TRAC (T) Update  September 2007
Introduction and Summary

This is a technical update on TRAC (T).  It is the first update in this area since 2005-06 data was benchmarked in May/June this year.  (TRAC Update No. 3, issued in August 2007, covered annual TRAC and TRAC fEC issues only.)  
This update applies to all institutions in England, NI and Scotland.  However, a supplementary update will be issued by SFC explaining their priorities and clarifying some issues, particularly on student numbers, that arose earlier this year.

Embedding TRAC (T)
The importance of TRAC (T) has been confirmed by HEFCE’s announcement that institutions will continue to be asked to report Subject-FACTS each year after 2008.  This will be mandatory for the institutions in England, NI and Scotland from 2009 (2007-08 data).
The quality assurance of TRAC (T) has been enhanced with the new requirement that the head of institution signs off the final data that is reported to the funding councils each year (see below).  However, TRAC (T) does not form part of the RCUK quality assurance and validation process (QAV), nor is it a mandatory requirement for the methods or results to be audited.  Institutions will, however, wish to include TRAC (T) in their assessment of risk, as they plan their internal audit programme. 
The 2005-06 exercise in general has been considered to be very successful by the funding councils and by most participating institutions.  The participation rate was 85 per cent and the quality of data at a UK level was high - 85 per cent of HEIs that submitted data considered their data was fit for purpose.  It proved a useful pilot exercise in helping institutions to confirm/develop their methods, in reviewing the reasonableness of their figures and in identifying one or two aspects of the methods that needed sorting at a national level. 

In particular, in Scotland there were some issues in the 2005-06 data related to the matching of costs with student numbers.  SFC is working through this with the help of the Scottish TRAC self-help group and will provide further information separately in an update to Scottish HEIs.
2006-07 data collection

The 2006-07 data collection and benchmarking exercise will be carried out in a very similar manner.  An important difference is that the data, once benchmarked and resubmitted if necessary, can then be used by the funding councils to inform the subject relativities in the funding methods for teaching.

This update describes some lessons learnt from the pilot year and the benchmarking exercise.  These will serve as reminders to most institutions.

There are no changes to the TRAC (T) Guidance – i.e. no changes to the methods required to calculate Subject-FACTS which the funding councils can use to inform the subject relativities in the teaching funding methods.  In particular:

· the income proxies will continue to be used to exclude the costs of non-subject related factors in FC-fundable provision.  Improved costing in one or two areas of the non-subject related factors are being considered by HEFCE, but no institution will be required to carry this out for the February 2008 return.  Any development and implementation may only involve a selection of institutions.
· there is no plan to introduce course costing as a means to calculate Subject-FACTS submitted to the funding councils (although institutions can use this method internally if they wish);

· there is no requirement for institutions to change their methods of time allocation in annual TRAC (e.g. to collect Support time for Teaching separately from all other Support time, or time on PGT programmes separately from UGT, although many institutions will wish to do this);

· Tables C.4 and C.5 remain optional – however, institutions are strongly encouraged to complete these, even by using broad estimates, as they provide such useful information in understanding and explaining cost behaviour and the Subject-FACTS data.
There are some changes to the TRAC (T) submission form, and this will lead to some changes in the TRAC (T) benchmark summary.  These are outlined in section 1 and 2 of this update.
For institutions in England and Northern Ireland, 2006-07 HEFCE fundable student FTEs are generated when your institution uses the HEFCE web facility.  (Refer to Part VII, Chapter E.3 of the TRAC (T) Guidance.)  This facility has been available for use by institutions since June 2007 and is designed primarily to assist your institution with return of accurate and verified data to the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA).  Student numbers are to be finalised (for submission to HESA) by October 2007 and these will then provide the final numbers for use in the TRAC (T) return you will make in February 2008.
For institutions in Scotland, student numbers will be available in December, and SFC will contact institutions with details.
Key deadlines

A sample TRAC (T) submission form (without pre-filled student numbers) will be ready before the end of October 2007.  
The income proxies used to exclude non-subject related costs (an update of Appendix 10 and Appendix 12-2 for 2006-07) will also be available before the end of October 2007.  
The final TRAC (T) submission form, with FC-fundable student numbers pre-filled, should be available in December 2007. 
This is to be completed and uploaded to the HEFCE extranet no later than 28 February 2008.  We will need to adhere strictly to this deadline, as the benchmarking meetings are to be held very shortly after this, and HEFCE needs time to collate the data.  We recognise that following the benchmarking meetings and HEFCE’s credibility checking of the data you may need to make amendments to your return. There will be an opportunity to make amendments to your return during March and April. The final date for amendments to data will be 25 April 2008. 
The TRAC (T) benchmark summaries (individual and peer group/sector) will be made available to institutions by 7 March 2008.  These will contain data as submitted by the 28 February.

