RESOURCE IMPACT STATEMENT - Guidelines

 (To be read in conjunction with the template) 

Preliminary resource impact statements for new course proposals should normally be provided, up to 14 months prior to the course’s introduction.  This allows sufficient time to develop detailed proposals to gain approval by the May UT&LC and June Senate meeting.  Ad hoc proposals put forward outside the normal schedule will also be considered.

1.  HIGH IMPACT/LOW IMPACT PROPOSALS

The real cost of most proposals is at the unit level, particularly where new units are being developed or where increased demand may involve changed delivery arrangements for existing units.

High impact proposals are those requiring new staff, involving new unit development, facilities/equipment, library resources and/or with limited evidence of demand.  These need detailed scrutiny.

Low impact proposals make use of existing units and existing staff.  These proposals still involve costs but these are usually around $10,000 for course development, coordination and marketing. A course costing template is not necessary for a low impact proposal if all of the information is included in the statement. There is no harm in completing one, but it is not mandatory.  

Note: In the case of proposals for course amendments involving no additional resources, a brief statement indicating this may be submitted instead of a Resource Impact Statement.

2.  DOES THE PROGRAM USE EXISTING UNITS?

Are there opportunities to improve upon teaching and administrative efficiencies in the delivery of the new program and associated units?  If new units are added, do they replace existing units in other courses?  Will new units be taught separately or in conjunction with other units (eg in the same classroom)?  Will any new units be offered in existing programs?  Will existing units be offered on new campuses? [This may help to support new program development and increase the efficiency of teaching.  Where an existing unit in a core program does not suit the needs of a specialist program, consider whether the revised unit could be used in the core program.]

Specify new units and units replaced. Specify any new campuses for existing units.

Does the proposal involve service teaching?

Will service teaching be reduced as a result of proposed introduction/deletion of units?

3.  CAN THE PROGRAM BE TAUGHT USING EXISTING STAFF AND INFRASTRUCTURE?  

If yes, this can be regarded as a low impact proposal with limited risk, and therefore does not require a detailed business plan.  Minor additional costs for casual staffing etc – up to $20k – are acceptable as long as these can be tailored to actual intake levels.

However, any new program developments will have staff workload and resource implications and these should be clearly described and addressed.

4. DOES THE PROGRAM REQUIRE SPECIALISED TEACHING AND LEARNING FACILITIES OR SERVICES?

Specialised teaching and learning facilities may include inter alia establishment of satellite campuses, scientific labs, clinical labs, media equipped/computer labs, simulation labs, industry placements, or flexible learning spaces. Teaching and learning services could include video conferencing, video streaming, or flexible delivery via the University’s learning management system.

If such facilities or services are required, provide details.  Eg What arrangements have been made with Asset Management Services or Information Technology Resources?  What are the financial implications? Are there intake restrictions for reasons such as limited practicum placement position availability or infrastructure limitations? 

5.  WHAT WAS THE BASIS FOR THE DECISION TO UNDERTAKE THE INITIATIVE?  

(Eg School or course review; student feedback; employer/industry feedback; domestic or international demand)

6. HAS AN APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF MARKET RESEARCH/ASSESSMENT BEEN UNDERTAKEN?  

This is less important in a low risk initiative, but critical if new units, additional staff or infrastructure costs are involved especially if there is limited evidence of demand. Briefly describe what level of market research has been undertaken. (Nevertheless for all cases there should be an assessment of likely demand and where that demand will be sourced. If it is likely that a new proposal will fragment demand for an existing course this should be mentioned). 

7.  HOW DOES THE PROPOSAL HELP IN MEETING THE UNIVERSITY’S STRATEGIC GOALS?  

(Eg Growth in key areas; distinctive courses in theme areas; increasing student cohort quality; generating additional income; underpinning research strengths; responding to the State’s skill needs; increasing level of postgraduate enrolments; improving efficiency of teaching; increased collaboration within and outside UTas etc.)

8.  ARE THE PROJECTED ENROLMENTS REALISTIC?  

This is critical for a high-risk proposal.  Enrolment projections are required for the first three years of the course, including DEST funded, domestic fee-paying and FFPOS students. Projections should take account of the standard 25% attrition in year-to-year progression.  A commencing enrolment of 80 drops to 60 in year 2 and 45 in year 3.  Postgraduate programs taught as modules over 3 semesters should indicate likely progression rates from one module to the next.

9.  WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR ENROLMENTS?

Income should be fully costed for high impact proposals. Low impact proposals using existing units and resources do not require detailed costings. The proposal needs to indicate whether increased income is expected and from where.

