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Foreword

Higher education plays a critical role in the development of our young people, in providing the skilled
G2N] F2NOS (2 YSSG &a20AS80eqQa ySSRa FyR Ay &dzLdi N
investing in higher education has been recognised by successive governments, leading to higher levels

of participation and broadening of access over recent decades. During the financial crisis, however,
funding levels were reduced while student numbersitimued to increase, reflecting demographic

changes and participation levels. This resulted in a major funding challenge for higher education
institutions. Ireland needs to urgently address this with substantial investment if we are to maintain

the qualty of our higher education system and the student learning experience. These issues have

been analysed in depth in the report published in March 2016, 'Investing in National Amb#ion

strategy for funding higher education’, often referred to as thesghs report.

Having been a member of the group behind the Cassells report, | was pleased to be invited to chair an
independent expert panel to further one of its recommendatiq¥ G K § G KS 1 91! & K2dzZ F
current allocation mechanism for block gtafunding, in consultation with relevant stakeholders to
SyadzaNS dKIFIG Ad A& adNHzOGdzZNBR a2 Fa (2 &dzlll2 NI 2 ¢

Sincere thanks to the members of the panel appointed by the HEA who gave generously of their time,
expertise and experience:
1 Professor Sir lan Diamond, leader of a major international university and a reformer directly
involved in developing new funding approaches in England, Wales and Scotland
1 Professor Philip Gummett, a former head of the Higher Educdtilmding Agency for Wales
with an intricate understanding of international funding approaches and
1 Mary Kerr, former Deputy CEO of the HEA who developed and oversaw the current funding
model and brought an kdepth understanding of how changes in the modelild impact on
individual institutions and the overall system

We were assisted in our work by an engaged Advisory Group representing a diverse group of
stakeholders. Participants put aside their sectoral and potentially contrasting views to work
collecively to identify a strategic way forward for the HE system and how it can best support and
connect with Ireland's wider society and economy. We also consulted widely with those involved with
higher education in all its aspects, in the public and prisatetors, and benefited enormously from

the insights gained. The panel greatly appreciatedepth engagements with Ministers Bruton and

Mitchell O'Connor and their officials in the Department of Education and Skills. Their passion for
higher educationp G & LA @201t NRtS Ay LNBflFyRQa INRGUOK | YR
is evident.

We are particularly grateful to the HEA executives and broader team who engaged with the process
in a truly collaborative way and worked tirelessly to pdevtechnical support, modelling and analysis
to support our decisiommaking.

Ireland's higher education needs are met through a diverse range of regionally dispersed institutions.
While these institutions have distinct individual missions, there is alstear sense of a cohesive
system with a common purpose, helped by its relatively manageable size (24 public higher education
institutions), a clear policy direction from Government; and a strategic dialogue and performance
framework that helps to steerigher education towards critical objectives. We were struck by the
strength of this system, the increase in participation rates and the continuing commitment to
improving access throughout the system.



With the support of stakeholders and the strongifalation on which we have to build, we believe

this review provides an exciting opportunity to deliver a reformed and enhanced higher education
system. This is not purely a technical exercise, applying marginal changes that shuffle existing
resources arond a complex and multayered system. Instead we propose a lever for significant
change with lasting impact on the system, how it supports students and generates the outcomes we
need to flourish as a society and an economy.

With the right conditions, and fully implemented, we believe our recommended approach offers a
vision to:

1 embed lifelong learning at the heart of Irish higher education provision

1 recognise and respond to the demographic challenges and changing patterns of student
demand

improveaccess to higher education and so drive social and economic progress

support research and innovation in underpinning excellence in higher education

ensure funding can be channeled effectively to support skills development

enhance institutional developmemtnd overall system effectiveness and

reward institutions for delivering the required outcomes and impact.

=A =4 =4 4 =4

Our recommendations can deliver munokeded change but can only be fully implemented if
supported by increased investment. Our engagement with eelestate agencies and employer
representative bodies reinforced our analysis that the system is performing well under strain, but
without additional investment will struggle to maintain the quality of provision. Ireland cannot
continue, as we have beenncreasing student numbers without a commensurate increase in
investment. Increased investment is essential to align our higher education system with our national
ambition for growth and employment and with the wider needs of society. We are convihegd t
increased investment supported by a reformed approach to allocating funding will deliver real and
sustainable benefits for our students, our society and our economy.

Brid Horan,
Chair of the Expert Panel



Executive Summary

This review presents an eking opportunity to deliver aeformed and enhanced higher education
system As an independent Expert Panel, we have been driven dgsae to ensure that its not
merely seen as a technical exercise, applying marginal changes that shuffle existimgagsoound

a complex and muHliayered systemRather it carserve as dever for significant change in key areas
that have a lasting impact on the nature of the system, the way it supports our students and
generates the outcomes we need to flourish asaciety and an economyVith the right conditions,
and if fully implemented, we believe that it offers a future vision to:

V embed lifelong learning at the heart of Irish higher education provisidnstitutions will
receive greater reward for providing suoipportunities, withpart-time weightings applied
across the entire state andwdent funding contributions and targeted invesiment to build
digital learningcapability

V recognise and respond to the demographic challenges and changing patterns of student
demand The modelwill move away from the rigid fixed budget proportioralocatedto
university/college and 10T cohorts a fluid two pot system whicltanrespond to changes in
student demandThe introduction of aninimum standard unit of resource, liekl to delivery
of objectives within the system performance framework, will ensure that funding per student
does not decline further and that the system has capattitaccommodatethe expanding
student base.

V reinforce the critical importance occesdo higher education in driving social and economic
progress.Access weightingwill be appliedacross a wider base ofage funding, part-time
access studentwill be includedwithin the fundingmodelfor the first time, a new access data
strategy will driveallocations and there will be greater transparency on how access funding is
directed within institutions.

V acknowledge the importance of research and innovation imderpinning excellence in
higher education The university allocation on théasis of resarch and innovation
performancewill doublein scale, while we propose the introduction of a similar allocation for
the l0Ts for the first time. These allocations will be driven Wder base of outcome metrics
including knowledge transfer indicatorahile the issue of funding research overheads will be
resolved via a crosagency, crossepartment and crosistitutional approach.

V ensure that funding can be channelled effectively to support skills developmektlear
mechanism talirectfunding towards skills developmentill be establishedvithin the model
and the STEM disincentiverhich has arisen from the changing higher education funding
profile will be removedby applying weightings across all studemid state contributiors.
Therewill also be an increased rofer competitive funding programmes to target particular
skills needs.

V reward institutions for delivering outcomes and impacPerformancewill be embedded
across every aspect of the funding model, while the introduction akwards based
performance funding systemvill recognisesuccess in areagich as studenprogression and
employability. Sectoral performance compactwill be introduced to ensure shared
institutional responsibility for delivering on wider system goatel the creation ofa new
transformation fundwill drive system innovation and change.

While preserving institutional budgetary autonomy to ensure that each can remain agile and
responsiveto evolving national and regional needs, Wwaveset out a future diretion that should
ensure higher education remains a pivotal driver of economic and societal development in lteland.
will facilitate a clearer relationship between tHanding approach andargets set for the overall



higher education system as it contiites to theNB I f A&l GA2y 2F LNBflyRQa ai
best education system in Europ@&his will be underpinned bg new consistent and comparable
costingapproachwhich will ensure that the funding model can recognise the different and developing

cost drivers in different institutions and respond accordingly.

Thefunding model itself will bemore transparentand structured comprising aange of allocation
channek to provide greater clarity on theationale forparticularfunding. It should also support a
more consultative approach, where plans for investment can be clearly identified in advance to
facilitate discussion with the system and other key stakeholdmmg,will allow particular areas of
development to be targeted (e.garticular national skillsgap9 as additional funding becomes
available.Our more transparent approach will also allow the Government to invest with confidence
in reinforcing the core remurces available to institutions, while introducing new targeted funding
strands toaddressparticular challenges. Given the urgent need to ensure the sustainability of the
sector, we would suggest a balanced approach to allocating additional resoureesepetore and
targeted new strands.

Thediverse nature of the individual HEI missions is an essential strength of the Irish higher education
system Nonetheless the differing characteristics, capabilities and challenges faced by individual
institutions pranpt careful consideration of how they should be funded. We have recognised these
differences in a number of our recommendations (e.g. enhanced reseadtlnnovationallocation

for universities,new research andnnovation allocation for l0Ts, riffgncedfunding to recognise

costs of running multiple campuses, pension and transitional support for specialist colleges). However
we have concluded that some wider issues, such as greater recognition of the loT regional access role,
or financing research overhd costs, can only be fully addressed following further work on costing
and development of a mulstakeholder solution.

We also recognise that there are important differences in the capacity of individual institutions to
generate noRExchequer income, wliger that be via international student and postgraduate fees,
philanthropic donations, industry collaboration, commercial activities or other ancillary revenue.
However it is our strong view that the model should not, in any way, disincentivise the genepat
non-Exchequer revenue as this will be an essential component in the future sustainability of all
institutions. Nonetheless there isreeed to build capability in many institutions to diversify their

revenue baseand we recommend a targeted investntdn this area. There is also an urgent need to

resolve issues which restrict institutions from borrowing, as this severely undesmiieS 428 a i SYQa
ability to accommodate future student demand.

While there are recommendations set out in this report thabshl be implemented immediatelip
address clear issues and drive necessary change, transitioning successfully to the proposed new model
will undoubtedly require additional resources. The level of funding for higher education was outside
our terms ofreference, but laving analysed system finances, operations, performance and outcomes,
it is the clear view of the Expert Panel tHaetland cannot continue to increase student numbers
without a commensurateincrea® in investment The Investing in Ambitioreport by the Expert
Group on Future Higher Education Funds®y outthe scale of the additional finance required to
sustain the system, but wassoclear about the need for a reformed funding model in return. We
believe that the recommendations in thigview deliver the reform sought, but will require increased
targeted investment to maximise their impact, and we identify where they are conditional on such
funding in order to progress.

There are also, of course, a number of other interdependencieswiibinfluence the organisation,
operation and performance of the system and hence the ability of the proposed future funding model
to drive developmentThese include:



1 The lack of institutional flexibility to deploy human resources effectively and adapt
operations to maximise performance and respond to evolving needs.

1 Theneed to influence student behaviour and choicesaccessing appropriate higher and
further education opportunities via demarglde policy initiatives

9 Thecurrent significant capitaldeficit, with adequate infrastructure required to maintain a
quality campus environment and accommodate the projected increase in student demand.

f Therole of the further education sectok Yy YSSGiAy 3 LNBfFyRQa S@2f @A
capacity to devidp more integrated pathways between that sector and higher education

1 Theability of employers to articulate their current and projected skills neeadis national and
regional skills advisory infrastructure.

1 Thecontinued reform of the Irish higher educan landscape with the potential creation of
a new type of institution, the technological university, as a product of mergers between loTs.

1 Thechallenges and opportunities presented by the pdatexit environmentin areas such as
studentand academionobility, international educatioprovision and research collaboration
and funding

While we cannot predict how these will develdpey reaffirm the importance of ongoing monitoring

and review of the model to ensure that it adapts to the chandemgds@ape We propose the
establishment of an implementation group, chaired by the HEBA involvingthe Department of
Education and Skills, the IUA and THEA, to overseddineryof these recommendations and take
account of such development3he continuatio of a moderating mechanism to control sudden
changes to institutional funding levels wilkther help to ensure a smooth transition. Finally, the HEA
will have a critical role in continuing to evolve the funding model and its components as the need
arises using the guiding principles set out in this report to inform its decision making.



1. Introduction and Overview of the Approach

1.1 Introduction

Thisfinal report sets out the findings fronthe review of theHigher Education AuthorityHEA
allocation model for funding higher education institutiorSince the review commenced in late
November 2016, we have builip a base of analysis and consultation with a wide range of key
stakeholdergo understand the existing situation, the future challesdgaced by the higher education
system in Ireland and the potential options fdeliveringa more effective funding model.

The report sesout the comprehensive review process undertakeur overallanalysis ofssues and
priorities, the core principlesvhich must underpin the future funding approach, amar conclusions

and recommendation$or the future. While we acknowledge that the nature of the subject matter

and indeed the wider higher education system necessarily involves technical and distimicioiegy

we have tried to ensure that this report is clear and accessible to all, regardless of whether they are
involved in the higher education system. To further assist the reader, we provide a glossary as
Appendix 1 of this reportWe would also likea draw your attention to a series of Working Papers
produced during the exercise to help focus analysis and consideration of options across a range of
core themegthe papers can be accessed by clicking on the link embedded within each title)

Working Papel: The Higher Education Sector in Ireland
Working Paper 2: National Strategic and Policy Context
Working Paper 3: Current Funding Allocation Model

Working Paper 4: International Funding Allo¢@n Approaches

Working Paper 5: Key Issues and Questions

Working Paper 6: Cost Drivers and the Costing System Underpinning Higher Education
Working Paper 7: The §stem Performance Framework and Performance Funding
Working Paper 8: Funding Research, Innovation and Enterprise Agtivi

Working Paper 9: Supporting Access and Retention
Working Paper 10:  Funding €aching and LearninActivity
Working Paper 11:  Key Themes from the Consultation Process

This report is designed as a standalone document that draws on the above soloesthelesslie
papers serve as a useful referengaoint in understandinghow our thinkhg has evolved and
conclusions have emerged.

1.2 Terms of Reference

The review was undertaken by amdependent expert panelwith shortbiographiesof each member
provided as Appendi. A scoping papewas prepared to set out the background and context for the
review, the methodology to be followed, project management and governance arrangemedt$iean
followingterms of reference

1 review the existing approach to funding higher education institutions by the HEA in terms of
its effectiveness in delivering on national objectivesnforcing mission diversitgnsuring
sustainability and quality; ahdriving performance

1 identify and consider optionsggardinghow that approach is developed in orderriflect the
principleswhichmustunderpinfuture fundingof highereducation,includingthe appropriate


http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/hea_rfam_working_paper_1_the_higher_education_sector_in_ireland_022017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/hea_rfam_working_paper_2_national_strategic_policy_context_022017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/hea_rfam_working_paper_3_current_hea_funding_allocation_model_02202017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/hea_rfam_working_paper_4_international_funding_allocation_approaches_022.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/hea_rfam_working_paper_5_key_issues_questions_022017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/HEA-RFAM-Working-Paper-6-Costs-of-Higher-Education-Provision-06217.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/HEA-RFAM-Working-Paper-7-Performance-Funding-062017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/HEA-RFAM-Working-Paper-8-Funding-Research-Innovation-and-Enterprise-Activity-062017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/HEA-RFAM-Working-Paper-9-Supporting-Access-and-Retention-062017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/HEA-RFAM-Working-Paper-10-Teaching-and-Learning-072017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/HEA-RFAM-Working-Paper-11-Funding-Allocation-Consultation-Themes-062017.pdf
http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/hea_rfam_final_scoping_paper_012017.pdf

balance between the three different componenifthe current funding model (block grant;
performance funding component; tegliced targeted or competitive funding)

1 make recommendationson an appropriate future approachand on an implementation
timeframe to protect shorterm financial stability

We have been assisted in our work by the HEA executive which served as Secretariat for the Review,
and by an Advisory Group representing a wide crssstion of relevant stakeholders whidtave
provided critical feedback at key points during the review pre&éehe members of this Advisory
Group are listed in Append

1.3 Overall Approach

The review wastructured across foutistinctphasesas set out in Figure 1.We began by developing

our understanding of the existing situationonsideringthe higher education system, the current
national policy context, the existing funding model and how this compared with international
approaches. This allowed us to identify a range of key issues and questions which we recognised that
the review must addresshelping todevelop a series of structured questiotisat underpinneda
comprehensive programme of consultatidaring the second phase of the review

Figurel.1: Overview of the Review Approach

Appointing of Expert Panel, Advisory Group & setting out detailed plan to deliver review
Reviewing the strategic and policy context

Understanding the higher education system

Examining the existing funding allocation system

Identifying good practice from international funding allocation approaches

Highlighting the key issues and questions on which the review must focus

Open call for submissions on basis of series of structured questions

1

1

Ph ase 2 Meetings with higher education institutions, including representative bodies (IUA, THEA and '

. . Meetings with key stakeholders, including Departments and state agencies, unions representing |
Consulﬂng W|th Key students and employees and industry bodies. 1
S k h Id Engagement with individual experts that can help to inform analysis and challenge thinking '
ta enolaers Ongoing engagement with HEA Board and Advisory Group \
_____________________________________________________________________ 1

Identifying an appropriate costing system to underpin the future funding model i

Ph ase 3 Analysis and development of options with regard to funding the teaching mission, research and H

. innovation mission and access mission of HEIs in way that recognises their unique contributions |
Deve|op|ng and Considering role of performance funding !
. . Building a 6straw mandé to conceptualise the
teStlng Opt|0n5 Modelling different options and scenarios to ensure consequences of change fully understood H

Developing and testing potential recommendations with Advisory Group, HEA Board and other
key stakeholders

1

1

1

Ph ase 4 Ensuring recommended model future-proofed for potential new funding mechanisms i

- - . Developing a draft report for review |
Draftlng fl ndlngs & Developing a final report following feedback from key stakeholders H
recommendatiOnS Recommending a phased implementation plan to ensure smooth transition to new approach 1
1

Identify other interdependencies in delivering an effective future funding approach

Thisconsultation programmeomprisel:
1 Anopencall forstructuredsubmissionscrossll themeswith 54 submissions receive®f
these,41were submitted on behalf of organisations, and they are listed in Appenhdix
1 Bilateral meetings between the Expert Panel and higher education representative bodies
(IUA THEAand HEC)Pand relevant networks (Presidents, Chief Financial Officers and Access
Officers)
1 Meeting with the Minister for Education and Skills to discuss key policy priorities.

10



1 Bilateralmeetingsbetweenthe ExpertPanel and key stakeholdersicludng government
departments and state agencies, unions representing students and employees and industry
bodies A full list of stakeholders met is provided as Appeidix

1 Feedback fromhe Advisory Groupwhich includes a range of key stakeholders.

At theend of this phase, the analysis of the existing situation and the key themes emerging from the
consultations were set out in ainterim report. Work then commenat on the third phase of the
review, using the detailed analysis and constructive input from stakeholders to develop options for
the future development of the modeThisconsideed potential approaches with regard to the costing
system, the teaching missiprecognising research and innovation performance, supporting access
and the performance funding approach. In parallel, the potential scenarios in pursuing each of the
options across the funding modeisere extensively modelled to test the implications Bbth
institution and system level. This alled/us to evaluate the options and propose a recommended
future approach within tisfinal report.

We also worked closely with the Higher Education Authority itself throughout the process. The Board
of the HEAapproved the initial scoping papand terms of referencéor this work andorovidedinput

at key stagesluring the review supporting the development of options and ultimately approving the
conclusions and recommendations set out in this reptive were further assistedoy teams across

the HEA tapping into the knowledge of the Irish system and its institutions in relevant areas including
funding, performance, access, skills development and research.

11


http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/HEA-RFAM-Final-Interim-Report-062017.pdf

2. The Systemand its Strategy

2.1 The HigheEducation System in Ireland

2.1.1 Higher Education Institutions

There are more than 40 higher education institutions in Irelafige focus of the funding system is on

the 24 that receive a core funding contribution from the REgdmprising7 universities, 14 institutes

of technology and 3 specialist higher education colleges (two focused on teacher education and one
on art and design). These 24 are typically referred to as the public higher education institutions.
However other institutionswith both private and not for profit status, access some public funding
from the HEA for specific courses (e.g. medicine, pharmacy) or by winning competitive calls (e.g. to
run skills courses through the Springboard programme), or via the Departmedtication and Skills

in recognition of a particular remit.

The 24 cordunded institutions are set out in Figure 2.1 along with some of the main private colleges.
Regional access and economic development have been major drivers of higher educationahgbolicy
provision has been established in all corners of the country. Indeed, a characteristic of Irish higher
education institutions (HEIS) is the largely regional catchment area on which they draw their student
base.

Figure2.1: Higher Education Institutios in Ireland

Higher Education Institutions in Ireland

Coleraine

Universities
1. Dublin City University Eetetkgy Bce’?;onde"y
2. MaynoothUniversity aBallymena
3. National University of Ireland, Galway I Hil N
4. Trinity College Dublin i -
5. University College Cork LAND oBelfast
6. University College Dublin
7. University of Limerick 3 Enniskillen

Sll(go
Institutes of Technology ey e
8. Athlonelnstitute of Technology i
9. Cork Institute of Technology
10. Dublin Institute of Technology Castlebar IK
11. Dundalk Institute of Technology =]’ Drogheda
12. Galway Mayo Institute of Technology YOIt o
13. Institute of Art, Design and Technology Mullingar
14. Institute of Technology Blanchardstown Athlone
15. Institute of Technology Carlow
16. Institute of Technology Sligo Galway ° 8
17. Institute of Technology Tralee
18. Institute of Technology Tallaght ee Ire I an d 25 26 27 28 29
19. Letterkenny Institute of Technology s

20. Limerick Institute of Technology
21. Waterford Institute of Technology

Carlow

Limerick i
o Knkgne M1 |
o

Mary Immaculate College s
National College of Art and Design i Clonme! Wexford
Tralee y a

Ennise

{4 1y3asStrQa /2tf5383 {fA32 Waterford

Dingle
Private Colleges illamey (M3 |

25.  Dublin Business School =
26. National College of Ireland o
27. Royal College of Surgeons

28. Hibernia College

29. Griffith College
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27,000 in University College Dublin. In response to the small scale of some HEIs, there has been a
process of consolidation across the hig education system, witlfiour specialist teacher training
colleges merging with a Universitsi @ t I (G NR& O 1, Mater BeldizNod af yfeRaNd-College of
Educationand Froebel Collegeand further suchncorporationsplanned. There is also a prasein

place by which institutes of technology can merge and apply to become technological universities,
with legislation to formalise the establishment of these new types of institution planned for 2017. This
change will not impact upon the continuing Gowaent commitment to maintaining a binary system

of higher education, with distinct technological institutions functioning alongside more traditional
university provision.

2.1.2 The HEA Robnd Other Oversigtgodies

TheHEA leads the strategitevelopment of Irish higher education and research with the objective of
creating a coherent system of diverse institutions with distinct missidims system seeks to be
responsive to the social, cultural and economic development of Ireland and itsgpaaglsupport tie
achievement of nationgbolicyobjectives

The HEA hdsirther responsibility for the effective governance and regulation of the higher education
systemand its institutionsin exercisingts mandate, the HEA works to ensure that:

U It hasdue regard to institutioneautonomy and academic freedom.