Benchmarking meetings are scheduled for March 2008. Only institutions that have submitted data by 28 February will be invited to attend the benchmarking meetings.

We would also encourage you to discuss your results and methods at a TRAC regional self-help group meeting.  During this period we would also hope that you would be carrying out your own validation and credibility checking.  HEFCE will also be carrying out their own validation and credibility checks on the data and will be asking institutions to respond to any questions they may have on the data. 
By 25 April 2008 all institutions must have signed off their data as being correct. The data should be signed off by the vice-chancellor or principal of the institution, or their most appropriate deputy, on the institution’s behalf. 
Feedback on the final Subject-FACTS data for 2006-07 and the HEFCE’s use of the data to inform the review of the price groups within the teaching funding methods will be through HEFCE’s normal consultation process. 
Further information

The rest of this update gives more information on:
1. The changes to the TRAC (T) submission form
2. The TRAC (T) benchmark summary

3. The benchmarking meetings and the peer groups

4. Some notes and reminders
(References in this update are to the table numbers in the 2005-06 submission form: table numbers may be different in the 2006-07 submission form.)
If anyone has any further suggestions on what data is collected, how it is summarised, and how the benchmarking meetings are conducted, please contact me.  If you have any queries or comments on anything in this update, again, please contact me.  I continue to run the TRAC (T) Helpdesk for institutions in England and Northern Ireland, and would be more than happy to answer any questions that you may have during this next round of data collection and reporting.

Best wishes

Melanie Burdett

J M Consulting Ltd

director@jmc1.org
phone 0117 959 3687

17 September 2007
1.  The TRAC (T) submission form
1.1 A sample of the TRAC (T) submission form will be available before the end of  October.

1.2 The final TRAC (T) submission form, pre-filled with FC-fundable student FTEs from HESA data for each institution, will be available in December. 
1.3 Institutions in England and Northern Ireland should note that HEFCE do not plan to amend these pre-filled FC-fundable student FTEs to incorporate any post-collection amendments to HESA student data. 
1.4 Institutions in Scotland are expected to use the student numbers provided by SFC.  If however, using these figures results in Subject-FACTS that do not reflect the costs in your institution, you can overwrite the student numbers.  If you do so, the total student numbers should remain the same.  You also need to provide a clear explanation of why you have overwritten the figures.
1.5 There will be a comments box on the form, however, if you wish to provide further detailed information, please send in a separate word document.
1.6 Three student FTE numbers will now be included for each HESA academic cost centre:
· FC-fundable (PFT) – already provided on the form;
· Non-FC-fundable (PFT) – requiring review by each institution (see paragraph 1.9 below);
· NPFT – requiring review by each institution (see paragraph 1.9).
1.7 The two latter sets of figures will be used to calculate a cost per student for NPFT and non-FC-fundable provision.  However, you will also need to have completed Section C.4 for a cost per student to be automatically calculated in these areas.  

1.8 The TRAC (T) form will be pre-filled with the student numbers.  However, they can be overwritten (for example to include all NCB provision).  As this section will be optional, there will also be the facility to remove your institution’s figures in this area from benchmarking.
1.9 The costs for these activities will include the non-subject related costs for their students, such as the additional costs of long courses and of part-time students.  Therefore the FTEs should be weighted to reflect these non-subject related factors when arriving at a cost per student.  If you do not have your own weightings the following will be used:
1.00
Undergraduate and sub-degree

1.25 Long courses

1.10 Part-time

(These will be additive – i.e. part-time long courses will be weighted 1.35)
1.10 The TRAC (T) submission form will calculate a weighted FTE for you based on the ‘raw’ data – number of NPFT and non-FC-fundable PFT student FTES by model, level and length, weighted as above.  There will be a facility to agree to these weightings or to overwrite them.  

1.11 The TRAC (T) benchmark summary will show a calculated cost per FC-fundable student for non-subject related costs.  These will use FC-fundable students, weighted as above.  This will, of course, show a higher non-subject related cost per student for institutions incurring costs from factors not taken into account in the weightings, such as London costs, special institution costs, historic buildings costs.  However, this non-subject related cost per weighted FC-fundable student will provide useful information for each institution as it reviews the reasonableness of the allocation of these costs to its HESA academic cost centres. 

