102 implementation
- Changes in staff FTEs allocated to Research have an impact on the charge-out
rates
- A different approach to allocating the MSI between Teaching, Research and
Other, and to the Indirect and Estates cost pools

Margin for Sustainability & Investment (2)
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FSSG through the Sustainability Metrics Steering Group (SMSG) reviewed the 201617 submissions to
- provide analysis and commentary on the level of the MSI for 2016/17
- consider whether the MSI remains a valid proxy for sustainability
- consider outliers in terms of the MSI % and charge out rates and identify if
there are any common causes
- reconsider the basis of allocating the MSI to the TRAC categories
- consider the presentation of the MSI in the TRAC return
- consider whether any changes need to be made to the MSI calculation or its
presentation in the Annual TRAC return; and
- consider the need for additional communication and understanding

Margin for Sustainability & Investment (3)
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• MSI as reported through TRAC in 2016-17 is consistent with prior years, with a
similar range and average
• As previously noted, MSI results in a different (higher) figure from that calculated
by the former (not revised) sustainability adjustments
• When the factors used in the calculation of the sustainability adjustments are
updated, the MSI result is similar to that calculated for RFI and Infrastructure
Adjustments combined
• At institutional level there is a range of results reflecting the fact that different
institutions have different financial strategies and investment needs, and the
forecast timeframe for the MSI calculation is relatively short
• Review of key elements relating to the implementation of MSI should take place
after 3 years
• Analysis of the MSI results for 2016/17
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/partnershipsand-collaboration/financial-sustainability-strategy-group-andtrac/financial-sustainability-strategy-group-fssg/

Summary of MSI results for 2016-17
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Comparison of MSI data for 2016-17 and 2015-16 (all institutions)

Mean (weighted)
(on income basis)
Median
(on income basis)
Minimum
Maximum

2015-16
MSI %
(as originally reported)

2015-16
MSI %
(revised)

2016-17
MSI %

Difference

11.7%

9.1%

9.8%

(2016-17 compared
to 2015-16 revised)
0.7%

11.7%

9.7%

10.6%

0.9%

0.6%
27.0%

-14.8%*
26.4%

-3.8%
23.3%

Data is for all 158 (2015-16 157) institutions that submitted MSI calculations in their 2016-17 and 2015-16 Annual TRAC return, excluding
one outlier in each case
* Three institutions had negative MSI when revised. These are included in the averages quoted in the table.

Summary MSI data for the period 2012-13 to 2016-17
* as reported in 2014-15 TRAC returns (2014/15 not restated for FRS 102)

MSI 2012-13

MSI 2013-14

MSI 2014-15*

2015-16
MSI %
(revised)

MSI 2016-17

Mean (weighted)

9.0%

8.7%

9.2%

9.2%

9.7%

(on income basis)
Median

9.5%

9.3%

9.7%

9.9%

11.0%

Trend analysis data is for 73 institutions that have submitted MSI calculations in the five years since the pilot
commenced

Summary of MSI results for 2016-17
TRAC Conference 2018 - 50

Summary of MSI results for 2016-17
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MSI expressed as a proportion of TRAC expenditure
Sustainability adjustments
2015-16
Sustainability
Adjustments
(RFI and IA)

2015-16
REVISED**
Sustainability
Adjustments

Revised

As calculated
per TRAC

2015-16

2016-17

MSI REVISED*

MSI

(RFI and IA)
EBITDA (£’000)

2,549,216

3,236,521

3,041,998

3,393,287

TRAC Expenditure (£’000)

32,858,089

32,858,089

32,858,089

34,405,903

7.8%

9.8%

9.3%

9.9%

% (of expenditure)

* MSI calculation using revised EBITDA adjusting for capital grants and endowments
** Revised to reflect the estimated impact of updating the factors used in the calculation of the
RFI in the method of calculating the sustainability adjustments as used up to 2015-16

DfE Costing study on undergraduate and foundation
degrees
TRAC Conference 2018 - 52

Study is being conducted to inform the Post 18 Education and Funding Review
To understanding the absolute and relative cost of different modes and levels
of HE provision
To address five key questions:
1. What is the average full economic cost incurred by subject groupings for full and
part-time undergraduate-level provision?
2. What contribution do a range of cost categories make to the total average full
economic cost?
3. What factors drive the absolute average full economic cost of different full- and
part-time undergraduate subjects?
4. What factors help explain variations between institutions in the average full
economic cost per student of a particular subject?
5. How do the costs of different subjects, in the context of institutions’ business
models and market pressures, influence your decision-making?
How have costs changed from 2010/11 – 2016/17?

DfE Costing study on undergraduate and foundation
degrees
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How can you help?
Promote engagement within your institution

Engage with colleagues to complete your return

Identify good quality data to inform the process

Contact David Sharif for further details: DfECostingStudy@kpmg.co.uk

TRAC Resources
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New website for TRAC - www. TRAC.ac.uk

Good practice reference materials beyond TRAC
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Management Information Projects
• Institutional sustainability
• Workload planning
• Course Costing
• Departmental sustainability
• Resource Allocation
• Post Graduate Teaching Costing
• Optimising Benchmarking from TRAC
• Improving the efficiency of the TRAC
process
Soon to be released:
• Different by Design – Undergraduate
delivery methods
• Workload planning in TRAC

www.trac.ac.uk

Support for TRAC - Reference Materials
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•

TRAC Assurance Framework

•

TRAC for Senior Managers

•

TRAC related good practice publications

•

TRAC Guidance

•

TRAC Regional Group pages

•

FSSG General information

•

FSSG Information Booklet

•

Pensions Accounting under FRS 102

•

‘Mind the Gap’ – Understanding the financial sustainability challenge

All available at:
www.TRAC.ac.uk

Available - www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/partnerships-andcollaboration/financial-sustainability-strategy-group-and-trac/
• CUC Illustrative practice note on institutional sustainability - Available www.universitychairs.ac.uk/publications/

Staying up to date
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Financial Sustainability Strategy Group
The strategic aim of the group is:
‘To contribute to the higher education sector by
improving its understanding, management and
communication of its sustainability. It will also
support and enhance the understanding and
development of management, governance and risk
processes in the new regulatory and funding
environment for higher education’