U Responsibilities with regard to governance and accountability are clearly understood and set
out in an overall governance framework for the higher education system

U Institutions comply with all governance and legislative requirements and report annually in
this regard

U Institutional strategies are aligned with natial strategic objectives.

i Agreed objectivesbased on those set out within a national framework defibgdhe Minister
for Education and Skills, amtbtailed in compacts with institutiongnd delivered through
effective performance management at institutional and systenels.

Quiality and Qualifications Ireland (QQI) is the pusdictor body responsiblfor maintaining quality

and assurancén education provisiomnd developing and promoting the Irish National Framework of
Qualifications (NFQ). It validates awards at levelt) lbased on level of knowledge, skill and
competence. Higheeducation awards & those that are considered Level 6 and above on the NFQ.

There are other organisations involved in monitoring the activities of the sector with regard to
research, innovation and enterprise. Enterprise Ireland funds technology transfer, busicigsation

and entrepreneur development programmes within the HEIs and tracks performance accordingly.
Within Enterprise Ireland, Knowledge Transfer Ireland (KTI) oversees knowledge transfer activities in
institutions and intellectual property policy impteentation. Research funding agencies also ensure
accountability for competitive funding awarded to HEIs, inclu@oignce Foundation Irela(8FIand

the Health Research Board (HRB)

2.1.3 The StudentBase

In 2015/16, there wer@222,618 student enrolments jpublic higher education institutions in Ireland
with 54% attending universities, 40% attending loTs and 6% attending a specialist college. Some of the
key characteristics across this student base are discussed below
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Participation in higher education in Ireland is high and growing strondhgrtiary attainment for the
population stands at 41% compared to the OECD average of 3%#h. a target of 60% tertiary
attainment among the 3€B4 age group by 2020, Ireland has set ftda second highegargetwithin

the EU It has been moving steadily towards this target from an initial 27.5% in 2000 to 52.3% if 2015.

Demographic growth hafuelled, and will continue tofuel, significant increases in student demand.
The number of stdents in publicly fundedstitutions has increaselly approximately 2%er annum
since 196, whenthere were just 25,000 students in higher educationn¥antain participation rates
the system must grow by around 25% to 2@@@en current demographicrpjections

Parttime and remote learning has not grown at the same rate as-uthe undergraduate provision.
Examining the composition of enrolmen8)%are fulltime, 1 Ropart-time and 3oremote. Part-time
enrolmenthas increased at a lower rate than ftithe since 20000f fulttime enrolments 87%are
undergraduats and 1346 postgraduate. Postgraduate research numbers have begun to increase
again after a period of decline which coincided with the recession.

Accesgo higher education by b groups in Irish society haincreased As a proportion of new first
year enrolmentsstudents with a disabilithave grown from %%to 12% from 2012/13 to 2015/16,
while students experiencingocb-economicdisadvantagénavegrown from 20% in 2011/12 to 26%

in 2015/16. Howevemblackspots remain, particularly in urban locations, dndher progress is
targeted There is also relatively low progression from further education to higher education, with just
6.6% of new entrantsdmitted on the basis of a further education award

There hae been changing patterns of demdnby level and nature of studyTakeup of Level8
(honours degree) qualificationsas expanded more rapidly than akvel 67 courses.Between
2007/08 and 2015/@, enrolments in areas such as information and communication technologies and
natural sciences, mathematics and statistics are growing while engineering, manufacturing and
construction are declining.

Employment rates of graduates have risen significantty recent years,with 62% ofHonours
Bachelor Degree graduatas2015 gaining employment within 9 months of graduation, compared to
45% in 2009mirroring the wider recovery of the economy.

The internationalisation of the Irish higher education systemdheen a key focuthroughout the
last 20 years. 12015 16, there were aroundl9,000internationalstudents, approximatel§1% ofthe
overall basean increase from 7% in 2012/1Bowever his figure remains below the OECD average
and considerably belowigjh performers such as Australia, the USA, the UK and New Zeakisds
supplemented by 7,500 Erasmus students from abroad each year.

214 TheStafing Base

There were 17,699 core academic apdofessional/administrativestaff in Irish public higher
education institutions in 2015. Thigassupplemented by temporary research and specialist staff of
4,882, bringing overall staffing levels in the sector to 23,544. Since 2008, an Employment Control
Framework (ECF) has been in place which has driven &éfieg levels down by.2% To meet ECF
targets,there has beera growing tendency in some institutions to deploy pime and casual staff
gKAOK I NB Ol tO23\ZEhroaiiizRatdncieasedgt@dght demand The academiand

1 OECDEducation at a glance 2015: OECD indicat2045.
2HEAHigher Education System Performance 22046 2016.
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professionaladministrativesplit between universities and 10Ts is notably differemith 47% of core
staff in universitiesn the academiccategory against61% in 10T$

Pay costs account for most higher education expenditure, ranging frend8®inuniversitiesand 72
80% in loTs. The HR tools available to manage staffing and costs are limited given employment
controls, state oversighand fundingof pensions and national labour agreements.

The pressure placed on the sector from decreased staffing at a timme@aised provision is clear,
and there are concerns about the adverse impact on quality of ustidfing and wider under
resourcing.As presented in Table 2.2, staffudent ratios in the HEAunded institutions have
deteriorated significantly in recenegrs, rising from 1:15.6 in 2008, which was in line with the current
OECD averadedp a ratio of 1:19.8 in 2013/14Vhile it is difficult to pinpoint declines in quality, there
is anecdotal evidence from institutions céduced laboratoryexposureor leves of practicebased
teachingdue to staffing pressures which clearly impact upon tearning experience QQI also
identified anincreasedprevalerce ofquality issues within the system in a recent report.

Table2.1: Staffstudent ratios, 2007/8 to 204/15

‘2007/08‘ 2008/09‘ 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15

WTE student numbers

! . 158,057 | 164,180 173,723| 177,329| 179,105| 181,308| 185,760| 188,060
(full-time + parttime/2)

WTE core staff numbers 19,500 19,411 18,524 18,321 17,899 17,604 17,771 17,059
WTE academic staff numbers 10,100 | 10,041 9,772 9,697 9,418 9,297 9,364 9,040
Ratio of academic staff to students 1:15.6 1:16.4 1:17.8 1:18.3 1:19.0 1:19.5 1:19.8 1:20.8

215 TheResearch System

Irelandda NBaSFk NOK &d28aiSY Kra oSSy GNIyaF2N¥YSR 2
internationally in terms of talent and impact of innovatiomhis wasstimulated by a significant
Governmentinvestment programme (aided byajor philanthropic investmentyia the Programme

for Research in Third Level Institutipis K S NB ¢ m @handefledtd buid specialist research
capability across the sector from 1999. In parallel with the development of this programme, Science
Foundation Ireland was established target investment in scieneeased research activity, while
research councils were set up for the first time to focus on humanities and social sciences (IRCHSS)
and on science and engineering and technology (IRCSET) respectively. Since that time several
sucessful research centres of scale have been established, generating significant European and
private funding and demonstrating impact on economy and society. Support infrastructure for
knowledge transfer and enterprise development has also expanded sagnilfi across higher
education

&\
w»

Following these developments, the current system of funding research and innovation across the
higher education in Ireland can be summarised as follawth an overview of the relative funding
commitments set out in Figur2.2:

1 The HEA provides a foundation investment for research excellence within the block grant
provided to institutions. Although universities have discretion to spend the grant as they wish
AdG Aa SadAyl (6B HEAcoré fundihgBsaayoRssearehrcapability.

3HEAKey facts & figures 2015/16

4 OECDEducation at a glance 2016: OECD indicat®8s3. Ratio of students to teaching stafeducational

institutions (2013 data).

SvvivdzZl W AGe@ AYy |y 9N} 2F S5AYAYAAKAY Haroh$04&@ dzZNDSa QX L NR &K
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1 The lIrish Research Council (which is the product of a merger between the two previous
Councils), funded by the Department of Education and Skills, supports postgraduate and
postdoctoral awards and research teams on a competitive prdjasis.

9 Science Foundation Ireland, funded by the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation,
invests in research centres and researchers in STEM areas and has created a netork of
collaborative research centres across gystem

1 Health Research Bod, supported by the Department of Health, funds, coordinates and
provides oversight for health and medical research across Ireland.

1 Enterprise Ireland, funded by the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation, supports a
range of interventions withithe HE sector focused on knowledge transfer, commercialisation
of research and enterprise development.

Figure2.2: Overview of Irish Research and Innovation Funding Landscape

HEA Block Grant

€140-150m

Competitive Researd@rants (Main Sources)

Irish Research Counclll Health Research Boa SEETER [FEUTCEET) Enterprise Ireland

€30-35m €30-35m e €90-100m

Frontiers Missionorientated research Applied R&D

(14 priorities and areas of
direct economic impact)

researCh (14 priorities and areas of direct economic impact)

CKA& aeadSyYy KlFa 0SSy adz00SaafTdz utatign far deskagfchankl OF y (1 £ &
innovation. For examplédreland ranked %in the EU Commission Knowledge Transfer Study in 2013

and 6" in the EU Innovation Scoreboaid 2016 Thee has been strong engagement liysh

institutions in Europan researclprogrammeswith higher educatioraccounting fol57%06 221m) of

i K 868w secured by Irelanfiom Horizon 202@o0 February2017.

Beneath this stronlg performing research system, there are some concerning trenks.|@vel of
investment in higher educatio research and devetment (HERD) shows adline since 2008
reflecting thewider financial pressure on the system. The need to reinvest and reinvigorate the
research infrastructure in place in institutions is acknowledged, and a Cycle 6 of PRTLIed, plann
although its exact format is still being discussed by the relevant DepartmEmdse is also concern
about the sustainability of research funding, and particularly the ability of institutions to absorb the
significant indirect overhead costs of delivey competitive research funding projects.

2.1.6 Systenfunding

The adequacy and mechanisms of funding for higher education have been the subject of much debate.
A major review was undertaken by an Expert Group, chaired by Mr Peter Cassells, toadyisens

16



regarding the future sustainable funding of the sect@®he report produced identifies system
sustainability issues stemming from the significant contraction of state investment in higher
SRdzOF GA2y > RSOt AYyAyYy3a oy: OINEtYhe sametyhe, g numbermop (2 ¢
students increasedby approximately 34,000The decrease in state funding was compensated
a2YSoKIFG o0& |y AYONBFAS Ay addzRSyid O2ydNROGdziA 2,y
However, even when this ionsideral, overall funding per student declined by c. 20% over eight
@8SIFNE FNBY Hnny G2 HnanmcI FTNRY 2 ¢65 Mbeedvthedatestn (2 d
international comparator figures indicate that expenditure on tertiary education in Ireland ¢imgu

both public and private spending) was 1.2% of GDP in,2@18w the OECD average of 1.6%.

Figure2.3: Student Numbers and Core Incormper Student
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Thedecline in public funding is having a serious impact on the financial position fstitetions. 12
institutions were in deficit in 2016, and the problems are particularly apparent among the loTs. A
recent financial review of thdechnological sectorevealed that 6 institutes face immediate
sustainability challenges, with a further 4tpatially at risk due to limited reserves and current or
projected deficit positon§h @S NI f f NBaSNBSa FStf FTNRBY emMoH®dPpY ;!
40% of the finance available to underpin ongoing sustainability and development. At an aggregate
level, the 10T sector is in deficit and this trend is projected to continue over the next 5 jre#ns.
university sectorthe latestaudited accountsalsoshow an aggregate deficiThe universities have
significantlyreducedtheir dependence on exchegr income, with the proportion of funding sourced
from the state decreasing froii3% to48%from 2008 to 205, but overall operational challenges
remain, and 4 of the 7 are projecting deficits for 2017

The lack of capital investment in higher educationrecent years iglso a majorrisk to system
sustainability. Pressure to accommodate additional demand in the schools sector led to a moratorium
on new capital projects in the HE sector in November 204/th ahigher educatiorcapital stock of
€ Yillion, investment levels have fallen far below tB&%to 3.5%of this value requireegach year to

8 HEAFinancial Review of the IoT Sec2016.
7 Letter from the Department of Education and Skills to the HEA dl@mber 2011.
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adequately maintaiiit. As a result, it is estimated 41% of the total space in the system requajes m
repair or replacement. Temporary buildings (udihg prefabs) and rented spaeésoaccount for 6%

of stock while Irish students have 25% less physical space than is the norm internaticFay.
infrastructure deficitsits alongside an urgent need for ndwildingsand facilitiesto accommodate
rapidly increasing studentlemand While universities havéeen able to borrow to develop their
campuses to some extent in response to this need, the l0Ts are not currently permitted to borrow and
rely solely on state and/or sefinancing for any new developsnts.

2.2  Strategic Context

2.2.1 Overall Strategic Context

In recent years, the Government has set out a clear direction in terms of the objectives it expects to
be realised by higher education. An overview of this strategic context is set out in Biguiiehe
Minister for Education and Skills has set a high level ambition that Ireland should be the best education
system in Europe by 26, and higher education will have an important role to play through realisation

of these strategies, plans and comménts.

Figure2.4: Strategic Context Underpinning Higher Education
Department of
Education & Skills

National Skills Innovation National Access Irish Educated
Strategy 2020 Plan 2015-19 Globally Connected
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|
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t
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Higher Education

Institutions

TheNational Strategy for Higher Education to 2088s the first step in this processstablishinga
long-term agenda for change in the system. Despite being publishddrninary2011, it has retained
its relevance and provided the impetus for many important developmehtss was followed by a
suite ofnational strategies focusing on different aspects of relevance to higher educatginmore
recently by an action plan for edudan, which brings together the priorities within these strategies
to set out a range of commitments for delivery across a three year peAbdf these strategic
documents are further described below
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2.2.2 National Strategy for Higher Education

TheNational Strategy for Higher Education to 2030 (Hunt Reppsbts out thelongterm vision for
higher education in Ireland.lt establishes three core roles for Higher Education: Teaching and
Learning; Research; and Engagement with Wider Soeidtya rangeof high-level objectives:

U The sector should keep pace wilemand from students and employers and should meet
LNBfFyRQa S@2f gAy3a Kdzyty OFLAGFE ySSR&A| (i KNER dz

U It should improveequity of accessnd regional pathways from second level and from further
education and training.

U It should promoteexcellence in teaching and learning underpin a highguality student
learning experience and should produce higgrality qualifications.

U It should maintai anopen, excellent, collaborative public research systefounded on &
A0NRBYy3Z ONRBIR o0lFa&aS ONRaa Fff RAAOALI AY
identified priority areas.

U It should beglobally competitiveand internationally oriated.

U The (then) existing landscape of fragmented individual institutions should be restructured to
form asingle coherent systemf diverse but complementary institutions that engage in inter
institutional collaboration, including a new type of institutiq the Technological University
as a development option for loTs that have outgrown their existing mission.

U Thefunding and accountability system should be restructured to focus on performance and
outcomesthat are agreed in a missidmased dialogue. Revant considerationsnclude:
factoring in supply, demand, available funding and quality; balancing institutional autonomy
and public accountability; and maximising efficient use of resources and income generation.

w»
[
S
[

Realising thesebjectives in access and participation, skills, quality, engagement and research involves
striking a balance between responding to demand and maintaining quality within any given level of
available funding. Over the past 15 years, HEA funding systemsbeawesuccessful in growing
LNBfFYRQAE LI NIHAOALI GA2Y AYy KAIKSN) SRdzO GA2Yy G2
public funding has contracted during recent years, there are concerns that further growth without
proportionate funding will put the dzl t A& 2F (GKS &aiddzRSyid SELISNASY
gualifications at risk.

In response to the National Strategy, the docum&ntvards a System Performance
Frameworkfollowed in 2012 and set out to translate the full suite of relevant natior ..
strategies into systenfevel objectives and target outcomes. A strategic dialog
process between the HEA in partnership with the HEIs is the key implement:
process for the System Performance Framework (280%6). The process involve
agreeing individual rad, where appropriate, collective targets to meet key syste
objectivesvia strategic compacts with each institution

These objectivegjefined bythe Minister for Education and Skills December 2016, are set out in
Figure2.5. An annual system performace reportis produced by the HEA for the Minist&porting
on higher educatiorperformance in delivering on tise objectivesThis draws othe annual strategic
dialogue process and the submission of annual compact progress reports by HEIs.
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Figure 25: Higher Education System Objectiviesthe System Performance Framework 202816
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2.2.3 Relevant National Strategies

Fve national strategiehave beernpublished within the last two yearthat focus on key themes of
relevance to higher educatiorskills, RDI, accesternationalisationand funding The strategies
contain objectives and actions whiatust be considered irthe context of how HEIs are funded and
supported moving forward.

TheNational Skills Strategyvas published in January 2016sets out key objectives
around: developing relevant skills; employer participation in development and use of
skills; quality of teaching and learning and evaluation; lifelong learning; active
inclusion to support participation; and supply of skills toe tlabour market.
Implementing the National Skills Strategy requires a wide range of actions, including
= maintaining and increasing participation rates in higher education. Other taajets
relevance to HE includgrowth of apprenticeshigenhancement oSTEM provisign
the development of employability statements for programmes of study (attesting the transversal skills
that will be gained)the expansion of work placements to cover all programpegansion of
entrepreneurship educatigngreater engagemenof employers in programme development and
programme content reviewdevelopment of programmes in response to identified skills npeds
continued implementation of the ICT Action Plan, implementatioa Digital Roadmajpexpansion of
part-time/flexible provision increased retention ratesdevelopment offurther education and HE
pathways and promotion of regional clusters.

EEEEE  TheNational Plan for Equity of Access 2026819, published in December 2015, sets
a target for each of the identifiednderrepresented groups in higher education, and
::’ for the proportion of entrants progressing from further education and training. Its
".3’ goals areto mainstream the delivery of equity of access in HEIs; assess the impact of
? current initiatives to support eqty of access to higher education; gather accurate
— data and evidence on access and participation &umther develop policy; build
coherent pathways from further education and foster other entry routes; and develop
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regional and community partnership strafies for increasing access to higher educatibime plan
acknowledges that the strategic dialogue process is the primary mechanism for review of access
performance. Moreover, it implies a need for continuation of the additional-based weighting for
acaess students contained in the existing funding allocation model, but also for some earmarked or
ring-fenced funding for pilot initiatives to target communities with very low participatiomoints
towards an enhanced focus on access outcomes by exanprifdem areas of norwompletion.

9 Innovation 2020: Excellence, Talent, Impaktdi L NBf I yRQa &G NF GS3e8
development, science and technology and was published in December 2015. The
strategy notes the significant progress made in developisgaech capability across
Ireland. Innovation 2020 sets a series of Hig¥el objectives as followsontinuing to
support excellent research across the full continuum and across all disciplines;
becoming a global innovation leader; increasing public andfe investment irR&D
by increasing annual enrolments in research programmes by 22%, further developing

research centres, and by introducing a research infrastructure programme; enhancing the impact of
research and innovation for enterprise via a ptised approach; supporting talent development
research andinnovation; focusing research and innovation activity on social and economic
development via a challenggentric approach; and supporting innovation through the protection and
transfer of knowlelge Implications of this strategy for the allocationldElfundinginclude the need

to consider how growth in research enrolments can be given due priority alongside undergraduate
enrolments and quality in teaching and learning in core grant funding; tesearch excellence and
impact can be supported in the allocation of research funding; how research adrdssciplinesan

be supported; how knowledge transfer can be fostered; and how the coherent organisation of
research can best be promoted by thending model.

Irish Educated, Globally Connectéxithe new international education strategy for
Ireland and was published in October 2016. This strategy defines internationalisation
of education as preparing students, academics and staff to be aatileengaged
participants in an interconnected global world and attiagtleading international
student talent. Its strategic priorities areinternationally oriented, globally
competitive HEIssustainable growth in the English Language Training seatar

% succeeding abroad by identifying and building presence in international education
markets.The strategy sets &@arget of a 33% increase in international studertts represent 15% of
the overall fulltime cohort by2020 The funding model as it standsek not provide any funding in
recognition of international student numbe(sther than recognition on noftU PhD students within
the RGAM)nor does iconsiderincome from this source in setting allocations.

Thelnvesting in National Ambitiorreport, setting out astrategy for funding higher
education was published in July 2016. This report considers the need to reinvest in
KAIKSN) SRdzOF GA2y (G2 NBad2NB A4 +a | (1Se&
examining current funding pressurdaced by institutions, by taxpayers and by
students. It concludes that a significant increase in investment is needed to create
— s the kind of engaged, smadroup, hightrust and highexpectation teaching and
TR learning that will be necessary for the next pas 2 F L NBf I yYRQa RS
observing that neither the status quo nor incremental increase in state funding would be sufficient.
'Y T RRAGAZ2YLFE NBIdANBYSyYy (i 2 fitpomosesoptionsdsedrdingthiedzY o6 &
proportion of funding thatn future should be met by the state, by students and by employers, if
future funding were to be increased and maintained at sustainable levels to meet demand.
Furthermore, it suggested various means of allowing for some fordefarringstudent fees based
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on incomecontingent repayment schemeklowever in line with increased funding, the strategy set
out demands the enhancement oésource optimisation andeview of the HEAunding allocation
approachto ensure that it is structured to support overall prities and objectives.

2.2.4 Action Plan for Education

Taking account of overall higher education strategy and the thematic strategies now
ﬁfﬂ?" in place, the Minister for Education and Skills has producedAtt&on Plan for
BN Education 201&019which identifes commitments in relation to higher education
(alongside others for school and furtheducation), whichmust be delivered within
the three-year timeframe With the ambition now set to become the best education
system in Europe, this plan is consideredb® a key first step in its realisation.
Reforming the funding model for higher educatiesna keypriority within the plan,
while the other actionsidentified must be taken into account in the design of the future funding
model, and how it relates to theiider system performance framework. These actiomdude:

Increasing theercentageof people from target soci@conomic groups in HE.
Increasing by 25% the number of HE students undertaking a work placement.
13,000 places under the new apprenticeshipsgramme.

A new frontier research investment programme led by the Irish Research Council.
Building in entrepreneurships programmes and modules across all HE provision.
New grading system, common points scheme for HE access and reduction in the number of
undergraduate entry routes as part of a cohesive approach to transitions.
Addressing nostompletion in HE.

Implementation of a professional development framework for HE staff.

Expansion of flexible provision by 25%.

Requirement for employability statements be provided against each HE course.
Shared service programmes across HE, with the first focusing on payroll.

