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1
Summary report

Purpose of the study

1.1 The aim of this project was to compare the costs of different years of full-time undergraduate degree and sub-degree programmes in a selection of universities and further education colleges.  The questions the project was intended to address were:

a.
Is there any systematic difference in costs between years of a sub-degree or degree programme?

b.
Is there any systematic difference in costs between sub-degree programmes and degrees in those institutions which offer both types of provision?

1.2 If such systematic differences existed, they could  have implications for future funding policy and methods.

Method

1.3 We have conducted this study by a method which compares the relative costs of the different inputs (teaching staff time, learning resources, infrastructure, etc) that are used to service these different years and types of provision.  We have called these the input factors.  This method does not provide the actual costs of the provision in the way that a ‘top-down’ full-cost approach would, but does review the relative effect of the different cost drivers at a programme and year level which are required for this study.  This approach has the advantage of being very much less costly to apply, and of being much less burdensome for the institutions which contributed to the study.

1.4 The study did not look at differences in costs between institutions.

1.5 We have applied this approach in a sample of 11 higher education institutions (HEIs) and 10 further education colleges (FECs) as listed in the Annex of Evidence.  These institutions were chosen to be reasonably representative of the range of types of institutions where degree and sub-degree programmes co-exist in the same subject areas, and also included two HEIs not offering sub-degree programmes.

1.6 The study’s main focus was on the relative costs of a full-time student on a three-year undergraduate degree programme, compared with a two-year Higher National Diploma (HND) programme.  Other programmes were also reviewed, but the samples were much smaller: the Diploma in HE (DipHE) gained through credit accumulation, Foundation (HEFCE funded) and taught masters. 

1.7 We compared the degree programmes with sub-degree programmes offered in the same departments.  In most of the institutions visited we covered two subject areas (one classroom and one laboratory-based) and more than one degree and sub-degree programme (or pathway) in each of these.

1.8 The study did not look at Higher National Certificates (HNCs), part-time provision, professional diploma programmes, or franchised provision.

1.9 The purpose of the study was to look for any differences that are large enough and systematic enough to be potentially of relevance to funding policy.  It is inherent in the method used that it will not reveal small differences in costs, and that it may not reliably detect particular factors that are only relevant in a small number of institutions or programmes, or in a particular type of institution or programme outside our sample.  

1.10 The study looked at variations at programme level, not between institutions or between departments.  Although the number of institutions and departments visited is small when compared with the whole sector, our research did cover many programmes and pathways within each institution.  The conclusions based on the sample are considered to be robust.

Context – nature of provision

1.11 The first output of the study is a clearer picture of the nature of this type of provision.  This does not directly answer the questions at paragraph 1.1, but it is important contextual information for policy makers. 

1.12 The essential feature we found is the extreme complexity and diversity of arrangements, and the changes currently (and constantly) being made in both resource use and programme provision by institutions.  These factors indicate a need for caution about drawing any definitive conclusions unless these are supported by consistently based evidence across a significant number of programmes.

1.13 The questions that we were asked to address, while valid in policy terms, imply a degree of simplicity and consistency in this area which we have not observed in the institutions we have visited.  Three key factors define this complexity and can be regarded as conclusions of the study. 

Conclusion 1. The concept of different years of a course is of limited validity, and the notion of ‘level’ does not provide a robust alternative.

1.14 Most student programmes are now unitised, and units or modules are not necessarily taken in any specific year. 

1.15 Many institutions have a policy of allowing flexible entry and access to programmes at different points, and options and electives (particularly in modular schemes) are often extensive.  Moreover, resource pressures have led to specific policies of maximising student numbers on modules; and students can and do take modules at different points in their programme. This means that students taking a module may be in a ‘different year’ to others on another programme.  Industrial/overseas placement years add further complexity when categorising students into a particular ‘year’ group.

1.16 Degree programmes are normally categorised into ‘levels’ (1 to 3).  However, this term is not consistently used, and some institutions do not classify their HND modules into year or level.  Some use ‘Part I’ and ‘Part II’ instead: the latter covers modules in both years 2 and 3.  Students may take a module in a year of their programme that is different from that of many of the other students taking that module.

Conclusion 2.  Sub-degree provision may not be a distinct element within the institution.  

1.17 DipHEs are often not distinguishable from degree programmes.  Most HEIs offer DipHEs as an ‘unplanned exit route’ after two years (240 credits) from their degree programmes, with the students actually registered for the degree award.  However, other DipHEs (not covered in our sample), particularly those in professional disciplines, are awards in their own right. 

1.18 HNDs are historically vocational, with an emphasis on skills, while degree programmes have been considered to be more academically based.  However, a number of factors mean that this distinction is now not so clear:

· professional degree programmes

· the still increasing popularity of ‘vocational’ disciplines such as business studies and computing

· the demands of students (now fee-paying) for programmes with ‘use-value’ 

· the need for remedial skills to be taught to A-level students.

1.19 These have all helped to align more closely the different academic/knowledge, practical/skills and personal/social base of the degree and sub-degree programmes. 

1.20 Many course/department managers felt that their degrees were either strongly vocational now or should change to incorporate more of the vocational features and skills support evident in their HNDs.  Some top-up degrees (an HND graduate studying a third year and gaining a degree i.e. a 2+1 model) are recognised as less academic than a three year comparative degree in the same department.  

1.21 Many course/department managers felt that their HNDs were (or should be more so) as academically based as a degree, predominantly because of student demand for access to a three year degree  (i.e. 2+1 model, not 2+2 model).  Employer expectations for a degree qualification, rather than an HND, are a driving factor here.  (This is not true of all HNDs, but applies to most in our sample even where the HND also provided a valued exit route in its own right.)

1.22 In any case, modular schemes, with integrated teaching and learning on many of these programmes, have led to significantly similar curricula (even if assessment or tutorial support are different).  Teaching and learning can be shared not just between HND and degree students studying the same subject, but with other groups of both full and part-time students on other degrees or HND/HNCs.

1.23 It is a now common practice for HND graduates to progress to the second or third year of a degree.  This has led to the specific focus on learning outcomes at each year of the HND and degree which facilitate ‘bridges and ladders’ across the programmes.  The clearest example of this is where an HND is fully embedded in a degree programme, and some students are joint registered.  However, in practice there is a very wide range of approaches to common or differing teaching and/or assessment methods, depending largely upon the academic view of the student intake and their different needs.

1.24 In many programmes, the only difference between the HND and degree programme is that the students on the HND have only one A-level, not two and have ‘less confidence’, but often equal ability, given appropriate learning opportunities.  This allows a significant, or total, commonality of approach, as long as adequate support is provided in this.  This can be compared to other programmes where HND students have had a very different educational or personal background, and as a result, academics plan a significantly different teaching and learning experience for them from that for school-leavers.

Conclusion 3.  The current pattern of resource allocation is a poor guide to future policy.

1.25 Finally, in this section, it is important to note that policy and practice are changing.  Most institutions we visited are responding to the Government’s agenda of access and increased participation.  In practical terms, this means taking students who are often less well equipped to cope with the traditional HE qualifications (whether HND or degree) and retaining these students (minimising attrition).  Institutions are adapting their ‘input factors’ to respond to these needs with a strong focus on ‘year 1’ support. There are cost implications to this and many institutions either have shifted or would like to shift their resources accordingly.

1.26 Institutions made the point that it would run counter to Government policy to devise a new funding method that consolidated or fossilised historic patterns of resource input at a time when they are trying to break away from these patterns in order to support students with non-traditional entry qualifications and flexible progression routes.  They also point out that such support should be planned on a student lifetime basis not on a ‘one year at a time’ basis (employing concepts such as ‘investment’ and ‘progression across a continuum of learning’).

Costs of provision

1.27 We have examined the relative costs of different years of study in both HND and degree programmes in a range of subject areas across the group of 21 institutions listed in Section 2.  Our main conclusions on costs are as follows.

Conclusion 4.
There is a multiplicity of interlinking ‘input factors’ in these programmes but staff input is the area of cost which is most closely affected by the year and type of programme.

1.28 We reviewed a large number of factors which influence the relative costs of the different elements of provision covered by the study.  The main costs in HE institutions are staff (typically 55-60%), learning resources and staff/student services (around 10%), and physical infrastructure (10-15%).  An allocation of each of these (generally via the department, programme, and finally module) totals the costs of a programme, with costs per student influenced by student numbers on a particular programme or module.

1.29 Academic staff costs in academic departments constitute about 35% of institutional costs in the sector
 and these prove to be the most relevant costs to consider when looking at the variations between types of provision (see below).

1.30 We found that, in practice, the differential use of learning resources and staff/student services between years or types of provision was occasionally important (e.g. higher use of library or of counselling in a particular year); but this was not common to all programmes.  The use of learning resources and sometimes more specialised equipment/software was often considered more expensive in the final year, but there is no quantitative information to inform this.

1.31 Estates and physical infrastructure usage comprises a significant area of resource.  The relative use by programme or year can only be considered on a module by module basis, and depends largely upon subject, and student numbers per module.  There were many examples of estates constraints (e.g. on room size) that had led to repeats of modules or lectures, with related resource implications.

1.32 We found examples where a year or type of programme had a higher or lower use of equipment (particularly specialised equipment), or of laboratories (requiring technician support) or studios, etc.  However, these distinctions were often fairly subtle, and not easy to quantify: we identified no factors that varied consistently between years or type of programme.

1.33 We examined other cost areas, such as administration, management, and central services.  The year and type of programme can influence these costs, but they are driven much more significantly by other drivers which exist at institution and department level.

1.34 The most important cost driver for this review (and the main focus of our work) was therefore the intensity of staff input - in particular, the nature of the teaching and learning sessions and the time spent on assessment and preparation.  

1.35 The staff input cost per student was influenced by a complex web of interelated factors.  There are three main factors:

· subject (e.g. class sizes for laboratory/practical class work) 

· academic teaching and learning strategy (mix of lecture, seminar, tutorial, practical, project; contact time vs student reading time; type of assessment), and

· the number of students on a module.

These are themselves influenced by:

· market considerations (i.e. demand and recruitment success)

· pedagogical considerations (e.g. nature of student experience; nature of the modular scheme; specialisation/options/electives)

· learning objectives; professional body requirements (professional qualification); validating body requirements (award); institutional policy on resits and repeats, and on support to students, etc

· nature of the students (whether different cohorts should have different learning experiences; popularity of the modules; needs of any one student)

· size of student cohort on a programme, on a pathway

· accommodation (i.e. size and fitness of teaching rooms)

· health and safety

· resources available to the department/faculty/institution.

1.36 In summary, we found that the most significant cost factors from those above are, in most cases:

· the number of students taking a module

· the number and size of the groups where staff teach/interact with students

· inclusion of project or dissertation work

· assessment and preparation time.

1.37 We discuss these in more depth in the Annex of Evidence, but it is worth noting here that:

a.
Staff input time in the form of contact hours could be quantified.  However, in many departments a key driver of this was the lecturers, who have the discretion to determine the teaching and learning methods they use.  This has led to very wide variations in the type and number of taught sessions used in modules common to a particular type of programme or year.

b.
Similarly, particularly on large modular schemes, there are very large variations in student numbers attending an individual teaching session, and this is irrespective of the number of entrants on any one programme.

c.
Project/dissertation support is less well quantified, although some ‘norms’ seem to be commonly used in workload planning.  

d.
The time taken in assessment and preparation was considered significant (in HE, generally at least double the contact time) but very rarely quantified.  Notional allowances were usually used (if at all) in workload planning models, and views ranged widely on the actual amount of time spent and the factors that are driving the time (which types of assessment).

Conclusion 5:
The observed differentials are extremely sensitive to assumptions, particularly those on the pathways/options selected, student numbers per module, size of seminar groups, dissertation support taken up, and relative time in assessment or preparation.  Our findings can only be considered representative to within at least plus or minus 20% (of the total value).  As a result, differentials (and the underlying cost drivers) would need to be both consistent and significantly larger than this to be a firm basis for a change in funding method.

1.38 This sensitivity and variability means that for almost any significant cost differential that can be identified in one programme or department it is possible to find another programme (or pathway within that programme) with either no significant difference or even the opposite differential.  To illustrate this we found examples where:

· year 2 of a degree is more expensive than year 1

· year 1 of a degree is more expensive than year 2

· there is no significant difference between these years.