TRAC Development Group
The purpose of the group is:
‘To embed the principles of TRAC throughout the UK
HE sector, and ensure that TRAC and any associated
methodologies are fit for use by funding bodies and by
institutions.’
Contact the TRAC helpdesk to be added to the distribution list for the TDG Bulletin and FSSG
Newsletter
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Questions
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Breakout Sessions
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Keynote Speaker
Annelie Drabu
Head of Higher Education Funding Policy and Strategy
Department for Education

TRAC and the Higher Education Policy
perspective

Annelie Drabu, Head of HE Funding Policy & Strategy, Department for Education

OFFICIAL SENSITIVE
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The HE Funding System – an illustration (HERA 2017)

BEIS

Taxpayers

HMT
Department
for Education

UKRI

Research
England

Research grants

Research
Councils 7

Office for
Students

Teaching grants

Students and graduates

HMRC

Maintenance

Student Loan
Company

Students as consumers

Loan
repayments

Students as graduates

Higher Education
Providers Approved (fee
capped)

Tuition
Fees

Teaching funding sources
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Overview English teaching funding (fees vs grant)

Source: HEFCE analysis 2016
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Why do we look at TRAC data?

 Transparency

on use of public funding

 Financial sustainability
 Teaching and Research costs and funding reported
separately
 Subject-level relative costs supporting the evidence
base for funding policy
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How do we look at TRAC data?

The sector view….

Source: OfS Annual TRAC 2016-17
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How do we look at TRAC data?

The sector view….

Source: OfS Annual TRAC 2016-17
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How do we look at TRAC data?

The peer group view….

Figur
es in
£M

NB scaling not
comparable

Source: OfS, Annual TRAC 2016-17 for UK

OFFICIAL SENSITIVE
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What else do we want to understand?

The
breakdown of
types of costs,
at subject
level…

Source: UUK university spending explained (2014-15)
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Breakout Sessions
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Keynote Speaker
Martyn Riddleston
Director of Finance
University of Leicester

Financial outlook in a more
uncertain and fragmented
sector and the tools and
insight required
Martyn Riddleston
Director of Finance
77
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The political landscape
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UK Higher Education today

• A genuinely competitive
market (price? volume )
• Major shift from
Government Funding to
fees
• Capital Funding by formula
almost gone
• International student
recruitment still a major
income source
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From EY publication
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FD’s in-tray

•
•
•
•
•
•

Financial sustainability
Managing volatility in income
Funding capex
Pension liabilities
Efficiency / profitability / VFM
Thinking ahead
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What’s in the FD’s toolkit?

• Accurate and regular financial performance
reporting
• Top level cross flow data
• Cross flows between academic areas
• Benchmarking
• A clear financial model
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UNFUNDED
RESEARCH
New Square
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School of Arts

Media & Comms with
Sociology

School of Business

2015/16
1,234,567
123,456

2016/17
1,234,567
123,456

2015/16
1,234,567
123,456

2016/17
1,234,567
123,456

2015/16
1,234,567
123,456

2016/17
1,234,567
123,456

Total Funding Council Income
HEFCE T
HEFCE R and other Funding Council
income
Total Tuition Fee Income
Contributions from DDF, RGC, other
activity
Total Income
Total Pay expenditure
Pay Expenditure - academic staff
Pay Expenditure - support staff/other
Total Non-Pay expenditure
Total Expenditure
Contribution
Contribution

123,456
1,234,567

123,456
1,234,567

123,456
1,234,567

123,456
1,234,567

123,456
1,234,567

123,456
1,234,567

123,456
1,234,567
-1,234,567
-1,234,567
-123,456
-123,456
-1,234,567
1,234,567
12.3%

123,456
1,234,567
-1,234,567
-1,234,567
-123,456
-123,456
-1,234,567
1,234,567
12.3%

123,456
1,234,567
-1,234,567
-1,234,567
-123,456
-123,456
-1,234,567
1,234,567
12.3%

123,456
1,234,567
-1,234,567
-1,234,567
-123,456
-123,456
-1,234,567
1,234,567
12.3%

123,456
1,234,567
-1,234,567
-1,234,567
-123,456
-123,456
-1,234,567
1,234,567
12.3%

123,456
1,234,567
-1,234,567
-1,234,567
-123,456
-123,456
-1,234,567
1,234,567
12.3%

Central Charges
Operating Surplus/ (Deficit)
Surplus as % of Net Income U

-1,234,567
123,456
1.2%

-1,234,567
123,456
1.2%

-1,234,567
123,456
1.2%

-1,234,567
123,456
1.2%

-1,234,567
123,456
1.2%

-1,234,567
123,456
1.2%
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Conclusions
• Be proud of our sector
• It’s a fascinating time to be working in HE
• But a challenging time for many universities
• The key challenges remain similar but the response is harder
• Sound evidence base needed
• You have a part to play in helping your university to be equipped to make
the right decisions
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Questions
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Question Time
Ian Creagh
Conference Chair
TRAC Development Group

Panel Discussion
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Ian Creagh (Conference Chair)
Andrew Bush (TRAC Support Unit)
Sarah Randall-Paley (Lancaster University)
Heather Williams (Office for Students)
Gareth McDonald (UKRI)
Martyn Riddleston (University of Leicester)
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Conference Close
Ian Creagh
Conference Chair
TRAC Development Group

Closing Remarks
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 Evaluation forms will be distributed directly via email
 Conference materials and keynote speeches available

later this week from the TRAC.ac.uk web pages

 Thank you – have a safe journey home
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Breakout Sessions
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Overall summary of the Annual TRAC process
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TRAC Guidance v2.3
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Key changes included:
• Updates on retention of TRAC data
• Reference to a TDG good practice guide in regards to
establishing an assurance framework
• Additional detail on time allocation methods
• Updated versions of annexes to follow soon, including an
updated pension cost adjustment calculator
• Change log provides clarity on latest updates.

www.trac.ac.uk

TRAC guidance structure
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Heading

Description

1 - Introduction

1 - The introduction explains the context for the chapter.

2 - Aim

2 - The aim provides a clear statement about what the chapter.

3 - Process flowchart

3 - A diagram or flowchart will summarise the key steps in the process that the section
describes.

4 - The requirements

7 - Annexes

4 - This section will set out the mandatory TRAC requirements. It will differentiate these from
good practice or procedural steps, which are detailed in later sections. In some cases,
elements of the ‘Process’ sub-section (described below) are also TRAC requirements. Where
this is the case, this section will cross-refer to the step in the process (all separately
referenced).