1.12 There is a new optional field asking institutions to enter the number of FC-fundable franchised-out student FTEs by HESA academic cost centre (included those franchised-out to FECs, HEIs or private organisations, whether partially or wholly franchised-out). Note that separate cost data for these students is not being requested, and a cost per franchised-out student is not therefore being calculated.  This student information is to add further useful information about the type of students in any one cost centre that might be affecting its average costs. 
1.13 There are two fields giving the number of long course student FTEs, and PGT student FTEs, which are FC-fundable, by HESA academic cost centre.  These will be pre-filled by HEFCE.  These provide useful information as: (a) PGT students may incur higher costs than the long course premium assumes; (b) there may be a significant mismatch between long course and PGT students.  This will impact on Subject-FACTS.

1.14 In Scotland, only PGT student numbers will be pre-filled.  Long courses are not formally defined or used in this country, and will be an optional field for institutions in Scotland.

1.15 Institutions will once more be asked to exclude the non-subject related cost using income proxies.  An updated version of Appendix 10 (and Appendix 12-2 for institutions in Scotland) will be available by the end of October.  In certain cases institutions may alter the income proxies used to exclude the non-subject related costs (see Guidance in Part VIII, Section C, paragraph 9).  If you make any changes to the income proxies you are asked to provide an explanation of this at the bottom of section A.  
1.16 You may need to alter the income proxies for the following reasons:

· You are providing teaching for students under a Strategic Alliance Partnership where the students are not registered in your institution.  The costs of teaching those students should be excluded;
· Some of the income that you have received has not been spent, and is being carried forward to a subsequent year, or is being capitalised.  Alternatively, you have brought forward some funding from a previous year that is now being spent or expensed.  This might happen under with monies received under the Collaboration/Restructuring fund, or the Strategic Development Fund, or for Inherited Debt, Aimhigher, or a CETL;
· You have passed some of your funding listed in the relevant Appendix to another institution, or have received some of this funding from another institution (e.g. Summer schools). 
1.17 You should not alter the income proxies because of investment in an area (cost centre) that does not yet provide teaching.  If there are no students in that cost centre, or very few, then the costs should be spread across all cost centres.  If there are some students in that cost centre, these development costs could alternatively be allocated to that cost centre -  the cost per student will just be very high (but you will know why).  If these costs are excluded from Subject-FACTS, then these figures will be, overall, understated for your institution, and this is not helpful when they are compared with current levels of funding.
1.18 There are two new fields in the list of HESA academic cost centres – one under ‘05 nursing and paramedical studies’, and one under ‘34 education’.  These are entitled ‘professional qualifications’.  They are to record information on teaching programmes that lead to professional qualifications (nursing and paramedical professions, and teacher training), that would generally involve long courses and placements:  
· Only institutions in Scotland will return data as FC-fundable and therefore complete these two new fields in Section B and Section C.5 (Subject-FACTS):

· The nursing and midwifery pre-registration provision previously funded by the Scottish Executive Health Department should be returned under the extra field under ‘nursing and paramedical studies’;

· Teacher training provision should be returned under the extra field in ‘education’.

· In England, these activities are funded by the Department of Health or similar, or the TDA, and is not FC-fundable.  They should not be returned under Sections B or C.5;

· In Northern Ireland, the nursing and allied health professions provision is funded by DHSSPS, and the initial teacher training provision is funded by the Department of Education and Learning but in addition to the teaching grant allocations calculated by HEFCE.  Again, both should not be returned under Sections B or C.5;

· Institutions in all countries with this provision will however record data against these two fields in Section C.4.  Institutions in England and Northern Ireland will record it as non-FC-fundable, and institutions in Scotland as FC-fundable. 
1.19 There is a new question asking what percentage of farm costs has been allocated to Teaching, Research and Other.  Broad estimates will suffice.  ‘Farm costs’ are those reported as the total costs of the farm in the management or financial accounts, prior to any recharges to academic departments for Teaching or Research use.
2 The TRAC (T) benchmark summary

2.1 References below are to the tables in the 2005-06 summary, but the numbering may change in the 2006-07 summary.

2.2 The TRAC (T) benchmark summary will now include analysis for the UK sector by HESA academic cost centre for each of:

· franchised-out students as a % of FC-fundable student FTEs ;
· a cost per student for each of NPFT, non-FC-fundable PFT, non-subject related costs (replacing the %s in C.4);
· a cost per FC-fundable student by each cost element – academic staff, central service departments etc (replacing the %s in Table C.5);
· the FC-fundable FTE number of PGT and long-course students, as a % of FC-fundable students including long courses.
2.3 Analysis for each peer group will also be provided, assuming that there are sufficient institutions in each peer group returning data.