[entu et B et A e i e

[T e et el

The clear direction which these strategies and plans have put in place have been of great assistance
in considering the evolution of the fundirapproach. This review, and the reformed funding model
which is proposed, may also afford an opportunity to revisit some of the targets and set new and
ambitious goals across key areas of developntikatparticipation, STEM graduates, research, access,
lifelong learning and student retention
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3. The Existing Approach to Funding Higher Education Institutions

3.1  Overview of the Funding Allocation Model

The current funding allocatioapproachwas put in place for the universities from 2006, and on a

phased basis for the IoTs from 200%here are three separate, but relateelements to themodel|,

which is summarised in Figure 3.The most significant element is ldock grant allocated in

recoqnition of corecost drivers for all institutions. Institutions themselves then control how they apply

and use the resources providedith outputs agreed and monitored as part of a system performance
framework. A second element d@irected fundingwhich isprovided and ringenced for specified

purposes, typically for limited periods. A third, newer elemenpaesformance funding at present

2LISNF GAY3T GAL-0OHOILR BT iRdzfy RMWKR I RNRY GKS o6f201 3N
institutional rewad as well as penalisation in future. This element of funding is intended to recognise

GKS ljdzZ- fAde 2F |y AyadAaddziazyQa 2@0SNIff LISNF2NYI
O2yGSEG 2F (GKS aAyAradsSNDRa 2 a&hGivaydthidoed dotNdave KS 4 @
financially destabilising consequences.

Figure3.1: Indicative Overview of the Components of the HEA Recurrent Funding Model
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3.2 The Block Grant

This is fundingrovidedas a single grant allocation to HEIs with the internal budgeting determined by
the institutions themselves, subject to review by HEPhe block grant allocationomprisestwo
components: a core recurrent grant and a free fees allocation.

Thecore recurren grant isallocated through a funding formula. The formula is significantly driven by
audited prioryearretainedstudent numbergas at March of each academic yeawighted for the
relative costs of providing education in different disciplinas get out in Table3.1 below), with
additionalallocationsin recognition ofresearchandaccess. All changes in student numbers from one
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year to the next areconsideredin determiningthe annual grant allocation. However, stability in

funding is provided by limiting or moderating the pace at which resultant changes in funding are
implemented to plus or minus 2% of the average sectoral change in any one year. The term RGAM
(Recurrent Grant Af 2 OF A2y a2RSf0 Aa dzaASR (G2 NBTFTFSN G2
allocation only.

Thefree fees grantwhichA & + f S3F 08 Fdzy RAy3a | NNI y3ISYSyid LINE G
abolition of studentpaid feesin 1995/96 It is basedn certified student numbers (EU, firsine

enrolments only) in each undergraduate programme, multiplied by the historically determined fee for

the programme. Before the financial downturn, a process was operated whereby the HEIs, the HEA

and the Departmat of Education and Skills agreed the annual percentage by which these fees could

be uprated. This ugrate was based on allowed levels of prior year pay andpeninflation arising

from government negotiated pay deals and took into account the payfoensplit in HEaccounts.

When tuition fees were abolished in 1995/96, there was a nhominal additional fee of@Zi8®y the

student for registration and examinations to the examining and awarding bodies such as NUI and
HETAC. It was this additional feé It G = G KNRdzZAK &adz00S&aaA@dS AYyONBLl aSsS:
contribution of today.This contribution is subtracted from the fee due to the institution as part of the

free fees grantallocationfromthe HEACS S & G & LIA Ol 6Ztnén nNJIIyYI D BENGAWecd §TF S
G2 epZnnn I FGSNI GKS &aGdzRSy (i O2yGNROdziAzy A& G 1S
enznnn FT2N) GKS L2¢a oSTFSOGAGSte dzlJ G2 emZnnn |
levels across all institutionsaso set out in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Summary of Fee Levels and RGAM Weightings for Different Types of Provision

Average Composite Fee:
SHRAFTTIWOT] (i o v )
-credit courses
Veterinary / Dentistry Average |oT
(WEIGHTING of 4) Fee
Veterinary Medicine N/a
Dental Science N/a
Clinical Medicine Average Un Average loT]
(WEIGHTING of 2.3) Fee Fee
Medicine € P T N/a
Laboratory n Average Un n Average 10T
(WEIGHTING of 1.7) 7 Fee % = Fee
Engineering g% €T20)m§§ enxn
Science & Health £ 9 eToynZXE 3 €oXy
3 & o
Fieldwork 'g k) Average Un 'g ‘g Average loT
(WEIGHTING of 1.3) 5 ‘; Fee & : Fee
Computer Science < = ETIH]OT D €cosy
Education g% epIcfnls €0y
Architecture £ D €ETZp £S5 enzn
55 52
Non Lab g 2 |Average Un g > | Average lo]
(WEIGHTING of 1) >3 Fee > = Fee
Humanities & Social Sciences %’ = ecInprt %L § €0y
Social Studies S eEcIMpmS €E0Xy
Business Studies EpXy 1: n €E0XY

FotfSras y2648 GKId GKS ¥SS F2NI [ S90St ¢ yR 7
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Overall available fundmnis spliton a fixed 60/40 proportiorbetween two funding pots:one for

universities and colleges and one for institutefstechnologyp ¢ KS WTFNBS FS5SSa 3INI yi
each of thesesub-sectors igaken as the first caffom each pot and the remaining grant funding for

each sector is allocated through the suttj@rice formula funding model

3.3 BlockGrant Support for Research and Access

3.3.1 Block Grant Support for Research

Qupport forresearchis provided as part of the block graitthis is in recognition of the need to provide

I WT 2 dzy Rl (0 A ® ¢gmbddyfeBetr@hieXcsligniedacross the systhris used to put central
research support infrastructure in place, to fund academic posts for Principal Investigators and
facilitate engagement by academic staff in research activities, including the dewehbpand
supervision of postgraduate researchers. In order to develop research capability, universities need this
foundation investment to then attract competitive funding for projects and activities which will
ultimately deliver impact. While this fundirenables institutions to win competitive research grants,

it is not intended to service the research funding won from competitive sourlresitutions
themselves have the final say on the distribution of their budgets between teaching and research, in
acordance with their mission and objectives

The block grant recognis¢he research mission of institutions in two ways. Firstly, by applying a
multiplier to funding per student for athose studentsengaged in postgraduatesearch activity3

times an wmdergraduate student in the universities and 2 times an undergraduate ifoffge About

20% of the universities weighted student numbers averently research student numbersgainst

3%in the loTslt is considered that the number of postgraduate research students reflects the broad
scale of research activities within an institution across all disciplines and hence the need for wider
investment in research support infrastructure and supervisory resesl

There isalsg within the universitieSRGAMallocationonly, aresearchtop-slice of 5%which is then

distributed on the basis ofesearch metricswith 75%2 ¥ S OK dzy A S NEreseéac@ha | g N
degreecompletiors over the last three yeand 25%to competitively earned research inconper

academic staff membeihe impact of this toslice has declined significantly, fromla® dzS 2 F e Hn ®p
in 2007 to just ¢ ¥ 2016 asstate grants were replaced by student contributiamd the amount

available for RGAM allocations to HEIs diminished.

3.3.2 Block Grant Support for Access

Core fundingupportfor improvingaccesgo higher educatiorinvolves & additionalpremiumof 0.33
beingaddedto the disciplinebasedweightingfor all eligibleaccess students. Thikesaccount of the
additional costs of recruiting and retaining students from undEgresented backgroundShus a
science student fromraaccesgsarget group attracts a weighting of 1.7 for discipline plus 0.33 for
accessgivinga total weighting of 2.03For those from targeted socieconomic groupsnd mature
students this is applied for the first two years of course duration to reflect the higher support needs
during this periodFor people with disabilities a further multigli of 2 is applied for the entire length

of the course to reflect the higher support resources required.
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3.4 Directed TogSlice Allocations

Rngfenced allocations for specific strategic or important purposestapesliced from the overall
grantfrom time to time by either the Department of Education ardlIS or the HEAThisfunding is
generally used to steer rapidly required systemic chatagkleissues better addressed on a collective
or sectormanner, or handle urgent achocrequirements It canalso sometime$e allocated through
competitive processes based on submission and panel evaluation

At present suchfunding is provided to support some institutiahrestructuring arisig from the
national strategy €.g. the development of echnologicaUniversities and other institutionaimerger
initiatives). It is also deployedo facilitate discipline restructuring arising from thematic reviews of
provision €.g. nedidne, nursing initial teacher educationanddelivernew or expanded programmes
to meet identified skills gapsunding for sharedtrategic orserviceinitiativesis also prioritised in this
way (e.g.HEAnet for ICT infrastructuréRelfor e journals the Irish Survey of Student Engagement,
Athena SWANo enhance gender equality and éhNational Forum for Teaching and Learning to
support system innovation and charjgeOther existing togslices include funding for pension
obligations,and protected funding to reflect additional cost components related to important but
vulnerablesubjectareas (e.gdentistry, veterinary sciencenusic).

Aside from shared sectoral initiativefsindingshould, as a general rule, be tgpiced only for dinite

period before being mainstreamed into the main funding model or discontintrethe past only
funding provided additionally by the Department of Education and Skifls topslicedfor running
competitiveprogrammes or other strategic initiativedowever, in recent yearthere has been some
top-slicing from existing core grant§his has been coantious because of its effect dnstitution
budgets for teaching and learningo address thisthe HEA hasestablished a formal annual
consultation process with the representative bodies of the universities (Irish Universities Association)
and the loTsTechnological Higher Education Association) where proposedlitgs are set out and
discussed and views formally recorded to inform the final decision by the HEA Finance Committee.
This does not however currently apply to tsfices directed by the Depanent of Education and Skills.

3.5 Performance Based Funding Component

The performance based funding componentomplements the block grantinked to a process
whereby the outputs and outcomes for thgsdemand individual institutions are agreed through a
process of dialogue. ®allowseach institution to developn agreectontributionin line withits own
mission strengths, and profilet is deliberately not a onsizefits-all set of targetsSince 203, there

is provisiorfor withholding up to 10% of the allocateaistitution block grant for a particular year, on
the basis of verified performance against agreed targets in the preceding year.

The proposed contributiorsoughtfrom each institutioneachyearis drawn fromthree-year mission
based compactsThese compactsidentify proposed targets across defined Ministerial system
objectives and thestargets are subject to challenge by an external expert panel and formally agreed
in a dialogue processith the HEATheHEA ceordinates theapproach at a system level to ensure
pursuit and ultimate achievement af KS a A y A & ( S Nobjectives Eathiyear anfefdadralf
expert panel reviews HEI performance against the comgaas$ed onannual progress igorts. This
process has yet to apply a penalty to any institution deemed to be performing inadegaatalsesult

of this panel review. In 2018% of funding was withhelffom 3 institutions pending delivery of an
acceptable programme of remedial actiorslthough this was subsequently releas#ollowing
satisfactory responses.
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3.6 The Grant Allocation Process

When the HEA receives notification of the overall recurrent grant allocation, the Departofient
Education and Skiltgpically directs that certaiportions of spend be used for a designated purpose

(e.g.to supportTechnological Universities Literacy and Numeracy Stragg). The HEA then makas

further series of adjustments in line with the tegticing approach outlinedn section 34. The
NBYFEAYAYy3a 3INIYG Aa (§KSy & udivésitiesand SpecialistécallegasddL NI G S
one for Institutes of Technologin overview of the grant allocation process is set out in Figize

Figure3.2: Overview ofthe 2016Grant Allocation

Total Allocation

€928.4m (+0.6%)

Less DES directed expenditure €10.4m (Literacy/numeracy; TUs; Shannon College)

Total Allocation to HEA Sector
€917.5m (-0.1%)

Less sectoral top slices €57.2m (Pensions; Nayonal Strategy; Nursing: Shared Services; efc)

Total Allocation to HEls

€860.3m (0.01%)

Allocation to Unis/Colleges & loT pots pn the basis of fixed proportion (60/40)

Allocation to Unis/Colleges Allocationto loTs

€517.5m (0.01%) €342.8m (0.01%)

Provision UC Free Fees J Other UC Topslices | RGAM Model Distn Provision loT Free Fees J| Other loT Topslices | RGAM Model Distn
€238.0m €58.4m €221.1m €33.5m €17.4m €291.9m

2.1%

Note: Percentages in brackets represent the % change from the 2015 grant

The HEA then sets asitlgp-slices for strategic purposes specific to each cohort (e.g. pensions for
Universities/colleges; Educamptis provide shared IT servieefor l0Ts) and then deducts the
provisionneegdi 2 YSSG GKS dzy RSNHEHNJ RdzF 6S WFNBS FSSaQ 206f
and core research is then allocated to individual institutions vieRB&Mcomponent

3.7 International Higher Educatidfunding Approaches

In considering how the Irish funding model should change, it was important to compare and contrast
it with international higher education funding approaches. We identified a range of relevant
comparator nations and analysed the diffeterharacteristicoof their funding systemgset out in

detail in Working Paper 4As fiownin Table3.2, the existing approach in Ireland shares maimyilar
components withtheseother international systemacluding:

1 The principle of the block grant and institutional autonomy;

1 Emphasi®on studentnumber, disciplineveighted and formulébased core funding systems;
and

1 Agrowing focus on a performandssed funding mechanism acemmonacross most of the
models consideed here.
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Table3.2: Overview of Core Components of International Funding Systems

Research & Allocation

Block Grant  Primarily Weighted  Performance

Country and HEI  Student Nos 0)Y] Funding Accgss _model
autonomy Driven Discipline Agreement Funding INCIUEES
within Core student fees
Ireland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Australia Yes Yes Yes Yes Research Yes
only
Norway Yes Not directly  Not directly Yes No, research N/a
within
performance
component
Netherlands Yes Yes, but by Yes Yes Yes Yes
graduates
Wales Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes No
England Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes Yes
Scotland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/a
Denmark Yes Yes, but Yes No Yes, within N/a
credit based weightings

For most countries, the funding allocation approach is driven by the annual budgeting cycle of
government,distributing a predeterminedgotQof moneyto reflect the relative role of institutions
within their respective higher education systems. OAlystralia has adopted a method tiking a
normative unit of fundindi.e. a fixed level of funding per student) afetn settingallocaions on the

basis of student numbers. However, until 2012, Australia limited student numbers to provide some
overall budgetary control, as is the case in most other systems, and there have been significant
financial implications since then. The Irish approach of allospenended recruitmentat the same

time as operating &ixed budgetis therefore fairly unique in anternational context.

While the Irish approach has been different in this respsetting of institutional budgets has/olved

in a similar way to other systenis recent decades. Over this period, there has been a move away
FNRY Wy S32 Al eisivere/aQrEed bakef diSisutimiziiaAs and dialogue. i§approach

left the process open to inconsistencies acrtise higher education systerarising from legacy
arrangements and special cases made by individual institutions. Increasingly, a foamda
approach has become the normternationally, reflecting the number, type and focus of study of
students. The application of a single set of rules to all HEIs renders it a relatively straightforward, fair
and transparent approachAt the heartof all funding formulaeis the relationship between activity

and price, with HEI allocations being:

U Based on some measureattivity, such as respective volume of student numbers, graduates
or credits and differentiating between students with different (cost) releteristics. Systems

82 | £t §4 KFa ¢dAdAzy C8S tflya FyR 9y3tlyR Kra ! 00844

Agreements albeit under different names.
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also consider the level of study and other poligsed differentiators to encourage different
types of activity.

U Multiplied byprice, with different prices for different subjects, generally differentiated by cost
(which does not vargreatly between countries), but which can also take into account policy
considerations (e.g. priority subjects).

Increasingly, the formuldased approach is being supplemented by formal performance contracts
and/or performancefunding mechanisms. Agreemis are made between the government and
individual higher education institutions, $ietg out targets that institutions seek to reach within a
specific periodMany funding systemsow incorporate a performance elemeiieven if there is no
formal performarce agreemenprocess in place), with separateperformanceotQ 2 F FSNBR | a
entittement once set criteria are met, or as part of a competitive process that is designed to deliver
on particular aims. Performance funding can be linked to individuallytieggd performance
indicators, or a common system of performance indicators. Where new and evolving objectives are
set for the higher education sector via government policy, these tend to be embedded within the
performance funding mechanism or through ditthal funding streams which sit alongside the core
model.

Some systems that have introduced performance aspects to the forbagad block grant funding

have tended to focus on one or two core areas: weighting allocations, for example, to penalise non
completion or to incentivise recruitment of access students. Such mechanisms can be directly related
to the student basdo remain consistent with the overall approach. Inpetated factors such as
student numbers and historical allocations are still vempartant ininternational funding systems

No country has moved to a completely performafimsed system, and there is no uniformity in
choice of indicators for assessing performance. Some examples of performance indicators currently in
use are bibliometd research indicators, number of employed graduates, and student feedbatk

these only complement the core student number based system to influence small parts of the funding
block.

Limiting such performance criteria to a small number of studamed areas within the core funding
block is also consistent with the strong focus in international approaches on avoiding fumetimgds
which aretoo detailedand complex focusing too heavily on input costs rather than the outputs
produced, which can encoage inefficiency. Hence, all but one (Norway) of the major systems
considered use a formubased system to allocate a block grant to each institution, which then has
discretion, within certain parameters, to direct spend into areas which it feels wiimise its
contribution, effectiveness and impact.

While there is a general acceptance across international funding models that they should fadls on
publicly controlled fundingthere are divergences in interpretation as to what constitutes public
control. Student fees which are set by the state, for example, and where grants and loans are used to
subsidise the student payment, could be seen as an intrinsic part of the funding allocation model and
be consideredvhen calculating the direct public invesgmi.

Other common components of international funding models inclunie $lices for specific national

initiatives whicha purelyformula-based system will noadvance with the level of funding for this
LJdzZN1J32 &S Ge LA Ol tfte dzyRSNI mmx: 2F 20SNrft aegadsSy A
protect institutions from any sudden shocks in the level of funding received from year to year (as in

the current modertéing mechanisms used by the HEA). The approaches to the inclusion of research

and capital in core funding varies, although there is a common recognition that foundation funding
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for both purposes is essential to ensure a supportive research environmentadeduately
maintained capital stock.

azail O2dzyiNASaQ o6ft201 ANyl FdzyRAYy3d Ay Of dzRSa
on the basis of different criteria. Generally, block grant funding for research is shifting towards more
output-focused (quality-based) block funding. Also, countries typically use research couwanils
agenciedo allocate project funds to institutions by means of competitive project grants, which are
often attached to specific priorities as selected by government ohbyftinding authorities. Thus, a
duatmode model whereby project funding coexists with core funding for research is commonplace.
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4.  Understanding the Costs of Higher Education

4.1 Current Systems of Measuring Provision Costs across the HE Sector

Thecornerstone of an effective funding allocation model is robust, timely and consistent information
on the costs of delivering higher education. The Irish funding system has always placed a strong
emphasis on understanding the costs of provision in indiVithsiitutions. Cost data is gathered from

all publicly funded HEIs each year, supplemented by an annual budgeting process that ensures
institutional income and expenditure plans are fully understood and challenged where appropriate,
and by a student recais system which validates undergraduate and postgraduate numbers across
the sector. In 2016, the annual budgeting process for Institutes of Technology was enhanced, partly
as a response to serious sustainability concerns, and a much wider managemenatidartamplate

was required to be completed. This new framework focused on gathering data on historic costs and
income over the past 5 years and projecting financial forecasts for the next 5 years based on agreed
common assumptions. In 2017, the HEA has aitroduced a new template for budget submissions
from universities and specialist colleges to ensure greater consistency in appevath move to a
multi-annual reporting template is planned for 2018

Despitea strong focus on understanding costs mbvision andthese recent enhancemerst to
institutional information gathering, cost comparison between universities and I0Ts is not a simple task
Legacy issues inclugension costsvhich arepaid directly by universities (and partly funded via grant
allocations) but which are outside theunding system for 10T$ There are also two different
methodologies forcalculating unit costlata supplied to the HEA

9 Universitiesuse a Full Economic Costif§EC}kystemthat aims to capture the fukostsof
teaching, research and other activitie®o facilitate the sustainable management of
institutions. This involves adjustments reflectthe costof maintaining infrastructure and the
cost of financelt mirrors the approach used in the UK Transparent Approactdsting
(TRAC) system which is required by HM Treasury, HEFCE and Research Funding Councils.

1 loTs usea unit cost syem driven by levels of fundinghich calculates an expenditure per
student across academic programmes by removing-mmuirrent costs. Idoes not provide
for any contribution to pensiong/ 2 NJ R2Sa Al | O002dzyd F2NJ I y& RS
assets (or cost of maintaining same)

These differing approachemake the assessment of an overall, cresstoral cost of provision
complexand hampersystemwide analysis. It would seem clear, therefore, that there needs to be a
move to a common higher education costing system and a clear, shared understanding of the cost of
provision.

4.2  Assessment dfigherEducationProvisionCosts

Despite the difference in the costing approach, it is important to use the data that is available to
develop abroad understanding of the cost of providing a higher education place. Univerdibi€s

and specialist colleges all providmtlingstatementsto the HEA on a harmonised basis and this allows
some reconciliation between the costing methodologies. Using thesg#ing statementsthe diagram

10T pensionare paid directly to the recipient from a publectorpension fund and kept offalance sheet and
outside the grant allocation process.
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in Figure4.1 sets outan assessment of the cost per studeatross the higher education system
broken downby different cost componentsvhich are further explained belaw

Figure4.1: AverageCost ComponentacrossHigher Education Institutions

Total Cost per

r———=—=—== EXISTING
| Direct Costs
| £5,702 559
|
|
|
| Existing
| Recurrent
| Cost per
Student

| €0,234
| Indirect Costs
| £3,532 34%
|
|
|
|
|
I
I Student

. ) Pension Costs
I in corporating £815 %
| Pension Costs
| €10,049

Total cost per

|

| student

| incerporating Capital Costs

| pension & capital £330 3%
costs

I €10,379

e o o o o o .

4.2.1 Recurrent Costs

Recurrent costs can be split into two categories: direct costs and indirect costs. Hoilthelirect
costs are clearly identified within pay and npay categoriesby using unit cost data in tandem with

the funding statementsFor the universities, it is assumed that direct costs relate toatteedemic
department costswhichrefer to both the pay and nofpay costs associated with delivering academic
programmes. The direct costs of research grants and projette universitiehave been eliminated

from the analysis as these should be supported by competitive grant squiespite an issuever
inadequate funding of indirect overheads in this regard which is further explored in Section 6.2 and
which needs to be addressed as important factor in the sustainability of future higher education
funding

Theindirect costs of universitiesire assumed to includeostsof other academic servicesuch as the
libraries, IT systems and innovation suppettich support academic activitit is also assumed that
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theyincludeother education expenditureuch asxamination expenses and scholarshipizgs and
fellowshipsand other overheads(i.e. central administration costs and the costs of maintaining
premises, facilities and amenitles

Within 10T indirect costs allocated overheads are central costs that are allocated based on usage

mechanisms (g. premises on the basis of space utilised). Apportioned overheads are other central

costs that are apportioned on the basis of whole time equivalent (WTE) student numbers (e.g. library
costs).