8 - Associated good
practice and other
reference material

5 - This describes how the TRAC process may operate to help people implement the
requirements. These descriptions are only illustrations and not requirements, unless identified
as outlined above.

5 - Process
6 - What could go
wrong

6 - This lists common areas of non-compliance with the TRAC requirements. By pointing out
these areas, it aims to help institutions avoid them.
7 - Where templates support the process, these will be available in this section.
8 - This includes other sources of reference material or publications that could provide further
insight or ideas in meeting the TRAC requirements

TRAC navigation map for 2017/18
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Web link: https://www.trac.ac.uk/tracguidance/how-to-use/

TRAC Guidance - The Change log
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Annex 1.1a of the TRAC Guidance – Quick reference guide as to what has changed in
the TRAC Guidance

TRAC Guidance - What Could Go Wrong?
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Consolidated into TRAC Assurance Reminders Checklist…
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Governance and Assurance of TRAC
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At a sector level
Financial
Sustainability
Strategy
Group
(FSSG)
TRAC
Development
Group

At institutional level
Committee of
Governing
Body sign off
TRAC
Oversight
Groups

(TDG)

Reasonableness
checks – Time
data, results etc.

TRAC Support
Unit

Requirement
for Internal
Audit review

RCUK / UKRI

RCUK/UKRI
Assurance
reviews

At an operational level

TRAC Regional
Groups
BUFDG
training on
TRAC

TRAC helpdesk
(KPMG)

TRAC Statement of Requirements
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TRAC Requirement 2.1.4.3.

TRAC Assurance Reminders Project
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Aims:
•

To assess the changes made to TRAC for FRS102 to identify if further revisions
are required

•

To assist the sector in achieving compliance with TRAC requirements

Approach:
•

Engagement with UKRI Assurance team

•

Institutional visits

•

Regional Group Engagement

Output / Outcome:
•

Assurance framework and updated assurance reminders document (both
available from TRAC web pages)

•

Some issues identified, but overall a positive outcome

Document can be accessed:
www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/pubs/TRAC-af/

Common issues affecting compliance
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Themes Identified for 2016-17 Submission:
• TRAC Oversight Groups
• Workload Model Sign-Off
• Reasonableness Checking
• Facility Utilisation Records
• Space Weighting
• Space Data
• Time Allocation Survey
• Technicians
• Cost Drivers
• Internal Audit

Staying up to date
TRAC Conference 2018 | 134

Financial Sustainability Strategy Group
The strategic aim of the group is:
‘To contribute to the higher education sector by
improving its understanding, management and
communication of its sustainability. It will also
support and enhance the understanding and
development of management, governance and risk
processes in the new regulatory and funding
environment for higher education’

TRAC Development Group
The purpose of the group is:
‘To embed the principles of TRAC throughout the UK
HE sector, and ensure that TRAC and any associated
methodologies are fit for use by funding bodies and by
institutions.’
Contact the TRAC helpdesk to be added to the distribution list for the TDG Bulletin and FSSG
Newsletter
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Breakout Session
TRAC Masterclass
Mark Dawson & Andrew Dicken
TRAC Support Unit

Workshop Plan
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•

Your most troublesome areas? (Group Discussion)

•

Understanding and explaining the Margin for Sustainability and Investment

•

The pensions adjustment in TRAC

•

Other Other

•

Time allocation

•

Research Facilities

•

TRAC risks and your assurance plans (Group Session)
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Understanding and explaining the Margin
for Sustainability and Investment

Margin for Sustainability & Investment
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Background to the Margin for Sustainability & Investment (MSI):

-

The former cost adjustments – proxy to reflect additional economic costs for
sustainability

-

The RFI was not updated since 2006

-

FRS 102 meant the RFI was no longer suitable

-

Various reviews concluded that the MSI agreed was a more suitable proxy – institution
specific and forward looking

Anticipated MSI impact:

-

The MSI adjustment is on average higher than the total of the RFI and IA sustainability
adjustments as used up to 2015-16 (noting that the 2015/16 charge-out rates calculated in
the 2015-16 Annual TRAC return were not used)

-

Changes in staff FTEs allocated to Research also have a direct impact on the charge-out
rates.

-

A different approach to allocating the MSI between Teaching, Research and Other, and to
the Indirect and Estates cost pools.

Calculating the MSI (1)
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I.

Calculate EBITDA for MSI from the Consolidated Financial Statements using the
template provided in an Annex to the TRAC guidance

II. Obtain forecast EBITDA for MSI from the financial forecasts submitted to the
funding or regulatory body in the previous July
III. Calculate the MSI percentage by divide the average six-year cash generation
figure by adjusted total income for the current year using the template provided
in the Annual TRAC Return and in an Annex to the TRAC guidance.
IV. Allocate the EBITDA for MSI to Departments and TRAC Activities
I.

the EBITDA for MSI adjustment should be attributed to T,R and O and to academic
departments in proportion to the total of all other costs in TRAC, before the addition of
the EBITDA for MSI; and

II.

the EBITDA for MSI for T, R and O should be allocated between the indirect and estates
cost pools in proportion to the numerator of each charge-out rate.

Calculating the MSI (2)
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Average EBITDA over 6 Years (walk through):
Adjusted earnings before interest, tax, depreciation and amortisation (EBITDA) for MSI

Surplus/(deficit)1

Actual
2015-16
£000
0

Actual
2016-17
£000
0

Actual
2017-18
£000
0

Forecast
2018-19
£000
0

Forecast
2019-20
£000
0

Forecast
2020-21
£000
0

6 year
average
£000
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Enter surpluses as a positive, deficits as negative values

Share of surplus/(deficit) in joint venture(s) and associates
Enter surpluses as a positive, deficits as negative values

Finance charges2
Enter as a positive value

Depreciation
Enter as a positive value

Amortisation (including impairment charges)
Enter as a positive value

Capital grants received (for non-government capital grants where
the performance model is adopted)3
Enter as a negative value

Release of deferred capital grants from all sources (accruals
model only)
Enter as a negative value

New permanent endowments
Enter as a negative value

Staff charges/(credits) arising from pension provisions (including
both self-administered trust defined benefit schemes and deficit
recovery provisions on multi-employer schemes
Enter charges as a positive value and credits as a negative value