2.4 The summary will also include: 
· number of responses in each cost centre (B)

· average (untrimmed mean) of FC-fundable student numbers in each cost centre.
2.5 A graph will also be produced, for each HESA academic cost centre, showing the Subject-FACTS for all institutions returning figures to that cost centre, including those outside the 5% and 95% percentiles (i.e. those excluded from the trimmed mean).  These graphs will show the 5, 25 (UQ), 75 (UQ) and 95 percentiles, the trimmed mean and the median.  They will not of course identify any institution.  These will be produced for the sector as a whole.
2.6 A few fields which were not as helpful as we had thought will be removed. 
3 The benchmarking meetings and peer groups

3.1 Groups F, G, H will be combined into two groups, and AMHEC institutions will therefore no longer be benchmarked as a separate group.
3.2 The classification of individual institutions who have had correspondence with me about their classification will be altered as appropriate.
3.3 A complete list of all institutions and their groups will be available for review later this year.

3.4 The benchmark peer group meetings are scheduled to take place in London between the 10 -20 March 2008.
4 Some notes and reminders

a.  Methods
4.1 For institutions in England and Northern Ireland – we hope that your colleagues will be making use of the HEFCE web facility prior to submission of the HESA student return.  You are strongly encouraged to look at the student FTE outputs produced for TRAC (T) to verify in particular that the 2006-07 HEFCE-fundable student FTEs are suitable to inform the review of price groups.  This needs to be done prior to submission of the student numbers to HESA (October 2007), or to the calculation of Subject-FACTS (February 2008).
4.2 It is good practice for your annual TRAC and TRAC (T) models to be set-up and run at the same time.  If you run the TRAC (T) model later, it may throw up problems in your annual TRAC figures.  This second year of TRAC (T), 2006-07, may provide the opportunity to link the two models more closely.  The two reporting deadlines (31 January and 28 February 2008) are close enough to make this the most efficient way of producing the data.

4.3 Sandwich year-out students are excluded from subject-related costs of FC-fundable students.  Your institution will be incurring a cost of supervision and of normal registry/finance etc functions.  (They are weighted 0.5 in the HESA student number count broadly in recognition of these costs.)  When HEFCE-fundable costs are allocated between cost centres, and between subject-related and non-subject related, some of these costs should be allocated to these students.  This will recognise the costs that are being incurred on the management and quality assurance etc of these students.  (These should then be classified as non-subject related costs.)
4.4 Franchised-out students are included in FC-fundable students.  Their costs should therefore be in Subject-FACTS.  Therefore, when costs are being allocated some cost should be attached to these students.  This may not be predominately academic staff time (as the teaching may be done by further education colleges or other HEIs), but you should recognise a cost from the income (part of the grant or fees) that is being passed across to those institutions, plus some costs from registry, quality assurance, finance etc in your institution that is arising from your registering (and validating) these students.  (The full FC grant plus fees is rarely paid to partner colleges in recognition of these extra costs that you incur.)  
4.5 Where HEIs register the students, but other HEIs are responsible for delivery, then:
a) the HEI returning the student numbers to HESA should include costs.  The costs of course may be the income that you pass across, plus some allocation of the costs of registry, finance etc, as discussed above;
b) the HEI undertaking the delivery will not have the student numbers in its HESA record, and should not report the costs.  These should be excluded as a non-subject related cost.

4.6 Some costs and students will now be returnable under cost centre 38 ‘Sports science and leisure studies’ Price Group B.
4.7 In Table C.4, the total costs (of all activities, and all types of teaching) in each cost centre are analysed between Research and Other, NPFT, non-FC-fundable, non-subject related, and subject-related.  The costs of residences, commercial companies, etc (with no Teaching) need not be reported against a specific HESA academic cost centre – they can be reported at the bottom of the table in the line currently entitled ‘institutional costs not easy to analyse by cost centre’.  An academic department that is a specialist unit which does no teaching could either be returned against the appropriate cost centre, or on the ‘institutional cost’ line.
4.8 Institutions may find it useful to look again at how they map students to HESA academic cost centres, and how this can best be mapped with staff (and therefore department costs).  This mapping should:
· focus on teaching – it should recognise (but exclude) the impact of research work;
· reflect inter-department teaching (where staff in one department teach students registered in another department).
4.9 It is likely that HEFCE will be asking some institutions to map their 2006-07 research costs in each department onto HESA academic cost centres, to produce cost weights that could inform the research funding model.  This may be extended across other institutions in England for 2007-08.  Therefore institutions are strongly encouraged to map both the research and teaching activities of staff, separately, but at the same time, rather than just focus exclusively on one area of their work as the mapping is done.

