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Abstract 

Activity based costing systems are expensive, difficult to implement and often make 
poor use of available data.  They can also be difficult to tailor to the needs of the 
people responsible for a one-line budget in more devolved settings.  The costing 
system demonstrated here was designed to circumvent these limitations to some 
extent by restricting its focus to the management of a faculty.  The system was based 
on the integration of several data sets that are either prepared by or readily available 
to all Statistics Units: (1) the funding allocation model;  (2) student, subject, revenue 
and staff data that are part of the DETYA Statistical Collections;  (3) departmental 
workload allocation spreadsheets and (4) the faculty’s budget.  The demonstration 
will show how these data were extracted, integrated, verified, analyzed and made 
accessible in pivot tables.  Some of the inferences that were drawn from the data will 
be discussed during the demonstration. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Implementing a comprehensive ‘top-down’ Activity Based Costing system is an 
expensive and complex undertaking.  Moreover, it may not be obvious further down 
the management line that the supposed benefits are either achievable (cost savings or 
waste reduction), of real value (improved finance systems and documentation) or 
worth the effort (knowledge of cost drivers and better decision support).  Certainly 
very few universities have implemented an ABC system despite recent efforts on 
DETYA’s part to convince us to do so. 
 
The other type of ABC system is essentially ‘bottom-up’ and is less concerned with 
the subtleties of allocating infrastructure, central administration and student support 
costs than in managing a budget, assessing teaching costs, and identifying high and 
low cost activities, markets and students.  The ‘bottom-up’ ABC system is best suited 
for implementation at faculty or departmental level where the Dean has a one-line 
budget and a high degree of autonomy.  The faculty-based ABC system that we will 
demonstrate today falls under this category. 
 
The general specifications of the system were straightforward.  It had to be 
inexpensive (under $20,000), easily maintained, require the collection of no additional 
information and be capable of providing historical data on a wide range of strategic 
and financial issues.  Several specific types of information were mandatory: 
 
• Departmental costs 

• Unit/subject costs 

• Teaching component costs (lectures, tutorials, student consultation, etc) 

• Research costs 

• Overhead and support activity costs 

• Course development costs 

• The cost of alternative delivery methods 

• The cost of overseas and domestic fee-paying operations 
 
The system was designed to focus on teaching, marketing, research and budgetary 
matters.  In practical terms, many of the issues that the system was designed to deal 
with were quite complex and even with credible costing data suitable strategies would 
be difficult to elicit from the data.  Nevertheless, some of the applications of the 
system that were discussed during its development are listed below and a number of 
these will be explored in the second part of the presentation. 
 
Teaching 

• Highlight the real costs associated with the provision of units of study. 

• Enable cost benefit analyses associated with the faculty’s teaching program to be 
conducted. 

• Determine the volume of students required for course or unit viability. 

• Provide a credible basis for pricing proposed courses and units of study; facilitate 
break-even analyses. 
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• Accurately assess resource requirements and their allocation to new initiatives. 

• Identify how activities consume costs. 

• Identify high and low cost activities. 

• Assist staff to understand their role within a commercial environment. 

• Identify why unit costs change over time. 

• Facilitate a reduction in idle capacity. 

• Highlight the real costs associated with different delivery methods and assess 
their economic viability. 

 
Marketing 

• Highlight the costs associated with different student types. 

• Provide information to assist with marketing decisions and directions. 

• Facilitate a strategic approach to targeting and recruiting domestic and 
international fee-paying students. 

   
Research 

• Facilitate efficient allocation of resources to research. 

• Highlight the impact of the 20% research component on academic staff 
productivity and workloads. 

 
Budget Issues 

• Highlight the cost associated with faculty support activities. 

• Allow course and unit pricing to reflect the true cost of overheads and the support 
activities they consume. 

• Enable contribution and profitability reports to be generated. 

• Assist with resource allocation decisions within the faculty. 

• Identify anomalies in the faculty’s budget and allocation procedures. 

• Quantify the fixed and variable costs associated with the faculty’s operations. 

• Enable the faculty to undertake projective financial planning. 
 