Costing of proposals to be supported from operating grant funds, must take account of actual Faculty/school target load.  Increasing enrolments will not necessarily lead to increased funding as additional Commonwealth places are limited.

Proposals that will generate significant additional load, but will depend on increased targets need to have this issue considered up front.

Faculties and schools should consider the following questions:

A) Are relevant schools currently meeting or exceeding target load?

· Will the new proposal provide additional enrolments?  If so, they may only qualify for marginal or negotiated rates.  Will these rates cover costs?

· Will the proposal divert enrolments from other units delivered by the School/Faculty?  What impact will this have?  Will the diversion of enrolments make some existing units less efficient or unviable?

· Has the Faculty considered revision of school targets based on the likely changes to enrolment patterns?

B) Are relevant schools currently not meeting target?  Additional enrolments may simply make the target more achievable, but not generate extra funding.

C) Are fee-paying domestic places being considered?  Indicate main funding clusters.  This option should be assessed for all programs, especially in low return funding clusters.  Conversely, schools should consider offering some operating grant Commonwealth supported places for both undergraduate and postgraduate courses in high return funding clusters.

D) Are international student places being offered? – compare proposed fee with Commonwealth funding levels.  Provide justification if fee level is below domestic funding.  Consider whether marketing to interstate students might produce similar numbers at higher funding levels.

10.  INDICATIVE MINIMUM COSTINGS

The development of new programs involves some basic costs.  For low impact proposals the following indicative minimum costs need to be taken into account.  There is no need for a detailed costing of these elements, although if a particular proposal has higher costs, these should be identified.

· Course development:  This figure takes account of the workload involved in developing proposals and gaining approval through Faculty and University committees etc.  Indicative minimum $2,000.

· Course planning and ongoing maintenance:  Whilst most of the cost of new course proposals is at the unit level, there are ongoing costs of maintaining information on the course, quality assurance, professional recognition, handbook entries, degree rule maintenance, promotional material etc.  Indicative minimum $2,000 pa.

· Course coordination and administration:  Indicative minimum $1,000 + $500/EFTSL.

· Additional marginal costs for tutoring/marking etc:  Indicative minimum $800/EFTSL.

· Whilst expenditure on capital and infrastructure is likely to be limited for low impact proposals some indicative costs will exist for Library, IT, tutorial space etc even where there is no apparent cost.  Indicative minimum $1,000/EFTSL.

· Administrative Services: Should the proposal include a significant demand for new or increased service provision this should be identified. If there are expectations of student service provision, beyond existing arrangements these expectations should be identified and costed here.

Basic proposals must use at least these minimum costings.  High impact proposals should identify real costs.

11.  LIBRARY RESOURCES

The University Librarian must be involved in providing an estimate of actual costs and budget impact for all proposals. The School will then be required to provide the identified funds to the Library for the purchase of the additional Library materials. A draft course proposal must be forwarded to the University Librarian in order to obtain an estimate of actual Library costs. A response will be provided by the University Librarian in the form of a Library Impact Statement (allow ten working days) and must be appended to the Resource Impact Statement when it is forwarded to Planning and Resources Committee for final approval.

12.  STARTUP THRESHOLDS, COMMITMENTS AND EXIT STRATEGIES

A) What is the minimum EFTSL necessary for the course to proceed?  Proposals that involve additional staffing costs above $20,000 per annum must indicate the minimum EFTSL required for the program to proceed.  This figure should take account of normal attrition patterns and the longer-term commitments to students who enrol in a program.  

B) What is the anticipated commitment in years? A three-year commitment to provide units to a small number of students can be quite costly if enrolments and pipeline are not maintained.  

C) Is an exit strategy required? Students who choose to study part-time can significantly extend any teach out period. Options for teach out might include alternative pathways for students if particular units/programs become unviable; making it clear that progression through modules in postgraduate programs are subject to viable enrolments in each module.  A Grad Cert, Grad Dip, Masters sequence may not be guaranteed.

The best approach is to set realistic start-up thresholds and simply not proceed with programs that do not reach the threshold.  The best test of this threshold is to check on the financial viability of a program that achieves its start-up enrolments in the first year, but then fails to reach targets for its second intake.  Is the course viable for a single cohort?  Some judgement needs to be used in making this assessment, but high exposure programs with significant staffing costs need close scrutiny. Has a cost benefit analysis been conducted?

13. ANNUAL COSTINGS

· Costings should be provided over a 3-year period. (Apart from the course development cost, these 

should be regarded as ongoing costs of the program and should be taken into account in testing the viability of a new program).