Fair value changes to financial instruments (where hedge
accounting policy choice is not applied)
Enter gains as a negative value and reductions as a positive value

EBITDA for MSI

Spread of MSI 16/17 (1)
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Indication of
possible upper
and lower
thresholds for
explanation to be
provided to UKRI

MSI: Research intensive institutions
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MSI for the 60 most research intensive institutions is broadly in line with the MSI across the total
population. The mean and median are somewhat lower, and the maximum MSI within the 60 most
research intensive institutions population is considerably lower – 15.4% vs 23.3%
2016-17
Summary Statistics
MSI – Whole population

MSI
60 most research intensive

Mean (unweighted)

10.3%

9.6%

Median

10.6%

10.1%

Minimum

-3.8%

-3.8%

Maximum

23.3%

15.4%

9.8%

9.1%

Mean (weighted)

Movement in MSI % (2016-17 compared to 2015-16)
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Research
top 60

Movement
in MSI%

No

6.6%

Small institution growing and becoming more profitable – with capital plans

Yes

5.3%

Increase a result of forecasting higher levels of surplus

No

3.9%

Small institution forecasting higher levels of surplus than previously, together with factor that MSI calculated
without forecast years in 2015-16)

No

3.2%

Small arts institution forecasting higher level of surplus in next 3 years than it was in 2015-16

Yes

2.5%

Large research intensive generating higher level of EBITDA in part because of add back of finance charges
and depreciation charges – in part as a result of a service concession

No

-9.4%

MSI previously v high and now reduced reflecting changed treatment of capital grants

Yes

-9.6%

MSI previously high reflecting high level of capital grant income – changed EBITDA calculation has reduced
MSI %. Pensions adjustment also revised with possible impact on MSI of 1.5%

No

-9.7%

MSI previously v high and now reduced reflecting changed treatment of capital grants

Yes

-11.1%

Change to calculation to include deduction of new permanent endowments has a significant effect, together
with revised pensions calculations

Yes

-14.5%

Changed approach to treatment of one-off income stream on advice – now deducted from MSI calculation

Comments

Changes in MSI can be explained in part through the changed EBITDA calculation (capital grants and endowments), in part
through changed forecasts, reflecting institutions’ changed circumstances, and in part through improved understanding of the
adjustments needed e.g. on pensions

Scenarios
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Scenarios considered to assess whether MSI operates as we would anticipate under alternative financial strategies
MSI % Scenario
16.1 % Medium sized institution

generating relatively high
surpluses
11.9% Tuition fees cut significantly in
forecast years
16.1 % Significant capital project

commences in forecast period,
funded by a mix of government
capital grant and borrowing.
16.1 % As above but project funded

entirely by borrowing rather than
capital grants
16.7 % Capital project results in
significant income growth
9.0%
Investment in student experience
and staff recruitment and retention
initiatives

Comments

MSI is towards the higher end of the spread of institutional
results.
Falling income means that MSI reduces to 11.9% as forecast
surplus reduces.
A large one-off investment funded in this way does not result in
any change in MSI.

No change as additional finance costs are eliminated from
EBITDA.
The project drives a higher MSI as it creates a larger institution,
potentially with a need for future investment over the long term.
Over the period of the forecast, MSI reduces to reflect higher
revenue costs and lower level of cash generation.

Movements in Research Rates?
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Drivers for movement in Research Rates:

•

MSI Implementation

•

Changes in Institutional Cost Base

•

Implementation of FRS102

•

Changes in staff numbers (Research FTEs)

•

Allocation Methodology

Impact on Research Cost Rates
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The data show some significant movements in the charge-out rates for some providers.
15 institutions reported a reduction in their indirect rate compared to 2015-16, compared to 96 which reported an increase.
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The pensions adjustment in TRAC

The adjustment for USS pensions costs
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Adjustment for USS pensions costs in TRAC - worked example
Statement of Comprehensive Income and Expenditure (EXTRACT)
Staff costs (excluding USS)
USS contributions (cash)
USS pension provision - interest payable
deficit contributions
adjustment to provision

£'000

1,163
(3,069)
(18,812)

non-staff costs
total expenditure per SOCIE

Adjustment for TRAC
TRAC expenditure

Web link: http://www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/trac/use/

£'000
150,000
25,500

-20,718

Notes

Includes both deficit and current contributions
Unwinding of the discount
Remove deficit contributions as part of the adjustment
Adjustment to arrive at correct provision
Net reduction in provision

80,000
234,782

20,718
255,500

Remove net reduction in provsion

Extract from USS Calculator
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Derivation of TRAC Income and Expenditure figures
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Consolidated Statement of Comprehensive Income and Expenditure

(A1) Derivation of TRAC income and expenditure figures

2016-17
£000
Total income1
+ gain on disposal of fixed assets
+ gain on investments
+ share of operating surplus in joint ventures
+ share of operating surplus in associates
+ taxation credit
TRAC income

184,025
758
0
0
0
0
184,783

Total expenditure 2
minus cost or plus credit attributable to the periodic revaluation of [USS and SAUL]
pension scheme liabilities

166,121

+ [USS and SAUL] employer pension deficit contributions excluded from expenditure in
financial statements
+ loss on disposal of fixed assets
+ loss on investments
+ share of operating deficit in joint ventures
+ share of operating deficit in associates
3
+ taxation charges
plus surplus or minus deficit attributable to non-controlling interests
TRAC expenditure
1
2

Note – in this
example, the £42k
attributable to noncontrolling interests
is a surplus

Worked example of completing Table A1 of the TRAC return from the financial statements

3

17,649
3,069
0
112
311
11
209
42
187,524

From FRS 102 accounts - "total income" as reported in the Consolidated Statement of Comprehensive Income
From FRS 102 accounts - "total expenditure" as reported in the Consolidated Statement of Comprehensive Income
Taxation charges should include taxation on research and development credit (RDEC) and all other tax charges

Note - it is not generally possible to derive these values directly from the
financial statements or related notes - TRAC practitioners should review
the worked example for the USS adjustment and may need to discuss
with the financial accounting team. The numbers included here are from
the worked example.
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Other, Other

Other, Other (non-commercial)
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Other (Income
Generating)

Other (Clinical
Services)

Other (NonCommercial)

Other (non-commercial activity) – a sub-category
of Other used to separate income and associated
costs that are allocated to Other, but are not Other
income generating activities or other clinical
services.
This category should enable the Other (income
generating activity) category to be free from items
that distort the reporting of that activity. Items that
will typically be included in this sub-category include:
• Investment income including gains and losses on
investments (that is not allocated to Teaching or
Research); and
• New endowments and donations (that are not
allocated to Teaching or Research).