Context 

The system was commissioned by a Business faculty with about 2,150 EFTSU 
divided into four departments ranging from 450 to 700 EFTSU.  Some 50% of student 
load was DETYA funded, 37% came from overseas students and 13% from domestic 
fee-paying students.  Some 80% of student load was delivered externally or online 
and 20% by traditional face-to-face teaching methods.  As the motivation for 
developing the system was essentially an expected reduction in overseas student 
revenue, it would probably be fair to say that the initial focus of the exercise was to 
investigate the gap between costs and revenue from non-government sources. 
 
Software 

All data entry and output was in Excel.  In order to facilitate more complex analyses 
at a later date, the program was written in SPSS. 
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2. Methodology 
 
The general methodology used in developing the system was to integrate revenue, 
costing, and outcome data in a reporting module that could be used to address the 
teaching, marketing, research and budgetary issues listed above.  Figure 1 provides    
a simple schematic. 
 

Figure 1  System Overview 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.1 Data Sources 
 

The system’s data came from three main sources, although there were other types 
of data (e.g. unit evaluations) that will not be included in this demonstration. 

 
Revenue.   Table 1 is an extract from our funding allocation model.  It shows the 
student load generated by the faculty, weighted EFTSU calculated using a 
variation of DETYA’s Relative Funding Model, gross revenue, commissions paid 
to agents for the recruitment of overseas students, and the revenue actually 
allocated to the faculty.   The notional revenue generated by each department 
within the faculty, and revenues associated with courses, countries, modes of 
delivery and so on can be extracted from the aggregated data contained in the 
table.  Except for overseas agents and commissions, all of the data in the pivot 
table came from the Enrolment, Load, Liability Status and Courses files 
submitted to DETYA in the statistical collections.  The last column in the pivot 
table labeled “Allocated” contains the disposable income available to the faculty 
in 2000.  The funding allocation model is highly evolved to the extent that 
estimated annual revenues can be generated on a weekly basis, or actual (final) 
revenues at DETYA’s August 31 census date can be used in the calculations.  
The data presented here are the latter. 

 
Costing Data.   The activity-costing component of the system required access to 
student and staff data as well as faculty workload information.  Table 2 
summarizes the faculty’s full-time equivalent (FTE) staff numbers and their salary 
details.  It is essentially an aggregated version of the staff data submitted to 
DETYA in the statistical collections.  We enhanced the data to some extent by  
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Revenue and Costing Data Pivot Tables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Age (All)
 Classification (All)
 Function (All)
 Gender (All)
 Level (All)
 Qualification (All)
 Name (All)
 Staff ID (All)
 Tenure (All)
 Work Contract (All)

Data
 Department  FTE Base On-costs Salaries 
Economics 17.09 850669 170819 1021488
HRM 16.94 810421 160541 970962
Info Systems 25.52 1316318 274044 1590362
Marketing 15.94 814621 169740 984361
Administration 25.60 866317 189937 1056254

Grand Total 101.08 4658346 965080 5623426

 Activity (All)
 Attendance (All)
 Level (All)
 Name (All)
 Semester (All)
 Staff ID (All)
 Unit (All)

Hours  Work Contract
 Department Full-time Part-time Grand Total
Economics 23754 5120 28874
HRM 21381 6108 27489
Info Systems 36100 6846 42946
Marketing 22981 4130 27111

Grand Total 104216 22204 126420

Table 2 

FTE staff and salary details pivot table 

 Attendance (All)
 Agent (All)
 Commence (All)
 Country (All)
 Course (All)
 Discipline (All)
 Funding (All)
 Level of Course (All)
 Overseas (All)
 Semester (All)
 Unit (All)

Data
 Department Unit Enrol EFTSU WEFTSU Gross Commiss   Net Allocated 
Economics 4192 521 518 3331797 223178 3108619 1464532
HRM 3756 465 490 3161856 262834 2899022 1367770
Info Systems 5675 703 857 5539164 291989 5247175 2469125
Marketing 3774 455 449 2951328 359217 2592111 1255593
Cross-department 27 8 12 76301 0 76301 32276

Grand Total 17424 2151 2327 15060447 1137218 13923229 6589295

Table 1 

Funding allocation and student load pivot table 

Table 3 

Academic staff workload allocation pivot table 
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extracting record level salary and contract details from the Personnel system for 
casual staff.  Casual staff data are reported to DETYA in aggregate rather than 
record level form.  The critical information in the pivot table is the salary data. 
 