By using these assumptions, the existing recurrent cost per student can be estimatecpatH o n
O2yaraiA¢gF RANBOITORAGE 0cMPYy:20 YR €0IpoH 2F AY
are problematic for the reasons stated previously, biagkdown this analysis further suggests

greater proportion of 10T costs (66.5% against 58.5% in the universitie$pcused on the direct

delivery of provision via academic departments. This reinforces recent aftlyatghere is relatively

less empasis on central management and administrative services within 10Ts and that this capability

must be built up to improve planning and performance.

4.2.2 Capital Costs

Maintaining and renewing the capital stock of a higher education institution must betiealk
consideration in servicing its annual cost base. Exchequer capital funding has been very limited, with

an averagofe c PPy Y LISNJ I yydzy 2@0SN) GKS trad p @SINED ¢F
per student ofe 0 051dzS (2 (i K Scammyity t&is v AaiidAtHe akdity of some institutions

to utilise reserves or source philanthropic funding, this Exchequer contribution has been
supplemented to produce annu@ I LJA G I £ A y @8, Bui MoSty6fithis 2uiding isi afamnelled

towards nev bespoke capital development proje@nd has benefited considerable from the injection

of European Investment Bank lending to the universifidss is not available to 10Ts, and there is an

urgent need to resolve issues which restrict them from borrayvis this will severely undermine the
aeaidtsSyQa FoAftAGe G2 | OO2YY2RIGS FdzidzNBE &a0GdzRSy i F

4.2.3 Pension Costs

Pension costs in Universities are highly complex. A component of the core grant to universities is top
sliced to support pension paymentsased on audited pension costhis stood att o c YY AY HAMpP
CKSNBE A& Ffaz2 | aSLINIGS 9EOKSI|jdzSN) 02y iNROGdziA2Y
given the 2015 allocatign Universities are also required to supplement these contributions from

other income, across a variety of different schemes. By taking all pension contributions into account,

it is estimated that total annual pension costs for the university sector amountdngpREnsion costs

in 10Ts are outside of HEA funding arrangememignaged and financed directly by the Paymaster
General, which adds further complexity to comparing |oT and university costs. Nonetheless, loT
pension costsemain an Exchequer liability and are estimated at arourgl 1 Y LIS Nthd-oyeyakizy ¢
highereducak 2y LISy aAizy O2ad LISNJ aiddzRSyd Aa (&a$NBEF2NB
per student.

0 The recenfFinancial Review of the Institutes of Technol@@gtober 2016) conducted by the HEA indicated a
need to build management and strategic capacity
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4.3  Channellingruture InvestmentHfectively

As we noted in Section 23, the Cassells Repaatidressed the issue of the quantum of additional
funding required to restore quality ancespond todemographic growth. It identified the main
beneficiaries of higher education as government, students/graduates and employers and it set out
options for the proportions of total system funding that might in future be derived from each
beneficiary. It stated thahaving decided on the proportions of overall system funding that should be
met by government, students/graduates or employetise focus then needetb be on how these
funds should be provided and allocated and hemeh set of stakeholders coutdntribute their share.

The options included a new employer contribution sourced from an increldaéidnal Training Fund
levy,anddifferent options for studat contributions including some supported by income contingent
loans. It emphasised that under all scenarios increased state investment would be required.

It is not the role of thiseviewto consider the level of additional investment required in Irisghler
educationor to make assumptions as to the source of additional fundiHgwever it is important
that our analysis and findings take accounttaf Cassellsecommendation®n the need foincreased
investmentand the potentialoptions forsourdngthis. This allows usto identify a reformed funding
model thatcan distributecurrent funds in an effective, equitable and transparent manner tnad
also has the capacity to efficientlgllocate additional funding from new sources as theypecome
availabé. Sucha funding modeWwill need to be capable of incentivising and promoting innovation
and high perfamance and penalisinmefficiency It mustensurethat increased investment from
whatever sourcdas complemented by ongoing reforms, resulting in armdlexible and responsive
higher educatin system.

In section4.2, we set out theestimatedsplit between direct academic costs, indirect costs, pension
costs and capital costd higher education provisiomhe Cassells report acknowledged the significant
efficiencies that have been generated across higher education during a period of constrained funding,
and the abilityof the system to continue to accommodate increased student demand at a time of
decrease resourcegrovides further such evidenc&here is concern about the continuing ability of
HEIs to maintain quality, particulanyith anacademic stafstudent ratioof 1:198, well outside the
OECD normvhichhas varied between 1:14 and 1:15.8 betwe2i08 and 204. This suggests thait
additional investment becomes availaliteshould be channelled intthe area ofdirect expenditure

where it is most urgently required to maintain the quality and international competitiveness of
academic programmesy’ STFSOG 3 & dibeReffidiencle@eDetziedadtass tifelothed cost
categoriedsn the years of austerityThe other area of immediate priority is capital investmegen

the needto maintainadequateinfrastructureto service the burgeoningident base and addreske
substantiah Y F NI & 0 NHzO G dzNBE WRSFAOAGQ ARSYUGAFTASR | ONR A&

In HEIswe have seen a focus on raising Aexchequer income to effectively cressbsidise
undergraduate provision to EU students, from increasing the imtional student base, generating
other fee income and targeting philanthropic investment and borrowing to meet the costs of capital.
Higher education has long been characterised by esobsidisation, both across disciplines and
across different levels ahtypes of provision, but care must be taken to ensure that the dependency
on such crossubsidisation does not become so great as to create unintended risks and consequences
(for example, in pursuing unsustainable numbers of international students dngaihcompetitive

or unfair postgraduate fee levels).

In any new funding allocation model, a closer relationship needs to exist between the total funding
provided, the average cost of provision, and the three major funding components of student
contribution, free fes allocatiorand RGAM granfThis will allowguality provisiorto be maintained
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and remove unintended incentives and disincentives that can arise due to mismatches between the
structure of costing and funding.

We also recognise thahere are important differences in the capacity of individual institutions to
generate noRExchequer income, whether that be via international studdiielong learningand
postgraduate fees, philanthropic donations, industry collaboration, commerctaliteas or other
ancillary revenue. However it is our strong view that the model should not, in any way, disincentivise
the generation of norExchequer revenue as this will be an essential component in the future
sustainability of all institutions. Nonegess there is a need to build capability in many institutions to
diversify their revenue base amnsideration should be given a strategic investment in this area

Channelling future investment effectively will also require assurance of gma@rnance and
accountability across institutions. We note the recent governance concerns which have been raised
about higher education, and the establishment of a robust governance framefeotthe system by

the HEA has been a notable development whiakes clear institutional responsibilities and ensures
timely monitoring of compliance. However the higher education system is of greatest effectiveness
when institutions are given full autonomy to invest strategically, adapt structures and provision to
meet demand and deploy human resources effectively. There are neajoent constraintsin this
regard, and it is unlikely that the necessary further autonomy will be granted without assurance that
sanctions can be applied to any institution thatsusesthis autonomy. A penalty system for clear
breaches ofjovernance compliance could offer a more tangible system of accountability which will
allow more institutional flexibility and restrictions, particularly around human resources, to be lifted.

4.4  Appropriatenessand Applicatiorof Cost Weightings

4.4.1 Weightings and Reflection of Relative Provision Costs

Clearly the foregoing analysis treats all undergraduate studextsally. Howeverboth costs and

funding varyin accordance with the subject arday’ ¢ KA OK | & (i dzR S Wé ®tout O 2 dzNE& S
these subject price groupin Section 3.2and it is important to examine whether such weightings

continue to reflect the relative costs of provision

FEC and Unit Cost data allow for the incorporatiomveightings into cost calculatioand facilitate
comparison betweedifferent types ofprovision.Table 4.1 sets out current estimated costs faeael

8 undergraduate studenin non-lab (1) and latbased (1.7) categoriegompared with the funding
whichis provided. It demonstrates that theffective funding premium for lab based provision when

free fee allocations are taken into account is only 1.33 rather than the 1.7 which is intended to reflect
the cost premium in such activity. This reflects a diitbf theimpact of the weightings as a result of
reduction of state funding and its partial replacement by a fixed student contributidgmthis type of
unintended consequence which prompted a 2016 HEA decision to address the disincentive for STEM
provision by applying an adjustment equivalent to the diluted impact from the increase in student
contribution for the I0Ts in recent years.
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Table4.1: Comparing the Costs and Funding of Laboratory and Mlaboratory Provisiokt

Universities loTs
Non-laboratory Provision
RGAM Weighting 1 1
Total FundingContribution/Free Fees/RGAM) ETZNAMY ecxzoon
Total Cost Per Student (Based on FEC/Unit Cos ETZOMp ECZPHT
LaboratoryProvision
RGAM Weighting 1.7 1.7
Total FundingContribution/Free Fees/[RGAM) €9,319 €8,410
Total Cost Per Student (Based on FEC/Unit Cos €11,082 €10,003
Effective Current Lab Funding Weighting 1.33 1.33
Weighting to Reflect Actual Lab Cost Premium 151 1.63

Interestingly, when looking at the actual estimated additional cost ofblated provision, this
produces a multiplier of 1.51 for universities and 1.64 for 1&Visen looking at trends in this actual

flro O02a0 WLINBYAdzYQ @editeNih tNdanSwitti thedwider NeBinEactianiiof K I &
Exchequer funding. For universities, the actual weighting foibkd®ed provision fell yeaon-year,

from 1.8 in 2008/09 to the 1.51 level in 2013/14. The fall for the I0Ts was less pronounced, from 1.71
to 1.64. Theanalysis suggests that this type of provision has borne the brunt of cuts within institutions,
perhaps by reducing lab exposure, technician time, or replacement of equipmertinimise costs.

There was also some concern expressed about the approprisgesfegverall postgraduate taught
weightings, with a 1.5 premium applied in universities over undergraduate provision and a 1.2
premium applied in l1oTs. While unit cost data largely reinforces this adjustment in the latter cohort,
Full Economic Cost dataggests that a 1.5 multiplier is too high in comparison to the relative
additional cost of deliverywhich sits at approximately 1.3 in the 2014/15 FEC returns

Theimpact of thefunding situation in recent yearsn relative costs of provisigrecoupled withthe

need for more consistent and comparable cost data across the system, mean that it would be
prematurefor the panel to draw any definitive conclusions in relation to the appropriateatsgerall
weightings They remain broadly in line with international equivalents, and we have no reason to
guestion their continuing validity in the absence of any robust evidence to the contrary.

Rather our main concern is the declining impact of these weightings as armndétt consequence

of reduced fundingln this regard we are clear that the weightings should be applied across the entire
state (i.e. RGAM and free fees components) and student contributions for all undergraduate provision.
Postgraduate provision is moremplex due to the payment of varying fees directly by students, but

we also see a case for expanding postgraduate weightings across the funding base when an
appropriate approach to addressing such issues can be found with the sector and other key
stakeholers.

4.4.2 Specific Discipline Weighting Issues

During the review, we received many submissions and representations around the appropriateness of
weightings, or the wider funding treatmenfipr specifc discipline areas. Many of the issues raised
require a full and forensic costing study to determine whether a revised approach should be

11 Costs are not adjusted for pensions.
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progressed. This reviewacked the capacityto investigate each issue in such intricate detail,
particularly due to our concerns about the suitabilitytloé wider costinglatathat currently exists to
provide a sufficiently robust framework to identify clear discrepancies. Nonetheless it is important
that we acknowledge where discipligpecific issues have been identified, and we summarissethe

in Table4.2

Table 4.2Specific Concerns RaisedRelation to Current Disciplin&/eightings

Discipline Issue Raised by Stakeholder

Dentistry Imbalance of funding between institutions due to direct funding arrangemen
one institution outside funding model

VeterinaryScience Insufficient weighting of veterinary science demonstrated by additional annt

allocation to recognise significant funding gap
Health and Social Care | Physiotherapy, radiography, audiology, optometry, dietetics, occupational

Professions therapy ard social careaquire practical worbased training, the costs of whicl
are not sufficiently recognised within the funding model

Art and Design Insufficient weighting to recognise actual costs agdnsistency isomesubject
categorisation betweemstitutions within the university/college and loT fundif
pots.

Initial Teacher Educatior Subject of academic reform process which means legacy weightings are ng
longer appropriate

Pharmacy New 5 year integrated masters programme introduced witheased practice
based elements throughout the degree programme

Computer Science Needs higher weighting to recognise-tzsed nature of provision and critical
need to grow skills in this area

Optometry Costs significantly higher than funding allocated provision incomparable wit
UK approach so using equivalent to HEFCE weighting inappropriate

Music Significant costs incurred beyond those recognised within weightings, partic
in relation to engagement with second level students by partitoila

Engineering Appropriateness of existing weightings for subjects that may have significar
costs

From this summary, some broad categories emerge which assist in identifying how dissyelaiféec
issues should be addressed:

1 Subjects currently redeing additional funding (e.g. dentistry, vet science) in recognition of a
significant gap between funding and costs

1 Subjects apparently categorised differently in universities and loTs

1 Subjects that have been subject to an academic reform process fagnacy, engineering,
initial teacher education)

9 Other subjects (e.g. optometry, computer science) where a isageingmadethat
weightingsclearly diverge from actual relative costs

The appropriate approach for each category is further considered ilathe report.
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5. Core Principles Underpinning the Future Funding Approach

In the preceding chapters we have set out analysis ottireent higher education system, the policy
and strategy which steers its development, the existing funding model and thimvcompares
internationally,and the cost drivers of higher educatioifhis provides an important foundation for
considering how best to shape the future direction of the funding approach. A key early priority for
the Expert Panel was to define a setabfaracteristics and guiding principles that could frame the
development of a proposed new model. These are set out in the sections below.

5.1 Key Characteristics of the Future Funding Model

In undertaking the review, there has been broad consensus ardl@ characteristics that a future
funding model must demonstrate if i$ to supportan effective higher education system. The panel
believes that for this to be achieved the funding approach must:

1 Respect institutional autonomy;

1 Recognis the role that higher education plays in transforming lives, driving economic
development and promoting social cohesion.

1 Support institutional sustainability;

Reflect Government and higheducation objectives; and

1 Maintain integrity as an independent and robust allton system.

=

5.2  Core Principles Underpinning the Future Funding Approach

In addition, it has been agreed that there are a number of core principles that should underpin the
future approach to funding HEIs. These were validated during the consultation process. The proposed
principles are summarised in Figusd and described ifurther detail below

Figureb.1: Core Principles Underpinning the Future HEA Funding Approach

Maintain Supporting
Core Governance
Resources & Autonomy

Policy and
Strategy
Driven

Funding
Excellence

Funding
Approach

Core
Principles

Mission
Diversity

Demand
Transparent and Cost
Reflective

Maintaining core operations; The funding model should recognise the significant resources required
to maintain operations and the inflexibiliyegardinghow these can be deployedt must remain
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focused on maintaining the core teaching mission of the HEI and provide resources in a way that
ensures that it can deliver on this missi&very institution will require a core base of funding which
reflects itsrelative scale and underpins its ongoing sustainability.

Policy and strategy driverg The overarching approach to funding should be able to recognise,
influence and reward institutional behaviour in response to national policy priorities by using an
appropriate balance of block grant, performance component and-sbped competitive funding
mechanisms. Aligned with this, the funding approach should require, reflect and reward institutional
strategic planning which reflects its particular priorities, debvan national objectives and sets a clear
course of performance improvement over the medium and kergn.

Metric based¢ The metrics used to determine funding allocations in relation to a specific theme
should be measurable, objective, robust and avadlabla timely manner. The metrics should reflect,

as far as possible, all relevant aspects of performance, including outcome and impact indidagrs.
must also be consistent with the objectives, metrics and targets established within the system
performance framework and the associated HEI performance compacts.

Transparent and understandable All stakeholders should have complete clarity regarding the basis
on which the levels of funding are allocated. The variables that are used to calculate theataik
shouldbe measurable on a consistent basis across the system.

Demand and cost reflective; Funding should be able to adapt to changing patterns of student
demand across the system and should be aligned with relevant ongoing institutional coststhdre

is a clear rationale for full or partial State subvention. It should reflect the discipline and structural mix
of provision and the operational commitments to maintain a nationally and internationally
competitive institution.

Differentiating missons ¢ The goals for the higher education system are diverse and significant. For
the system to have the desired impact at regional, national and international level, it is critical that
the approach to funding supports and encourages differentiation afsimh between individual
institutions. This differentiation encompasses but is not limited to: blend of prograterret offering;
balance across teaching, research and external engagement; stadbott diversity and access
performance; mix of undergradten and postgraduate intake; regional/international focus; and
variation in pedagogical methods.

Recognising excellence and supporting transformatigihere is a need to avoid a system based
solely on sustainability The approach to funding should recogmiand reward excellence at
institutional level andfacilitate innovativeand transformative propositions to maintain do build
international competitiveness.

Supporting governance and autonomg While respecting institutional autonomy and allowing
flexibility in the deployment of resources by HEIs, the funding approach should also ensure that good
governance by HEIs is recognised and rewarded. The level and timeliness of compliance with HEA and
other mandatory requirements should be linked to an appraf@a funding mechanism.

While these core principles have been used to frame our own work throughout the review, we also
recognise that an agile and responsive higher education system will require a funding model that
continually evolves to reflect a chang environment. The principles set out above remain valid in
providing future direction to the essential process of ongoing review of theifigntiodel by the HEA.

We recommend that they remain a central reference point in considering options for fuameges
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to the model, and are clearly communicatas a core part of what the Irish higher education funding
approach seeks to achieve.
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6. Developing Options

Building on the analysis of tlexisting situatiorand thecharacteristics anduiding principds thatthe
Panel agree mudtame the future approach, a range of options were developed for consideration.
The implications of these options were modelled and evaluated,sapeferred direction selected.

In this chapter we discuss the development of our recommended opiiomelation to four core
missions ol NBf | Y RQa& K hdgitktisrsd teSdRidgCGhdiidarRing; research and innovation;
access to opportunity; and engagement.

6.1 Teaching and Learning

High quality excellentand effective teaching and learning is pivotal to all successful higher education
systems and we have placed considerable emphasis on how adequate and proportionate funding to
support teaching and learning agity can be allocated via the future model. Funding adequacy is a
core concern, ashe Cassellgeport was clear about the need for additional investment athe
inability of thesystemto cope with additional student numbers without additional investmertiie

setting of a minimum standard of resource should batcal to an effective futurefundingapproach

to support theteaching and learning missioithiswould ensurethat existing system capacity to
deliver a quality learning experience for each studemot any further diminished.

Chapter 4 addressed cost issues around different types of provision and discipheessistent and
comparable cost system will play a critical role in ensuring that teaching and learning activity is fairly
supported. Howverwe should also recognigbe evolving needs of our society and econofrom

higher education, andeduce the focus of théunding systenon full-time undergraduate provision.

Frst of all, Ireland must prioritise lifelong learning if it is to addr@ssirrentupskillingdeficit in this

area in comparison with other international labour forces. There is also a need for the funding
approach to accommodate, and encourage further development of, new methods of learning delivery
and the use of online platfms to expand access to institutional offerings. This will require an
openness to consider, and ultimately fund, innovative or transformatiovsitutional approaches to
improving learning experiences, outcomes and access.

Higher education teaching arldarning must equip individuals with the skills that will allow them to
flourish andmake a contribution to wider economy and socidtyjhas a critical role in embedding the
creative, entrepreneurial society that can respond flexiblyet@rchanging busiess, technological
and labour market needdVe note that many employeidentify the more generic transferable skills
as being a critical outconfeom higher educatiorio facilitate the employability of graduates, and we
acknowledge the efforts of institions in recent years to more formally defirgmd developsuch
graduate attributes.n the rapidly evolving world of worlspecifictechnicalskills, whilstvaluable
need to be balanced against the developmentminded adaptable graduase

Neverthelesst is also important to recognise that there are urgemd specificskills development
requirementsto supportL NSt I Y RQa 1 S én driving@dodomie developthémt. Frioin he
work by the Expert Group on Future Skills Needs in recent yeaasge ohational skills needsave
been identified including:

Medical Financial

ST & Tourism

Pharmaceuticald

Technology Devices Services
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There has also been a strong focus on developing language competency as a prndnitg are

seeing an evolving approach to apprenticeships to naeginge ofturrent andemergingworkforce

skill needs across the economy. We have also seen the advent of new skills advisory infrastructure
with Regional Skills Fora and the National Skills Cowrtaithwill providecritical input in identifying
regional and national skills needs and stegrihe education system to respond to these needs.

Of course this is not an exhaustive list of all national skills needs, and even those identified above vary
significantly in nature, scale aimdterms ofthe challengdacing higher educatianCTskillshave been

a major focus of targeted system initiatives for many years, with a significant base of provision across
institutions. Tourism and food relatecourseshave been supported, but retention ises are
apparent Thelist does howeverindicatethe types of target categories through which competitive
funding such as Springboardcigrrently channelled, and to which specific courses delivered in HEls
can be linked to identify where such needs are being directly addressmte funded provision

Alongsidethese identified skills gaps iprivate sector industry, there ian onus on the higher
education system to delivehe essentiapipeline of new teachers, doctors, nurses, social workers and
other professionals required by a wéllinctioning society. There must be a robust planning framework

in place to direct appropriate funding to meet future demandgachpublic service requimraents. In

this regard most associated programmes are delivered with a fixed quota of students and a
professional body providing oversight of requirements (e.g. Teaching Council).NM& Panel was
encouragedby our engagement with the Department of Hdalon the establishmentof a new
workforce planning system which will support a much more efficient and effective approach to
funding the future pipeline of healthcare professionadée must ensure that the future funding model
works in tandem with this symm to clearly channel

appropriate investment. Figure 6.1: Estimated Breakdown of
Research, Teaching & Learning Funding
There has been criticism that the existing funding mo ,
Research and Innovation

doesnot facilitate investment in, nor encourage sufficie 16%.€146m
responsiveness taoall of these private and publieegional
and national skills needs. Twest this, we undertook a
bottom-up analysis of how actual funding is distributed : :

. L . Teaching and Learning
support skills development in line with the target neec 84%€770m
identified above, allied to direct investment i
apprenticeship provision. Of course, this is not an ex
science as many people employed in financial services,
example,undertakegeneric business degrees which cann
be categorised as programmes focused on specific s
needs We took a generally conservative approach
matching specific provision across siEthich could be
directly aligned to the particular skills gaps identified abo Future Targeted Skills Needs
Even this approach, while undoubtedly not reflecting t €403m

extent of provision which supports skills development

such areas,does nonethelessillustrate the substantial ISR
. . . . . Identified Skills Gaps
investment being made in support of private and public €173m

sector skills requirements. As set out in Fig@d, we
estimate that programmesvhere adirect match can be
found with these key skills gapscount forsomee173m of De""e””gzggr?q”c SEIEES
funding, while those related to publ service related

occupations account fasomee H o n Y ®
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It is nonetheless critical that we find a more transparent manner to demonstrate how the model
channels funding towards such skills development areasndésthe current debate around whether

and howan employer investment mechanism could be introduced for higher education and it is clear

that, if such a contribution iagreed there will be expectations that such funding is clearly channelled

towards meeting the needs of employers. We therefore hali¢hat there is scope to identify two

funding streamssupportingd G NBSG SR Fdzi dzNBE a1 A f f deetyiePpdeificE = G A
nationally identified skills gapend the other on delivering public services. Tdpgroach should be
combinedwith a stong focus on employability indicators within institutional performance compacts

to ensue directaccountabilityF 2 NJ YSSG Ay 3 SYLX 2& SNATissh@&SBRdongy |y
in tandem with further development of Springboard which has succesgiublyided competitive

funding to target particular skills needs.