4.10 The mapping of staff numbers or academic department costs to HESA academic cost centres that has already been done for HESA need not drive or even be reconciled with the mapping done for TRAC (T).  However, it is obviously good practice to ensure that the mapping of students, staff numbers, and academic department costs, for Teaching and for Research, as returned under HESA and in TRAC (T) are all done on a consistent, well-informed, basis.  And that the results are compared and reconciled.

4.11 A department’s costs may need to be allocated to two cost centres that are currently assigned to different price groups in the funding model.  (The methods in this paragraph also apply to costs in a department that need to be allocated between NPFT, non-FC-fundable PFT, and FC-fundable.)  There are several ways that this could be done.  These are listed in order of increasing robustness:
i it is not good practice just to apply the current price group relativities when allocating a department’s costs between two subject areas.  (Similarly, it is not good practice to use income or relative incomes when allocating costs in a nursing department between FC-fundable, and DoH (i.e. non-FC fundable);

ii a better method of allocating the costs is for all costs in the department to be allocated pro rata to the number of students; although this would be very crude;

iii in the absence of better information, deans of faculties/heads of department could be provided with the existing mapping of their departments, that has been done for HESA.  They could then be asked to review and amend this to reflect, separately, (a) Research and (b) Teaching (and of course (c) Other if possible);
iv more robustly, the head of the department or resources manager may be able to suggest a weighting based on the relative curriculum or staff workload of a sample of programmes for the two subjects.  This information could be used to weight the student numbers when allocating the academic staff and other costs incurred by the department itself.  Estates costs could be allocated pro rata to the number of students, unless one subject is known to use higher-cost space.  Central services costs could be allocated pro rata;

v even more robustly, you may have access to course costing information.  
4.12 In some cost centres, costs and student numbers can be reported under two sub-cost centres (e.g. A or B in 01 medicine).  This should be done only if the latter two (more robust) methods described in the paragraph above (iv or v) are used – or when (ii) or (iii) are used and you believe that there is no difference between the Subject-FACTS in the two sub-cost centres because of the nature of your provision.  Where you are unable to use these methods, then your costs and student numbers should be entered against the total line.
4.13 When allocations are made using student FTEs, then you should also consider weighting PGTs, relative to UGT students; or weighting students on long courses.  This is particularly the case when nursing department costs are allocated between FC-fundable and DoH (non-FC fundable).  If you are weighting PGTs or long course students in TRAC (T), you should apply these weightings when you use student numbers as a cost driver in annual TRAC.
4.14 Some nursing and paramedical students in England may initially be classified in your institution as a non-FC fundable provision.  Before the HESA numbers are finalised, and the student number return is made to HESA in October, these may be reclassified by your institution as FC-fundable.  TRAC managers should be aware of any reclassification that has taken place, and ensure that it is reflected in their cost allocations. 
4.15 The analysis of O(CS) (C.3) will now allow some O(CS) costs to be allocated to other departments (e.g. anatomy).  However, institutions should be aware that these are not funded at clinical rates.  When entering the total for O(CS) costs please exclude merit awards that are only allocated to Other (i.e. are agency payments, and not allocated back across Teaching, Research and Other in annual TRAC).
4.16 Table C.5 asks for an analysis of the subject-related costs of FC-fundable T by type of expenditure.  Institutions may find it easier to allocate the total cost of T in each cost centre across these headings; and then just pro rata these down to arrive at the analysis of the subject-related costs.  (Or, alternatively, to allocate the total cost of FC-fundable provision in each cost centre by type of expenditure, and then deduct the costs of non-subject related areas pro rata.)  This type of broad estimate still provides very useful information, and is much better than not completing the table at all.  

b.  Understanding Subject-FACTS
4.17 The TRAC (T) benchmark summary will again offer the chance for you to see an analysis of your data in a way that will aid your understanding of Subject-FACTS.  The level of these figures is influenced by such factors as:

· the size of teaching in the department/cost centre.  Relatively small departments or cost centres may be subject to fluctuations in student numbers (costs are not so quick to change), and to small changes in the allocation methods.  Departments with relatively large student numbers may benefit from economies of scale which could be leading to lower Subject-FACTS; 
· the profitability of each department/cost centre.  Departments in deficit may be in this situation because their costs are too high, their income (particularly NPFT) too low, and/or their portfolio unbalanced.  These will affect the spend on Teaching in different ways:

· whilst Research as an activity is in deficit across an institution, this may not limit spend on Teaching in a research-active department,  as many resource allocation models incentivise research and do not show the deficits that arise from that activity.  This perception by a department may lead to a higher spend on teaching in a research-active department than in a less research-active department as a result;
· a high number of overseas students can bring in surpluses that can be spent across all activities in the department – generally including FC-fundable provision as well.  This would mean Subject-FACTS in those departments is higher;

· how non-subject-related costs are being incurred across most student populations, including NPFT and non-FC fundable PFT, not just FC-fundable; and whether allocations in TRAC (T) recognise this;
· the size of non-subject related costs in FC-fundable provision.  The proxies that are used are likely to understate the costs in many areas.  If, therefore, a cost centre has a higher proportion of non-subject related characteristics, its Subject-FACTS may be slightly overstated;

· the extent to which the allocation of academic staff, other academic department costs, central service costs and estates costs across NPFT, non-FC-fundable PFT and FC-fundable is fair and reasonable.  This can be informed by a comparison of the cost per student FTE in each of these areas;

· the number of franchised-out students in each department/cost centre.  Costs per student may be lower, particularly if TRAC (T) has not adequately reflected the full costs the university incurs when supporting this provision;

· the number of PGT students in each department/cost centre.  These may be different from the long course students where (a proxy for) the additional costs has been excluded in England and NI;
· whether the costs of teaching in medicine and dentistry include all or only some of the Other (Clinical Services) costs;

· whether the costs of teaching in agriculture include most or only some of the costs of the farm.  (The TRAC Guidance requires that the costs of farms is allocated to Teaching and Research, according to their proportionate use or impact on costs; and that only the extra amount that has been incurred on top of this to ensure that the farm can be run on a (semi-)commercial basis is allocated to Other.  This will be contrary to the treatment of farm costs in most institutions’ management or financial accounts;

· investments in new programmes, developments of new subject areas, which can increase costs and therefore Subject-FACTS in one year.
4.18 As was discussed during the benchmarking sessions, Subject-FACTS are only one piece of information.  They are based on historic costs, to some extent influenced by the funding that has been allocated to the institution.  Although some institutions believe that they are completely circular in origin (“we spend what we get” and as a result the subject relativities shown by Subject-FACTS will just reflect the subject relativities used in the teaching funding model) this is in fact significantly mitigated by:

a. institutions whose resource allocation methods do not replicate those of the funding councils; 

b. the impact of all the other activities in academic departments.  Subject-FACTS only cover a third of the costs in academic departments.  There are sizable areas of cost in academic departments whose budget is not directly affected by the cost weights in the teaching funding model, yet, as departments are managed as a single multi-activity entity, affect the level of costs incurred for teaching.
c. central services and estates costs (and the two cost adjustments) which show lower cost relativities between subject groups.  
4.19 What Subject-FACTS do not show are:
· the sustainable costs of teaching (the costs necessary to deliver teaching of appropriate quality and student experience in a way that is sustainable in the long term).  This would cover such areas as efficiency, volume, mix, future investment, desired levels of quality – all of which would impact on the cost;
· the impact on costs should the amount or quality of research, or the number of overseas students, or FC-fundable student demand, suddenly change (although the TRAC (T) benchmark summary will show the relative size of these and therefore start to give some idea of risk);

· the impact on the costs of Teaching (and Research) of academic staff working ‘long hours’;

· the impact on the costs of Teaching (and Research) of academic staff allocating time to Research which is more appropriately scholarship (and should then be reallocated to Teaching and Research).

4.20 The new TRAC Strategy Group is looking at these issues.

4.21 It is important for institutions, and the funding councils, to understand these influences on Subject-FACTS, and its limitations, and to be careful that the information is interpreted, reported and used appropriately.  Subject-FACTS give valuable information, in particular on relativities, but they do not themselves give the answer as to what should be funded, and at what level.