The actual costing data, however, was derived from the staff workload data shown 
in Table 3.  Actual costs were derived by distributing all of the faculty’s salary 
and non-salary expenditure to the units/subjects that it offered.  A tangible 
example is provided in Table 4 below.  The staff member in the illustration 
devoted 64% of her time to five units.  That proportion of salary was allocated to 
the five units using the workload percentages shown in the last column of the 
table.  The remaining 36% of her workload (student consultation, research and 
administration) was apportioned by EFTSU to the same five units. 
 
The system took advantage of the fact that the four department heads were 
working towards a common method for allocating workloads.  For full-time staff, 
allocations were premised on a notional workload of 1728 hours (36 hours by 48 
weeks) annually.  Notional workloads were recorded in the system and actual 
workloads were later verified with individual staff members. 
 
The annual workload for the full-time staff member shown in the example below 
was slightly higher than the norm.  Actual workloads for all academic staff in fact 
ranged from 1409 to 2687 hours.  Irrespective of these variations, salaries were 
apportioned to activities according to the workload percentages shown in the last 
column of the table.  In other words, everyone had a workload of 100% and their 
salaries were apportioned to their activities on this basis. 
 
 
 Table 4  Workload allocation example for an academic staff member. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Unit Unit Title Sem Attend Activity Hrs/Year Workload %
51357  Marketing Strat Res Proj S1 D Supervision 120 7%
51357  Marketing Strat Res Proj S1 X Supervision 120 7%
51360  Export Management S2 D Tutorial 45 3%
51360  Export Management S2 D Unit Leader 50 3%
51360  Export Management S2 D Lecturing 90 5%
51360  Export Management S2 X Unit Leader 50 3%
51360  Export Management S2 X Marking 85 5%
51360  Export Management S2 X Rewrite 100 6%
51362  Promotion Management S3 X Moderator 5 0%
51366  Consumer Behaviour S1 D Tutorial 105 6%
51366  Consumer Behaviour S1 X Marking 63 4%
51366  Consumer Behaviour S1 D Moderator 5 0%
51366  Consumer Behaviour S1 X Moderator 5 0%
51366  Consumer Behaviour S2 X Unit Leader 80 4%
51366  Consumer Behaviour S2 X Marking 13 1%
55307  New Product Dev & Market S2 X Unit Leader 50 3%
55307  New Product Dev & Market S2 X Marking 65 4%
55307  New Product Dev & Market S2 X Rewrite 100 6%
99901  Student Consultation Consultation 180 10%
99902  Research Day Research Day 346 19%
99906  Administration Administration 120 7%

1797 100.0%
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2.2 Assumptions 
 

Two major assumptions were made in developing the system.  Firstly, it was 
assumed that workloads allocated by department heads, in consultation with 
individual staff members, represented a reasonable estimate of the proportion of 
time (and salary) devoted to particular activities.  This avoided the need to 
formally survey individual staff about their activities and allowed us to use 
information that was otherwise routinely kept in the Department Head’s 
spreadsheets but served no wider purposes. 

 
Secondly, following extensive consultation with the faculty it was agreed that 
three classes of non-teaching activity would be apportioned by student load to 
either the units taught by an individual staff member, the units offered within a 
department or the units offered across the faculty.  Examples include: 
 
• The costs associated with administration and other non-teaching activities 

undertaken by senior academic staff were apportioned across individual 
departments or the whole faculty; 

• The common 20% research loading allocated to most full-time academic staff 
was usually apportioned across the units taught by that staff member;1 

• All other indirect costs such as support staff salaries and non-teaching 
expenditure were apportioned across all of the units offered by the faculty. 