The final aspect of effective teaching and learning that must be further embedded within the funding
approachisaroundretention and progression. A perceived weakness of the current fumdoudelis

that it doesnot reward retention, butit does take account of the ability of institutions to retain
students Funding isasedon a student audit at March each year, ensuring HEIs are funded for only
those students remaining for the majority of the academic year and therefore likely to comiplete
GKAES NBY2@Ay3a Fye AyOSyidA @ snddabaldhcaveida ot fav@uNR S NI A
a move to a credits based system, but recognise the neesgufostantialfocus on meeting retention
targets within HEI performance compacts. This is key to ensgood outcomes for students and
valuefor-money from Exchequer investmeint higher educationTo build on the setting of targets
within compactsthere isalsoa need to consider how funding could be more effectively targeted
support progression of students to completion of degrees. Elsewhere in this report we flag the need
to introduce a rewarddased approach to performance funding and this could be an initial area of
focus within such an approach.

6.2 Research and Innovation

6.2.1 Universities

The importance of the research and innovation mission across higher education is clear, but there is
some concern that the funding model does mgipear toadequately reflect this. As we have noted,

the current researchbased allocation to universities efs a foundation investment to support
research excellence across all disciplindsere is broad consensus that the funding model should
continue to explicitly recognise the core university research missothis regard, w believe that

the metrics usd to reflect research activity could evolve tmetter reflect relative research
performance. This should be advanced in tandem with a continued focus on research allocations via
postgraduate student numbers, as these reflect research activity acrossaplliies and provide the
pipeline of skilled researchers that sustains and develops research capability and ultimately impacts
on the economy, society and culture.

However, he decline in value of the research tsfice for universities as a result ofetlthanging

Fdzy RAy3 LINBFAES | ONRPaa (GKS &aeaidSYy KFra dzyRSNXAyYySIH
recognise their relative research performance. As illustrated in Fi§@ethis research allocation

RSOf AYSR TNRBY ecHeoMmiY201R. Yhis isman gninténfled consequence of the
contracting funding base arshouldbe addressed within the future approach.
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Figure6.2: University Research Tegliced Allocation 209to 2017
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While ncreasing the scale of the university reseaatibcation is importantthismust beaccompanied

by a comprehensive examination of the role of the block grant in supporting research overhead costs
arisingfrom competitively funded projectsThe IUA full economic costing data suggastsstimated
overhead rate of 65.4%or these projectsaand an average recovery rate from competitive sources of
20%. Applying this to 2014/15 competitive funding levels recorded in university funding statements,
this would imply that around MOm is required from théolockgrant to support competitive research
activities. Although lines can become blurred with regard to whether such indirect costs relate to
specific projects or to building the general research capability of a group, centre or department, the
scale of this gaiis a major concern. Whatever the exact figuresignificantresearch overhead costs

are clearlypassed on to the core budgets of HEIs, there is an increasing belief that teaching and
learning activity is now heavily cresabsidising research activitifhis will have implications for
guality unless a coordinated muligency funding approach can be found to address overheads and
sustainability.

The core principles underpinning the future funding model require both a metmmted and
outcome focus ad a transparent and simple approach. Thus, targeting a small number of core metrics
which clearly relate to research performance within the research funding allocation mechanisms
should bethe aim. Tkese could include

1 Research GraduateShe current uniersity research toglice measures research graduates
(Masters and Ph@)rather than research student enrolments, for examgkhich embeds
an outcomeoriented focus within the research allocation. This should remain but the extent
to which university esearch allocations are weighted towards this indicdétoirrently 75%
should bereducedas additional metrics aradopted

1 Research Incomerheremaining25% of the current university teglice is allocated based
on competitively earned research income per academic staff menTibésremains a valid
metric and should haveraenhancedole in the future allocation mechanism

1 ResearcbkActive Staff:Measurenent of researckactive staff in an institution could provide
a key linkfrom funding to the building of specialist research capability which would
ultimately delivercompetitivefunding success. At present, no widespread, reliable metric is
available to masure researctactive staff, and such a component would warrant careful and
precise definition. However, this could be an avefareexploration in future discussion with
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HEIs, given that some have already formulated their own institutionally specifiutabefs
of researchactivepersonnel(TCD and DCU, for example).

1 Publications, Citations and Impacthe current research toglice does not take account of
success in the area of publicatiprofiles, citations andmpact.C2 NJ 4 KA a LJdzN1J2 4S >
of research metrics could be used, including both bibliometrics and, potentially, altm®trics.
Some relatively commonly used impact metrics are listed below, which could be taken as a
starting point for discussion on how to build such indicators into the cation
mechanismt*:

0 Number of peeireviewed publications

o Number of citations/average citations per publication

0 Number/% highly cited publications

o Category Normalized Citation Impact (CNCI)

o0 Number of Papers with international uthor/% International codlborations

1 Knowledge transfer and innovationThe panel noted a strong desire from external
stakeholders to establish a more tangible link between HEI research activity and its
application by industry within the funding model. There is a case, therefore, to consider using
existing, established Knowlge Transfer Ireland (KTI) mefito take account of the
application of innovation to industr{?.Severapotential metrics are suggested below:

0 Gollaborative/contract services/constancy agreements with industry

Number of Invention Disclosures

Number of Ptents filed

Number of Licenses, Options & Assignments (LOAS) executed

Number of Spirouts established/active

Number of Companies Supported in Incubators

O O O O o

6.2.2 Institutes of Technology

The role of the 10Ts in innovati@tross the regions and how this igest be reflectedalso needs

to be considered in the context of future fundingevels ofresearch development andnnovation

activity and performance vasjgnificantlyacross the 10T network, and the entire competitive research

funding base (acrosall Mn L2¢&0 A& ONRIFRfe& SldAaglrtSyd G2 Gf
Nonetheless, areas of considerable success have emerged. Waterford Institute of Technology, for
example hostedthe most successful Irish research centre in attracting EU FPhfu&ikinstitutes

(WIT, AIT, CIT, DOKITand IT Sligrare active participants within Science Foundation Ireland research

centres, complementing university capability as part of a-hot-spoke model.

2 Altmetrics complement traditional bibliometrics by tracking the early impact of research outputs. For recent
work in this area, sedlextgeneration metrics: Responsible metrics and evaluation for open science Report of
the European Commission Expert GroapAltmetrics 2017
http://ec.europa.eu/research/openscience/pdf/report.pdff#tview=fit&pagemode=none

B The Category Normalized Citation Impact (CNCI) afcardent is calculated by dividing the actual count of
citing items by the expected citation rate for documents with the same document type, year of publication and
subject area. When a document is assigned to more than one subject area an average tibshef the actual

to expected citations is used@he CNCI of a set of docume(fts examplethe collected works of an institutign

is the average of the CNCI values for all the documents in the set. Sgel/ipscience
help.thomsonreuters.com/inCites2Live/indicatorsGroup/aboutHandbook/usingCitatéhcdtorsWisely/norm
alizedCitationimpact.html

¥ KTl:Annual Review & Annual Knowledge Transfer Sug@ds
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Although of a different scale in competitive funditerms, much valués placedby stakeholder®n

GKS L2¢aQ NRtS Ia I LAG2GFft RNAGSNI 2F NBIA2Y L
coverage of their success in relation toMultirank, which includesnany regionatlengagement
indicators®® Their agility and responsiveness to working on smaller applied research and consultancy
projects that can bring indigenous SMEs into the innovation system for the first time is recognised,

and there is widespread use of mechanisms such as the Innovatiseh®r schem¥to facilitate this
engagement. An important step wake development of a nationwide network of 15 Technology
Gateways,’ funded by Enterprise Ireland and delivered through the IoT network, which provide access

to technology and applied resezh capability for SMEs. The origin of many of these funded gateways

can be traced back to the seed investment in research capability and postgraduate provision made by

the HEAandDepartment of Education and Skillthere is concern that, without contindénvestment

in a postgraduate pipeline and without wider research support infrastructure in these key areas of
applied research capability, the sustainability of the industry impacts that have been generated will

be under threat. The presence of businessubation centres across all loTs, aligned with
NBalLl2yaArAoAfAde F2NJ Ndp/pokrsinine, INBME ErdnyeR,Osia flrtheNBe$ a i a i
attribute of the sector but rarely forms a topic of conversation in strategic dialogue or budget and
funding dscussions.

The Panehote the importance of research and innovation within the core mission of I0Ts and believe
that the funding modelshould recognise this.The expected establishment of technological
universities within the system will further enhantee role the merged institutes of technology in
delivering on the research and innovation needs of their regidhere istherefore a case for the
development of a research aridnovation allocation along similar lines to that proposed for the
universities, with postgraduate studentscompetitiveresearchfunding and knowledge transfer at the
heart of driving allocationsWe acknowledge howevéehat any further dilution of institute funding

via a new togslice isnappropriategivenpresentfinancial vulneability.

We also recognise the importance of valuiegistingresearch within the loTsWe believe that
applying different weightings to postgraduate research students in universities and I0Ts undermines
thisand isat oddswith the need for a consisterstystematic and structured approach to postgraduate
provision as set out in the National Framework for Doctoral Education.

6.3 Access to Opportunity

The overall goal of access policy in higher education is that the student population in our higher
eduation institutions will reflect the diversity and social mix of Ireland's popula#@tessupport

refers topre-entry work to recruitstudents from the target groups, appropriate teaching and learning
and associated resources, participation in reseanetl postgraduate opportunities, positive student
experience and successful progression and complelibe.target groups, the ways in which they are
measured and theicurrenttreatment within the funding model, are set out in Tal4.

SNiall Murray Yhstitutes of technology top of the class in thilelel rankingQIrish ExamingrMarch302017,
http://www.irishexaminer.com/ireland/institutesof-technologytop-of-the-classin-third-levetrankings

446449.html

BEnterprie IrelandLINE A RSa adzLILR2 NI 2F epZnnn G2 | O2YLIl yeé (2 dzy
GAGK | 1 9L F20dz;aSR 2y LI NIAOdzZ | NJ odzaAy Saa LINBofSya 2|
which allows trust to be built between indirg and academic partners and more intense engagement to ensue.

17 Further details herehttps://www.technologygateway.ie/
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Table6.1: AccesSarget Groups and Data and Funding Approaches

Target Group Data Source Treatment in RGAM
SocieEconomic Groups that Equal Access Survey (voluntar] Funded for firsR years oktudy
have low participation rates| self-declaration)
in higher education
First time, mature student | Student Records System Funded for firsR years oktudy
entrants (identified by date of birth)
Students With Disabilities | Numbers in Receipt of Funding Funded for entire course
from the Fund for Students witl duration with a further

Disabilities (evidence of multiplier of 2 applied to
disability required) recognise additional support
costs
Travellers Equal Access Surviself Funded for firsR years oktudy
declaration)

During the review, some concern was expressed on the adequacy of the voluntary Equal Access Survey
(EASSs the basis for determining and funding access by target-®atinomic groupsparticularlyin

light of varying response rateacross institutiongdespite a relatively high overall rate of 70%). We
understand that alternatives were considered as part of the National Access Plan consultations and
development and that despite its shortcomings tBAS was agreed by stakeholders as the best
approach currently feasiblelhe EAS has been audited with positive feedback on the quality and
robustness of data and is consistent with wider CSO analysis. It should also be noted that the socio
economic cohortaccounts for just 46% of all access students, with students with a disability and
mature students also driving the allocation.

Nevertheless there is a commitment within the National Access Plan to develop a new data strategy
and this will facilitate thdurther development of how access activitiage funded. Areas of focus
should include:

91 Data on the profile of pastime students from target groups and linking funding to this

91 Data on the retention of target groups and linking funding to this

9 Incentivising access to postgraduate study by target groups. The need for this has been
acknowledged in the UK and also in Ireland via the recent restoration of the SUSI grant for the
most disadvantage@dostgraduatestudents.

1 Incentivising progression fro further education

1 Refining the weighting that is used to support services for students with disabilitesding
whetherthe double weighting for high incidence/low needs groups be modified.

1 Developing more robust soceconomic data.

Funding in espect of access is intended to cover all areas fromeptey through retention to
completion and beyond to employmenessentiallysupporing an adequate access infrastructure in

SIFOK AyadAalddziazyd ¢KSNB A& y asdferghSHERS with Siffeferk G a | ¢
student profiles will require different types of access infrastructure, some favouring more academic

staff and some favouringther support approachesThere is, for examplea relatively larger

proportion of access students in loffsn inuniversities, withloTsonly accounting for 41% of the

& @ & (\8eWer student numbers but 52% of access student numbers, against 55% and 45% for
universities (the remainder are studentsspecialist colleges)
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There has been strong representation by the loTs that the current funding model does not reflect their
particularaccess role in higher education. The case is made that they recruit, support and progress a
significant base of studes, typically with lower levels of academic achievement at poghary level

and hence lower CAO points, providing regional access to college for a cohort that would not
otherwise participate. They contend that this requires significantly greater acegsgnces, apparent

in dedicated support units, more intensive work with students on a 1:1 basis or in smaller groups, and
in the mainstreaming of access supports and approaches across every aspect of teaching and learning.

The counter argument is that,ybu take account of the significant pension commitments embedded
within the university/college pot, and the fact that there are no such commitments in the 10T pot, then
IoTs already receive a disproportionate share of resources, and that this is reflecteidher
staff/student ratios within the institutes which take account of the higher support needs of their
students. It is the view of the panel that until a consistent and comparable costing system is
implemented across the entire higher education systethe application of the access funding
adjustment should remain within each fixed pot.

We do however believe that there is a case to widen the base of funding to which the access funding
adjustment is applied, recognising the central focus on accesdtmational opportunity within
national policy. We have proposed that discipline based weightings are applied across all state and
student contributions for all years of study. The situation for access weightings is more complex, given
that these apply ony to the first two years of study for target soe@onomic groups, anitivolvean
additional weighting for people with disabilities within the RGAM component. We believe that a
logical approach would involve the extension of weightings to two years dfaékdees allocation for

target socieeconomic groups and for the entire allocation for people with disabilities. This would
increase the funding channelled in recognition of the HEI role in providing access to higher education
from circac10mi 220m.

This increased allocation would recognise thare is a minimum level odledicatedstaffing required

across the system to support access recruitment and retention, andhledtinding model needs to
support this core dedicated access resource, as veedldalressing access and retention issues via its
ongoing delivery of teaching, learning, research and other activities. While the principles of a block
grant system discourage formally rifigncing amounts for specific purposes, there has bseme
criticism during the consultation process that there is insufficient transparency with regard to how
access funding is allocated within institutions. There is also concern at inconsistencies in the degree
to which formal access plans at institutional levels dyettie activities that support access and
retention and how these will be enhanced.

While we do not wish to be prescriptive in a system whiadpects and valudastitutional autonomy

in the direction of expenditure, the scale of the access allocati@s deerit some clear and consistent
accountability reporting. This is best achieved within the strategic compacts agreed between the HEA
and HEls. While these have already placed a growing focus on access and retention, this should be
built upon by agreein@ core set of relevant KPIs on which all institutions should reparhedded

within the system performance frameworénd also by a link to a comprehensive institutional access
plan in a specified consistent format across the system.

6.4 Engagement

Delvering onall the above missions will be dependent on proactive institutional approatbes
engagement withenterprise and employers, community organisations, education providers at all
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levels and other national and regional stakeholddrsleed, securinggreater levels of external
engagement by higher education institutiohgs been a common theme in almosll the recent
national strategy documents which were referenced in Chapter 2 of this report.

Supporting and rewarding such engagement bytitutsons was a common priority across most
stakeholders and has informed our thinking as we design the new appriéelset out the key
elements of an effectilg engaged system below, alongside ideas for how the funding model might
encourage and reinfoecbehaviour in each respect.

Forindustry, feedback on HEI performancegardingresearch and innovatiowas generally positive
from both relevant state agencies and industry representative bodit®wvever, concern was
expressedegarding the responsiveng®f institutions to the skills and innovation needs of industry,
particularly those ofridigenous SMEs. The model must encourage more effeatidetransparent
approaches in this regard, particularly if an employer investment mechanism is to be introiduced
higher educationWe intend to putmeasuresn place that can clearly channel funding towards skills
development needs, which in turn will facilitate input froemterpriseand employers ordefining
thesefuture needs This will support the growth anfiirther roll-out of new apprenticeships, which
are already characterised by innovative and varying delivery models which require a flexible yet
targeted approach within the funding modédlhe need to improve engagement with SMEeuldalso

be embedded as key theme irthe system performance framework, associatdtl compacts and
future competitive funding programmes.

There isalso a strong emphasigithin the National Skills Strategy on growing the incidencerark
placements, internships and other essi@h interactions with employers across academic
programmes Although these components undoubtedly have cost implications, we would caution
against buildinghem specifically into the core funding model, as toany levers will dilute its @rall
effectiveness. Given the intention that suatitiatives should ultimately improve the employability for
graduates involved, there is a cafee employabilityto be a key initial theme for focused additional
performance funding, and this is further discussed latethe report.

A key aspect of engagement must also revolve araothér education providers Progression from

further education must remain a key focus in support for access, and this will be dependent on the
further development of links witlFE collegeand the Education and Training Boards. Outreach work

with schoolswill have a critical role in attracting disadvantaged target groupshiigber education
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overall recognition of access student numbers within the funding base.

There is als@ need forhigher education institutions to work togetherconstructively to address
regional skills needs, partner around research and innovation, develop collaboratixisipng reduce
course duplication and support efficient shared serviddse IUA and THEA as the main institutional
representative groups, should be key drivers of this activitye regional cluster strategy defined
specific regionagroupingsof HEIs aass the state and asked for collaborative responses across a
series of themes. The clustering initiative met with mixed success, but we believe that collaboration
across higher education remains critical to delivering on the vision we set out in thid.ré@per
establishment of theNational Skills Council and Regional Skills Famast be built upon with
structured regional collaborative responses across HEIls, and with FE and other partners, to facilitate
further development in this area. Support for instibnal collaboration should remain key
consideration when agreeing capacity building investments to support system development.
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There is also an onus on our universities, l0Ts and specialist colleges to work constructively with other
national and regioal stakeholders to ensure that higher education remains a pivotal driver of social
and economic progress. Engagement with tiealth and local government systemis particularly
crucial, as icontinuing the critical work done witltommunity and voluntaryorganisationsto
reinforce regional impact.

We have identified some ways in which engagement can be more formally recognisess the
funding model.However he most appropriatameans by and large, to ensure that engagement is
embedded within institutional strategies is thaving appropriate focus on this area within HEI
performance compacts and robust challenge during the strategic dialogue pridbshe HEAWe
understand that tle Department of Education and Skills is consideittantifying this as a clear
objective within the new systemesformance framework andve support this move tgrovide a
platform for a system which is recognisedbesngmuch more engaged with communitypciety and
the economy.
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7. ReviewConclusions

This review presents an exciting opportunity to delivaeformed and enhanced higher education
system With the right conditions, and if fully implemented, we believe that it offers a future vision
to:

V embed lifelong learning at the heart of Irish higher education provision;

V recognise and respond to the demographic challenges and changing patterns of student
demand;

V make access and innovation central to all institutional missions;

V ensure that funthg can be channelled effectively to support research and skills development;
and

V reward institutions for delivering outcomes and impact.

While preserving institutional budgetary autonomy to ensure that each can remain agile and
responsive to evolving mianal and regional needs, we set out a future direction that should ensure
higher education remains a pivotal driver of economic and societal development in Ireland.

Yet the funding model does not operate in a vacuum and realising this vision is comipternany

key challenges to be addressed. While our remit is focused on proposing how funding is allocated, this
cannot be advanced effectively without fully understanding these challenges and their importance to
the future development of the system. Mg conclude the review, we set these out as critical pillars

of an effective future strategy alongside the new funding approach.

7.1 A Crossroads for Irish Higher Education

¢ KNRdAK2dzi GKS flad SAIKG Y2yiliKaz 6S KI @S 06SSy :
system, characterised by one of the highest global participation rates and a diverse range of regionally
dispersed institutions. There is also a clear serisecohesive system with a common purpose, helped

by its relatively manageable size (with 24 public HEIs); a clear policy direction from Government; and

a strategic dialogue and performance framework that helps to steer higher education towards key
objedives. It has been encouraging that the relevant state agencies and employer representative
bodies have reinforced our own analysis that the system is performing well under strain, but that
without additional investment it will struggle to maintain qualiy provision and fulfil the external
engagement role so critical in aligning With the scale of national ambition for continuing growth

and employment anavith wider skills and innovation needs.

Finding the most effective means of funding higher edueain Ireland requires an understanding of
its unigue and rapidly evolving environment, with influencing factors including:

1 uncontrolled student recruitment by institutions with state funding based on share of a fixed
funding pot;

1 a substantial demographlwulge, with higher education having accommodated significant
growth in student numbers and expected to have the capacity to facilitate a continuation of
this trend into the future;

1 declining income in real terms, with the consequences of falling fundngtpdent and
rising student/staff ratios;

1 limited flow of students between the further education and higher education systems.

1 an emerging issue over thengerterm sustainability of research.
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In short, this creates a perfect storm, where increasing fimding base under the sector is the only
feasible means of securing a viable future. Ireland is therefore at a crossroads, where the scale and
nature of this funding decision will determitige future roleof higher educatioiin the Irish economy,

and the degree to which the recommendations from this review will deliver the reform and
development required to maximise system impact.

7.2 The Value of Higher Education

The funding dilemma is widely recognised by Government, with an Expert Group chaireteby P
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in July 2016. This set out the case for a significant injection of resources into the system. It noted the
NEES 2F KAIKSNI SRAODYV I SFFNML dz2a § G2 KSYND ByR &2 OA &
it had moved from the preserve of the elite to mass participation in a generation, with almost half of

all workers now having a third level qualification. The work of the Group placed significast 6n

defining and communicating the value of higher educatioh tNJB f dogie ®&nomy, culture and

public life, and its role in realisiry (ifitufe ambitions to create more jobs, restore living standards,

enhance social services and addressetatthallenges. In this regard it pinpointed four key channels:

1 A highquality student experience based on excellent teaching, research and scholarship
across the full spectrum of humanities, social sciences and STEM disciplines;

1 Innovation and knowledgereation across the economy, society and public sector, based on
research addressing societal challenges, prosperity and human development;

1 The knowledge and capabilities of graduates to meet the changing needs of organisations in
the private, publicand 2 OA ' f &aSOU2NEYX G6KATS faz-SyKFEyOAy
being; and

1 Increasing access and participation in higher education as a part of the social contract.

The report also noted the resilience of the system in accommodating a substantiabadbtiiiase of
students with reduced levels of investment and without any discernible drop in the quality of
outcomes. It made clear the increasing disconnect between staff/student ratios in Irish higher
education institutions in comparison with most intational peers andoncludedhat there was little
scope to generate further efficiencies and maintain quality without an increased investment base.