1.39 The differentials calculated are very sensitive to assumptions in a number of important areas:

· on the cohort size per module (which could change year on year, irrespective of the number of students on any one programme); 

· the time spent in supporting projects/dissertations, particularly in non-laboratory subjects, which depend on the wide range of factors summarised above, as much as year or type of programme;

· the time spent in assessment and preparation (about which there is very little hard data);

· the choice of pathway and/or options in a department or particular programme where a different selection can produce very different results;

· the number and size of seminar groups, which depend on assumptions about academic staff preference, resource availability, availability of rooms of particular size, how cohorts of students are allocated to groups, the maximum size of a group, etc.

1.40 These sensitivities and variability mean that the differentials that we calculated could only be regarded as representative within plus or minus 20%.  For example, if year 1 costs were calculated to be 120% of year 2 costs (a differential of plus 20%), with some changes to assumptions this value could easily be recalculated to a figure somewhere in the range of 100% to 140% (or even wider).

Conclusion 6. While there are variations in cost, there is no systematic difference at a level which is material for policy purposes either between years of provision or between sub-degree and degree provision in this sample of institutions.
1.41 There are some variations in the costs of direct teaching time which, while not systematic, material or universal to the extent required for policy purposes, can be observed in a significant number of institutions and programmes.  The most significant of these are:

a.
The costs per student of year 3 of degree programmes is often marginally more expensive than year 2 (nearly half the sample was up to a third as much) due to project work or dissertations in the third year and specialisation or options leading to smaller modular sizes.

b.
HND programmes are often marginally more expensive than year 1 or year 2 of degree programmes even when teaching is shared, due to the extra tutorial and skills support needed (nearly half the sample showed costs per student per year up to a fifth higher).

1.42 However, in both of these, costs are significantly affected by many factors that are not consistent programme to programme (even if the final differentials happen to be the same) nor are they necessarily programme- or year-dependent.  Not all factors that lead to these cost differentials form an appropriate basis for informing the funding methodology - for example, attrition often plays a part (sometimes significantly) in increasing the costs per student in one year over another - and yet recognising this would ‘reward inefficiency’.

1.43 In any case, the above summary only represented half the sample and the two most common findings.  A wide range around these results was found, as is shown in Figure 1.  This shows the main factors leading to differentials, and the levels of the differentials found, for year 1 (Y1) of a degree programme compared to year 2 (Y2), and year 3 (Y3) compared to Y2.

1.44 We found that:

Y3 costs per student from direct teaching time were:

· marginally more expensive (up to 30%) than Y2 in nearly half the sample

· equal to Y2 in a quarter of the sample

· significantly more expensive (over 30%, in a range up to 100%) in a quarter of the sample.

(The comparison here is to Y2, taken as a ‘base year’.  Where Y1 is higher or lower than Y2 – as applies to half the sample – then the differential between Y3 over the average Y1/Y2 cost would be lower or higher respectively.)

Figure 1:  Differentials in the cost of direct teaching time, between years
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The percentages show the differential from Y2; that is, if Y2 is 100, Y1 values range from +120% (i.e. 220) to -20% (i.e. 80).

This Figure does not show results for any one programme or institution, but the range of differentials from Y2.   There is no correlation between the level of differential shown by a programme in Y1, to that shown in Y3.

The results should be regarded as representative to about plus or minus 20% on the absolute value (i.e. a reported differential of 40% might, in general, lie in the range of 20% to 60%, and occasionally more).

The shaded area for each year shows where about half of the results calculated from our sample fell.

This Figure is based purely on the unit costs of a student related to staff contact time in lectures, seminars, tutorials or supervision (projects, etc).  It excludes assessment, preparation, pastoral support, etc, all of which are likely to dilute these figures.



HND costs per student in Y1 and Y2 were:

· marginally more expensive (up to 20%) than a comparable degree programme in nearly half the sample

·    equal to the degree costs in more than a third of the sample

· significantly more expensive (50% plus) in a small number of those sampled.

1.45 Y1 costs were similar to those of Y2 (almost all within plus or minus 20% of Y2 costs per student).  Lower costs per lecture in Y1, from fewer options and fewer pathways (therefore higher numbers per module) were diluted by the extent of the teaching in small groups (in HE, perhaps half the contact time experienced by one student; in FE even higher).  Lower costs from higher student numbers in Y1 were also diluted by a higher contact time and additional tutorials/skills support in that year when compared with Y2.

1.46 FEC cost structures were obviously very different from those in HE, but as this study looked only at differentials within an institution, this was not relevant here.  Teaching patterns are different, although not completely so (HE also has a considerable amount of small group teaching, and some FE cohorts are higher than some in HE).  We found as wide a range in differentials in FECs as were found in HEIs.  There were no discernible differences when compared by subject or institution as a whole.

1.47 Our sample number in each subject type was small, and the specific subject within a subject type varied (e.g. civil, coastal or electrical engineering; in business studies a language pathway, or a particular departmental focus on computing/IT).  As might be expected from the wide range of cost drivers reported above, we found almost as wide a range within subjects as between subjects.

1.48 The analysis shown here relates only to direct academic staff time (lectures, seminars, tutorials, dissertation support).  This probably represents less than half of the attributable academic staff costs as it excludes preparation, assessment and administration time.  Variations in these and other cost areas (assessment and preparation time, technician support, estates, other central costs, etc) are much less likely to be influenced by student year or type of programme.  The differentials reported here for direct academic staff time will therefore be significantly diluted when the full costs of provision are taken into account.

Conclusions for funding policy

1.49 Overall, we conclude that this area of provision is complex and is likely to continue to change significantly in most institutions, but in differing ways and to different extents depending upon local institutional factors.

1.50 There are arguments of principle against basing funding models on a year-by-year analysis of costs as this may discourage institutions from treating the student programme as an integrated whole.  (Institutions without a ‘standard’ portfolio may be disadvantaged; some may encourage direct entry to their Y3 programmes; resource distribution inside some institutions may be altered and might lead to changed teaching strategies in some departments.)

1.51 There are some commonly-observed variations in academic staff cost between years of provision, but these are not seen in all programmes or institutions, and the size of the differentials is usually quite modest.  The most common of these variations is to observe a higher cost of year 3 of a programme relative to year 2; and of the HND relative to the first two years of a degree programme.  The differences where observed are often of the order of 10%-20%, but, as frequently, more or less than this.  (These relate to only part of the total costs of the student, with even less variation likely in the balance of the costs).

1.52 There are occasional examples of higher differentials in academic staff costs in year 3 costs when compared with year 2.  There is some commonality in the drivers behind these (specialisation and projects/dissertation work), but there are many examples where other institutions use modes of delivery that reduce the impact of these same cost drivers (sometimes with this specifically in mind), achieving lower differentials as a result.

1.53 With a constant funding for students of all years and programmes based on average sector costs, institutions will be disadvantaged only if their profile is out of balance with the normal in the sector.  This will happen if they have an unusually high number of direct entrants into a higher-cost Y3, or increased provision through a higher-cost sub-degree programme.  (We found these significantly higher costs in a quarter of our sample.)

1.54 In summary, the differentials we calculated on direct academic staff costs were neither consistent or significant.  Other cost areas, which make up the majority of teaching costs, are even less likely to show an influence from year or type of programme.

1.55 On this basis, we conclude that there is no difference in cost either between years or between levels of provision that would be material and systematic enough to justify any impact on funding policy. 

2 Introduction
Aims of the project

2.1 The aim of the project was to inform the funding method by examining the costs of different levels of HE provision in HEIs and FECs to answer the questions:

a. Does the cost of provision differ according to the year of programme?

b. If the cost does differ according to the year of programme, is the degree of variance similar for all subject areas?

c. Does the cost of equivalent years of programmes differ between different undergraduate qualifications?

2.2 Particular aspects of interest were, in relation to (c), how the relative costs of different years of HND and degree programmes in the same subject areas compare.

2.3 The work was overseen by a group which included representatives of HEFCE, DfEE, and higher education institutions.  The group met on three occasions to review the programme of work and the conclusions emerging from the review.

Method and scope of investigation

2.4 The main work of the study was to compare the costs of:

· the years 0,1,2,3,4 of an undergraduate degree

· for both degree and sub-degree programmes

· for subjects from each price group B, C and D

· for a representative sample of HEIs and then FECs.

2.5 This required examination of a good deal of detailed information in a ‘bottom-up’ manner – i.e. working with course directors and others who know exactly what resources go into these different aspects of provision.  However, this was not primarily a costing study: there was no need to calculate ‘true full costs’ (as for transparency) as we were only interested in comparisons within a department in an institution.  

2.6 As an aside to this, to calculate full-costs by department or by module would not have easily provided (or been reconciled with) the detailed information on student numbers and teaching patterns by module, and other inputs, that were demanded by this study.  It would also have required a much more detailed top-down institution-wide costing exercise which could not have been completed within the timescale.  This would have been significantly more burdensome for institutions and it could therefore have been much more difficult to obtain institutional co-operation.

2.7 The sample of HE and FE institutions studied is shown below.  This sample was chosen to be reasonably representative of the range of types of institutions where degree and sub-degree programmes co-exist in the same subject areas.  We covered both laboratory/studio and classroom-based subjects, focusing on full-time students and excluding franchised courses.  Two HE institutions which do not offer sub-degree programmes were included to allow us to study differentials in year costs in other types of institutions in this sector.  We also looked at foundation courses (in science in particular) and at taught Masters provision.  We did not study stand-alone DipHE courses.

Institutions included in the sample

Universities and colleges of HE


Colleges of FE



Bolton College

University of Greenwich

Leeds Metropolitan University 

University of Manchester

Manchester Metropolitan University

The Nottingham Trent University

University of Plymouth

University of Salford

South Bank University

University of Warwick 

University of the West of England, Bristol


The Arts Institute at Bournemouth

Birmingham College of Food, Tourism & Creative Studies 

Blackpool & The Fylde College

Croydon College

Farnborough College of Technology

NESCOT

St Helens College

Sandwell College

Stockport College of Further & Higher Education

University College of Warrington



2.8 We are grateful to all these institutions for their willingness to give time to the review at a time when senior managers are already hard pressed.

2.9 The method at each HE institution involved a review of all relevant cost input factors through discussions with the relevant academic heads – i.e. those who are close enough to the teaching to be aware of any differentials in resource consumption by the different years and levels of provision.  These staff covered a wide range, from course leader or head of department, to assistant dean.  We also had discussions with some directors of finance and other senior institutional managers.

2.10 At the FECs, which we visited after the HE investigation had been completed, the method was similar but less detailed and consisted of a structured check-list approach in which the range of cost inputs was reviewed and compared with the models developed at the HEIs.  This commonly included a discussion with a senior manager of the institution (principal, or head of HE provision), reflecting the different nature of FECs in terms of management awareness of the details of provision.

2.11 We generally selected (with the relevant academic leader) an example of a degree and sub-degree programme for investigation and discussion.  In practice many more were discussed, as there were commonly many pathways and routes leading to the degree (or to named degrees), and shared teaching and learning was widespread between programmes.

2.12 To have any implications for funding policy, variations in input costs would need to be both significant in volume or percentage terms, and, together with their drivers, would need to show similar characteristics across a wide range of institutions.   Our method therefore looked carefully at an early stage to identify any factors that might meet these criteria, and that could be more closely studied as appropriate.  

2.13 This method was chosen to be appropriate to the nature of the study.  Its limitations must be recognised.  Our sample of institutions, departments and programmes is small when compared to the size of the whole sector.  The approach would not have identified small or subject-specific factors which were not observable on a broader basis, or recognised by senior management in the institutions concerned.  Institutions just do not have absolute information on the use of all relevant resources by year or programme/module - particularly library/learning resources, and the time spent in assessment, preparation and project/ dissertation support, which are significant areas of cost.

2.14 However, our method allowed us to obtain a considerable amount of comparative quantitative and qualitative information on resource use and provision across our sample that is of appropriate quality to answer the questions posed in the study.

Departments and subjects covered

2.15 It was not always easy to find suitable departments with both types of provision to review – partly because demand for HNDs appears to be in significant decline in some institutions, or because of the widespread practice of franchising such provision to FECs.  It is indicative of the diversity in the sectors that even in FECs not all departments offered sub-degree alongside their degree provision.