 
2.3 Demonstration 
 

The first part of the demonstration will illustrate precisely how staff workload data 
were collected and expenditure apportioned to individual units and activities.  An 
overview of the front-end of the system is presented in Attachment 1.  The actual 
activities for which costing data were required are defined in Attachment 2.  A 
complete list of the variables used in the system, as well as their sources, is shown 
in Attachment 3. 

 
The second part of the demonstration will illustrate some of the patterns that 
emerged from the data.  You will appreciate that as the material might be 
considered commercially sensitive, the actual dollar amounts and some of the key 
variables have been modified or renamed.  For example, I have artificially set the 
faculty’s total expenditure and revenue to the same fictitious dollar value.  From 
your perspective, you will be seeing the machinations of an academic entity that 
broke even last year.  However, as the staff and student load data are factual and 
part of the public record, the patterns of workload, expenditure and income do 
reflect what really happened. 
 
 

                                                           
1 Even though the majority of staff in the faculty were classified as ‘teaching and research’, the 20% 
research loading was attributed to the cost of the units they taught.  While research does feed directly 
into teaching, the extent to which this occurs in the faculty could not be determined.  Accordingly, the 
research component of each staff member’s salary was allocated to their individual teaching programs.  
In other settings it might be more appropriate to assess research costs as a separate item in relation to 
research productivity measures, such as cost per refereed publication. 
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3. Findings 
 
 Table 5 shows an extract from the complete data set containing all of the student, 

staff, expenditure, revenue and activity data listed in Attachment 3.  For the 
purposes of the demonstration, the eight mandatory issues listed in the 
introduction will be discussed below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.1 Departmental Costs 
 

Highly aggregated departmental data are also shown in Table 5.  The ratio of 
revenue per EFTSU to costs per EFTSU shown in the table suggest that the 
Department of Information Systems was running at a profit, Economics was 
almost breaking even and Human Resources Management and Marketing were 
both running at a loss.  As pivot tables are ideal for drilling down to the factors 
affecting such variations, a range of possible explanations will be explored during 
the demonstration. 

 
3.2 Unit/Subject Costs 
 

Unit costs averaged $3,063 per EFTSU but ranged from $1,890 to over $40,000 
per EFTSU.  The figures indicated that of the 188 units offered by the faculty, 
136 (72%) generated less income from all funding sources than actual delivery 
costs.  Some 49 units (26%) generated less than half of the cost of delivery.  

 Activity (All)
 Cost Category (All)
 Staff ~ Classification (All)
 Staff ~ Department (All)
 Staff ~ Gender (All)
 Staff ~ Function (All)
 Staff ~ Level (All)
 Staff ~ Name (All)
 Staff ~ Tenure (All)
 Staff ~ Work Contract (All)
 Attendance (All)
 Country of Residence (All)
 Course (All)
 Discipline (All)
 Funding Source (All)
 Overseas (All)
 Semester (All)
 Unit / Subject (All)
 Year (All)

Data

 Department
Unit  

Enrol EFTSU 
Allocated 

Revenue 
Workload 

Hours FTE   Cost  
Rev. per 

EFTSU 
 Cost per 

EFTSU Ratio
Economics 4192 521 1464532 42878 23.2 1497839 2813 2877 0.98
HRM 3756 465 1367770 43390 23.9 1537531 2944 3309 0.89
Info Systems 5675 703 2469125 59558 32.4 2121383 3512 3018 1.16
Marketing 3774 455 1255593 38409 20.7 1360837 2757 2988 0.92
Inter-departmental 27 8 32276 1594 0.9 71705 4233 9404 0.45

Grand Total 17424 2151 6589296 185829 101.1 6589296 3063 3063 1.00

Table 5 

Activity based costing pivot table 
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Surprisingly, less than a third of the 136 ‘low revenue’ units had fewer than 10 
enrolments.  Small class sizes probably do not account for the problem.  The 49 
‘very low revenue’ units were isolated for further discussion and analysis 
regarding their viability. 

 
3.3 Teaching 

 
Table 6 shows the distribution of teaching component costs by department.  
Together the ten components make up 48% of the faculty’s total expenditure of 
$6.6m.  Significant fluctuations were evident across departments especially for 
marking, student supervision and unit leadership (see the definitions in 
Attachment 3). 
 