7.3 The Urgent Need for Investment

Having analysed system finances, operations, performance and outcansethe clear view of the

Expert Panel that Ireland cannot continue to increase student numbers without increasing
investment We endorse theonclusiornof the Cassells report that ghcurrent funding system is not

fit for purpose and fails to recognise the current pressures facing higher education institutions and the

scale of the coming demographic changes. Cassells recommended that additional annual funding of
ecnn YAfERSYLINBERKRSR208& HnAnumM YR em o0AftA2Yy o0& |
and provide for increased demand, and identified three sources of potential additional funding: the

state, the studentand employers.

We are encouraged by the announcement bg tinister for Education and Skills in 2016 of a three
8SIFENJ emcnY &adGFrdS Ay@SadayYSyd LINRPBINIYYS Ay KAIKSNI
the introduction of an employeexchequer investment mechanism, which has been running in
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parallel withthis review, is warmly welcome and, if implemented, would deliver a second strand of
the recommended future funding approach. We also keenly await the findings of the Oireachtas
Committee on Education and Skills with regard to future funding and hopehtsaprovides further
momentum in restoring a lonterm sustainable funding base to the system. While it is not the role of
this review to advise on future levels or sources of higher education funding, we have been cognisant
of the potential future contfutions from exchequer, student and employer and have ensured that
the recommended model is futurproofed and able to offer a transparent means of effectively
channelling additional contributions from these groups.

7.4  Other Interdependencies

Addressingi KS 2y 32Ay3 NBOdZNNBy (i FdzyRAYy3I AadadzSa Aa yz2i
ambition for higher education. There are a number of other interdependencies that will influence the
organisation, operation and performance of the system and heheebility of the proposed future

funding model to maximise its impact. These include:

1 The lack of institutional flexibility to deploy human resources effectively and adapt
operations to maximise performance and respond to evolving needs. Finding a toesHfes
greater autonomy to institutions in this and other areas is essential in facilitating the agile and
responsive system we will need to underpin future social and economic progress.

1 Theneed to influence student behaviour and choicesaccessing @ropriate higher and
further education opportunities via demarglde policy initiativesincludingconsideration of
discounted fees, maintenance support, marketing of opportunities, career guidance, school
outreach and evidence of future reward.

1 Thecurrent significant capital deficE A GK |y SadAYFGSR ep®dpoy N
adequate infrastructure is in place to maintain a quality campus environment and
accommodate the projected increase in student demand. The issue is exacerbated by the lack
of a borrowing framework for institutes of technology which inhibits their ability to address
such issues independently.

1 The agreement of a national credepartment, crossagency and crosisistitutional approach
to funding the overhead costs of undertakingesearchthat ensures that such activity is
sustainable into the medium and longer term.

f Therole of the further education sectok y YSS{iAy3 LNBflyRQa S@2ft JA
capacity to develop more integrated pathways between that sector andehigtiucation

1 The ability of employers to articulate their current and projected skills needs such
mechanisms as workforce planning frameworks within the public sector and national and
regional skills advisory infrastructure which is charged with ifgnti needs within the
private sector.

1 The continued reform of the Irish higher education landscgpmost notably with the
potential creation of a new type of institution, the technological university, as a product of
mergers between loTs.

1 Thechallenges ad opportunities presented by thpost-Brexit environmentn areas such as
student mobility and residency rules, international educational programmes,
academic/professional mobility/recruitment and research collaboration and fundire
nature of this enironment will only become clear as negotiations between the EU and the UK
progress and conclude.
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While we have no way of predicting how these factors will develop, we have taken this evolving future
context into account while constructing the future appch,seeking to ensure that is sufficiently
flexible to respond to any scenario. This means, for example, a model that can reward institutions
appropriately if they are given the HR tools to deliver rapid responses to emerging skills needs. It is
also a model whickeeks toaccomnodate the potential for technological universities by recognising

the research, innovation and engagement missions of 10Ts, the importance of postgraduate research
activity in such institutions, and allows funding to be channelled towards addressing akglalts
needs. Nevertheless the uncertainty around these interdependencies means it is critical that the
funding approach is kept under ongoing review by the HEA, adapting where appropriate as these
challenges are addressed or as hew unanticipated algdie inevitably arise.

7.5 The Case for Change

While the Cassells report is clear that there is insufficient funding in the higher education system, it
alsostatesthat increased investment must be introduced in tandem with reform of the funding model
to ensure that it is channelled for maximum impact. A necessary condition of additional funding is
widespread acceptance that the higher education system is delivering efficiently, effectively and
demonstrably against public and governmental expectations. Bloek grant approach which
allocates public funding on the basis of broad performance, subject to meeting accountability and
transparency standards, while also allowing institutional autonomy on how this is spent, is typical of
nearly all international lgher education funding approaches. It has also served as a strong driver of
efficiency, rewarding institutions that can find a means to reduce cost below a standard unit of
resource, by effective deployment of staff, control of -pag costsor expanding student
numbers. Nonetheless there are concerns that the funding model needs to continue to evolve to
better reflect the unique conditions and changes in student base, funding profile, operations and
performance since it was established. ¢t also important that the model underpins a clearer
demonstration of how higher education delivers the outcomes required from the emerging
Government policy agenda and provides confidence that the promised additional investment for the
system will be charglled in an effective and impactriven manner.

Care mustlsobe taken in imposing radical change on a system that is already significantly stretched.
If increased funding is delivered as set out in the Cassells report, then there is a real opportunity fo
this to be targeted in key areas while maintaining a core base of funding to sustain existing operations.
Without this additional funding a multitude of new and different levers impacting upon the existing
funding basewould be likely only to have negate repercussions for future higher education
performance and sustainability.

The Expert Panel sees a clear case for change in how institutions are funded and believes that we can
transition to a reformed future model without such negative consequencesciittent model made

an important contribution to facilitating a step change in levels of higher education in Ireland and in
the overall expansion of the system, but the context in which this system sits has evolved significantly
since it was launched overdecade ago. As we have noted, the Government has set a high level of
ambition for the future development of higher education and the wider education sector. To deliver

on this, a funding approach will be required that is simpler and more transparegtrimstof inputs

and outcomes, but which is also able to support the flexibility and responsiveness now essential to
meet rapidly changing economic and societal needs.
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7.6

A New Model to Drive Economic and Social Cohesion

As an independent Expert Panel, Wave been driven by a desire to ensure that the review is not
merely seen as a technical exercise, applying marginal changes that shuffle existing resources around
a complex and muHiayered system, but will serve aseser for significant change in kegreas that

have a lasting impact on the nature of the system, the way it supports our students and generates
the outcomes we need to flourish as a society and an econowiizile we recognise that maximising

the impact from our proposed future approach weéhuire the increased resources and change noted
above, we believe that we set out a model, underpinned by clear and focused guiding principles, that
will, if fully implemented:
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Be transparent with greater clarity on how funding is channelled

Offer more fexibility in responding to changing patterns of student demand

Reflect the costs of providing different learning experiences across different disciplines
Be underpinned by a consistent and comparable costing system

Set a minimum standard unit of resourtteunderpin future sustainability

Fully recognise the research, innovation and engagement missions of all institutions
Ensure access to higher education remains central to all institutional strategies

Embed lifelong learning as a key priority in the fetaystem

Clearly channel funding to meet skills development needs

.Introduce a reward based approach to performance funding, while penalising poor

performance and governance failures

. Buildmanagement and leadershiapacity improve management informatiogystems and

enhance teaching and learning approaches across the system
Provide scope to fund innovative and transformative idead provide a platform for digital
transformation.

In the next section we set out the individual components of the propdséare model in detail,
making clear recommendations and suggesting an implementation approach in each case.
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8. The Proposed Future Model

8.1 Overall Structure and Approach of the Model

A transparent model with greater clarity on how fundinghennelled

The existing model shares many of the core strengths of international higher education funding
approaches, and the balance of studeatitven allocations, directed and competitive funding streams

and a performance funding mechanism offers appiater tools to effectively steer the system in
future. Nevertheless, the review has raised questions about the transparency and ease of
comprehension of the model, which undermines confidence in its ability to ensure-f@hmeoney

in any additional investent secured for the system. Those concerns include perceptions that the
model does not sufficiently support particular outcomes; specifically, that it does not fully articulate
(or indeed recognise) the significant investment via the block granttostippdr y Ay a A i dziA 2y Q
mission; encourage sufficient responsiveness to regional and national skills needs; and involves an
excessive level of teglicing spread across too many initiatives. Our analysis showed that many of
these concerns are misplacdalit this suggests that significant focus needs to be given to the effective
communication of the future model as it evolves.

The recommendations from this review are based around a clear and structured future funding model,
comprising a range of allogah channels, as set out in Figu84 on the next pagePlease note that

this diagram reflects only the components of the proposed approach, and does not offer an exact
portrayal of the relative scale of each componerie core driver of the model remarthe number

of retained students, as recorded in the student audit in March of each year. While we considered
other options to reflect progression of students within institutions, such as basing core allocations on
credits awarded or implementing a rebaggstem where a portion of the grant is withheld until degree
completion, it was felt that these approaches would add a further layer of complexityrtodel that

we believe already reflects retention. Nonetheless student progression is central to ensatire
for-money for Exchequer investment in higher education and it is important that other mechanisms
within the funding approach are used to ensure appropriate focus and accountahilitgedwe
recommend it as one of the key themes around which areirewardsbased performance funding
systemcouldbe based later in this chapter.

This structured model aims to provide greater clarity on the basishich funding is allocated, while
moving away from the catehll top-slice category which has in the gtaseemed to subsume many
interventions which would be considered part of the mainstream grant allocation model in other
international systems. It should also support a more consultative approach, where plans for
investment can be clearly identified in ahce to facilitate discussion with the system and other key
stakeholders, and facilitate their smooth implementation. We have noted that this consultative
approach is working well around HEA 1slftes, where proposals are presented to a working group
involving the IUA and THEA to allow them to input views before formal decisions are made, and there
is value in considering all new strategic directed investments in this way to ensure clarity of purpose
across the system.

The structured model will allow paecular areas of development to be targeted in a transparent
manner (e.g. identified national skills development needs for parti@datorg as additional funding
becomes available. However while allocation channels will be clearer, the principle iftimsal
autonomy in relation to the internal allocation of funds must remain, and the model will continue to
allow institutional expenditure to be directed in an agile and responsive way.
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Figure8.1: Proposed Allocation Channels within the New Higher &ation Funding Allocation Model
Department of Education and Skills Directed

Focus on small number of Department strategic priorities
If possible, proposals circulated to feed into established Tslire Working Grouy

Key

System Development

Funded within
Current Budget
Parameters

Merger Costs
& Transitional
Funding

Shared
Services

Targeted Skills Needs

Specific National  Delivering
Skills Gaps Public Services

Allocation between University/College |&T Streams Based on
Change in Weighted Whole Time Equivalent (WTE) Students

University Research
& Innovation

University & Institutes of

Specialist Colleges Technology
UG & PG UG & PG
Retained Retained
Students Students

Pension Costs

Access Premium Access Premium

Current Perfor ce Penalty Provision

*Please note retained students refers to those students retained by the institution at March of each year

This more transparent approach will allow the Government to invest with confidence in reinforcing
the coreresources available to institutions, while introducing new targeted funding strands to address
particular challenges. Given the urgent need to ensure the sustainability of the sector, we would
suggest a balanced approach to allocating additional resouretgeen core and the targeted new
strands which are proposed within some of the review recommendations.

57



A more flexible system reflective of changing patterns of student demand

In a higher education system that is rapidly changing, the logic of mairgainirery rigidévo potQ
funding approach with fixed proportionate allocations to universities/specialist colleges and institutes
of technologies seems flawed. We believe that in principle the future funding model should adopt a
universal approach to suppting all higher education institutions. This will involve the same standard
student driven methodology determining base allocations, and a broadly universal set of metrics for
research and innovation support, with individual adjustments and targeted fmdsiring that
sufficient incentives remain to protect and reinforce the diversity of different individual misdions.
will be consistent with and complement the system performance framework which will remain the
pivotal accountability tool for wider ingtitional performanceThe model should also clearly separate
the pension costs faced by institutions, and the funding awarded to support such costs, to ensure a
focus on their ongoing operations.

However, while this should serve as the ldagn goal forthe model, the shift to a universal funding

pot must be delayed until we have a comprehensive basis for understanding and comparing the costs

of delivery in universities and 10Ts, and any significant variations in their historically derived cost bases.

Other factors must also be taken into account, such as the inconsistency in the regulatory and HR
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historical addition of the 10Ts (with their distinctive fundeggproach) to the HE funding system, there

has been no need for this detailed comparative understanding, but with the proposed move to a
universal approach, we must ensure that we start, and proceed, on a fair basis.

Until these issues have been addresseud;ill be impossible to determine how to move to the single

pot system in a fair and balanced manner. In the meantime, however, and in order to make progress
towards the proposed new approach, we have concluded that we should no longer maintain the
exishyd NRAIAR cnknn alLX AlG o0SieSSy (GKS Gg2 LRiGa I yF
for an interim period. Under this approach, the allocations to universities/colleges and loTs would be
adjusted annually for the relative changes in the prdor of wholetime equivalent (WTE) retained

student numbers in each cohort.

This concept of a retained student is critical in demonstrating the outcomes focus of the future funding
system. Currently the student numbers on which funding allocations are based are drawn from those
still retained by institutions in March each yearmritist be made much clearer that the model is only
recognising students retained for the majority of the full academic year. Progression and completion
are critical to the success of the system and this concept of the retained student must also be
underpinred by a strong focus on these issues within the system performance framework and
associated HEI compacts.

2SS KI @S Ffaz2 02y Of dzZRSR (KIFG (KS -gtdStheutivergites 2 F> A
funding stream to meet the requirements dfi¢ dwindling number of smaller colleges should be
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there will only be two independent specialist colleges within this pot: Mary Immaculate College and

the National College of Art and Design. While broadly the same model (i.e. weightings, access
adjustment) has applied to these colleges as for universities in recent years, they have been protected

to some degree with higher average increases in grant levesit@ller average declines during

austerity) and dedicated pension funding to meet exceptional liabilities (e.g. lump sum payments on
retirement) in order to give them some further protection in recognition of their small scale and
exposure to sudden flucaitions in income or expenditure. While there remains a rationale for such
additional pension funding as need arises, the colleges should be fully integrated into the university
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model in all other aspects, with consideration given to some additional allogvéor a transitional
period to allow time to adjust to any lorgrm funding implications.

Rec | An implementation plan for establishment of a fully | The transition plan to a

1 universal system should be agredten universal system should be
recommendation 7 has been fully embedded and thet agreed by end 2®@lwith
greater claity on the future institutional structure acros implementation commencing
the higher educational landscape from 2020.

Rec | The currenttvo pottsystem should be replaced, in the; Implemented for 208
2 AYVGSNRAYZ 6AGK | WTFEdZAR
allocations to universities/colleges and loTs adjusted
annually to take account of relative changes in weight
WTEretainedstudent numbers

Rec | The remaining specialist colleges should be fully Implemented for 208 with

3 integrated into the university funding model separate pension funding
arrangements maintained anc
transitional funding agreed to
ensure institutional stability

8.2 Reflecting the Costs of Provision

A cost reflective system with the role of discipli@sed weightings reinforced

The analysis presented by the review has demonstrated the dilution of the impact of distiatiad
weightings in recent years, as an unintended consequence of the replacement of state funding with
student contribution and the wider contraction of Excheguinvestment. We received strong
representations that the model has increasingly disincentivised STEM and other higher cost provision
in institutions, running counter to wider Government policy to build further capability in such areas.
Despite the poterial for adjustments to the model to impact negatively on particular colleges, we
were encouraged by the acceptance by most that in principle the weightings should be applied across
a wider base of funding.

We consider that there is a strong rationale tiscipline based weightings to be applied across the
student contribution, free fees and RGAM allocations received by institutions. These two latter
categories should merge to become a holistic state contribution to the income of the institutions. We
do na underestimate the complexities in implementing this approach, with a-tengn Government
commitment to meeting the fees of all firime undergraduates on the basis of leaanding fee
levels. It is understood that a review of the free fees systgutaisned by the Department of Education

and Skills in recognition of such issues. Given the urgency in addressing the unintended dilution of
weightings, we therefore recommend that an adjustment is made within the RGAM allocation to each
institution to reflect the full application of disciplinkeased weightings across the current student and
state funding components. We also consider that this approach could be satisfactorily carried forward
were there to be a decision to address the funding deficit ideadtifn the Cassells report by nresaof
income cotingent loans.
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In implementing these recommendations, further consultation with the higher education system is
required to determine the appropriate approach to recognising postgraduate provision across the
entire state and student funding base. Postgraduate programmes attract a fee directly from the
student, and while they have always been recognised within the RGAM component, they are not
included within the free fee allocation nor the student contributidrhere is a case for including
postgraduate weightings on at least a partial basis across the entire student and state funding
allocation to further incentivise this critical aspect of higher education, perhaps by building in a
discount based on an assuméze level It is important that input from institutions is sought on the

modelling of such changes before a decision is made by the HEA on how to progress.

across the student contribution, free fees and RGAM
allocations invested across the syst&he appropriate
treatment of postgraduate provisiontlris approach
should be agreebly the HEAollowingfurther modelling
and consultation with key system stakeholders.

Rec | The HEA should work with the Department of Educati Review of the free fees syste|
4 and Skills to facilitate a move towamdfully transparent; to be completed by mi2i018.
costreflective weightings based allocation system
applied to an agreed student and state income base
reflecting the legacy based free fees element and exis
RGAM allocations
Rec | An adjustment should be made to annual RGAM Implemented on a phased ba
5 allocations to apply full disciplib@sed weightings across 3 yearsom 2018

pending agreement with
Government in relation to the
treatmentof the free fees
element of the grant.
Postgraduate treatment to be

agreed by implementation
group (as per Recommendati
31

The appropriateness of specific weightings for particular disciplines attracted much comment
throughout the review and was an emphasis in mampmissions. Definitive conclusions on the
appropriateness of all weightings is impossible given the costing issues flagged above and the impact
of funding constraints. There is some evidence that these constraints have resulted in a decline in the
relative costégspending in respectof higher weighted disciplines, perhaps due to reduced lab
exposure, an inability to invest in renewal of equipment or a reduction in technical support.

We also believe thaturrentoverall weightings are broadly appropriateming the implementation

of the consistent and comparable costing system. It is important to recognise that weightings are only
intended to broadly reflect different categories of costs, and cannot reflect all of the individual cost
variations from progrenme to programme. It is also critical to understand that institutions decide on
their academic discipline mix with knowledge of the costing system, and that there will always be a
role for offerings deemed strategically important to HEI reputation andileréhat require some
crosssubsidisation from revenue generated from other disciplioesources

One weighting issue highlighted to the panel surrounded the appropriate weighting for postgraduate
taught provision, where there was a view that the currevgighting is higher than the equivalent
additional cost premium. Understanding these relative costs should be a key focus within the new
costing approachCertain specific weighting issues will require separate independent reviews,
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although the approach a be taken will depend on the nature of the case as outlined in
recommendatiorb.

Rec
6

The following approach to disciplisgecific weightings i
proposed:

91 Subjects currently receiving additional funding (e
dentistry, vet science) in recognition aignificant
gap between funding and costs areneighted to
reflect this current contribution

I The HEA should review issues raised of inconsis
in the subject categorisation approach between
universities and loTs and make recommendation
appropriatecategorisation moving forward

9 Subjects that have been subject to an academic
reform process (e.g. pharmacy, engineering, initi
teacher education) to be assigned appropriate
weightings following detailed reviews

9 Other subjects (e.g. optometry, compgeience)
where a case has been made around inappropriz
weightings to be dealt with via separate reviews
determine if reveighting appropriate

Following required reviews$e
HEA should recommend re
weightings and any subject-re
categorisation for
implementation in 209. Other
reviews complete and
recommendations made with
effect from 2019 allocation.

We have some concern at the variation of the length of programmes between institutions offering the
same level of accreditation, and while there mayameacademic rationale for such divergence, the
issue does merit further consideration by the HEA, working with QQI and the institutions, as there are
clear funding implications (i.e. a 4 year B.A. course attracts 33% more funding than a 3 year B.A. course

which could in theory encourage the lengthening of courses without strong system overEignt).
year courses auld also reduce the amount of places available for entraatsl this is of some

significance considering the estimated increase in demandifgrer education

A consistent and comparable costing system to underpin an effective funding model

Neither the move to a full economic costing system by the universities nor the continued focus on a
unit costing approach by the 10Ts offers, in thew of the panel, a full understanding of the costs of
providing higher education. We therefore recommend a short, focused review following this exercise
to establish a single, shared costing approach to be implemented across all higher education
institutions. This should be fully tgnd-running by the beginning of 2019 and will underpin the future
Fdzy RAy3 Y2RStQa GNIXYyaadgaAzy (G2 | dzyA@SNAEI f
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The new consistent costing approach should include appropriate recognition of the cost of

maintaining and reneing the capital stock of institutions, as it is clear that thissgyaificantdeficit

which is constraining the future sustainability and competitiveness of the system. While the choice of
whether to publicly fund this cost is a matter for the Departihef Education and Skills, there is a
case for including an annual capital contribution within the funding model to at least partially meet
the need to continue to invest in campus infrastructure and ensure capacity exists to meet projected
student demand The majority of institutions are unable to generate sufficient surpluses to invest
appropriately in this area from their own resources, and the dependency of the I0Ts on a devolved

grant which has been forthcoming from the Department in 13 of the lastel8s, coupled with the

constraints on their capacity to borrow for capital investment, is clearly apparent. The inclusion of an
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annual capital contribution could also be used to clarify the responsibility of the institution to ensure
that capital stocks adequately maintained, as there still seems to be a view across the system that
this remains a fully state obligation despite the lack of resources for this purpose in recent years.
Thisproposal for an annual capital maintenance allowarsxceeparate om the need for additional
investment to meet the significant capital infrastructure deficit which currently exists across the
system, and which will continue to constrain capacity to meet projected increases in student demand.
However it does illustratéhe implications that capital infrastructure has for recurrent budgeting, and

it is important that the business case for investment in any new capital funding also includes an
ongoing provision for managing the maintenance of the new stock.