Other, Other (non-commercial)
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Where material, costs should be directly allocated to this TRAC category. It is
expected that items in this category will represent expenditure funded by income
from investments, new endowments and donations, and possibly new capital
grants that have been allocated to this category in either the current or
previous years. It may also be the case that income and costs allocated to this
category do not match, as the accounting requirements of FSR102 may mean
that the income is recognised and therefore allocated to this category (see
sections 3.5.5.20 – 3.5.5.23) before any associated expenditure is incurred.
Losses from investments will also be included in this category where they do not
relate to Teaching or Research.
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Time Allocation

Time Allocation (1)
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Web link: http://www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/trac/use/

Time Allocation (2)
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Web link: http://www.hefce.ac.uk/funding/finsustain/trac/use/

Time Allocation (3)
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Time Allocation (4)
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Research Facility calculations

Research Facility Calculations (1)
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Research Facility Calculations (2)
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Personnel
Utilities

Depreciation
(adjusted to reflect
replacement cost)

Insurance
Depreciation
Access Charges
Estates

Auditable Utilisation
Records (quarterly)
Useful Life Estimates
(Self-defined)
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TRAC risks and your assurance plans

Performing your self-assessment
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•

Review self assessment against TRAC requirements

•

Ensure TRAC Oversight Group membership and frequency of input is sufficient.

•

Is input, oversight and guidance from the Director of Finance sufficient?

•

Review compliance against the TRAC Statement of Requirements – with
particular focus on themes identified in the Assurance Reminders document

•

Track the numbers through the TRAC model

•

Consider spreadsheet risk

•

Agree input data to source

•

Review the TRAC assurance map, or you could assist in developing this

•

Introduce an action plan to address any high level adjustments to fix system or
data weaknesses (high level adjustments should not be reoccurring)

In simple terms - What can go wrong?
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Unrepresentative
data

INPUT
Academic
Staff Time
survey

Spurious
accuracy

PROCESS

Unrepresentative
/ out of date data

OUTPUTS
Errors in
configuration

Lack of
management
oversight

TRAC Model
-Excel
spreadsheet

Estates
space data

-MS Access
-Corporate
Planner

Cost
drivers

Unrepresentative
/ out of date data
MSI
Calculation
error

TRAC &
TRAC(T)
Returns &
Cost Rates

Lack of rigour in
reviewing the
results

Although it might sound reasonable –
Ensure it complies with the TRAC
requirements

Three Lines of Defence (adapted for TRAC)
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1st Line of Defence
TRAC Guidance
Statement of Requirements
TRAC Assurance
Reminders
Operational delivery
assurance and cross
checks
Reviews by Heads of
Department

2nd Line of Defence
TRAC oversight group
Board Committee
Risk Management
Framework
Self assessment against
the Statement of
requirements

3rd Line of Defence
Internal Audit
Independent Advisory
Services
Research Council / Funding
Council review

TRAC Risks and your assurance plan
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Themes Identified for 2016-17 Submission:
• TRAC Oversight Groups
• Workload Model Sign-Off
• Reasonableness Checking
• Facility Utilisation Records
• Space Weighting
• Space Data
• Time Allocation Survey
• Technicians
• Cost Drivers
• Internal Audit

Understanding TRAC Risk Factors (Group Exercise)
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Factor

Scenario

Possible risks

People

The TRAC manager is new

Lack of familiarity with the TRAC model and TRAC
requirements increases the risk of non-compliance

Process

Time allocation process has
changed

Staff complete the TAS returns incorrectly. Response
rates may be insufficient and the TAS results are not
representative

Technology

The TRAC system has been
updated

The TRAC system does not operate as intended
following the system update. This could create errors in
the TRAC outputs

Updated TRAC Guidance released

The TRAC process is not updated to comply with the
latest TRAC Guidance

Guidance
changes

Understanding TRAC Risk Factors (Group Exercise)
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Factor

People

Process

Technology

Guidance
changes

Scenario

Possible risks
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Breakout Session
TDG Project update
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Different by design - exploring alternative delivery
of undergraduate provision; benefits and
opportunities

Sarah Randall-Paley
Director of Finance & Chair of the Alternative Delivery Oversight Group
Lancaster University

Aims of the study
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• To support institutions in pursuing government priorities and expectations in
respect of apprenticeship delivery and the diversification of delivery
methods for undergraduate teaching
• To support the sustainability of institutions by providing a source of
reference for institutions to consider when developing non-traditional
delivery methods
• To explore the types of costs and areas of investment involved

What we did
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• Formed an Oversight Group with widespread representation
• It oversaw and guided the delivery of the review across five stages:
• Review of existing research
• Desktop review of volumes and types of provision currently delivered
• Survey development and execution
• Eight case study visits
• Report drafting and completion
• Case studies focussed on:
• Degree apprenticeships;
• Accelerated or condensed degrees; and
• Distance learning

Observations on alternative delivery methods
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Delivery via alternative delivery methods is growing
• Albeit from a relatively low base
• Distance learning was 8.8%; Degree apprenticeships was less
than 1%; Condensed degrees 16.4%*
Survey respondents appeared to deliver more non-traditional
provision than the sector average. They also appeared to want
to do more:
• Of the 35 respondents to the survey, 69% stated that they
delivered some programmes via distance learning
• Of the 21 institutions without any current apprenticeships, 16
(76%) indicated that they were likely to develop Apprenticeship
provision in the future
* - Derived estimation

Observations on alternative delivery methods
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Drivers for success
• Deliver a clear vision with visible, passionate leadership
• Take a longer term-view
• Communicate clearly on purpose and progress
• Play to your strengths but do not be constrained by
traditional models
• Ensure your appetite to risk is clear
• Choose partners that prove culturally alignment and
strategic fit
• Invest in teaching, quality materials and technology
• Share success

Observations on alternative delivery methods
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Risks and challenges
• Obtaining reasonable estimates of student demand
• Tackling staff concerns
• Keeping up with the pace of change