Table 6  Teaching Component Costs by Department 

   Department   
Activity Economics HRM Info Systems Marketing Total
 Administration 6% 7% 9% 8% 8%
 Lecturing 7% 5% 9% 10% 8%
 Head of Dept  4% 3% 3% 6% 4%
 Marking 31% 28% 19% 19% 24%
 Moderator 2% 1% 2% 1% 2%
 Residential School 0% 2% 0% 0% 1%
 Student Consultation 11% 11% 14% 13% 12%
 Supervision 0% 14% 2% 4% 5%
 Tutorial 14% 11% 14% 9% 12%
 Unit Leader 25% 19% 29% 30% 25%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Costs ($)        713,693        820,472         930,691        625,738       3,090,594
 

3.4 Research 
 

More than 10% of expenditure was allocated to the faculty’s research effort by 
virtue of a 20% research loading that applied to most full-time academic staff 
members’ workloads.  Based on these costs it was estimated that each refereed 
publication cost the faculty over $10,000.  The figures generated considerable 
debate on the advantages and disadvantages of reclassifying a proportion of 
academic staff from ‘Teaching and Research’ to ‘Teaching only’. 
 

3.5 Overheads 
 

Overheads costs comprised 37% of the faculty’s total expenditure.  Broken down 
into its components, 16% was for general staff salaries, 3% related to executive 
staff, 3% to academic development leave and 15% to non-salary items. 
 

3.6 Course Development Costs 
 

Course development costs made up the remaining 5% of the faculty’s total 
expenditure.  The bulk of the development costs (86%) were for updating study 
materials for external and online courses that were already offered; only 14% was 
for the preparation of new course and unit material. 
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3.7 Alternative Delivery Methods 
 

Additional information about the delivery of online units was required before this 
issue could be properly addressed. 
 

3.8 Overseas and Domestic Fee-paying Students 
 

Table 7 shows the relationship between costs and revenue for DETYA funded, 
domestic fee-paying and overseas students.  The figures suggest that while units 
offered on-campus in traditional face-to face mode cost more to deliver, they do 
so at a profit while external units generally run at a loss.  The exception to this 
pattern related to external domestic fee-paying students. 

 
 

Table 7  Revenue and Costs by Funding Source and Mode of Delivery 

Funding Source Revenue per Cost per    
within Delivery Mode EFTSU EFTSU Ratio  SSR 
 On-campus    

DETYA 4535 3777 1.20 20.9 
Overseas 4718 3895 1.21 21.5 

 Total 4591 3813 1.20 21.1 
 External     

DETYA 2643 2756 0.96 31.8 
Domestic Fee-paying 3817 3038 1.26 32.2 
Overseas 2295 2934 0.78 30.4 
Other 2426 3274 0.74 27.8 

 Total 2685 2877 0.93 31.2 
Grand Total 3063 3063 1.00 28.5 
 
 
The interpretation of these patterns is quite complex and we cannot deal with all 
of the relevant issues here.  However, the student staff ratio (SSR) is certainly 
one factor that explains the higher cost of on-campus delivery for DETYA 
funded and overseas students and the relatively low cost of external units. 
 
The fact that domestic fee-paying operations ran at a substantial profit, even with 
a high SSR, was partly explained by the suggestion that staff in some 
departments were working excessive hours to produce these results.  In contrast, 
offshore overseas student operations were running at a loss, even though the SSR 
was also very high.  This outcome can be explained by the payment of 
commissions of up 40% to overseas agents. 

 
Time permitting, these patterns will be discussed in more detail during the 
demonstration. 