2.16 The departments/subjects reviewed included the following:

Subject areas (in each institution)

applied science and construction; business studies and IT 

business 

design and creative arts; business and IT

design, media 

design; business; computing

engineering; business

engineering; business studies

hospitality, food; tourism, leisure, adventure leisure 

leisure, sports science

TV, video, media, production; engineering


agriculture; engineering 

business school 

chemistry

computing; business strategy 

engineering; arts

engineering; business studies

engineering; history

equine studies

maths and computing; civil engineering; geology

quality management



Cost drivers reviewed

2.17 The method we used involved reviewing a range of cost drivers (or input factors) with the departments concerned.  A large number of these could be considered.

2.18 Many of these cost drivers are inter-related.  For convenience, they can be represented by a much smaller number of high-level cost drivers which might be summarised as:

· cohort size/student numbers

· intensity/level of staff input 

· infrastructure and other central resources.

We review these in more detail in Section 4.  Below, we give a few introductory comments on the place and treatment of each group of cost drivers in the study.

Student numbers

2.19 Student numbers are one of the key drivers that determines class sizes and academic input, and hence unit costs.  There are three levels at which this needs to be studied:

· the programme (and year)

· each module taken by those students - on the various pathways/routes

· each individual session being taught/supervised by an academic for that module.

Cohort on the programme (student numbers each year)
2.20 In principle, student numbers should be easy to measure and study, particularly with regards to year cohorts on a programme.  The differences in student numbers between programmes and years of a programme is influenced by a large number of factors, including attrition between years, repeat/resit policies, direct entrants.  This is illustrated in Figure 2.

Figure 2:  Factors influencing cohort size



 The Modules being taken by those students

2.21 However, specialisation and modularisation, with options and electives, means that tracking one cohort of students on one programme is insufficient.  Students from different programmes (and pathways) and years can be jointly taught.  The numbers on a module are influenced by a large number of factors: the range of combined/ joint/ major/ minor/ single honours programmes on offer and whether it is a core module on any particular pathway; prerequisites for the module; its popularity, etc.

        Student numbers in a teaching session on a module

2.22 A module may be taught through a mixture of lectures, seminars, fieldwork, laboratory, tutorial sessions (and other variants of these).  We cover this below.  The size of the group in each will depend only partly on the students taking the module.  Other factors include pedagogical considerations (the nature of the students’ experiences, assessment strategy, and so on), the size of the room, health and safety, and resource constraints.

Staff input 

2.23 Academic staff time is one of the most critical input factors, and required considerable analysis and discussion during the study.  It comprises 25% of total institutional costs, or 35% of relevant institutional costs (excluding residences, conferences, research contracts and grants, and other services rendered).

2.24 Contact time can usually be measured or determined from timetables.  However, contact time does not itself necessarily cover more than half the academic staff costs.  It was also necessary to review other staff costs such as academic time spent in assessment (marking, oral examinations, examinations), pastoral support, preparation, course management and so on. The main factors considered here are illustrated in Figure 3.















2.25 Staff time is not measured by many institutions at the level of detail required for this study and, for this study, was estimated in discussion with course leaders and others.  This was a core part of the work.   

2.26 Contact time was calculated at a very detailed level in some departments; in others, broad-brush calculations were used.  In none was it possible to calculate rigorously the time spent on preparation and assessment (which is generally thought to be more than double the contact time with students), nor the time spent on projects, which varies depending on the topic chosen, and the students themselves.

2.27 Information on the total staff effort that we obtained was therefore significantly qualitative and judgemental.  This is unavoidable, but we were able to provide some reassurance on the robustness of the conclusions we drew because of the sample size, and by applying reasonableness checks (with the relevant institutional managers) to the conclusions we reach.  However, it would be unrealistic to attempt to use this approach to investigate or reveal fine differences within or between institutions. 

Central and infrastructure costs

2.28 The third set of drivers relate to infrastructure costs (estates, IT, equipment, etc) and to  central support services (library/learning resources, registry, counselling, sport, etc).  These are significant costs for most institutions, although secondary to academic staff costs.  The single largest areas of cost are in learning resources such as library and IT (8% of total sector costs) and in estates (11%).

2.29 However, one might expect these to be less affected by year or level of study – i.e. to be effectively the same for all years of a programme and for different types of programme.  Their costs are instead driven by other factors such as subject, number of students, resourcing levels, and so on.  We tested the assumption by discussions with institutions, and were able to reach some conclusions on this.  However, it must be said that in most cases, these were relatively judgmental and they could probably only be verified or disproved with any certainty by asking institutions to mount special surveys, which would be very costly to undertake.  

3 Philosophical and contextual issues
What should influence funding?

3.1 The HEFCE funding method is driven by the general principles of funding teaching activity in a way which provides similar funding for similar activities across all HEIs.  Any variations in funding from the standard resource must be for explicit and justifiable reasons.

3.2 The funding method works by calculating the teaching load generated by the contracted student numbers adjusted for the mode of study and the subject (by price groups A-D for clinical to classroom-based subjects).  This teaching load is informed by sector reports on relative costs.  

3.3 It is clear that the funding method has to take a broad (but fair) sector-wide view of the relative costs of different types of provision.  For example, not all laboratory-based provision actually costs twice as much per student as classroom-based, but these relativities in the funding methods are deemed to be broadly fair and robust across the whole range of institutions and subjects concerned.

3.4 It is equally true that small variations in costs between different types of provision cannot (and should not) be used to argue for adding complexity to the funding method across the whole sector.   

3.5 At present, there is no difference in funding terms between sub-degree and degree students within the same institution, nor between students in different years of a programme.  The main focus of this study is to investigate whether there is any justification in costs terms for making such a distinction, but there are also some broader issues of funding policy to be considered.

The concept of the academic year

3.6 The concept of students being categorised into specific years of study, which can be compared across institutions and programmes, is breaking down.  Many institutions have a policy of allowing flexible entry and access to programmes at different points, and some students drop out and drop into programmes at different points in the modular structure.  Mandatory (or not mandatory) industrial placement years add complexity to categorising a student into an equivalent year of their educational experience.

3.7 Modules are generally (but not always) assigned to different ‘levels’ which broadly indicate the year.  However, many student programmes are now modular, and modules are not necessarily taken in any specific year.  Integrated modular, schemes with options and electives mean that students on different programmes can take the same modules at the same time. 

3.8 As a result of these developments, students in different years of their programmes may be taking common modules and it can be difficult to distinguish the activity or costs of a particular year.   Level 1 (of 3, equivalent to year 1) units can be taken in the second year of full-time study; level 2 can be taken in the third year; and we found numerous examples of a year 3 student taking level 2 units.  However, all of these would normally be in the minority.  

3.9 Where three levels are used, this broadly indicates the year during which most students (but not all, see above) would study the module.  However, two ‘parts’ or ‘stages’ are sometimes used instead, with Part II covering all modules in years two and three (the distinction between parts is that Part I does not count towards the final degree classification).  Even though resource-intensive projects are generally undertaken in year 3, they are in this case not categorised differently from any other Part II unit.  

3.10 Furthermore, in FECs it is common for HND programmes to be validated through EdExcel (degrees being validated through an HEI), and HND modules are commonly not assigned to a level or any other indicator  (EdExel classifications of level H1 and level H2 are not consistently applied or recorded).  Even in HEIs, HNDs may be classified partly as level S (foundation), rather than solely levels 1 and 2.  (In engineering access may be provided through a foundation programme – one year plus three years degree – or through a 2+2 with a two year HND followed by the final two years of a degree.  We found an example where the foundation, Y0, and Y1 of the HND were both being offered, with common teaching on some units.)

Types of provision – HNDs and degrees

3.11 There are also difficulties in assuming that it is possible to make clear distinctions between provision at sub-degree and degree level.  

3.12 Although an HND programme may be a stand-alone programme and therefore capable of being separately costed, it may also be significantly integrated with a degree programme with students sharing some of the same teaching and learning.  The distinction between the two programmes may be shown by each cohort taking some ‘separate’ modules, by the use of separate tutorial groups on common modules, or by different assessment (coursework, examinations, etc).

3.13 Alternatively (and this is quite common) it may be so fully integrated and directed by progression and access considerations that it could almost be regarded as a planned entry route to a degree programme for students with less academic achievement.  This is often due more to limited opportunities (e.g. poor schooling) or difficulties with exam techniques rather than academic ability.  The distinction is sometimes only between students with one A-level (HND students) or two (degree students).  HND graduates are often amongst the best achievers on their subsequent degree programmes.

3.14 Modularisation or ‘unitised programmes’ has encouraged the removal of differences between like curricula on different programmes.

3.15 In one institution, students were automatically awarded an HND after successful completion of two years of their degree programme (upon payment of the BTEC fee).  In another, students were jointly registered on both HND and degree programmes at entry – the department ‘incorporates award of HND in Chemistry within a four year BSc Chemical Science’.

3.16 Moreover, teaching and learning can be shared not just between HND and degree students studying the same subject, but with other groups of both full and part-time students on other degrees or HND/HNCs. 

3.17 These resourcing arrangements reflect the fact that sub-degree courses do not currently have a fixed place in the standards framework – in terms of their classification by levels as discussed above, and in terms of their planned progression routes.  HNDs generally facilitate progression to level (year) two of a degree, but some allow progression directly to year three.  

3.18 This complexity is illustrated in Figure 4.  Sub-degrees have varying aims (and these directly affect their cost levels): some remain (and most at their inception were) a well-regarded vocational qualification in their own right.  However, the majority now offer an entry route to a 2+2 degree, or a 1+2 degree, and are used as such by a significant number of HND students.  Many provide an entry route to a 2+1 degree (ordinary or Hons) or a 2+1.5 degree (Hons).  (In these examples the first figure is the years on an HND, the second figure is the year/s on a degree programme.)  Some departments are actively considering changing their HNDs from offering a 2+2 progression route, to one of 2+1, as a result of student demand and competition. (Successful HND students were entering the final year of another university’s degree programme, rather than the second year of their own degree programme.)

Figure 4:
Illustration of entry and exit routes between HNDs and degrees
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Progression depends upon factors such as:

· academic rigour of HND and degree

· student confidence

· grade of HND award (number of pass, merit, distinctions)

· recognition of HND by degree provider

· ‘embedded’/integrated nature or planned outcome of HND.

3.19 These degree programmes may be full three-year programmes, or may be ‘top-up’ degrees, with just year 3 on offer.  The top-up degree might have a different curriculum, assessment, etc, from a parallel three year degree.  Examples of this include top-up degrees entitled BSc Chemical Science  or BSc Civil Engineering, with the three year degrees named BSc Chemistry, and BSc Civil Engineering or BEng Civil Engineering.

Vocational programmes

3.20 Historically, HNDs were developed as ‘vocational’ programmes, with particular focus on practical skills and employment at the end of the two years.  To some academics this has meant the provision of an HND with characteristics and a focus that includes:

· student centred learning 

· relevance to work (‘employable at the end’)

· the application of techniques; technical competences

· transferable skills (exemplified in the BTEC/EdExcel common skills specification which is a requirement for all HND programmes)

· other professional skills (including IT, presentations, teamworking and team management, communication, interviewing) 

· other personal skills (IT, numeracy, literacy, examination techniques, report-writing).

There has often been a clear differentiation from a degree, where students gain:

· academic rigour through theories, methodologies and application of academic disciplines

· broad knowledge of the subject and the underlying research and academic philosophy

· specialisation.

3.21 This model of distinctly different learning outcomes shows the HND graduate able to apply techniques, and the degree graduate able to develop new techniques. The HND student takes information and carries out a process (takes the brief and carries it out); the degree student synthesises and analyses information (takes the brief as a starting point for their own thinking and research).  This was expressed (perhaps at the extreme) by one academic as ‘the HND student gets skills to go into work; the degree student sets up their own business’.

3.22  We considered this model very carefully: if true, it could lead to conclusions about differences in the two types of programme that would lead to a difference in resource input.  However, we did not find such a clear distinction in practice – rather the contrary.  

3.23 One example of an alternative philosophy from that described in the model above is that of an institution (with a mission strongly rooted in access) where HND students are specifically not distinguished separately from degree students, in line with the institutional policy of non-discrimination.