Rec | A review should be undertaken to establish a consiste Recommendation on new

7 and comparable costing system and reporting costing system nue byMarch
requirements across all higher education institutions. ;| 2018 with full implementation
new costing system should be fully implemeited for the financial year 2®120.
2019/20.

Rec | The cost of maintaining capital stock should be reflec{ Conditional on additional

8 within the new costing system and within the new funding, with clarity on
funding model. It should be agreed with the Departme provision of an ongoing

of Education and Skills the extent to which this cost ci Exchequer capital contributior
be met by the Exchequer to be sought by end 2018.

Establishing a minimum standard unit@$ource to underpin future sustainability

The panel is acutely aware of the funding constraints which severely undermine the capacity of the
higher education system to accommodate the expected further increases in student demand. We have
found little interest in cappingstudent numbers, yet any further unfunded student growth
unsustainable andavill undoubtedly impact on the quality of provisiomhis is unacceptable for a
system that must continue to pursue excellence across all aspects of provision.

COther systems have used capping to guarantee a minimum standard unit of resource for each student
in an institution. Without capping, and with the constraints of an annual Exchequer budgeting cycle,
we acknowledge that it is immensely challenging to setudtirannual level of funding per student
where student numbers are not 100% clear (although they are, we would argue, reasonably
LINSRAOGI Ot SO 2SS INB y2ySiKStSaa SyO2timelyédlSR 08
package of increased higheducation investment, and the inclusion within that of an allowance for
demographidncreasein student numbersThis suggests that there might be scope to set a minimum
standard unit of resource for a fixed time period to give confidence and protection against any further
decline in relative funding. Given the advent of a new system performance framework wittv a ne
base of objectives set down by the Minister, we would suggest that this provides an opportunity to
set a standard minimum resource level per student over the three year period in return for delivery
of these objectivesThis would mean either a commitmeinom the Government to provide additional
finance beyond the budget if more students turn up than was anticipated, or a limit being placed on
recruitment institution by institution to reflect the three year projected demand levels.
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Rec | The potentialdr agreeing a minimum standard unit of | Implementation within new

9 resource with the Minister for Education and Skills ovi system performance

the period of the system performance framework in lir. framework if agreement can K
with the delivery of agreed objectives should be explg reached with the Minister.

8.3 Supporting Research and Innovation

Enhanced support for the research and innovation missions of universities

A significant proportion of HEA funding for universities is channelled to support their research mission,
GAGK Iy SaGAYFGS 2F emnoY Ay (GKA& NBIFINR FTNRY
commitment of the HEA to making a foundation investmienémbedding excellent research across

the higher education system, allowing institutions to offer permanent tenure Pwoncipal
Investigators put the research support infrastructure in place that facilitates the securing of
competitive grant funding, ahfreeing-up the time of academics tsupervise postgraduate students
andconduct research across all disciplines. This must remain a critical purpose of the block grant but
the channelling of such funding has not been as transparent as it might have wilkrfunding
predominantly flowing via allocations for postgraduate student numbers. Additional research funds
have been providedvia a declining tosliced performance based award largely driven by
postgraduate completions with a smadiweighting for sgcess in attracting competitive funding. As

with our earlier finding on the impact of discipliiased weightings, we consider this decline to be an
unintended consequence of the changing funding environment and believe that there is a case to
increase theroportion of the RGAM component allocated on the basis of research performance from
5% to 10%This proportion should also be kept under ongoing review and adjusted as appropriate as
further work is undertaken to understand and reflect research and iatios performance within the
funding model.

We also see merit in further developing an outcomes based approach to allocations for research and
innovation. Postgraduate completions and competitive research funding remain valid outcome
metrics to underpin gsch an award, although there is a case for a more balanced weighting between
them. The advance in knowledge transfer activity and the gathering of timely and robust metrics as a
result of the establishment of Knowledge Transfer Ireland affords an immeaoiggertunity to build

in a select range of these metrics. We also hesagdificantsupport for including bibliometrics within

the mechanism in order to further reflect the impact of research, although this needs to be progressed
with caution, recognisinthe significant variations in the nature of, and practice around, bibliometrics
across the range of disciplines. The panel believe that the inclusion of bibliometrics has value but its
practical rohout must be developed and agreed with institutions ey stakeholders. Consideration
could also be given to whether a measure of research active staff can be incorporated into the model,
as the panel sees a rationale for such a step but also recognises that there is currently no consistent
system of gatherig such data and hence no shegtm prospect of being able to incorporate this into

the model.

We therefore propose the following new approach to a-sjged research and innovation award for
universities:

1 45% in line with postgraduate completions

1 40% in line with competitive funding

1 15% in line with a small number of agreed KTI metrics

9 Consideration of how bibliometrics can be introduced into the model over time
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1 Investigation of the feasibility of building a measure of researctive staff intothe award
over time

Looking beyond our immediate work, we see a looming issue over the medium to long term
sustainability of research in Ireland that needs to be addressed. This arises from the fact that funding
for research needs to cover not only thenmadiate, recurrent, costs of research staff and other fixed
term costs, but also the longer term maintenance, modernisation and replacement of buildings (often
with very exacting requirements for leading edge research), and similarly for expensive equipmen
lyfSaa GKSasS W2@0SNKSIFRQ O2adGa IINB | RSljdzr 6S¢t @
(be it from Irish sources, or the EU, or elsewhere), the more they create significant problems for their
institutions over how to meet these longer teroosts.

YSi

HEA core fundingrovides a foundation investment to enable institutions to win competitive research
grants, but is not intended to service research funding won from competitive saurdésh & W& SNIJA O,
02340 Q &K2 dzf RovedhBad gohtybitioyfisintade by @her research funders. But the total
does not meet the needyith the current system not reflecting the significant proportion of resources
required,and the current upward trajectory of Irish reseanobrformancewill exacerbate the issue.

We therefore consider that a crofepartment (DES & DEI), craggency (HEA, SFI, HRB, IRC, El) and
crossinstitution (IUA, THEA) solution needs to be agreed to address the issue of research overhead
funding as a matter of urgency. Given the interesalbBuch parties in the definition of HEA research
funding allocation metrics, there is an opportunity to form a National Working Group on Research
Funding to agree a way forward@his group should also include industry representation given their
role as ollaborative partners in many research funding projects and pivotal role in delivering impact
from research.

Rec | The scale of the research and innovation allocation fc The research and innovation
10 universities should be doubled to represent 10R&#M | allocation should increase frol
funding(or at an equivéentmonetary valueinder the 5% to 75% in the 2018

proposed new combined state and student income dri allocation and from 7.5% to
approachyandto address the dilution of its value as a { 10% in the 2019 allocation.
result of the changing funding environment.
Rec | The research and innovation allocation should be Knowledge transfer metrics
11 developed to reflect a wider base of outcome metrics; agreed and launched for 201¢
45% of the award should be based on postgraduate | allocation Bibliometric and
completions, 40% arompetitive research funding and | staff metrics implemented if
15% on agreed knowledge transfer indicators, with | agreement reached from 202(
potential to introduce bibliometrics and research activ;
staff as future KPIs within the funding mechanism
Rec | A National Working Group on Research Funding, cha Group should be formed iftQ
12 by the HEAand including industry representati@mould | of 2017 aad complete its work
be established to agree a crd3gpartment, cross by the end of Q2 in 2018.
agency and croggstitution approach to funding
research overheads and agree metrics for future
allocation of HEA research and innovation block gran
funding.
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Recognition of the research, innovation and engagement focus of loTs

The recognition of a research and innovation mission within the funding model can no longer be
confined to universities and the panel hasknowledged the important role played by IoTs in
undertaking research in key areas and driving regional innovation and enterprise growth. The
evolution of this sectgrincluding the potential creation of technological universities within a relatively
shat timeframe, requires that formal recognition be given to this contribution. It is certainly clear that
the loTs have a differentiated role within the space, with their activities tending to be more focused
on applied research and involving a far grea@ncentration of indigenous SME partners. At the same
time we must acknowledge that the loTs and wider system are continuing to evolve, so that creating
a completely different set of metrics for the 10Ts could reinforce a rigid, two tier system. Our ptbpos
approach therefore invoh&using the same funding mechanism and metrics as suggested above for
universities, but with a greater weighting attached to knowledge transfer metEset out below:

1 20% in line with postgraduate completions
1 40% in line vih competitive research funding
1 40% in line with a small number of agreed KTI metrics

We have also noted the financial vulnerability of the I0oTs, and are conscious of the fact that any further
dilution of the current funding available will only exacerbate such probl&iisle webelieve thata
research and innovation funding allocation af 10 5% ofRGAMfundingis a critical priority, there is

only scope tointroduce this as additional investment is made availalgiwen the wider financial
context The proportionof grant set aside for this allocati@mould also be kept under ongoing rewi,

asit should adapt and respond as thesearch anéhnovation capacity of the 1oTs evodygarticularly

with the planned creation ofechnological Universities.

This principle of recognising research and innovation performance in both univemsitie$oTs
requires the funding of postgraduate research students to be aligned. Clyrthatuniversity model
applies a weighting of 3 to students taking 90 credit research programmes and 2 to those taking a 60
credit programme, while the 10T model appliasveighting of only 1.8 in both cases. There is an
argument that the cost of supporting postgraduate students in both types of institution does differ,
but as we have noted there is no consistent or comparable cost data to allow us to draw definitive
condusions on this regard (or indeed to determine with confidence that these weightings are
appropriate). However if a universal model for an evolved and restructured system is to be the end
goal, and the research and innovation role of I0Ts is to be propeclygnised, we believe that a
differentiated postgraduate research weighting can no longer be justified. Until such time that robust
crosssystem cost analysis becomes available, we believe that the university weighting of 3 is
appropriate and should bexéended to the IoT model.

Rec | A research and innovation allocation for the I0Ts shoy A research and innovation
13 be introduced, at a level of up to 59%R8AMunding(or | allocation for the I0Ts should
at an equivalent scale under the proposed new comb; be introduced as additional
state and student income driven approadiis sbuld | funding is made available.
be allocated on the basis of postgraduate completion:
(20%), competitive research funding (40%) and
knowledge transfer metrics (40%)
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Rec | The postgraduate research weighting in the 0T and | Implementedn a phased basi
14 university student funding allocations should be aligné across2018and 2019

to the university levels. allocatiors, with full review of
the appropriate systesievel
weighting after implementing
Recommendation 7.

8.4  Access to Higher Education

An evolving approach to reflecting access

The transformative impact of a generation accessing higher education for the first time cannot be
clearer in the Irish contexgind there was an overwhelming consensus on the importance of keeping
access indicators at the heart of how we fund our institutions. For theyiaa duration of the
National Access Plan 202819, the HEA and the DES are committed to increasing patitsipa

higher education by groups who have been untegresented® up to now.We recommend that this
national policy focus on access is reaffirmed by increased recognition of access performance within
the funding modelwith extension of access weightirgsoss the proposed overall state contribution.

We alsobelieve that there is scope to develop and deploy a wider range of access data in support of
the future funding model particularly in targeting socieconomic groups where allocations are
currentlydriven by results from the voluntary Equal Access SulayNational Access Plan includes

a commitment to develop access daaad in early2017 the HEA issued a request for tersity
undertake the development of an access data plan. Central to theplatewill be recommendations

on the data indicators required to understand the seetmnomic profile of students accessing and
completing higher education. It therefore makes sense to await their advice on the most appropriate
future data on which to allcate an access tranche of funding when they have completed their
deliberations.

There is a particular issue with regard to fully understanding and comparing the costs of access support
infrastructure across institutions and determining the best practidements within such an
infrastructure. Understanding these costs must be an important consideration in the setting of a new
consistent costing approach across the system (as per Recommendation 7). We recognise that this is
a complex task, as to some extaatcess support is mainstreamed within every day teaching. It will

be helped by a planned review by the Department of Education and Skills and the HEA on access
infrastructures and the funding model should take account of the findings of this rewisen
published. However until we have this detailed information and more forensic access costing data, we
have no reason to question the continuing validity of the 0.33 weighting and propose that it remains
as isWe do however believe that access weightingsutioas far as possible, be applied across the
entire state contribution and this will reinforce the importance of access within the funding model
increasing the overall allocation on the basis of access students.

There is a need to recognise that accésspart-time education is just as critical for improving
participation of disadvantaged groups and the access weighting should be introduced for all students
with disabilities and from target socieconomic groups. Mature students represent almost therenti

¥ These include socieconomic groups that have low participation rates in highaucation; first time,
mature student entrants; students with disabilities; and travellers
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cohort of lifelong learners and are motivated by many different purposes and it does not make sense

to include this category within the patime access numbers.

The transparency of spend by institutions on access supports also attracted some comrhdatwe

do not wish to be prescriptive in a system which must allow institutional autonomy over expenditure,
the scale of the access allocation does merit some clear and consistent accountability reporting. This
is best achieved within the strategic cpacts agreed between the HEA and HEIs. While these have
already placed a growing focus on access, this should be built upon by agreeing a core set of relevant
KPIs on which all institutions should report, and also by a link to a comprehensive institattoass

plan in a specified consistent format across the system. As a minimum this access plan should make

clear the access support infrastructure which is in place within the institution.

Rec
15

The use of the Equal Access Survey as the basis for

allocations on the basis of target seeimonomic groups

should be reviewed by the HEA, with consideration gi
to how a wider base of metrics can be developed and
drive access allocations over time.

HEA to make recommendatio
by Spring 2018 with
implenentation commencing
on a phased based thereafter

Rec
16

Access weightings should be applied to-pareé
students with disabilities or from target seeimpnomic
groups on a proata basis within the state grant
allocations. This latter group wiquire additional data
gathering via the EAS or a new approach as
recommended by the HEA

Parttime students with
disabilities included from 201§
allocation. Students from
target socieeconomic groups
included when data can be
gathered

Rec
17

Theapplication of acess weightings should &etended
to incorporatetwo years of the free fees allocation for
target socieeconomic groups and for the entiree fees

allocation for people with disabilities.

Implemented on a phased ba;
across three yeafsom 2019

Recognition of the costs of delivery on regional campuses

One core aspect of regional access to higher education is provision across multiple campuses at a less
a0LtS® Ly 3ASYySNIft ¢S
find a way to structure provision within thesmampuses, and to address the financial and staffing
issues through the usual repertoire of revenue generation, cost reduction, regional collaboration,
cross subsidisation, and so on. There are many examples of successful satellite campuses in higher
But there can be cases, especially in rural areas, where wider
considerations, including lack of other accessible provision, and operational inflexibility around HR,
require institutions to work in exceptionally difficult circumstasc It is also important to recognise

that every institution with responsibility for multiple campuses is faced with entirely different
OKIffSy3aSa
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educdion internationally.

We do not want to incentivise the creation nfore campuses, nor provide additional funding for
campuses that lie within large catchment areas with other nearby providers. However the financial
review of the 10Ts in 2016 did show that there was a serious issue that had to be addressed for
particular @ses and we therefore recommend an allowance within the base funding allocation for
those categorised as operating additional regional campuses by the HEA based on the following

criteria:

FYR b w2y s
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1 That the campus serves a regional area with no other alternatgleehieducation provision
within a reasonable distance

1 That the campus lacks the critical mass of students to allow sufficient overheads to be
generated to ensure that adequate student and administrative support infrastructure can be
put in place

1 That theHEA is satisfied that there is robust evidence of a deficit relating to the campus and
that the parent institution is taking all reasonable action to ensure that it can move to a
sustainable position.

This award should be set at a modest level to réfllee presence of some core unavoidable costs and
ensure there is no disincentive to maximise efficiencies across provision or to seek innovative solutions
to generate revenue, reduce costs and reflect a wider regional development remit within such
campusea. Beyond this, any additional rifgnced agreements to subsidise the provision on particular
campuses will be the preserve of separate Government decisions. However we would strongly
recommend that any such solutions are time bound to a maximum peffiddyears and are given on

the assumption of the institution ensuring a sustainable operating model beyond that period.

Rec | An additional funding allocation op toe H p n Z n n i Implementation of the annual
18 annum should be given to those HEIs with additional | contribution from 2018.
regional campusegsvhich meet criteria as specified by | Parameters around riRg

the Finance Committee of the HEA) in recognition of | fencing arrangements to be
unavoidable fixed costs in operating such campuses.; agreed with Department of
additional ringfenced funding arrangements should be Education and Skills.

for a maximum period of 4 years and based on a
requiremat for a sustainable operating model to be in
place by the end of this period.

8.5  SkilldDevelopment

Lifelong learning embedded at the heart of the funding model

While there were varied perspectives across many of the issues considered as part of this review,

there was a clear consensus on the need for lifelong learning to be given moraiterogithin the

FdzidzZNBE Y2RSt (G2 NBFESOGU LNBtlIyRQa NBtlFIGAQGSte 26
LNBfFyRQa S@2t@Aay3a alAaftfta RSGOSt2LIVSyld ySSRad / dz
component of the model of lifeihg learning on a pro rata basis in line with the credits awarded. The

free fee allocation does not recognise pé#rhe learning because this applies to ftithe
undergraduate provision only, whereas lifelong learning attracts a fee directly from thergtusiuch

fees vary significantly, and there is an arguméarttaking account ofhe fee paid by the learner

somehow in the model to ensure that you are not douhlading such activity. However such is the

need to incentivise much greater levels of pame provision, we believe that there is value in
considering any such fee tap as a bonus, with potential to encourage institutions to set lifelong

learning fees at low levels as they expand provision in this area. The panel therefore recommend that

the earlier adjustment to apply weightings across all basic student and state income also includes all
part-time provision on a pro rata basis in line with the credits awarded.
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We are conscious that lifelong and online learning delivery is being led bylanemmdber of highly
proactive institutions, and there is a need to mainstream this across the wider sy$fenare also
conscious that investment in enhancing wider teaching and learning approaches, from developing
pedagogies, enhancing methodologies amcbiporating new modes of delivery, has suffered due to
wider funding constraintsinvestment in capacity buildingcross teaching and learningill be
important, particularly in providing a platform for the digital transformation of learning, where the
potential for shared solutions across the sector is also significant.

Rec | Allundergraduateart-time and flexible learning Implemented on a phased ba
19 provision should be recognised by applying appropria over three yearfom 2019

pro rata creditdbased weightings to the entire student
and statecontribution, providingmadditional incentive
to expand provision in this arélhe appropriate
treatment of parttime postgraduate provision should b
agreed by the HEA as part of the wider review of
postgraduate weightings under the new model (see
Reconmendation 5)

Rec | An investment should be made in capacity building to; Strategic investments made
20 develop teaching and learning approachesfanditate | from 2018.

digital transformation of learning delivery across the
system

Clear channelling of funding to meet skills development needs

The need for greater transparency in the funding model has been notedhanig particularly critical

in demonstrating how skills development needs are targeted. The analysis undertaken during this
review has demonstrated that a significant proportion of the grant is allocated on the basis of
provision to meet identified sk#lgaps across both private and public sectors. With the potential for
an employerexchequer investment mechanism in higher education currently being considered by
Government, it is critical that the model can demonstrate to employers how funding is andecan
channelled into skills development areas. This will facilitate accountability from any additional funding
from this source.

Springboard is acknowledged as an excellent model of how competitive funding can deliver innovative
higher education solutionand there should be a role for competitive funding in continuing to meet
identified skills needs as they evolve. As with Springboard, such funding should be open to both public
and private higher education providers, but care should be taken not to ceeataltitude of costly
administrationheavy programmes allocating relatively small amounts of funding. Rather a single
rolling overall Springboard type programme to target specified skills needs as additional funding
becomes available would be preferablaking some but not all of the additional investment available
(with the rest channelled directly into existing areas of skills development). The further development
of the apprenticeship model should be seen as a significant opportunity for higher eduaationust

be resourced accordingly within the future funding approach via these skills development channels. It
is also an example of an intervention where higher education and further education can work hand
in-hand to deliver skills solutions, and we stwalso support the further development of integrated
pathways between both sectors as a key means of meeting skills needs and providing opportunities
at local and regional level.
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We have resisted the temptation to insert direct components within the faganodel that are linked

to specific aims within the National Skills Strategy, such as the embedding of work placements or
common entrepreneurship modules. The place for these to be quite rightly sought and monitored is
within strategic compacts, with thpotential to link levels of performance funding to this if progress

is not forthcomingThe suggested introduction of a rewards based approach to performance funding
offers scope to incorporate the impact of such approaches, in the ultimate employatilian o
AyalAabdziaAz2yQa 3INIRdz- §Sasx Fa 2yS 2F GKS SINIe
be basedWe wouldalsolike to draw attention to one particular concern flagged by a number of
stakeholders; the degree to which institutions engagéth indigenous SMEs. This is a particularly
ONRGAOIFf o0dzaAySaa O2K2NI 6KAOK @gAff dzyRSNLIAY
develop innovative solutions to engage with what is often considered to be a hard to reach group. To
further incenivise this approach, consideration should be given to setting SME upskilling as a key
theme within future competitive calls and within any new strategic innovation or transformation fund.

Rec | Funding allocations to target identifiadtional and Design and coverage of skills

21 regionalskills development needs in both public and | development channel agreed
private sectors should be clearly identified within the | by March 2018.
funding model each year, including the use of compet Implementatiorfrom 2019
funding programmesccessible by both public and allocationwith additional
private higher education providets, faciitate the funding channelled towards
channelling of investment in these areas. skills development as it is may

available.

Rec | There should be more focus on engagement with SMi Implementation via

22 within HEI performance compacts, and consideration| introduction of new system
should be given to including SME upskilling as a targ¢ performance framework.
theme in future competitive funding programmes.

8.6  Performance Funding

Introduction of a rewards based approach to performance funding

We have noted the general acknowledgement of the successful establishment of a system
performance framework, with institution compacts agreed with the HEA based on objectives defined
by the Minister for Education and Skills, and delivery against these axispnonitored and
potentially linked to funding (with the provision to withhold up to 10% of HEI funding in line with
unsatisfactory performance). In addition to providing an accountability measure to assess
performance against specific objectives, thegess also allows a means to foster greater institutional
diversity within the system, and provides an opportunity to assess and enhance the capacity of
institutions to manage themselves strategically and for long term development.

Such a comprehensive weprocess takes time to fully bed in, but we believe that there is already
evidence that it has led to more strategic focus across the system. We understand that the HEA will
be further developing this process, in line with an expected new national frameafambjectives to

be prepared by the Minister. We note that the HEA is concerned at present that the compacts are
somewhat fragmented arising from the bottom up approach taken in the first cycle. The HEA is now
considering whether it would define a ¢amn set of core activities that should be addressed by each
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institution, as a building block for compacts. This would not involve the setting of targets or goals for
the institutions, but would create an expectation that institutions would be able to destrate that
they themselves had undertaken the necessary process of target setting, within their own context and

as part of a coherent strategic plan.