Benefits
• Many different experiences including:
• Increased growth and reputation
• Improved relationships with businesses
• A catalyst for innovation and a new mind-set
• Constructive challenge to existing systems and processes
• Improved student experience and widening participation

Observations on alternative delivery methods
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External support to the sector would be beneficial to:
• Speed up degree apprenticeships approval by the IfA
• Develop more consistent terminology and data collection to help identify, classify
and assess alternative delivery methods
Good practice examples and considerations from case studies in the report, for
example to help create robust financial plans and business cases
www.trac.ac.uk

Questions for the tables (1)
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Alternative delivery methods need time and resources to be successful
• What has been your experience in inputting to the development of alternative
provision?
• How could you support these developments by using insights from TRAC and the
associated information?
• What issues would need to be considered in terms of time allocation / WLP and
also the choice of cost drivers for alternative delivery methods?
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Workload planning in TRAC

Aims of the study
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• To update previous guidance on the development and implementation of
workload planning
• To provide guidance on how WLP can be used in TRAC

What we did
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• Undertaken desk based research to understand the current thinking
around WLP and the software on the market to administer workload plans
• Issued a survey to the sector to gather the wider views of Institutions on
WLP – 44 institutions responded
• Visited three Universities to discuss the issues around WLP and develop
case studies for each
• Met with the two main providers of WLP software for universities
• Develop a good practice guide that extends the previous MIP to provide
details of how institutions can practically use and adapt their WLP models
to meet TRAC requirements. Thus enabling the separate time allocation
process to be removed

Key findings (1)
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• Use of WLP in TRAC is growing - TDG Study on WLP in 2011 – 13% using for
TRAC. 2017 – 48%!
2011 study – www.trac.ac.uk/publications/management-information-project-workloadplanning/
• Many of the recommendations from 2011 study remain relevant:
• Senior Management support and sponsorship
• Input or output model?
• Some staff resistance
• Union engagement
• Importance of allowing some flexibility on the model
• It should not be a finance led project
• Importance of project management. Eliminate project drift

Key findings (2)
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• Current issues and challenges
• Evidencing approval of the WLP
• Some plans don’t cover all time (i.e. Teaching time only)
• Very few software solutions
• Need for a standard/consistent WLP across the institution
• The software system hasn’t been designed to be TRAC compliant
• Signing the WLP at the end of the year is a burden?!?
• Response rate required

Benefits of WLP (1)
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• Promotes transparency and fairness, by enabling an equitable and transparent
spread of workload
• Support business cases for additional staff if required
• Allows planning of academic staff time which is key to achieving strategies for
education, research, impact and innovation
• Ensures that, for research-intensive institutions, staff with a contractual
commitment to research are given time and opportunity to develop and publish
their research
• Assist institutions to address its responsibility to manage the health and wellbeing
of its staff, particularly with regard to stress work-life balance
• Supports the institution in meeting its equality and diversity commitments,
including the completion of Athena SWAN
• To provide a basis for the costing the delivery of taught modules
• Informs TRAC, and is capable of replacing the TAS returns completed by academic
staff

Benefits of WLP (2)
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• Formalisation and standardisation of WLP practices across the whole institution
provides insightful management information
• Allows the institution to measure efficiency across the departments / clusters of
departments
• To provide reliable data to support the appraisal process
• Inefficiencies in Teaching and research can be identified
• Staff Development
• Inform the Research Excellence Framework (REF) by identifying staff that should
be included

TRAC requirements for WLP
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3.1.4.17 – 3.1.4.25 Apply to WLP
3.1.4.26c. Workload planning methods
• The collection should be undertaken annually and cover all staff not directly
charged to TRAC activities
• Each academic should agree to the plan drawn up for them at the start of the year
as part of a formal process. At the end of the year the academic should confirm
that the plan was delivered, or revise the data to represent the actual balance of
activities undertaken
• Revisions to workload planning data should be jointly agreed and approved by a
relevant manager
• Workload data that has not been confirmed by the academic should not be used
• A minimum confirmation rate of 75% for academic departments with a total
population of less than 50 academic staff; or 50% or 38 returns (whichever is
greater) for academic departments with 50 academic staff or more, is achieved.
There is a maximum look-back period of eight weeks from the end of the
collection window
• There is no duplication of costs already directly allocated to a TRAC category
(3.1.4.17)

What has changed on TRAC
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• Clarity of which TRAC requirements apply to WLP
• Flexibility on how the start of the year is defined
Other points made by institutions on using WLP for TRAC:
• Burden of proof greater than for TAS - e.g. 100% sign off requirement. (This is the
TRAC requirement, but indicates an opportunity to provide clarity on an interesting
misconception)
• Provide guidance as to how to map to WLP categories to TRAC activities
• To be flexible enough to allow use of models i.e. be less prescriptive
• Guidance does not provide clarity on approach that is permissible if under
threshold - e.g. worked examples
• Needs to retain institutional flexibility given local practice
Very important to clarify understanding and navigate these issues in your institutions

WLP – Top Tips
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• Agree the principles up front and ensure that they are reflected throughout all
phases of development
• A strong senior sponsor has been shown to make a significant difference to levels
of engagement with the implementation of WLP
• Strong governance arrangements that engages both the centre and the individual
academic departments will strengthen the process
• Resourcing of the administration of workload planning
• The benefits sought from the process should be identified at the beginning and
communicated to all stakeholders
• Agreement of the technical dimensions by the key stakeholders will facilitate
implementation
• A TRAC-compliant model will need to encompass all activities and include all
academic staff
• Automating feeder systems (i.e. timetabling, research ledgers etc.) should be a
phase two project, to prevent slowing the initial implementation of workload
planning

WLP – Top Tips
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• Involving academic staff in the delivery of training will help secure engagement
• Choosing the correct software solution for the University should be led by the
University’s use of WLP and the policies / tariffs developed

Decision 1

Decision 2

Input or output
model?

Units or hours
based?

Decision 6
Data sources
required and
method of gathering
data

Decision 5
In house or off the
shelf software
package?