· Course fees etc should be expressed as annual fees.  Many three semester programs use full course costs and this can lead to confused income projections.  A three semester program costing $15,000 only generates $10,000 in the first year.  Where these costings are required they should be based on actual enrolment projections, including standard attrition, and taking account of other progression issues relevant to the program.  For example, how many students actually intend to take all three modules of a postgraduate sequence?

· When using internal $/EFTSL for operating grant students remember that routine off-the-top costs have already been taken out. 

· Provide estimates for international student fees/numbers. International fees have 42% deducted for off-the-top costs.

· New fee-paying domestic programs may not have costs deducted for the first three years, but indicate planned off-the-top costs beyond three years – at least 10%. Bear in mind central resources for capital/infrastructure/services for fee-paying domestic programs are limited.

· Are staffing costs all related to the new program or will those staff undertake other teaching duties?  Only cost proportion of workload in new program.

· Where staffing will be progressively increased in response to increasing enrolments, relevant thresholds need to be made clear.  Eg Course requires a 0.5 Level B for initial 12 EFTSL, increased to full-time when load reaches 25 EFTSL.  Casual staffing support to manage transition etc.

RESOURCE IMPACT STATEMENT - Template

To be forwarded to the Planning & Resources Committee for approval

(Please refer to the guidelines when completing this form)



To be completed by the Head of School or course coordinator and approved by the Dean. Attach additional details as required.

Faculty:

School:

Proposed name of course:

Teaching mode/delivery:

Campus(es) on which course will be taught:



1.  IS THE NEW PROPOSAL HIGH OR LOW IMPACT?  

(Provide an explanation to support your answer)



2.  DOES THE PROGRAM USE EXISTING UNITS?

· If new units are added, are there opportunities to improve upon teaching and administrative efficiencies? 

· If new units are added, do they replace existing units in other courses?  Will they be taught separately or in conjunction with other units (eg in the same classroom)?  
· Will any new units be offered in existing programs?

· Specify new units and units replaced.

· Specify any new campuses for existing units.



3.  CAN THE PROGRAM BE TAUGHT USING EXISTING STAFF AND INFRASTRUCTURE? 

· Any new program developments will have staff workload and resource implications and these should be clearly described and addressed.



4. DOES THE PROGRAM REQUIRE SPECIALISED TEACHING AND LEARNING FACILITIES OR SERVICES?

(Specialised teaching and learning facilities may include inter alia establishment of satellite campuses, scientific labs, clinical labs, media equipped/computer labs, simulation labs, industry placements, or flexible learning spaces. Teaching and learning services could include video conferencing, video streaming, or flexible delivery via the University’s learning management system.)

· If such facilities or services are required, what arrangements have been made with Asset Management Services or Information Technology Resources?  

· What are the financial implications?  

· What are the limitations/considerations for industry placements?



5.  WHAT WAS THE BASIS OF THE INITIATIVE? 

(e.g. school or course review; student feedback; employer/industry feedback)



6. HAS AN APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF MARKET RESEARCH/ ASSESSMENT BEEN UNDERTAKEN?  



7.  HOW DOES THE PROPOSAL HELP IN MEETING THE UNIVERSITY’S STRATEGIC GOALS?  



8.  ARE THE PROJECTED ENROLMENTS REALISTIC?  



9.  WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR ENROLMENTS?

· Operating grant – will the load fit within current target?  

· Indicate main funding clusters.

· Are relevant schools currently meeting or exceeding target load?

· Are relevant schools currently not meeting target?  

· International student places - compare proposed fee with Commonwealth funding levels.  Provide justification if fee level is more than 10% below domestic funding.  

· Consider whether marketing to interstate students might produce similar numbers at higher funding levels.



10.  INDICATIVE MINIMUM COSTINGS

· Course development:  

· Course planning and ongoing maintenance: 

· Course coordination and administration:

· Additional marginal costs for tutoring/marking etc:

· Capital and infrastructure:



11.  LIBRARY RESOURCES REQUIRED (Each RIS, whether high or low impact, must be accompanied by a Library Impact Statement, completed after consultation with the appropriate Liaison Librarian.)



12.  STARTUP THRESHOLDS, COMMITMENTS AND EXIT STRATEGIES



13.  ANNUAL COSTINGS



Statement by the Dean(s):

Please include a statement by the Dean(s) that the new course/significant amendments to the existing course have been approved by the Faculty Executive(s) which has(have) agreed to commit sufficient resources to implement the course.

Note: For combined courses ALL relevant Heads of School or course coordinators and Deans must sign.

	Signed:

Head of School or Course Coordinator
	Date:

	Signed:

Dean
	Date:
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