We note that there is also a strong desire from institutions to build on the framework to encompass

a reward as well as a penalty system, to ensure that good performance is also recognised. We have

some caution on this point, as we believe that good performance is the minimum expectation from
any wellfunctioning higher education system. We also note that HEA separately consulted the
sector in 2015 on the benefits of introducing an incentive funding element to this process. Institutions
at that time rejected this approach. We note that there was an important distinction in that the
proposal would have wolved funding the winners via reductions in funding from losers in the process,

whereas the proposition now is for reward funding based on new and additional funding.

We see the value in further incentivising exceptional performance in key areas viel¢hse of an
additional funding pool(which we believe could stretch to up to 5% beyond the overall state
contribution). We would note that care should be taken in the design of such a pracess, for
example, it began to divert institutional focus ayfrom key parts of mission, to the achievement of
short term and even marginal objectives. We also note that such a process would require a careful
design of objective assessment to allow for the fair comparison of very different institutfons.
practicd means of achieving this would be to create an additional performance funding pool which is

based around a small number of key themes. The Panel believe that student progression and graduate

employability are ideal for this purpose, given their criticaportance to the success and impact of

the higher education system.

Rec
23

HEA should consult on a rewards based approach to
performance funding, and an associated objective me
of assessing performance across the whole sector, fo
consideration as additnal funding becomes available.
Initial themes around which an additional performancg
funding pookould be based inclugtudentprogression

and graduate employability.

Subject to agreement and
implementation as additional
funding is made available.

We were also encouraged by the commitment of institutions to work collectively to deliver on overall
system objectives set by the Minister for Education and Skills. One proposal that caught our interest
GKS ARSI 27F | was @i™HES, ér ind@edYHellendré systemgagrBeNd
deliver a range of overall system targets in return for the release of an additional pool of funding.
While this would need to be carefully discussed and fleshed out with relevant stakeholders, we believe
this idea has merit given the focus it would place on institutions working together, the ability to focus
on very strategic systeswide goals and that it could avoid the need for a multitude of different
funding streams and programmes to address such g8at$ an approach may also be applicable in
the setting of regional compacts, with targets agreed with a cluster of FB#ssetting okectoral or
regionalcompacts might also be linked to the capacity building issues identified in S8ctibelow

with for example commitment to sectoral initiatives to build management and leadership capability

gl a
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Rec | Scope for the development of sectoral complaetaeen | To be exploredythe HEA, the
24 the HEA, the IUA and THEA, based on key Governmi IUA and THEAvith

objectives and targets, should be explored. This shou Department input on the

also consider whether the delivery of these compacts; setting of objectives and

be linked to the release afiditional fundingand targets.

whether there also exists pot@ltfor the agreement of
regional compacts with groups of institutions.

Establishing gender equality as a key system goal

As outlinedin the HEA National Review of Gender Equality in Irish Higher Education Institutions,
published in 2016, gender inequality exists in higher education, as indeed it does in wider Irish
society.Currently, only 19% of academic professors and only 28% of the higaesprofessional

support staff in institutions are femalgt KS NB L2 NI aSd 2dzi | @GArairzy Of
equality, Irish HEIs will maximise their pursuit of excellence and successfully meet the many social,
economic & cultural challenges &S ¥ dzi dzNBé¢ > gAGK + NI y3IS 2F NBO2Y

important that implementation of the reviepalong with ensuring commitment to wider equality and
diversity,is embedded within how institutional performance is monitored and rewarded, and we
believe that the most appropriate place to address this is within the system performance framework
and associated performance compacts.

LY Hnamp | 9L& &A3IYySR dzLJ 42 ! G4KSyl {2!b 6{OASYGATA
supported by the HEA. @ &A3JdyAy3 dzLJ G2 G4KS OKFINISNE SIOK 19
careers in science, technology, engineering, mathematics and medicine (STEN2)5 the charter

was extended to the arts, humanities, social sciences business and law &s wedifessional and

support staff. The main research funding agencies in Ireland have already announced that they will
require HEIs to have attained the Athena SWAN award by 2019 to be eligible for research grants. The
Athena SWAN approach provides an artpnt mechanism by which institutional commitment and

progress can be monitoredhe Minister for Higher Education also recently announced a Task Force

on addressing gnderequality across the system, includiognsideration of gender quotas, and it is

important that the work of this group is taken into account as it progresses.

Rec | The strategic dialogue process should ensure that Implemented from 2018.
25 recommendations of the National Review of Gender
Equality are being fully progressed by institutidhs.
newsystemperformancerameworkshouldinclude an
indicatoron genderbalance and a series of sirgicators
to monitor progress in relation to the governing
authority/body, academic council, executive
management, academic staff at each grade; professa
grades (univesities only); senior professional staff,
achievement and retention of Athena SWAN awards;
level of perceived gender inequaditgongst staff
membersThe development of female leaders in highe
education should be a key focus of system capacity
buildng investment (see Recommendation 28)
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Addressing issues of governance performance

We are conscious of the significant attention given to governance matters in higher education in
recent years, and the introduction of a governarfiGanework for the higher education system by the
HEA to provide clarity and oversight on responsibilities in this regard. We also recognise that critical
impediments to the agility and market responsiveness needed for a fully internationally competitive
Irish HE system arise from constraints over IR and capital borrowing, and that these constraints are
unlikely to be eased without full confidence over the governance of, and accountability for, Exchequer
funding. This was recognised by the HEIs themselwed, we propose an enhanced focus on
governance within the system performance framework, coupled with a penalty based system for red
line governance compliance issues to provide further assurance in this area. Within the system
performance framework, it isuggested that assessment of governance performance is monitored
across KPlIs including:

1 Procurement:Level of norcompliant procurement expenditure

9 Accounting TimelinessSubmission of draft annual account within stipulated C&AG
guidelines

1 ResponsivenessSubmission of annual governance statements, staff statistics, SRS returns
within HEA stipulated deadlines

1 Pay Policy Compliancéevels of unsanctioned payments

1 Staffing: Staff numbers within target set within Delegated Sanction Agreement and in line
with any gender equality targets

1 Overall Governance Performancéreas of governance compliance marked yellow (issue
but being addressed) or red (issue not being sufficieadigressed)

In addition, a penalty based system should also be introduced for clear and unambiguous breaches of
governance, and we recommend that this should include unsanctioned payments tdfatafe to
providetimely and accurate submission of retpd information or data; false financial, statistical or
governance reporting; and wilful breaches of the relevant codes of governance.

Rec | Accountability for good governance should be reinfor¢ Implementation via

26 within the system performance framework and as an | introduction of new system
essetial minimum requirement of institutional compac performance framework.
agreed with the HEA, with a series of governance KP
monitored on an ongoing basis.

Rec | A penalty system for serious breaches of governance; To be agreed by end 2017 wi
27 compliance, such as unsanctioned payments to staff;; IUA, THEA, the Department ¢
failure to provideimely and accurate submission of Education and Skills and the
required information or data; false financial, statistical Department of Public
governance reporting; and wilful brtees of the relevan; Expenditure and Reform.
codes of governance should be introduced.
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8.7  Building Capacity and Facilitating Transformation

Capacity building in key areas to reinforce a successful and sustainable system

We have noted the importance of investing in capacity building to support the digital transformation
2F fSENYyAY3a I ONRaa Ay adadtindmyyaitbd asGgortingdhe | y
continued evolution of all higher education systems and will add value across all institutions if
appropriately targeted. The review also identifiseiveralother areas where strategic investment is
required in order to ensure sobust and effective future systenThis includes management and
leadership capability, with the Leadership Foundation in the UK providing a model from which we
might learn.Effective management and leadership will be critical to next stage of the dewelupof

the system, and the HEA should work with the IUA, THEA and the institutions themselves to agree an
appropriate framework and approach to enhance capacihstitutional fundraising should be
considered as part of this work, as a core attribute thét be essential for all institutions and their
leaders in ensuring future sustainability. It should also involve investment in the continuing
improvement of management information systems, including the introduction of tools to collect more
timely androbust data from institutions. The National Forum for Teaching and Learning already serves
as an example of a capacity building intervention to build innovation in this area.

Rec | Targeted investments in capacity building should be | Implemented as additional
28 madeto respond to evolving needs. The first priority | targeted funding becomes
should be buildingoard,management and leadership | available.

capacityacross the system, with other issues worthy ¢
shortterm focus includinghared management
information and performance data systems; digital
transformation of learningand enhancing teaching anc
learning approaches

Scope to fund innovative and transformative ideas

The rapid pace of change in the higher education system, with fugtmectural reform and further
rapid student growth expected, will require new ways of thinking in order to respond effectively. There
must be some scope within the funding model for institutions to come forward with innovative and
transformative proposalsvith a potential application and impact across the system that cannot be
funded within the current parameters of the moddlhese ideas could range from new methods of
delivering learning to shared approaches to generate efficien¢wsle there are mixediews about

the effectiveness of the Strategic Innovation Fund which was in place for such a purpose in the past,
we believe that such a mechanism is essential in supporting a more flexible and adaptive 8ystem.
their nature, hnovative and transformatie proposals wilhot allrealisethe planned impagtbut the
encouragement of innovative thinking and the potential to mainstream initiatives that do prove
successful will more than justify a relatively modest investment from the overall grant allocation.

Rec (! O2YLISGAGAGBS Fdzy R 27F € N Implemented afunding
29 established to support innovative or transformative | becomes available.
proposals from institutions or groups of institutions wi
potential application and impact across the higher
education system.
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8.8 Implementing the Model

Clearly communicating the future structure of the model

We noted earlier in our conclusions that the overall structure of the model must be clear. A key early
objective in the implementation processust be development of a range of resources to facilitate a

simple understanding of where funding is channelled and on what basis. A functioning online tool
should be an immediate priority, supported by animation showing how funding reaches learning and
teaching, research, innovation, engagement and other designated objectives. In putting this together,

there should be new agreed terminology for how funding allocations to institutions are articulated,
Y2@QAYy3 gl & FNRBY NBTSNEByi@iSgwhichave BelegeNBud the dbng o £ 2 O]
performance elements built into the allocation method. Indeed, there is a case for the entire allocation

to be termed the HEI Performance Grant to reflect the fact that it is all driven by such elements (and

not jug a small proportion formally linked to the compact process).

Rec | An online tool and supporting resources should be Implemented upon launch of
30 developed to clearly communicate how funding is the new model in late 2017
allocated, the outcomes it generates and the ways in
which it supports the range of objeves set for higher
education.

An implementation group to oversee delivery of these recommendations

Throughout this section, we have set out a significant number of recommendations, many of which
will involve further work or be dependent on additional developments or funding in order to progress.
We acknowledge the need for care in implementing major change in how the system is funded and
the phasing of each recommendation needs to be carefudlypidd in order to ensure that there are

no sudden shocks (@ unanticipated declines in funding) for individual institutions or imbalances
caused within the system (e.g. by channelling too great a proportion of limited funding into a particular
allocatior). We are therefore very conscious that for the future model to have the desiredtéwnyg
impact, the HEA must work closely with the institutions and its Government partners to ensure a
smooth transition to the new approach. It is important that an impéertation group is established

to bring these stakeholders together, iron out any outstanding issues, and agree the approach to roll
out of each recommendation in line with the proposed timeline. This implementation group should
report to the HEA on a quaatly basis.

Rec | An implementation group should be established to Implemented upon launch of
31 oversee the delivery of these recommendations and | the new model in late 2017
ensure that further work to clarify future approaches &
introduce them within the model is progressed within
envisaged timelines. The group shouldlie/the HEA,
IUA, THEA and the DES.

Maintaining a moderating mechanism to protect ongoing sustainability

Finally, we acknowledge that we are proposing significant change in the way in which treehigtoer
education system is funded. While we believe that we are setting out a course of action which is
appropriate, desirable and fair, addressing unintended consequences and ensuring responsiveness to
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evolving economic and societal needs, we also askedge that institutions should not suffer for
behaviour and performance which was encouraged and incentivised by the previous system. It is
therefore critical that all institutions are given time to adjust and plan their future operations without
being sject to any sudden and unexpected declines in state funding. While the presence of a
moderator within the model attracted mixed views, with criticism from rapidly growing institutions, it

is needed as a key component of the future model, at least font@niin period.

Rec | A moderator of +/2% of the overall system rate of Implemented from 2018 and
32 funding change should be applied in setting every monitored by the HEA
institutional allocation. The appropriateness and level
this moderator should be reviewed on an ongoing bas
by the HEA.

In addition to this role in setting the moderator, it is also important that the HEA itself continues to
review the model on an ongoing basis, making adjustments to reflect the evolving environment as it
hasin the past, and ensuring that the system remains agile and responsive as it further deVééops.
have identified a series of interdependencies that will all have a significant impact on the higher
education system and how it is funded, and will demartdireely and tailored response if and when
they arise.The guiding principles that we set out in Chapter 5 of this report should remain a central
reference point to inform thislecisionmakingprocess.

Rec | The HEA should continue to evolve the furdiodel in | Monitored on an ongoing basi

33 response to changes in the wider environment, the | with appropriate modifications
national policy agenda and the development of the | applied as part of the annual
higher education system. grant allocation process
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Appendixl: Glossary

ARC
CAO
DES
DIT
DJEI
ECF
ER\
FEC
GERD
HEA
HEAR
HEFCW
HEI
HERD
HESA
HETAC
ICT
0T
IRC
IRCHSS
IRCSET
ISSE
IUA
LERU
NCGP
NFQ
NOW
NUI
OECD

QQlI
RAE
RDI

REF
RGAM
RTC
SFC
SLA
SRE
STEM
SUSI
TCD
THE
THEA
TU
ucb
WFTE
WTE

Australian Research Council

Central Applications Office

Department of Education and Skills

Dublin Institute of Technology

Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation
Employment Control Framework

Excellence in Research for Australia

Full Economic Cost

GrossExpenditureon Research and Development

Higher Education Authority

Higher Education Access Route
HigherEducatior-undingCouncifor Wales

Higher Educaon Institution
HigherEducationResearchandDevelopment
HigherEducatiornStatisticsAgency

Higher Education and Training Awards Council
Information Communication Technology

Institute of Technology

Irish Research Council

Irish Research Council for Humanities and Social Sciences
Irish Research Council for Science, Engineering and Technology
Irish Survey of Student Engagement

Irish Universities Association

Leagueof EuropearResearchJniversities

National Competitive Grants Prognane

National Framework of Qualifications

Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research
National University of Ireland

Organisation for Economic @peration and Development
Quiality and Qualifications Ireland

Research Assessment Exercise
Research Development and Innovation

Research Excellence Framework

Recurrent Grant Allocation

Regional Technical Colleges

Scottish Fundin@ouncil

Service Level Agreement

Sustainable Research Excellence Universities
Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics
Student Universal Support Ireland

Trinity College Dublin

Times Higher Education

Technolgical Higher Education Authority Ireland
Technological University

University College Dublin

Weighted FullTime Equivalent

Whole Time Equivalent
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Appendix2: Expert Panel Biographies
Short biographies for each of the Expert Panembers are provided below.

Ms Brid Horan, Chair

Brid Horan is currently Chair of Trustees of Bank of Ireland Staff Pension Fund and of the Board of ISAX
(Ireland Smart Ageing Exchange), a member of DCU Governing Authority, TLAC (Top Level
Appointments Comittee) and IMI Council, a Director of Chamber Choir Ireland and of Dublin Theatre
Festival.

In June 2014, Brid was appointed by the Minister for Education to the Expert Group to examine
funding options for Higher Education which reported in early 2016.

Former Deputy Chief Executive of ESB, she has previously served as an Independswmchtve
Director of FBD Holdings plc, a member of Board of IDA and a Commissioner of National Pensions
Reserve Fund. Prior to joining ESB in 1997, she headed KPM@ ReAstuarial Consulting.

Brid is a Chartered Director and Fellow Institute of Directors, an Actuary and Fellow Irish Institute of
Pension Management.

ProfessorPhilip Gummett CBE

t NEFSaa2N t KAf AL DdzYYSiG G Qa 7FA NhdineitySemeidingfield ofa Ay
science and technology policy studies at Manchester University, UK, heading both the Department of
Science and Technology Policy and later the DepartrmEGovernment, and becomirrofessor of
Government and Technology Pgli¢le taught a range of undergraduate programmes and developed
graduate and research specialisms in UK science policy and in relations between defence and civil
technologies, on which he led a 12 nation, mainly European, research group, and publishgd widel

His best known academic work is the monograph Scientists in Whitehall (Manchester University Press,
1980).

Professor Gummett was appointed Pvice Chancellor at Manchester, before moving to the Higher
Education Funding Council for Wales, of which he eaef executive from 2003 until retiring in 2012.

A key agenda item during that period was restructuring the Welsh university system, where a series
of highprofile mergers of higher education institutions resulted in reducing the initial thirteen
institutions to eight. He is a trustee of JISC, the body that provides digital infrastructure, resources and
advice across all UK universities and colleges, and is a consultant on higher education. Professor
Gummett also has knowledge of the higher educatiordtarape and policy in Ireland and he was
Expert Secretary for a 2014 report to the Higher Education Authoritgppfications by consortia of
Institutes of Technology fofrechnological Universistatus

Professor Sir lan Diamond DL, FBA, FRSE, FAcSS

Sirlan is Principal and Vigghancellor of the University of Aberdeen, an appointment he has held
since 1 April 2010. He was previously Chief Executive of the Economic and Social Research Council. He
was also Chair of the Research Councils UK Executive @@42009) the umbrella body that
represents all seven UK Research Councils. Before joining the ESRC, Sir lan was D&hagddiber

at the University of Southampton, where he had been for most of his career.
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the areas of population and health, both in the developed and less developed world. His research has
involved collaboration with many government departments including the Office for Nationalti8tatis

the Department for International Development and the Department for Work and Pensions.

Sir lan has served as Chair of British Universities and Colleges Sport, Chair of the Universities UK
Research Policy Network Committee, Chair of the UniversiieStdup on Efficiency and Chair of the
Higher Education Review for Wales. In this latter role he set out a clear pathway to reform of the
Welsh higher education funding model which is currently being implemented by the Welsh
Government. Sir lan was electedthe UK Academy of Social Sciences in 1999, is a Fellow of the British
Academy (2005), a Fellow of the Royal Society of Edinburgh (2009) and holds honorary degrees from
the universities of Cardiff and Glasgow.

Ms Mary Kerr

Mary Kerr is the formeDeputy Chief Executive of the Higher Education Authority, where she worked
for over 30 years overseeing the Irish higher education system and its funding. During her period of
office she managed the development and implementation of the funding allocatimatel for higher
education institutions. She was also involved in a number of international projects focusing on the
review and development of funding models. Her roles within the HEA brought her into regular contact
with all of the universities, institute of technology and specialist colleges and she has-dagth
knowledge of their missions, operations and impacts.
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Appendix 3: Advisory Group

Dr Graham LoveChair of the Advisory Group, Higher Education Authority (AG Meetings 3 and 4)
Ms Anne LooneyFormer Chair of the Advisory Group, Higher Education Authority (AG Meetings 1
and 2)

Ms Noreen Bevan®epartment of Education and Skills (DES)

Mr Joe Mooreand Fionna Hallinamepartment of Jobs Enterprise and Innovation (DFEEviously
Ms JennifeBillings AG Meeting 1 and 2)

Ms Marie Mulvihilj Department of Public Expenditure and RefdibPER) (Previously Mr John Burke
AG Meeting 1)

Mr Garrett Murray Enterprise Ireland (El)

Ms Claire McGedbec

Mr Peter Brownjrish Research Council (IRE)evouslyDr Eucharia MeehaAG Meeting 1 and 2)

Mr Michael Caseytrish Universities Association (IUA)

Mr John FieldUniversity of Limerick

Ms Karena MaguirgQualifications and Quality Ireland (QQI)

Dr Peter ClifforgScience Foundation Ireland (SFI)

Mr Conor DunngSOLAS

Dr Joseph Ryaitechnological Higher Education Association (THEA)

Ms Annie HoeyThe Union of Students in Ireland (USI)

Mr Thomas StonePresident, IT Tallaght

Professor Bahram Bekhradnia; Higher Education Authority

Ms Martha Brandesiacess Made Accessible, Disability Advisors Working Network, Mature Students
Ireland Officers Network

Mr Raymond Bowe, Industrial Development Authority (IDA)
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Appendixd: Organisation Submissions

1. Access Made Accessible, Disability Advisors Working Netiatkye Students Ireland
(Joint Network Response)

2. AIB Centre for Finance Business Research at Waterford Institute of Technology. (Own views
not those of WIT)

3. Athlone Institute of Technology

4. Cork Institute of Technology

5. Department of Public Expenditure andfBrm

6. Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation

7. Dublin City University

8. Dublin Institute of Technology

9. Dundalk Institute of Technology

10. Enterprise Ireland

11. GalwayMayo Institute of Technology

12. Health Service Executive

13. Higher Education Colleges Association

14. Ibec

15. Institute of Art, Design and Technology

16. Institute of Technology, Blanchardstown

17. Institute of Technology, Carlow

18. Institute of Technology, Tralee

19. Institute of Technology, Sligo

20. Institute of Technology, Sligo (Research)

21. Irish Research Council

22. IrishUniversities Association

23. Letterkenny Institute of Technology

24. Mary Immaculate College

25. Maynooth University

26. National College of Art and Design

27. National University of Ireland, Galway

28. Quality and Qualifications Ireland

29. Royal Irish Academy

30. Science Foundationdiand

31. SOLAS

32. St. Angela's College, Sligo

33. Technological Higher Education Association

34. The Teaching Council and HEI Provides of Initial Teacher Education (Joint Submission)

35. Third Level Computing Forum

36. Trinity College Dublin

37. UCD Innovation Academy

38. University Cllege Cork

39. University College Dublin

40. University of Limerick

41. Waterford Institute of Technology
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Appendixb: Stakeholder Meetings

1. Access Made Accessible, Disability Advisors Working Network, Mature Students Ireland
Officers Network
American Chamber ctommerce Ireland
Chambers Ireland
Department of Arts, Heritage, Regional, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs
Department of Education and Skills
Department of Health
Department of Jobs Enterprise and Innovation
Department of Public Expenditure and Reform
Enterprse Ireland
. Ibec
. IMPACT
. Industrial Development éthority (IDA)
. Irish Universities Associatidgresidents
. Irish Universities Association Chief Financial Officers/Bursars
. Quality and Qualifications Ireland
. Science Foundation Ireland
¢S OKSNBRQ WdyAz2y 2F LNBfLlyYy
. Technological Higher Education Associafoesidents
. Technological Higher Education Associas@aeretary / Financial Controllers
. The Higher Education Colleges AssocigtitiBCA)
. Union of Students in Ireland)SI)
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