Decision 3
Attach a tariff (value of
units / hours) to each
activity

Decision 4
Define any
adjustments /
discretionary elements
in the system

Other useful advice
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• Have a mapping of WLP categories to TRAC categories
• Understand how data from other systems can be used to inform the WLP model

HR system

Research
Project
database

Timetabling
database

WLP
database

Student
Records
System

TRAC

Questions on WLP
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• What was the key to success for your institution when using WLP in
TRAC?
• How could the time taken to fully implement WLP be reduced?
• How have you obtained and evidenced approval of the WLP?
• What other support is needed by institutions to use WLP for TRAC?
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Sustaining Medium Scale Research Facilities

About the project
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Background
• Research does not recover its full economic costs (72.9% in 2014/15)
• Funding for research facilities comes from a number of sources, often through
competitive calls
• Given the increased uncertainty facing the sector, and the challenges this could
pose to sustainability, a greater understanding was sought of any issues with the
funding and on-going provision of research facilities
Aims
• To research and identify how institutions plan to operate and sustain medium scale
research facilities and equipment
• To assess the effectiveness of ‘sharing’ as an enabler of sustainability

What is a medium scale research facility?
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The Oversight Group agreed the following definition of medium scale research
facilities:
• The cost of the facility is between £0.5M and £10M;
• Annual running costs of the facility is £50,000 or more;
• Dedicated equipment is not needed in every University;
• There are multiple users of the facility (this may include external users and
students);
• Access to the facility is managed;
• Particular expertise is needed to operate the equipment or interpret the results.

Approach
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• Oversight Group with widespread sector representation
• Desk-based research on issues relevant to sustaining research facilities
• Survey across HE providers to better understand the approaches and operation of
medium scale research facilities
• Eight case study visits across a range of institutions

Key messages – Medium term planning for research
facilities
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• Few institutions have complete details of all their research facilities
• Only half of the institutions in the survey reported that they had an asset
replacement programme for research facilities
• In general, funding for replacing and acquiring research facilities is ‘short-term’ and
subject to an annual ‘bidding’ process in the planning round
• Some institutions had a medium term replacement programme that was linked
into the institutional budget. This was found to provide more stability and enhance
sustainability

Key messages – Understanding the whole life costs of
research facilities
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• Very few institutions assessed whole life costs in the business case for
new research facilities. But institutions often fund running costs
themselves
• Failing to understand the whole life costs reduces an institutions ability to
operate its research facilities sustainably

Key messages – Costing of research facilities is
variable
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• Costing practice is variable in the sector - fEC, marginal costs, including only
selective costs
• Different rates are charged to internal and external users
• Use of research facilities for teaching is commonly not re-charged to teaching
• There is a growing worry about ‘keeping costs down’ in order to appear more
competitive in funding calls.
• There is uncertainty around ‘eligible costs’ in funding bids

Underestimating the cost of facilities erodes institutional
sustainability and reduces funders’ awareness of the actual costs

Key messages – People and processes
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• The quality of utilisation records and booking systems is varied
• Clarity of roles and responsibilities for the operation and management of facilities
has a positive impact on sustainability and utilisation
• Technician support was found to be a positive enabler of efficient and well run
facilities
• Institutions’ policies regarding the allocation and retention of income generated by
the research facility can affect the motivation for increasing the use of research
facilities

Enablers of sustainability
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Factors that enable facilities to operate in a sustainable way
• Having multiple users

• Collaboration with third parties

• Demand for facility

• Formal facility policy and
procedures/guidelines
• Operating as a commercial facility • Booking systems
• Having full costing details

• Strong leadership

• TRAC basis for costing

• Experienced research staff

Barriers to sustainability
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Factors that inhibit facilities to operate in a sustainable way
• Lack of long-term equipment
strategy
• Lack of ownership over facility
management
• Lack of direct incentivisation for
income generation
• Lack of knowledge/understanding
by users of fEC
• Lack of commercial opportunities

• Excessive administrative costs
and procedures
• Lack of overarching facility
strategy
• Inaccurate costing and charging
rates
• Lack of research funding

Sharing research facilities
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Benefits
• Reduction in capital and operating
costs for users
•
•
•

Barriers
• Lack of appropriate policies,
procedures and systems of the host
institution e.g. booking systems
The ability to negotiate warranty and • VAT costs incurred by the user
service contract savings
• Lack of knowledge re: costing and
Increased utilisation for the host
institution
pricing
Encourages collaboration in
• In some cases the competitive
culture amongst academic staff
research beyond using the
equipment
• Availability of management resource
within the host institution

Key recommendations (1)
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• Review the medium scale research facility portfolio
• Develop a medium term research facility replacement plan
• Review complete costings of research facilities
• Communicate and engage with the academic community to improve
understanding of “allowable” costs
• Funders to increase clarity around “allowable costs”
• Develop a sustainable pricing framework to improve the recovery of fEC
• Assess the ‘whole life cost’ of facilities within the business case for
replacing/acquiring new facilities
• More closely assess the utilisation of facilities and plan to optimise utilisation
• Consider whether the income sharing/resource allocation approach incentivises
facility managers to improve utilisation
• Invest in systems and processes to support the management and sharing of
facilities

Breakout session
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Breakout questions (1)
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Alternative delivery methods
• What has been your experience in inputting to the development of
alternative provision?
• How could you support these developments by using insights from TRAC
and the associated information?
• What issues would need to be considered in terms of time allocation /
WLP and also the choice of cost drivers for alternative delivery methods?

Breakout questions (2)
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Workload planning:
• What was the key to success for your institution when using WLP in
TRAC?
• How could the time taken to fully implement WLP be reduced?
• How have you obtained and evidenced approval of the WLP?
• What other support is needed by institutions to use WLP for TRAC?

Breakout questions (3)
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Sustaining Research Facilities:
• Institutions are typically not charging the full economic cost (fEC) for
research facilities. As a result, institutions recover less than the cost it
incurs, and funders do not have accurate information of the actual cost of
the facilities. Why do you think this happens and what steps could you
take in your institution to move towards charging the fEC for research
facilities?
• The project identified that there is some uncertainty around the different
types of cost that can be included in bids and therefore institutions have
not included certain costs that certain funders would have accepted.
What steps can be taken to enable institutions to claims all eligible costs?
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Breakout Session

Building Resilience
Claire Harvey

What do we mean by change agility?

• Change agility is the extent to which

an individual likes change and deals
with the discomfort of change
effectively, continuously explores
new options (curiosity) and solutions
and is interested in leading
organisational change efforts

What do we mean by resilience?