3.24 Many HND and degree programmes do not display different vocational/academic characteristics.  Many degrees are vocational in nature.  They may have grown out of HND provision (e.g. in FE) or otherwise been provided after the HND (e.g. with the granting of degree-awarding powers).  In these cases some departments have found that HND intake has often decreased, the degree intake increased, and the degrees are becoming as vocational and practical as HNDs, by student demand.  (One academic expressed this move in his area – agriculture – in terms of a spectrum of learning ‘technical..science..management’, with HNDs having started at the left and degrees at the right, and with both moving to the middle of the spectrum.)  

3.25 Most HND graduates transfer to a degree programme – leading to the need to articulate the HND and the degree very closely (particularly with a 2+1 progression).  Having said this, many HNDs are valued in their own right: this depends largely upon the qualifications that are held by the current employers in the industry (e.g. agriculture, video technology).  In other subject areas, HND graduates might obtain the same types of job as degree graduates, but they find that they are not considered eligible for promotion boards or for transfers within the industry several years on, and they come back for a top-up degree.  This all means that the links between HNDs and degrees is extremely close; HNDs are often planned to be ‘embedded’ in degree programmes.

3.26 Many degrees are anyway in subject areas that lend themselves naturally to employment, such as hospitality, business studies, computing, and engineering.

3.27 Any differences in ‘vocational’ or ‘academic’ focus therefore can be very muted or non-existent.  (The word vocational itself seems to be open to wide interpretation – technical skills or study of vocational areas?)  Many HNDs are considered to be as academic as their comparator degrees (the difference is in the qualifications of the student intake – and in reality may just be their confidence in the HE environment and teaching methods).  

3.28 The curriculum of an HND may be the same as the parallel degree, but HND students often receive separate assessment (more coursework, tasks and topics set in employment), have separate seminars/tutorials, and sometimes more support in recognition of the need to build confidence, and skills, of their students.  However, we found many examples of this emphasis on transferable skills and tutorial support in degree programmes as well, with their Y1 costs correspondingly higher than their Y2 costs.  (Often, all modules contribute to BTEC common skills; it is only on the HND that they are assessed separately.)  Some academics wish to move their degrees towards the process-centred learning that they are using in their HNDs.  

3.29 There also seems to be an increasing trend in HND courses to align themselves closely with a degree.  Several academics are considering increasing the academic standards on their HND programmes to fit a 2+1 model (rather than the current 2+2). Some consider recent changes in the BTEC specification for their course lead to an increased academic content/rigour. One has two streams in the HND (from the beginning of Y2) – one of which is an academic route leading to a 2+2 – and has found that all students now wish to take this stream.  Others find it difficult to bring the two closer than a 2+2 as their HNDs, whilst academically rigorous, are too packed and process-based, so there is insufficient time for reflection and obtaining ‘graduateness’ to enable the students to enter directly onto a third year.

3.30 In conclusion, many HNDs and degrees can be distinguished by some difference in the learning experience, which may have been originally related to the vocational/skills nature of HND provision as distinct from many degrees.  However, these differences are declining, and are now related more to the needs of their student intakes.  Even here, the needs of students on the two types of programme are often the same (particularly in access institutions) and can be very small in resource terms; they are not systematic or fundamental enough to lead to differentials in costs.

Types of provision – other sub-degree programmes

Year 0/foundation

3.31 Year 0 programmes also have varying aims.  In general they are a foundation year providing a ‘taster’ of a department’s portfolio, and often ‘an A-level substitute’ or a bridging course for mature students with few or non-standard qualifications.  They offer a ‘broad background of preparatory studies’.  They are common in science departments, designed to bring students to the requisite level of scientific knowledge and skills for entry to a normal three year programme.

3.32 It is of interest that institutions felt that science foundation years were based on the principles of the design foundation year that is funded through the FEFC, although some FECs use an ‘unstructured’ access route instead such as NVQ plus practical, rather than the design foundation.

3.33 Foundation years generally include some remedial input; basic numeracy, IT and literacy skills which were not acquired at school.  Whilst these students are never taught with degree students, there may be some joint teaching with HND and HNC students.

DipHE

3.34 Academic regulations generally allow for the award of a DipHE on achievement of 240 credits (i.e. at the end of a ‘normal’ two years), when students are registered on a degree programme, but have been unsuccessful in their third year.  Although these may be rarely awarded in practice (few departments in our sample had any experience of this) there are examples of some degree courses (e.g. in Housing) where professional body accreditation of the DipHE at the end of Y2 leads to some students choosing to exit at that point.

3.35 There are many examples of stand-alone DipHEs (whether two years or three, as in nursing) which are generally accredited/recognised by a professional body.  We did not cover these in our sample.

What are we measuring?

3.36 There is also an issue about whether it is meaningful to cost one year of a programme.  For example, there are differences between: 

· the cost per student of a qualification (a full-time student obtaining a degree can take 3 years, or 4.5 years if an HND is taken:  even more if there is an industrial placement year, or a four year taught Masters, e.g. MEng)

· the cost per student per annum as directly measured

· the cost per student per annum taking into account the full costs of providing that programme including, for example, induction costs incurred in Y1, or recruitment costs incurred outside the period that the student is in the institution.

3.37 Similarly, there are issues about whether and how to bring in the (sometimes higher) costs of a foundation or an HND feeder programme which help to keep the degree costs per student down (sometimes helping to keep the degree programme economically viable).  There are similar issues about how to take into account the previous year’s spend which has reduced attrition, with the number of continuing students again impacting directly on the costs per student in the current year.

3.38 For these reasons, we have to recognise the artificiality of attempting to distinguish between different years of a programme.  There is bound to be a certain element of arbitrariness in any assumptions made.  

3.39 Institutions are not interested in differential year-rate funding: it runs counter to their policies of flexible student-centred progression and modularisation.  One institution commented that it would ‘destroy coherence’ although this would depend on how, if at all, it was reflected in each institution’s resource allocation methods.  Another commented that ‘funding Y3 differentially is conceptually irrelevant – there wouldn’t be a Y3 without Y1 and Y2.  We deal with programmes as a whole.’  (The same could also be said of an HND feeder programme on which a degree programme is dependent.)

3.40 Although many academics recognise that Y3 as it is currently resourced is more expensive, often departments are trying to increase their resource input in Y1.  This is being restricted by the level of funds available to them, and perhaps by their declining student numbers on the HND and degree programmes (prevalent across the sector in some subject areas).  Increasing Y1 resources can help to address attrition (as well as adding to the quality of the student experience overall) and this has significant effects on the costs per student in subsequent years.  Establishing the current (deemed too low) Y1 cost levels in order to set funding at this level is not of interest to institutions.

3.41 There are other interesting institutional and academic policies that have a significant impact on cost levels, yet might not be considered to be a feature of the type or level of programme.  These include, for example:

· modularisation – and how shared learning can increase student numbers on modules

· number of options offered to students, and minimum module sizes

· other factors preventing/facilitating shared learning between degree and sub-degree students (and these might be driven by academic, professional or economic factors)

· the type of students who enter the HND and degree courses (which might not reflect learning ability so much as the availability of previous opportunities, or confidence).

3.42 The above considerations all emphasise that decisions on future funding policy in this area need to take a broader basis than simply any cost differentials which we are able to observe in this study.  

4 
Findings:  cost drivers and institutional costings
4.1 The main costs in academic departments which are relevant to this study are those related to the academic staff, with their time the main cost driver of this.  We consider:

· student numbers – at its simplest, the higher the number of students being taught, the lower the average time per student

· direct staff input – the number of hours spent in delivery for each cohort, unit, group or student,  including time spent in assessment

· other staff input – preparation, other assessment, pastoral, management, etc.

4.2 These provide the main focus of this section.

4.3 Other costs - non-academic staff costs in academic departments, non-pay costs, and central costs - are significant in size, but there is much less evidence of differential use of services and resources by different types of student or programme.  We discuss this at the end of this section.

Student numbers

4.4 The range of factors that drive student numbers is shown on Figure 2.

4.5 At their simplest, student numbers can be driven by market considerations i.e. demand and recruitment success.  As well as institutional reputation, mission, locality, etc, the way a programme is marketed can affect recruitment.  For example, there is widespread belief that some HEIs (never ‘one’s own’) have recently been lowering their entry qualifications on some degree programmes, which has hit recruitment on some HNDs in particular.  Departments offering 2+1 progression can often attract some students away from those offering a 2+2 route.  Finally, recruitment can be costly, especially in interviewing, but this can significantly raise conversion rates and therefore student entrants.

4.6 We found that many HND cohorts are smaller than degree cohorts, and Y2 often (but not always) smaller than Y1 due to attrition.  However, this can be offset by direct entrants, often from overseas or the EU.  We found several examples of Y3 numbers significantly higher than those who had progressed from the Y2: one programme increased its Y3 cohort by 50% over that in Y2 with direct entrants from the EU; others receive HND graduates.

4.7 In any case, the difference in sizes of cohort from one programme or year to another does not necessarily lead to a reduced or increased cost per student if:

· there is an extensive modularisation programme or other teaching shared between programmes

· the delivery mode focuses on small group teaching

· space or health and safety or subject constraints forces smaller group lectures or seminars.

(We found extensive evidence of all of this.)

4.8 This type of analysis immediately leads to the need to study student numbers at a lower level than that of programme.  There is a pyramid of numbers, for those on a:

· route/pathway/stream within a programme

· module within this pathway

· session within this module (contact time).

4.9 It is at the lowest level that costs are driven, although they are of course affected by the numbers at each level above them.  The numbers in each session can be influenced by the whole range of factors shown in Figure 2:

· nature of the modular scheme 

· teaching and learning strategy (mix of lecture, seminar/practical, tutorial; student reading time; type of assessment)

· other pedagogical considerations such as the nature of the student experience and learning objectives

· type of  students (and whether different cohorts should have different learning experiences)

· requirements of the professional accreditation bodies 

· requirements of validation bodies, including the universities validating FEC degrees; sometimes the subject moderators; (EdExcel itself is considered sufficiently flexible now to allow a wide range of practice in this respect)

· institutional attendance requirements (attendance is sometimes compulsory, sometimes not)

· repeats with or without attendance

· accommodation (i.e. size and fitness of teaching rooms)

· health and safety (in laboratories and on field work).

Staff/student contact time in groups

4.10 Modules are taught using a wide range of teaching and learning methods.  Those where staff are in contact with students incur direct staff costs that can be quantified.  They can be very broadly grouped into four types of student contact:

· lectures (e.g. whole cohort)

· seminars, workshops or small group work, example classes, studios, science laboratory or IT laboratory sessions, field classes (e.g. groups of 15-30, sometimes around 10). Learning activities might again vary widely and include seminars containing individual tutorials, directed (supervised) study, discussion groups, role play exercises; and, for practicals, field or laboratory testing, video analysis, workshops, computing based sessions, and coaching sessions

· tutorials or very small group work, small group projects, field classes (e.g. groups of 3-5)

· individual projects or dissertations (e.g. one to one).

4.11 The last two types of student are more resource intensive than the first two.  The use of these can be dictated by subject (although this in itself does not lead to a differential between years or programme types in that subject area).

4.12 Other factors influencing this were covered above.  It is largely up to the unit co-ordinator to determine the mix of seminar and lecture, often following programme guidelines expressed, for example, in terms of three hours contact time per unit per week (or 45 hours total per unit). 

4.13 Sometimes the mix itself is also determined by the programme manager (e.g. a one hour lecture plus a two hour seminar is the expected ‘norm’ for level one units; a one hour lecture plus one hour seminar expected in subsequent years). As one (perhaps unusually prescriptive) set of guidelines in an HEI set out: ‘student groups rarely exceed 30 so student interaction in lectures is possible and encouraged.  Formal lecture inputs are kept to a minimum and will take up no more than one hour a week of a three hour module’.  (This reflected the institution’s commitment to ‘student-led learning’, with staff acting as ‘facilitators’ rather than ‘lecturers’.)

The size of groups

4.14 The size of the group being taught at any one time is critical in determining the cost of their teaching.  Yet the table above showed wide variations in the group size for each type of student experience.  This can be affected by the cohort size.  In small cohorts in some FECs, seminars not lectures are the norm, and there is not the need for very small group tutorial sessions.  In larger cohorts or module sizes, lectures are an obviously cost-effective way of imparting information.  We have discussed the drivers behind student numbers above.

