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This is the first in a series of updates that we, J M Consulting, will be providing to the HE sector as they implement fEC.  A copy of this is being sent to the fEC contact in every institution, as well as being posted on the website http://www.JCPSG.ac.uk/transpar/manual/updates.htm.

1. The helpdesk

As you are no doubt aware, we are now running a helpdesk to support the sector’s implementation of Volume III of the Guidance Manual, on behalf of the JCPSG.  Please contact Melanie Burdett at director@jmc1.org or phone 0117 959 3687 if you have any queries, would like to discuss any issues around implementation, get our comments on your proposals or forms, and so on.

2. Updates to Volume III fEC

New supporting guidance and advice is now available in the following areas:

· estimating academic staff time on projects ([doc] Annex 1 to Section B1);

· two examples of estates cost allocations (Annex 2 to Section B)

· [doc]Case study a  and

· [ppt] case study b 

· training and communicating ([doc] Section C2).
These are not mandatory, but give useful advice and some ideas for you to consider as you implement.

We hope shortly to have an early example available of a project costing form (pre-award) that is being developed by one of the pilots.  This is still under development (and cannot be finalised until the Research Councils publish their requirements), but we recognise that it is important for you to consider the systems and academic support implications as soon as possible.  We will let you know as soon as this is available.

The Guidance was expected to evolve slightly over the first six months of implementation (although not in any significant area), and we will continue to keep you posted of these through these updates.  

The areas that are likely to change that have been identified so far are:

· equipment – a requirement to assume a ‘reasonably efficient’ utilisation (in the context of the HE sector) when calculating charge-out rates (paragraph B1-82);

· PGR costs – a requirement to apply a sector default weighting when calculating indirect cost rates and estates charges, unless a more appropriate weighting has been identified by you (paragraph B1-136).  Further discussion on this is given below.

These altered methods are not yet mandatory, nor fully developed, but are likely to be so by September 2004.

Lastly, there is one small correction to the Guidance paragraph B1-119:  the words “and clerical” in the first line should be deleted.  If there are any other gremlins in Volume III that you have spotted, could you please let us know so that we can correct them.

Ringbinder versions of Volume III are being sent to your head of institution, at the end of April 2004.  They are exactly the same content-wise as the bound copy that you already have, but will allow you to insert your own notes and papers into each section (including for example these updates), for ease of reference. 

3. Quality Assurance benchmarking template

As you know, the QA benchmarking template significantly followed the same content and format as the templates used for the 1999-2002 benchmarking.  We shortened and changed it slightly this time around, and unfortunately the formatting did not get properly adjusted.  We have posted a revised, corrected, version on the web – http://www.hefce.ac.uk/finance/TransparencyReview/bench.xls.  If however, you have already downloaded the original version and have started to use it, please do not spend time re-inputting figures.  Could you just make the following adjustments to your spreadsheets:

on ‘summary table’: H124 to H128 multiply by 100

on ‘benchmark data’:

L126 should read L122/L124*1,000,000

L134 – if you weighted your PGR student numbers, could you enter the weighting here e.g. 0.15 or whatever

L164 – ditto

(this then means that on ‘summary table’ the formatting in cells F135, H135, F149 and H149 should now allow 2 decimal places)

If you have any questions on the QA benchmarking proforma please contact Melanie directly as the author.  (Questions on the self-certification questionnaire should continue to be addressed to KPMG as indicated on http://www.hefce.ac.uk/finance/TransparencyReview/annexa.doc.) 

4. The costs of the training and supervision of PGR students

a) PGR weightings in indirect costs and estates charges

As you can see from the changes to the indirect cost and estates charge information on the QA spreadsheets, above, we have taken the opportunity to ask for additional information about the weighting that you have given to PGR students.  The weighting of PGR students (included in the denominator of the indirect cost rate, and the estates charges) has a material effect on the final figures.  

We will be issuing a paper to institutions discussing issues around this and suggesting a default weighting.  If you have already considered this area, we would be very grateful if you could contact us so that we could build your thoughts and findings into our paper.

b) separate study to establish the costs of training and supervision

We have just been commissioned by HEFCE to carry out a separate study to establish the costs of the training and supervision of PGR students.  This is a one-off study that will produce a set of costs based on interviews with academics and TR indirect cost rates and estates charges (appropriately weighted).  Your institution may be contacted in due course and invited to participate in this study.  The aim is to improve transparency in this area, which has in the past been rather confused both in funding and in cost terms.  It does, however, highlight the importance of the weightings that are being given in the TR processes to the indirect costs and estates costs to reflect PGR student activity.

c) how the costs of training and supervision are shown in the TR return

It has become evident that the costs of training and supervising PGR students cannot readily be matched with income.  When income is reported as well, in the annual TR return (see below), this will become a problem.  Therefore it is likely that the costs related to the training and supervision of all PGR students (irrespective of who is funding them) are to be aggregated separately as a separate ‘research sponsor group’ category under PFR.  

As you no doubt realise, much of the income in this area is not from public funds (e.g. fees paid by the students themselves).  The income guidance will therefore ensure that the funding of PGR students from non-public sources is shown separately from that from public sources, on the TR return (despite income and costs being shown in one place under the PFR column).  This should make it considerably easier for your academics when allocating time, and you when you allocate costs (and compare them with income).

(Volume III introduced a change to the annual time allocation survey that would ensure the academic staff time related to this activity would be easily and separately identifiable.)  

This change, related to the allocation of all costs related to the training and supervision of PGR students to PFR, has not yet been made, but it is likely, and you will be informed as soon as possible as to when it will become effective.

5. Other implementation support activities

Melanie Burdett will be attending a meeting of each of the self-help groups during Summer 2004.  At the meetings institutions will have the opportunity to participate in an open surgery session.

A series of conferences on sustainability is being arranged for June 2004, aimed at PVCs, Directors of Finance, and other senior managers.  Further information will be sent to all institutions shortly.

Guidance on the allocation of income will be published in late Summer 2004.  This will differ from the guidance given in the benchmarking proforma, however, please still use the guidance given in the proforma for benchmarking.
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