Recovering from
setbacks
or when under strain

Adapting well to
change

Being tenacious/keep
on going irrespective
of what happens
around you

Activity
• What challenges do you currently face within your role , and how

do you currently deal with those challenges?
• How do you motivate yourself to keep pushing through when you

feel like you are not making much progress?
• When are you and your team at your best?

Our mindset
Limiting Mindset

• Positive Mindset

LOOK
BACK

LOOK
FORWARD

NEW

EXCITEMENT

OPPORTUNITY

Change
Reorganisation
New regulations

CAREER

GROWTH

THREATS

Change
Reorganisation
New regulations

FEAR

INFLUENCE

PROFIT

DISTRUST

MORE
WORK?

JOB CUTS

POWER

RISKS

NO

CONTROL

Focussing our energy

No control
or
influence
Weak
influence
Strong
influence
Indirect
control
Direct
control

‒ Learning from
experience

Building resilience

‒ Doing work you love
‒ Building relationships
with people that matter

Habits
‒ Ask for help
‒ Take control

‒ Optimism

‒ Find a purpose

‒ Self knowledge

‒ E+R = O

‒ Self acceptance

Responses

Attitudes

‒ Personal growth purposefully
putting yourself
out of your comfort
zone

Reflection
• What are your derailers when it comes to leading change?
• What are your strengths when it comes to leading change?

The change curve – responses to change
THE IN-BETWEEN
TIME (THE
NEUTRAL ZONE)

PERFORMANCE AND EMOTIONS

1. PAST
ENDING

Shock

Anger

Application

Anxiety/fear
Resentment
2. RESISTANCE
PAST

4. COMMITMENT
THE BEGINNING

Acceptance

Testing
Uncertainty
3. EXPLORATION
FUTURE

Leading change
• Leaders must assess where people are in the change cycle:
Phase

Symptoms
Rationalisation

Denial

Resistance

Exploration

Commitment

Actions

Focus

on past
Withdrawal

with information
Focus on current
Make accountable

Anger,

blame, depression
Active aggression
The company doesn’t care

Listen

Over

preparation
Energy, no coherence
Confusion, chaos

Guide

Cooperation

Long-term

& coordination
Frustration about speed
Looking for new challenge

Confront

for what is unsaid
Show personal commitment
Cut unavoidable losses
priorities
Educate to improve analysis
Short-term goals
goals
Celebrate success
Raise the bar

• Research suggests 5 easy ways to create a growth mindset cultre and
The
power of YET
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Be self-aware and build ‘protective’ factors into your time
Be willing to experiment
Focus on progress over time
Learn from others
Choose the right words

build resilience:

Adversity toolkit
CONTROL
What can I actually
influence?
When a crisis hits, do I look
for what I can improve now
rather than trying to identify
what went wrong ?
How would a person I
emulate and admire act in
the situation?

OWNERSHIP AND
IMPACT

REACH

ENDURANCE & DURATION

How big or complex do I think
Regardless of my job
How long will the situation and
the situation is? How big or
description, how can I step
its repercussions last?
complex
is
the
situation
up to make the most
actually?
immediate and positive
impact on the issue?
What can I do within the next
day or week to move in that
What can I do to address the
direction?
Can I focus on identifying potential pitfalls and maximise
the potential upsides?
what positive effects my
personal actions might
Have I developed a series of
have?
steps and a process for
What strengths and resources
dealing with the setbacks, and
do I and my team have to
am I keeping team members
What effect will my efforts address the issue and increase
informed?
chances of success?
and actions now have on
the people around me?

Tackling unhealthy thinking
A

Adversity

B

Beliefs

C

Consequences

Tips for building resilience
‒ Tackle unhealthy thinking
‒ Kick the elephant out of the room
‒ Build relationships and a network of support
‒ Learn from mistakes and set backs
‒ Set new challenges and take risks
‒ Celebrate your success and that of others
‒ Know your confidence boosters and robbers and take control
‒ Embrace change, see where the opportunity takes you and what it can

teach you
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Breakout Session

TRAC and Transformation:
Opportunities to support
sustainability
TRAC Conference
24th September 2018

Introductions and session overview
Transformation overview

15 minutes

Break out discussion

20 minutes

Play back

20 minutes

Key takeaways

5 minutes
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Financial performance and sustainability is under pressure
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The ingredients for success
1

Clear drive and
direction

• Clear and consistent objectives

1. Vision

• Agreed design principles
• Visible and active sponsorship

• Active, ‘bottom-up’ involvement in design
• Expert validation and approval

3

Getting the
institution onboard

3. Awareness

• Clear and timely communication

• Robust, validated data

2. Ownership

5. Evidence

2

• Tailored to individual stakeholders

4

4. Preparedness

• Practical training and support
• The right people in the right place

© 2018 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
This discussion document is CONFIDENTIAL and its circulation and use are RESTRICTED

Document Classification: KPMG Public

230

Breakout discussion
For the next 20 minutes consider how TRAC cost data could be used more broadly at your
institution. Here are some prompts:
• Making the case for change: How can TRAC inform a case for change and a decision of
whether or not to act?
• Pursuing transformation: Could TRAC be used more in operational transformation? For
example, are there opportunities to present a fuller picture of professional service delivery
through considering TRAC and professional services activity-based costing for Professional
Services such as Learning & Teaching and Research Management where academics and PS
staff often work on the same activities?
• Current practice:
• How do you use TRAC data in your institution now? Is it regularly used to inform strategic
and operational decisions?
• TRAC guidance suggests roles for Academics, Finance, Research Office, and Audit
Committee. Who else could use TRAC?
• E.g. Heads of Faculty / School, Faculty / School Managers, Registry?
• What change projects are currently underway at your Universities? Have these used
TRAC? If not, do you think they could or should have?
• Future opportunities: From what you know, what 2-3 areas do you think are worth exploring
using TRAC data?
© 2018 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a
Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Key takeaways
• There are many drivers for change – choosing the ones which are most
important and staying committed to them are crucial for successful
change. Cost data brings these to life
• Cost data does not just have to be about efficiency – it is also about
value
• Combined with other activity-based-costing information, there is
potential to use TRAC to create a more comprehensive view of what
professional service delivery looks like
• Cost data is used and provides key input across the transformation
journey
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Thank you