4.15 Cohorts can come together to share teaching and learning on a module.  This is done either through:

· shared teaching (HND/HNC/degree if the same curriculum and time of day – although some institutions would not do this on academic grounds)

· more formal modularisation systems – with ‘free-choice’ options and units to choose from.

4.16 Modularisation has many forms:

· ‘unitising a programme’ (modularisation only in name - no or restricted choice)

· modular schemes operating across a particular programme (pathways) or programmes within a department

· department/faculty schemes that might allow their students to choose some (but only some) modules run by other departments

· a fully integrated modular scheme with very wide choice of options (‘pick and mix’).

4.17 As well as the available choice (number of modules to choose from), the number of option modules included in a programme varies, as does the amount of choice students have in practice.  The core and the range of options and the choice available depends upon academic/department/institutional policy towards modularisation, the pathway and professional body requirements, and the type of Honours degree (single, joint, combined, minor, major). It can also be constrained by timetabling, ‘rational choice’, size and nature of the modular scheme, the publicity given to the choices available, and so on.   

4.18 Choice can lead to very wide ranging numbers of students on modules, including in Y2 and Y3.  The effect of this is exemplified by a comment from an HE department: ‘most units in this (arts) faculty have more than one programme group’ (and this faculty covered a whole range of subjects including history, linguistics, planning and landscape, drama, and English).

4.19 The following table illustrates this range and complexity, for a small cohort of students.  This shows, in broad terms, the number and size of modules on a ‘not untypical’ programme provided by an engineering department in an FEC, where seven programmes, including four HNDs, are timetabled together. 











Group sizes

Y1
Much of provision is common across programmes

35 – 40

Y2
Degree programmes have some options


6 – 45

Y3
More options






4 – 35

4.20 Both HND and degree programmes usually contain options  (a wide range of terms is used here, including, for example, ‘electives’).  In degrees it is common for pathways to start, and options to be offered, in the second year, increasing in the third year.  Specialisation (leading to a particular named degree) can restrict free choice.  In HNDs options can be on offer for both years, or heavily weighted to Y2, or not offered.

4.21 There is a generality expressed by some that specialisation and options mean fewer students per module (and therefore a higher cost of modules in Y2 and Y3 compared with Y1 and Y2 respectively).  This is often the case, but is by no means the norm. For example, there can be as many options in Y1 and Y2 as in Y3.  This is illustrated in a business study pathway (single subject) on a BA/BSc Hons modular degree programme, where the following was offered to students:

Y1
3 core
2 options
1 elective

Y2
0 core
5 options
1 elective

Y3
2 core
4 options

where core are compulsory (or recommended if major or joint honours)

options allow specialisation or a choice of topic that is of particular personal interest, on the pathway

electives are chosen from the whole range of modular scheme modules not just from that pathway

4.22 This of course directly affects the size of the modules.  In another programme (and department), Y1 had only 45 (of 120) credits taken by the whole cohort of 160 students, with options, pathways and a particular language option leading to group sizes in other modules of 25-40 students.  In Y2 again 45/120 credits represented a large unit (100 students) and the rest were taken by 8-48 students.  In Y3 45/120 credits were represented by two large units of 70 and 88 students, and the other units were taken by 8-30 students.

4.23 Institutions use a wide range of other techniques that offset the impact of options and specialisation in Y3 (sometimes specifically introduced for this purpose, as well as for academic reasons).  These include:

· ‘compulsory options’, which can be set by the institution (to attain a specific named degree or honours pathway), or by a professional accreditation body

· a ‘rolling programme’ of options - where options are offered in alternate years, open to students in any two years (Y1/Y2 or Y2/Y3) in the year they are run

· minimum module sizes

· restricted number of pathways on offer

· small numbers of non-core units

· small number of options to choose between (e.g. two)

· large units (20 credits) restricting the scope for options

· fewer contact hours in Y3

· higher contact hours in Y1 - or smaller groups (more tutorial support) – or both

· no options within a Y3 pathway or route (e.g. on a top-up degree)

· no seminars in Y3 – only lectures

· a maximum group size of, say, 20 (all years).  This means that the costs per student do not change if there are 34 or 63 on that module since they are split into groups

· joint sharing with HNCs.  However, this is only possible to any extent with day release PT programmes, not evening; and many departments have found that the two types of student (mature and 18-year-olds) dislike being taught together

· timetabling to maximise Y4 sharing (e.g. MEng PT students with Y3 on some modules)

· modular schemes as covered above.

4.24 By way of example in an HEI, the following shows a profile of programmes provided by one department.  Here there was considerable shared teaching in an integrated modular scheme, with flexible progression and access leading to significant numbers of direct entrants, including from the HND:

student numbers

on each module

minimum
maximum

Y1




30

140–180

Y2




33+

240


Y3




26+

220

Impact of small/large numbers on  costs

4.25 The size of the student cohort (on a programme or module) leads to different characteristics when costing:

· if student numbers are very small (e.g. 10-30 on a programme), then small absolute changes (significant in percentage terms) lead to significantly higher costs per remaining student

· and ‘lectures’ become less relevant (the term ‘leminar’ was used by one institution)

· in FECs, where cohorts of 30 are common (but can be much larger), then teaching is done through seminars.  There are no large lectures (nor is this desired by many FECs), but relatively costly tutorials (e.g. 5 or fewer students) are used less (they are not required).

4.26 Institutions generally operate with (broadly interpreted) minimum limits on module sizes, which leads to options being restricted (depending on the modular scheme).  The impact of options, i.e. to increase costs per student, is less than it might have been for a larger cohort with more choice, and therefore the year on year differentials are less.

4.27 Low student numbers on modules throughout all years of a particular programme will lead to higher costs per student per taught module.  However, in the third year, the cost per student of supervising a project or dissertation can be significantly higher than a taught module (e.g. requiring 20 minutes one to one contact a week, as against 3-4 hours of contact in a group).  With small student numbers the cost per student of the taught sessions will be higher, and again the differential in Y3 from the project/dissertation is not as great.

4.28 This is illustrated in the following table.









Hours per unit per student









if 20 students

if 80 students

First year: six double-units, each 20 credits, 

over 24 weeks, seminars taking max 20 people,

1+2 seminar/lecture mix 



21.6 hours

10.8 hours

When compared to second year with a project:

20 credit project requiring10 hours per student

plus five 20-credit units as above:


28


19

Differential of the second year over the first:

30%


75%



4.29 This type of analysis is very sensitive to the mix of seminars and lectures.  If a 2+1 seminar/lecture mix is used, the differentials are 30% for 20 students, but only 45% for 80 students.  This is illustrated in the following example.

A larger cohort will lead to lower costs per student if there is significant teaching in lectures:

e.g. with 2.5 hrs of lecture per week and 1.5 hrs of seminar per week in groups of 10, over 20 weeks 







160 student cohort

20 student cohort







3.3. hours per student

5.5 hours per student


the costs for each student in the cohort of 20 are 67% higher.

However, if there is significant teaching in seminars:

e.g. with 1 lecture hour and 3 seminar hours per week in groups of 10, over 20 weeks -







160 students


20 students







6.1 hours per student

7 hours per student


then the costs for each student in the cohort of 20 are only 15% higher.

(This shows the sensitivity of the differential calculation to two variables: student numbers and seminar/lecture mix.)

4.30 If student numbers are very large (on a programme or through a modular scheme) then large lectures can be very cost-effective, and this can be found in Y1 in particular, often with a larger cohort and generally with more core units.  In practice, however, the lecture (or entire module) may be repeated due to space constraints.  In any case, the lecture component of a (taught) module is often only one of three contact hours (the spectrum is wide - 1 hour lecture plus 2 hours seminar; 2+2, 2+1, etc).  Large cohorts are more often than not split into much smaller groups (e.g. 15-30), and the impact of a ‘cheap’ large lecture is significantly reduced.  

Student numbers in the small group sessions
4.31 Decisions as to the size of small group sessions (e.g. seminars) affect costs, and therefore differentials, dramatically. By way of example, we calculated the costs in Y3 as 33% or 60% higher than the costs in Y2, depending on assumptions as to whether there was a cohort in Y3 of 30 (which needed to be split into two groups) or a cohort of 20 (one group).   

4.32 Differential calculations are thus very sensitive to slight changes in cohort sizes.  In calculating relative costs, we generally used one of two methods: choosing a ‘not untypical’ set of core and option modules and taking current student numbers; or a more broad brush method of using a range of student numbers that generally applied to the modules on offer.  An illustration of the latter, and the sensitivity of the assumptions on student numbers, is given below.

Actual student numbers on each unit
Y2 modules
Y3 modules 


40 – 50
12 – 45

Assuming a 2+1 lecture/seminar mix on average



And up to 30 in a seminar group


Y2
Y3

With assumed student numbers of —
40
20

The hours per week per student can be calculated as:
0.1
0.15     a differential of 50%.

However, with assumed student numbers of —
45
29

the hours per student per week are:
0.09
0.1      a differential of  11%.

4.33 This is also illustrated by the dilemma facing some programme/unit co-ordinators, when their cohort did not split neatly into two groups:

Cohort



24
29
36

Number of groups:

1
2?
2

Average size of group:
24
15
18

Irrespective of any other factor, this results in the cost of each group session per student being higher by

38%
25%


over the cost for students in the original cohort of 24.

4.34 We discussed above the factors determining the sizes of seminars and workshops, laboratory sessions, etc.  These included academic considerations, but also the availability of suitable accommodation, the subjects being taught, etc.  

4.35 Group sizes are also affected by accommodation availability i.e. the size and fitness of teaching rooms.  There were several examples of lectures being repeated due to size restrictions.  In a programme in one institution all seminars involved small groups of 10 students (rather than the more normal 20) because that is the number that can fit into the staff member’s office.

4.36 The need to use equipment and other institutional resources, and health and safety considerations, play a part in determining group sizes in many of the modules on both laboratory and classroom-based subjects, such as science, engineering, agriculture, equine studies, and computing/IT.

4.37 Similarly subject-specific considerations apply to design and TV/media courses where the subject dictates smaller group working on many modules.  One module may use larger seminar groups than another subject which is perceived to be ‘more difficult’ (e.g. groups of 30 in law rather than the 20 used in maths-intensive modules).  

4.38 However, a range of subjects are taught on many degrees (business studies generally includes law, IT, and accounting; history provision could generally include a language option; and so on).  Therefore, a programme in a subject area will not mean all modules taken or offered will be equally costly, and any differences between years may depend on the specific options/electives/pathways chosen, rather than on the named degree subject or department.

Intensity/level of staff input

4.39 Academic staff costs comprise 25% of institutional costs across the sector as a whole.  This of course covers teaching, research, other activities, and support (including scholarship).  

4.40 There are seven main types of academic staff input into teaching:

· lectures, seminars, tutorials
· dissertation or project supervision
· assessment
· preparation
· pastoral support
· recruitment and induction
· management and administration.
4.41 The precise balance of time spent on each of these activities depends on the individual, departmental policies, resource availability in the department, and institutional policies. 

4.42 Workload planning models can give some information about the use of time.  For example, three departments in our sample gave this information:

Department 1

one-third teaching




            one-third administration including pastoral support and assessment





one-third research and scholarship

 Department 2          67% contact time including preparation and assessment

                                   7% project supervision

                                   5% programme leadership including pastoral support

                                   5% research allowances

                                   5% non-programme management (marketing, staff development, etc)

                                   3% deans, associate deans, etc

                                   8% other services rendered/income-generating activities/other

 Department 3          69% contact time including a factor of 1.5 for assessment and preparation

                                 17% course leader, year tutors, admissions tutor, dissertation co-ordinator

                                   2% head of school, quality assurance, etc (faculty)

                                  11% academic equivalent time of administrative report

4.43 These are difficult to compare.  The figures are often prepared on different bases and the quality of some of the data is not proven.  In particular, notional ‘allowances’ are often given in these models for pastoral support, project/dissertation support, specific management and administrative duties, assessment and preparation.  There have been few surveys or detailed analyses of the actual time taken (but, it must be said, over time, staff and managers have accepted these notional allowances as ‘fair’). 

4.44 In FECs the focus appears to be on timetabled contact time.  Assessment and preparation activities are covered by a balance of unallocated time - which is generally smaller than in HEIs (certainly in our sample).  This does not necessarily mean that those staff spend less time on those activities.

4.45 Even the contact time as recorded centrally, either for workload planning or for workload information for students (their individual contact time with an academic), is sometimes unrepresentative.  The latter (and even sometimes the former) will not reflect the number of small groups run for that student cohort, and often the given contact time is a set 3 hours per module per week (or similar) irrespective of the 2+2 or 1+3 format actually used in any particular module.  

4.46 Workload models do not specifically distinguish between year or programme type, although some information on this can be gleaned, for example, year tutor time, the specific time allocated for Y3 dissertations, and extra targeted skills support.


Dissertation/project support

4.47 We found that the single most costly area of provision related to a large project or dissertation in Y3.  This sometimes led to Y3 costs being 50% or more higher than Y2 costs.  

4.48 Many departments estimated time on a project as 10 hours per student per year, or 20 minutes a week (30 weeks).  This is considerably larger than an equivalent teaching module of 3 or 4 hours a week taken by large cohorts.  The estimated or notional size varies as shown by the following information taken from different departments in our sample:

1)  Programme in computing: 8 to 5 students for one hour a week (which led to the project module costing 100% of a 15 credit module in Y2, but as it is 1/8 of Y3, Y3 is, overall, only 12% higher cost than Y2).

2)  Programme in chemistry:  it is a factor of laboratory time (3 laboratory hours a week, with a range of students and three academic staff).

3)  6 hours per year in all programmes in a department: but it can be a 20 credit or 40 credit project, and both receive the same allowance (the difference is in the depth, amount of research, and length, not the amount of time supervising or assessing).

4) 1-2 hours a week per student for 22 weeks (30 credits).

5)  4 hours per student per year (20 credits).

4.49 In any case, the actual time spent depends significantly upon the student and the topic selected:  ‘we see some students a lot, others not at all’.  If the project is in an area of research interest, it is difficult to identify the academic’s time on research from that of  teaching.

4.50 Projects do not always lead to higher costs in Y3 in many programmes. We found examples where:

· the final year of an ‘extended Hons’ degree (3+1 model, sometimes called ‘top-up’ degree) did not include a project, whereas the standard three year degree did

· projects in a single/joint honours scheme (as opposed to major or minor) were optional.  They were unpopular and therefore not chosen.  (Of the 42 students on this computing Hons modular degree scheme, only 13 took a project; on the business degree 83 of 207 students took a project)

· the project was a group project (pairs, or groups of 3), not an individual project.

4.51 Even when an individual project is undertaken, the resource input to that module might be significantly greater than on a teaching module, but this can be offset by reduced laboratory, seminar or tutorial time in that year, as shown below.

Y1/Y2
36 hrs lecture/laboratory time for each 10 credit unit, probably split equally 
between lecture and lab overall, with lectures to 100 students and labs of 20-30 students 
with two staff:                                                                                                   approx 2,500 hrs



plus one hour a wk tutorial in groups of 3-5


  
   approx 500 hrs










Y1/Y2 total of about 3,000 hrs pa

Y3

30 credit project 1-2 hrs per wk per student



 approx 3,500 hrs



plus 9 (10 credit) units, average size say 50 students






(with specialisation) each 2 hrs of lectures per week


 approx 500 hrs



no seminars, laboratories or tutorials










Y3 total of around 4,000 hrs pa

The differential (Y3 over Y2) is only around 30% (higher cost), despite the very resource- intensive project in Y3

(This calculation is very sensitive to small changes.  For example, in another department, lecture + seminar mix of 1+2 (hours) in Y1 was reduced to 1+1 in Y2, but remained at 1+1 in Y3.  The Y3 project therefore caused a significantly higher differential to be shown for Y3 over Y2.)

Assessment

4.52 Every module is assessed (and counts to progression, although not all count towards the final classification of degree).  Two main types of assessment are used: coursework and examinations.  However, these broad terms do not reflect the wide range of assessment methods in practice, which include:

participation in seminars



role plays

project reports





self-reflective reports

essays, long essays




dissertations

portfolios of evidence (e.g. from placements)
video assignments

individual and group presentations


business games

case study analysis 




vivas

controlled environment practical tests

time constrained tests

multiple-choice exams 



two or three hour exams



open and closed book examinations




4.53 The use of these is significantly up to the lecturer/unit co-ordinator, or course director, informed perhaps by the department’s or institution’s teaching and learning strategies (and we note that these are now being developed by every institution across the sector).  In the majority of programmes that we studied, there is no overwhelming difference between the strategies used in the HND or degree programmes, or between the years of a degree.  Having said that, many of the HND programmes use more coursework, particularly in the first year.  This is exemplified by the assessment strategy for the degree/HND provision in one university:

‘Examinations are seen as adding to the integrity of the degree, especially at level 3 but a deliberate decision was made to use continuous assessment more extensively at the lower levels.  This is because certain outcomes are more appropriately assessed by non-examination methods (e.g. presentational and inter-personal skills).  Moreover, there was a pragmatic recognition that many of our non-traditional students, whilst able in other respects, are sometimes weak in examination skills at the point of entry.’

4.54 Time spent on assessment is considerable, yet there is very little information available on the amount of this.  Many HEIs recognise assessment effort in their workload planning models by allowing 1.5 hours of assessment for every hour of contact time  (based on a 12 week semester).  Other departments use a factor of 1.25 contact time, based on a 15 week semester which includes examinations.  (Both these figures include ‘preparation’ time as well.)

4.55 The different forms of assessment require different levels of staff effort.  Views on this varied greatly.  Most academics felt that units that were either totally coursework, or totally examinations, or a mixture, generally had the same assessment workload (but this may have been a reflection of their policy of evening out module workloads across their staff as much as actual workloads generated by the different modules.)  However, others considered that particular types of assessment required more effort per student than others, e.g. viva-voces, presentations, essays, and open-book examinations, with multiple choice examinations and closed-book examinations perhaps the least onerous.

4.56 However, these estimates of effort are at best notional:

· none of the academics with whom we spoke knew how these figures had been derived - they seem to be an (informally used?) sector ‘norm’

· assessing a piece of coursework for a 20 or 40 credit unit might take broadly the same time (e.g. a 7,000 word essay in Y1 and a 15,000 word dissertation in Y3)

· the effort also depends significantly upon the number of students and this is also not taken into account in these notional figures

· resits can be costly

· some experienced more resits by HNDs on examinations even though there were not as many in the HND as there were in the degree

· courses can be ‘over-assessed’ with resulting pressures on students and staff alike

· assessment can be included within the contact time - presentations, role plays etc; or be included in the number of weeks allowed for contact time (e.g. 15 week semester including examinations).  Laboratory or practical sessions generally contain continuous assessment

· ‘supervision’ of student projects and dissertations often require a significantly higher contact time per student, but this can often include assessment

· contact time for a lecture and a seminar may be the same, but the number of students is very different

· EdExcel programmes (HNDs) require assessment of seven common skills - often done in parallel with the assessment of all modules, rather than one separately assessed module.

4.57 It is of note that FECs do not generally allocate time specifically to assessment (it is part of the balance of time unallocated to timetabled activities).  Any ‘notional’ allowance would have to be <1 (of a contact hour) as they are generally timetabled for more than 50% of the time available, unlike in HE.  The only estimate we obtained here was in one FEC where part-time teachers receive ½ hour assessment/marking per 1 hour teaching (irrespective of the number of students).  A significant amount of assessment may take place within that teaching time.

4.58 Concerns over the equity of workloads has led some departments to:

· allow contact time on the basis of student numbers as well as hours, better to reflect assessment (and preparation) time

· ensure that all staff have responsibility for a range of types of module (heavy coursework, project, etc)

· introduce workload allocation models that use complicated formula to work out assessment and preparation effort.

4.59 An example of the latter allocated time separately on the basis of three types of coursework (routine assignments, essays, reports etc; through to design and computing assignments); and on the basis of examinations effort,  for:

· setting questions, separately from setting resit questions

· marking per question, the time of which differed for Y1/Y2 and Y3/Y4

· ordinary examiner, responsible examiner, checkers, and comments.

4.60 In this example (in an engineering department), the total of preparation and assessment time, as calculated on the programmes we were studying, came to two to three times the contact time.  (This can be compared with the estimates commonly used elsewhere of 1.25 or 1.5, see above.)  In this example, assessment was broadly one-third, with preparation two-thirds.

4.61 In our summaries of resource use we have focused on contact time, as that is the element that we could calculate and agree with the relevant academics.  It is likely that from one course to another, different assessment practices will affect the balance of effort year on year and programme to programme.  However, there is no firm evidence  as to how this happens in practice.

4.62 This is perhaps indicative of many course directors’ and head of departments’ policies to allow their staff academic freedom on learning activities and assessment methods, as well as their own policy of planning and managing their provision as an integrated and seamless whole, rather than isolating particular years and programmes.

4.63 Probably the only generalisation that could be made from academics’ views (not hard evidence) is that the effort in HND programmes and the first year of study could be factored up slightly more than other years and programmes to recognise the emphasis on coursework:  ‘more practical learning outcomes’; ‘have to demonstrate have applied techniques in context’.

4.64 However, this effort should not be factored up significantly (nor in all programmes): 

· as commented by an academic in an HEI: ‘assessments for HNC/D are more vocationally orientated and in general may be more related to the world of work.  The resource implications (between HND and degree) do not differ.’  Similarly, others commented that both coursework and examination methods must be used to allow the HND students to learn examination techniques to facilitate progression to the degree course

· there can be as much time spent on different types of assessment in other programmes and years (and examinations can be as onerous as some coursework; vivas even more so)

· many degrees are still moving towards a new/additional focus on practical outcomes, and this will change their assessment methods. 

4.65 Given this lack of hard information and consistent views, in our conclusions we have assumed that the average staff contact time per student is factored up for assessment equally across years and programmes.


Preparation

4.66 Like assessment, time spent on preparation is significant, but unquantified.  It is generally included in a notional allocation (1.25 or 1.5 times contact time) along with assessment (see above).   However, it is generally acknowledged to be a factor of the type of contact time, subject, and lecturer.   

4.67 The example of a detailed workload allocation model above contained two types of allowances:

· one for preparation for delivery, which depended on mode (lecture, laboratory) and size of class

· one for the preparation of the lecture itself.  This depended on whether it was a new course, major revision, first time delivery by that lecturer, or routine revision.  

4.68 This department estimated their preparation time to be one-third of the total required for assessment/ preparation (which was, for them, a total of two to three times the contact hours; whereas elsewhere it is often assumed at 1.25 or 1.5).

4.69 In another department we were told that ‘in Y1/Y2 lecture preparation could easily require 2-5 hours per hour of delivery; a 12 hour laboratory session might require 6 hours to develop and have a 5-10 year life.  However, in the Y3/Y4 projects (there are no specific laboratory teaching sessions) ideas come in the bath, and students develop them with supervision’.

4.70 In one FEC the new staff contract includes an element for ‘self-directed study’ (scholarship) which is used to prepare materials.

4.71 Again, given the lack of hard information on any differentials between type or year of programme, we have assumed a standard factor of contact time for preparation.


Pastoral support

4.72 Pastoral support is considered to be an extremely important element of students’ learning experiences, and often key to their success.  It includes teaching students ‘how to learn’ as well as providing support on personal issues.  Academic and personal issues are both covered, as they are often intertwined.

4.73 Pastoral support can be provided in a very wide range of ways, but most programmes include most of the following:

· small teaching cohorts, i.e up to around 30 (common in all years in FE, but also a feature of most modules in HE for at least part of their time)

· personal tutors formally nominated for each student to cover illness, domestic, financial, accommodation, personal or study problems

· year or level tutor in HEIs to cover academic progress or problems - but often the personal tutor is the same person

· pathway leader in some HEIs to assist in matters concerning structure or content where year tutors cannot assist (or this could be the course or programme manager)

· open door or timetabled tutorials by the personal tutor (open door is common in FECs)

· surgeries (‘knock on door’ or appointment)

· ‘sympathetic ears’ in department (confidential advice)

· informal self-selection of a friendly tutor/lecturer (or ‘we are a small community and meet in the bar’)

and, centrally:

· central counselling support (and including welfare, grants etc)

· students union

· skills centres.

4.74 We discussed the use of these (extensive) support networks and mechanisms with an academic from each department.  Comments varied widely, but two common views emerge:

· That there is little difference between the use of these by Y1 and Y3 students, with Y2 (degree) students possibly using them less (depends on individual, not a factor of year)

Y1  more: skills acquisition, including how to learn; new students, have no friends yet.

Y2  perhaps less:  consolidating skills (but this is as important in HND Y2 as it was for their Y1); advising on progression (again Y2 HND); assisting direct entrants into Y2 (at a level comparable to Y1).

Y3  more: students now have the confidence to use help (alert to own needs); stress, with preparing for final exams; help on progression, references etc (perhaps ‘largely informal at this point as known well by staff’).

· That Y1 students (both HND and degree) need more pastoral and skills support than other years, and this is specifically timetabled.


For example, personal tutors might only be assigned to Y1 (HND and degree) ‘to deal with personal problems in the first instance, particulary those arising from the transition from school or college’.   ‘It is not about ability, but more about attitude - more easily deflected by personal problems - and also to address learning skill deficits.’

‘It is worth spending half FTE to stop 4 or 5 students leaving after Y1.’

Additional (skills) classes or tutorials were timetabled, or there were smaller class sizes and groups.

4.75 In terms of the differences between HND and degree students, most academics felt that their use and need was not related to programme.  This is perhaps a reflection on the access/progression ethos of most institutions we visited.  Key to the first year is ‘teaching how to learn’, which applies to both degree and HND, ‘whether one or two A-levels is simply not a factor’.  Academic achievement is not relevant, background might be.  (‘Grammar school leavers use least as they can have least problems with transition - the cost is covered prior to arrival.  FEC leavers might be OK if they have peer support from their friends who are also joining.  School leavers without a group of friends might have more problem.’).  Motivation might be key (those seizing the opportunity against those  ‘falsely persuaded to join a programme’).

4.76 We mentioned before how (personal and learning) skills modules and support can be provided and used as much by degree and HND students.

4.77 Given the range of methods used (many informal, many subsumed into contact time) it is very difficult to put a figure on the cost of pastoral support.  (In any case many academics consider it as an investment, returned by the student continuing the programme in later years).  It is common in FE to be allocated one hour of one to one contact twice a year with a personal tutor (but their small groups also provide considerable pastoral support).  

4.78 One HEI department expressed their support as equal to 5 hours per student per year (for them, equal to 20% of their contact time per student).  Another allocated 20 hours plus 35 minutes per student to programme leadership and pastoral support (for them, equal to 5% of their contact time per student - they had lower student numbers therefore contact time per student was higher than in the first example).

4.79 This all serves to illustrate how this area is naturally subjective and very difficult to calculate.  Given this, and the differing views on use of pastoral support, we have assumed that many Y1 students (HND and degree both) need extra support, but that this is generally reflected in the contact time provided to them.  In general it would be inappropriate to apply another significant weighting to contact time for programmes or year groups to reflect differential use of other pastoral support.


Recruitment and induction

4.80 The type of effort required here again varies.  It could consist of the following -

for recruitment:

· clearing

· interviewing (all, or only students coming through clearing, or those with non-standard entry qualifications;  individually or in groups)

· open days (which can be mandatory)

· handled by the department (own course) or centrally (modular course)

for induction (covering both central services and department/programme areas):

· this might include skills support, self-assessment tests, etc

· it might take place in week 0 before the start of a 15 week semester

· it could be timetabled into week 1 of the semester.

4.81 Estimates of the time required for induction varied - from 2 person days, to 2 weeks (the latter including some skills support) - with induction either in the contact time, or outside.  In one institution, induction takes place in week 0 (not week 1) and requires 2 FTE effort (for 100 students). Using these assumptions here this represented 3% of contact time.  However, a very wide range of practice exists in the sector.

4.82 One FEC which interviews all candidates (in groups) - 250 candidates for 20 places - estimates this to take about 45 hours (which is about 10% of the cost of the Y1 teaching to one of these students).  They estimate clearing and administration for admissions to add a further 10%.  This might represent the top end of total resource costs incurred by departments, but when expressed as a percentage of contact time per student might be low for some institutions (who have a lower contact time/cost per student due to larger numbers).

4.83 Whilst the majority of the cost is at the beginning of Y1, there is a cost in Y2 where sometimes there can be a significant number of direct entrants (and sometimes Y3).  Again it could be considered an investment, that should be borne by all years.


Management

4.84 Course management responsibilities can cover a large number of staff in a large department.  In one business studies department they listed the following:

· member of departmental course board; faculty academic standards committee (course organisation and administration, having regard to resources, teaching and assessment policies)

· course director:  overall responsibility for the course; leads the course team; course development, monitoring quality control and general overseeing

· associate course director:  students welfare and academic progress; supervises the personal tutoring system 

· course administrator/programme manager:  overall responsibility for the programme

· unit co-ordinator:  responsible for all academic aspects of the unit, teaching and assessment

· personal academic tutors (covered above): sees each student formally twice a year to discuss academic progress; see students informally as required; writes references; provides mitigating circumstances guidance.

4.85 Other institutions might add to this:

· Year or level tutors:
day to day running of the year or level in a programme

· Pathway leader:
overall responsibility for each pathway (structure and content)

· Admissions tutor:
implementation of admissions policy

4.86  There will be other costs associated with other academics’ participation in institutional committees, quality assurance, audit, etc.  

4.87 The structure and costs of management effort depend on faculty structure, department policy, size, range and complexity of provision (of teaching but also Research etc).  We gave some estimates earlier of the percentage of academic staff time - a broad estimate of this could be of the order of 10-15% of the other costs of teaching (contact, project supervision, preparation, assessment, and pastoral support).

4.88 We believe that these costs should be shared equally over all programmes and years.  Any specific differences are minor compared with contact time.  The small cost of moderators (BTEC) is broadly that of the external examiners and invigilators; validation/licence fees vary (but in FE are payable both on degrees, to universities, or, on HNDs, to EdExcel).

4.89 The only exception here is when a programme or year has smaller numbers than another, and the costs of the programme and unit co-ordinators, and year/level tutors, is spread between fewer students and is correspondingly higher per student.  

Staff pay levels

4.90 We found no evidence from our sample that staff with higher qualifications (or on higher levels of pay scales) concentrate on teaching final year students (although there was anecdotal evidence of this happening ‘in other institutions’.)  

4.91 Research active staff tend to teach on both Y1 (to ‘generate enthusiasm’ in students) and in Y3.  In general, staff tend to teach on a ‘basic’ or core module, then one or more of a range of specialisms, across all year groups and types of programme.  As expressed by one HEI: ‘this work equalisation system is very important’.  This can benefit HND students, particularly in FECs where more highly qualified staff are required to teach on the degree programmes, and are therefore available to teach on the HND programmes as well.

4.92 We found some, but few, examples of ‘low-cost’ teaching by research postgraduate students of year one students (and also of Y2 students assisting Y1 students with laboratory skills).  Where PG students taught, we were told that they were paid a ‘normal’ part-time lecturer’s rate, or as a ‘tutorial assistant’.  Alternatively they were used as demonstrators on Y1 and Y2 practical classes, but with academic staff present who held overall responsibility for students.  Many UGs work within a research group on their final year project.

4.93 It is unlikely in our sample that these styles of teaching significantly affected the relative costs.

Departmental and institutional costs

4.94 The majority of institutional costs (75%) are non-academic staff costs in academic departments and in central departments.  However, there is very little evidence of differential use of the services and resources available by different types of student.

4.95 In academic departments, there are costs of administration, technical support, IT, materials, equipment, consumables costs, plus appropriate shares of any faculty costs.  In general Y1 is considered to be slightly higher in terms of administration (recruitment); any placement period is costly to administer (generally in Y1 or Y2 or between years); and Y3 sees higher use by students of more specialised and costly equipment, technician support  and materials/consumables on projects.  (As ever, this is not always the case: a practical subject such as hospitality may focus a final year project on the financial or managerial aspects of the subject.)  Where the subject precludes students from ‘taking their work home’ (e.g. design, engineering) they may use the facilities more extensively out of timetabled hours.  However, Y3 costs might be slightly offset by any subsidies from working in research groups, or with research-funded equipment.

4.96 Learning resources (library and computing/IT) make up some 8% of total institutional costs.  In general the use of these resources is considered a factor of the subject (not relevant to this study) and also of the year, in that Y3 is considered to draw more heavily on these resources than in Y1.  HNDs can be equally intensive users ‘a good HND student will use more than a degree student’, but this may not be normally the case.  Learning resources departments can also provide study skills sessions and workshops which are called on more heavily by Y1 and some Y2 students. 

4.97 Estates is the most costly single area (some 11% of total institutional costs) after staff costs.  Estates usage is a factor of the subject, the number of teaching sessions, and the size of the student groups.  If students (on say classroom-based subjects) are taught in equivalent sized teaching areas (pro rata to numbers) then all usage would be the same, and costs would be the same.  In practice of course they are not, and costs will vary.  The drivers here are not so much about programme or year, but rather subject, availability of space, fitness, historical cost structure, and so on.

4.98 All other costs relating to teaching can be described as central administration/services.  There is very limited information on which to identify any differential benefit from or use of these services.  Perhaps the only case is in the Registry, where costs will be higher in Y1 (with library cards, initial details, etc) but will also be high for direct entrants in subsequent years.  

4.99 In conclusion, some factors can be seen that drive the costs of Y1 and Y3, in particular, higher than Y2.  However, overall these are very difficult to quantify, and are unlikely to be significant.  They are unlikely to cause a differential between Y3 and an average of Y1/Y2 costs.

5 Institutional cost profiles
5.1 Figure 5 shows the differential cost profiles on 53 programmes in 31 departments/ subject areas, in 19 institutions.  These comprise the majority of the sample of departments and institutions visited.  For HNDs it shows the differential in the cost per student of contact time from that of the relevant year of a comparable degree.  For degrees it shows the cost differential from that of Y2 of the degree.

5.2 Annex 1 gives a case study of one of the departments covered, which shows how the calculations were made.

5.3 As noted in Figure 5, the percentages shown should be regarded as indicative: they are very sensitive to small changes in assumptions, particularly on the pathways and options chosen, the teaching mode and student numbers on each module, and the time actually spent in supporting/supervising project and dissertation.  They might easily alter by 20% (i.e. a differential of 20% could read 40%) by making simple changes that employ different assumptions that are just as valid as the ones used.

5.4 Costs are also significantly affected by many factors that are not consistent programme to programme (even if the final differentials happen to be the same) nor are they necessarily dependent on the programme or year.  Not all factors that lead to these cost differentials form an appropriate basis for informing the funding methodology (for example, attrition often plays a part, sometimes significantly, in increasing the costs per student in one year over another) and yet recognising this would ‘reward inefficiency’.

5.5 The differentials given in this section relate to the contact time of academic staff. This represents less than half of academic staff time; and academic staff time itself accounts for only 35% of (relevant) institutional costs.  As previously discussed, variations in other cost areas are much less likely to be influenced by student year or type of programme.  The differentials reported here for direct academic staff time will therefore be significantly diluted when the full costs of provision are taken into account.

5.6 Our main findings were shown in Figure 1 and are summarised below.

Figure 5:
Differentials in costs (contact time): summary of findings


HND costs compared with respective year of degree
Degree costs compared with Y2 degree


Y1
Y2
Y1
Y3

Business Studies

H3b
10%
10% or 60%
=
0 to 60%

H5b
30%
=
120%
150%

H2b
10%
10%
<10%
10%

H2c
75%
>20%
=
100%

H6b
>25%
25%
=
=

F11b

[Y2 > Y1]



F9b
=
=
20 to 30%
30 to 35%

F4b
10%
0 to 50%
=
20 to 25%

F1b

[Y2=Y1]



Other ‘classroom-based’





H10q
>100%
100%
-10%
10%

H11h


10%
0 to -20%

H8a


=
20 to 50%

F7t
=
=
-20%
20%

F12L
20%
20%
-5%
25%

F1c
=
=
=
=

H7c
>20%
20%
-20%
30%

Engineering





H4e
10%
10%
=
10%

H5e
5%
=
< -10%
<10%

H11e


=
=

H8e


=
30%

F5e

[Y2 50%> Y1



F10a
=
=
-10% to -20%
20 to 30%

F11e

[Y2 > Y1]



F4e
10%
10%
15%
30 to 50%

Other ‘lab/studio-based’





H1c
20%
20%
=
=

H4a
>50%
>50%
=
>50%

F7h
=
=
=
=

F7at


=
=

F5t

[Y2 20%>Y1]



F1d
=
=
>-20%
>50%

F3d
=
=
=
30 to 50%

Notes on Figure 5

1.
The HND results show the differential from the costs of the relevant year of the degree.  (Where there is no degree the square brackets show the differential between the costs of Y2 and Y1 of the HND).  The degree results show the differential from the costs of Y2 of the degree. For example, 20% in a Y3 column means that the costs per student that year are 20% higher than the costs per student in Y2.

2.
In general they exclude time spent in preparation, assessment or pastoral support, but elements of this will be included where it is an integral part of the contact time.

3.
The quality of these figures vary.  Some costs may be +/- 20% (in absolute terms) from those calculated (i.e. a differential of +20% could be 0 to 40%).  These findings are extremely sensitive to assumptions used (options selected, number and size of seminar groups, etc).

HND costs vs degree 

5.7 Y1 and Y2 of HND programmes are often marginally more expensive than Y1 or Y2 of degree programmes even when teaching is shared, due to the extra tutorial and skills support needed (nearly half the sample showed costs per student per year up to a fifth higher).

5.8 HND costs per student in Y1 and Y2 were:

· marginally more expensive (up to 20%) than a comparable degree programme in nearly half the sample

· equal to the degree costs in more than a third of the sample.


Y3 costs vs Y2

5.9 The cost per student in Y3 is often marginally more expensive than Y2 (nearly half the sample was up to a third as much) due to project work or dissertations in the third year and specialisation or options leading to smaller modular sizes.  

5.10 Y3 costs were significantly higher than Y2 (50% or more) in a small number of those sampled.

5.11 Y3 costs were, however:

· equal to Y2 in a quarter of the sample

· higher (over 30%, in a range up to 100%) in a quarter of the sample.

Y1 costs vs Y2

5.12 Y1 costs were similar to those of Y2 (almost all plus or minus 20% of Y2 costs per student).  Lower costs per lecture in Y1, from fewer options and fewer pathways (therefore higher numbers per module) were diluted by the extent of the teaching in small groups (in HE,  perhaps half the contact time experienced by one student; in FE even higher).  Lower costs from higher student numbers in Y1 were also diluted by a higher contact time and additional tutorials/skills support in that year when compared with Y2.


FE cost differentials from HE

5.13 FEC cost structures were obviously very different from those in HE but as this study looked only at differentials within an institution, many of these differences are not relevant here.

5.14 Our sample covered a wide range of institutions - specialist to large generalists, those only with HND provision, those with degree but no sub-degree (or FE) provision in a subject area, but with most providing both degree and sub-degree.  Provision included fully integrated HNDs and degrees; very academically rigorous HNDs; and distinctly vocational degrees designed (and used) almost solely as a qualification in their own right.

5.15 Teaching patterns in FE display common characteristics.  In our sample we found that:

· almost all teaching is carried out in a maximum group of 20-30 students 

· this helps to support the very strong pastoral teaching, including open-door policies that are used in practice

· the time spent in teaching is very different from that in HE (e.g. more teaching weeks and more teaching hours per member of staff)

· often (not always) with no DipHE provision (except stand-alone from a degree); less attrition; HNDs are not categorised into levels; HNDs are validated through EdExcel and degrees validated through a university; and so on.

5.16 However, as we were not comparing between institutions (or between departments in an institution) but within a department, many of the differences from HE were generally not relevant to this study.

5.17 Where the factors were relevant - cohort size, mode of teaching in particular - we found that the extent of the differences between HE and FE are lessened in practice.  HE also has a considerable amount of small group teaching, and many institutions and departments are focused on student-centred learning and flexible support.  Some FE cohorts are higher than some in HE.  

5.18 We found as wide a range of differentials in FECs as were found in HEIs.  There were no discernible differences when compared by subject or institution as a whole.

Differences between subject areas

5.19 Our sample number was small, particularly within each subject type, and the specific subject within a subject area varied (e.g. civil, coastal or electrical engineering; in business studies a language pathway or a particular departmental focus on computing/IT).

5.20 As might be expected from the wide range of differentials reported above, we found almost as wide a range within subjects as between subjects.

Foundation (Y0) vs HND (or Y1)

5.21 The contact time for foundation students broadly shows the same range of costs as that for Y1.  The differences in costs per student that we found were almost totally driven by the much larger, or much smaller, student numbers on the programme.  There is little shared teaching with other programmes.  They use facilities less (specialised equipment etc).

5.22 Our sample was too small to provide robust results for this comparison, but we found no evidence that indicated that the foundation year was very differently resourced, per student, than Y1 of an HND or degree.

Y4 vs Y3

5.23 We looked at a four-year MEng in several institutions.  Our sample was again too small to provide robust results, and many had very small or significant PT numbers.

5.24 The costs in Y4 depend significantly upon the number of students on the taught modules, and the staff time on these modules against that required to supervise projects.  The impact of lower student numbers is diluted through any sharing with other Masters programmes or Y3 students (a significant part of a Masters year might be taught at level 3), and through the sometimes small module numbers in Y3.  The project may be large, but does not necessarily have the same resource input as Y3 (these students are even more independent learners); some Masters students have done a slightly less resource-intensive project in their Y3 (e.g. group rather than individual).  We did not find any factors that would necessarily lead to systematic differences in costs over Y3.

Type of HEI

5.25 Our sample mainly comprised post-1992 institutions, but also included a civic institution, and a Robbins institution (1960s), which did not offer HNDs.  Again we looked at two subject areas in each.  

5.26 The findings in these four departments showed the same variations as across the rest of our sample, including for Y3 over Y2.

Appendix:  Illustrative case study

The following illustrates the approach taken in a number of case studies.  Others were done in a more detailed fashion (module by module on a selected pathway); or more broad-brush (high-level).

This analysis is for an HE department offering a number of business studies degrees - BA Business Studies (BABS) - and an HND in Business Studies.  BABS comprises a BA (Hons) Business Studies together with BA (Hons) Business Administration and BA (Hons) Business Studies with Languages.

Both the degrees and HND are popular courses.  Of the 120 HND graduates, 30 progress to Y2 BABS, 10 to Y1 BABS, 7 to Y3 (and others to Y1 of other degrees).  BABS has one-third  higher intake than the HND.

There are significant number of direct entrants into Y2 and Y3 of BABS, i.e.


Continuing inc HNDs

240


Direct entry from EU     
110


Exchange and other 

 20


Total cohort


370

There is no joint teaching of degree and HND even on the language options – although they cover the same curriculum.

Options include:

•
one option in HND Y1


•
pathways in the degree starting in Y2, and continuing to Y3


•
a significant overlap in Y3 with other combined honours e.g. economics.

Eight units a year; 12 weeks in a semester per unit; assume 20 students per seminar:


Student numbers
Module structure

assumed
Total staff hours per student

Y1    8/8 core units
200
50% 2+2

50% 1+3
12.72
Total 13

Y2   attrition assumed to be offset by direct entrants

2/8  
common core 


6/8  
in 3 pathways

mainly compulsory core taken with other combined hons students

(in 2 of these could alternatively choose 2 out of 12 options, again with other combined hons students)



270

270

220 each

range 5-85, 

av 45+
2+1


1.38
4.25
Total 6

Y3 (with direct entrants)

1/8 2 pathways

3/8 5 pathways (all compulsory options)

2/8 choose 2 of 13 options

2/8 project
400

200 each

range 60-110 (assume 80)

range 20-140

(assume 80)

one to one
2+1


0.72
2.7
1.8
10

Total 15

Cohort sizes then require staff time for delivery – the number of staff hours depends on the use of lectures (whole cohort) vs seminars (small groups).

In Y1 most units are timetabled for 4 hours a week (i.e. the time student has contact with an academic member of staff in a teaching mode) – generally in the format of 1+3 (1 hour lecture to three hours seminar) or 2+2.

In Y2 and Y3 units are generally timetabled for 3 hours a week – covering the whole range of: 1+3; 1+2; 2+2; 2+1 or 0+3 depending on the subject and the academic.  Of the 50 level two and three modules run, 33 currently use a 2+1 model.

The cost per student and % increase over that in Y2 is shown in the following summary.  (These figures are indicative of the likely differentials)

Y1
Y2
Y3




degree

· all core

· 2+2 or 1+3 lecture/ seminar mix

· 200 cohort size
· 6/8 on pathways

· 2+1 is common

· 270 cohort size
· 4/8 on pathways

   2/8 on options

   2/8 project-10 hours per student

· 2+1 is common

· 330 cohort (n/a as no core)

· increased library/IT use

HND

· options

· two-thirds degree cohort 

· 2+2 or 1+3

· study skills
· pathways/options

· attrition (no direct entry)

· 2+1 is common


Note that the assumptions and results here are specific to this case study, and are not necessarily illustrative of any ‘normal’ characteristics of a programme in the sector.
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Y3


150% of Y2





Y1 HND


20% Y1 BABS





Y1


120%  of  Y2





	What is being taught/learnt/done 


	Mix of lecture/seminar/tutorial/field/laboratory/project, etc





	Room size





	Attendance (potential attrition; interest/relevance; policy on 	Compulsory attendance)





	Number of staff available; health and safety











  Number of students in a room


  with a member of staff





	As above and:





	Institutional and department policy on fails/resits/repeats





	Free choice (i.e. can be taken any year; no pre-requisites)





	Choice of previous year-out/placement 





	Direct entry from (e.g.) HND 2+2 programme or from overseas, 


	whether progression is facilitated or planned





	Attrition in previous year cohort





	Fails in previous year cohort





	Initial demand (wide range of institution-specific; department-	specific; programme-specific; economic; sector; personal 	factors)





	Interviewing/conversion success





	Entry requirements





	Additional support available (Access)





	Availability of entry routes (eg HND end Y1 or Y2; Yr 0; 2+2)


	Transferability from other programmes








	Amount of choice (core; options/electives)


 	Extent of modularisation pick-and-mix





	Minimum module size





	Joint teaching (PT/FT; inter-department; intra-department)








 Number of students on a Year


 2 or 3 module





 Number of students on a


 module





 Number of students on a


 programme





	Support - pastoral (personal); learning skills





	Interviewing/induction





	Group dynamics (size; weaknesses; similarity; history)





	Curriculum (technical nature; maths/science etc)





	Personal capability/circumstances


	Motivation and interest


	Age, prior experience, education





  Influenced by





 type





 num:   number of students - see Figure 1








also influenced by student drivers:





 type





 management & administration





 department/faculty size & structure;


 # modules; complexity; popularity; 


 subject; etc





 num





 type





 contact time for each seminar/ tutorial/lab, for a module


 # hrs





 for each module run





 type:  type of students (needing support or not)





preparation


# lectures, tasks set


# hours per lecture (depends on subject type; new or repeat or requirement to update, familiarity of lecturer)


#    	








 pastoral support


 # mins per student





 num





 assessment





 # mins per exam/project/  


   pieces of coursework not


   included in contact time above





 type of lecturer


 (jobbing/establishment; 


 research-active/specialist;


 PG student/research 


 assistant)


 grade





 lecturer costs





 staff time





 academic staff  


 costs per student





 num





 num





 lecture 





 # hrs











 project/dissertation


 placement support, for 


 a module





 # hrs





  development/


   preparation





  # hrs per   


  seminar/lecture/lab


  every # years





 num








 # times run





 num





 lecture room capacity 





 run more than once











 type





run twice





 num





 type





Figure 3:  Factors influencing staff time input
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Y3 (top-up degree)





Y3


Hons
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placement
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Y2








Y1








Ordinary





0.5 yr


Hons














� From HESA Resources of HEIs 1997/8.  Total England.  Academic staff costs reported against academic departments, as a percentage of total institutional costs, the latter excluding costs reported against residences and catering operations, research grants and contracts and other expenditure.
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