 
 
 

_________________________ 
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Attachment 1 
 

Data Entry and Report Screens 
 
1. Main Menu 
 

The main menu provides access to a data entry screen (Staff Details), a set of 
basic reports on the units offered by each department, a parameters file used by 
the program that does the calculations and a set of data validation reports.  The 
system’s outputs are provided in pivot tables. 
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1.1 Staff  Details 
 

The staff details screen is used to enter workload details for each staff member.  It 
contains data about staff members’ duties in each unit.  This information would 
normally have been entered into a Head of Department’s spreadsheet.  Details 
were entered separately for full-time and casual staff.  The bulk of data for casual 
staff was extracted from the Personnel system and required verification only. 
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1.1.1 Data Entry Screen for Full-time Staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.1.2 Data Entry Screen for Casual Staff 
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1.2 Unit / Subject Details 
 

The unit details screen provides department heads with information about their 
teaching programs.  The information was extracted from other parts of the system 
and did not need to be entered or maintained.  It provides two types of 
information.  One screen provides a list of all staff involved in teaching a 
particular unit.  The other shows enrolments and student load in all units offered 
by the department.  
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1.2.1 Unit Workloads 

This screen shows all of the staff involved in teaching a particular unit.  Apart from 
semester and attendance mode, the table shows the role of each staff member and the 
distribution of workload expressed as a percentage of the total number of hours 
allocated to the unit.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.2.2 Unit Enrolments 

This screen simply shows student load (EFTSU) and the number of students enrolled 
in each unit offered by a particular department. 
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1.3 Parameters 
 

This screen contains faculty budget details and information about the teaching 
load of senior staff that were not maintained by department heads.  The 
parameters file was accessed by the program that did all of the calculations for 
the system.  A faculty administration officer maintained these details. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Parameters

Budget Details
Departmental Salaries 4,325,846             
Admin Salaries 964,000                
Management Salaries 332,000                
Corporate Expenses 200,000                
Non-salary items 767,450                
Total 6,589,296             

Non-salary Expenditure
Non-salary 967,450                

Executive FTE Staff Apportionment
% Teach % Admin

Dean Barnett 0.15 0.85
Business Development & Projects Manager Cronk / Todhunter 0.25 0.75
Associate Dean (Academic) St Hill / Weisner 0.25 0.75
Associate Dean (Planning & Research) Pensiero 0.50 0.50
Director of Postgraduate Studies Lawley 0.75 0.25
Director of Undergraduate Studies Wicks 0.75 0.25

Print

Return to 
Main Menu
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1.4 Error Reports 
 

A series of error reports was constructed that enabled faculty administration staff 
to ensure that all workload details had been entered and that clean data had been 
downloaded from the various transaction systems. 
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1.5 Pivot Tables 
 

Screen shots of the four pivot tables appear in Tables 1-3 and Table 5 in the text 
of the document (pages 5 and 8). 
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 Attachment 2 
 

Activity Definitions 
 
Lecturing 
Preparation and delivery of lectures that are not part of a normal unit leadership. 
Suggested Default:  None, must be specified 
 
 
Marking 
Extra marking of assignments and exams usually involving external students. 
Suggested Default:   1.25 hrs per student 
 
 
Moderator 
Review and endorse unit specifications, assessment instruments, grading of students, 
and involvement in appeals as required. 
Suggested Default:   5 hrs 
 
 
Rewrite 
Refers to changes to study materials for units currently being delivered. May vary 
from minor adjustments to major rewrites. (Preparation of material for new units is 
categorised as Other Teaching). 
Suggested Default:   Minor  50 hrs    Major  100 hrs 
 
 
Supervision 
Refers to the supervision of Honours, Masters or PhD students. 
Suggested Default:   50 hrs per student 
 
 
Tutorial 
Preparation and delivery of tutorial, and marking of assignments and exams. 
Suggested Default: 45 hrs first tutorial class 

  30 hrs additional classes 
 
 
Unit Leader 
Involves all aspects of running a unit, including preparation and delivery of lectures, 
organisation of any tutorials or practical sessions, exam preparation and any 
administrative duties involved with the unit. 
 
Suggested Default: 
           Class Size               Day               Ext 
                 0 - 50              80 hrs           50 hrs 
             50 - 100              90 hrs           60 hrs 
           100 - 200            100 hrs           60 hrs 
          Over  200            120 hrs           80 hrs 
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The following activities are not directly associated with units delivered by the faculty. 
 
Administration 
Refers to a number of duties that cannot be classifies as teaching or research, for 
example departmental and faculty meetings, course promotions, coordination of 
handbooks, Open Day activities, postgraduate and undergraduate co-ordination. 
Suggested Default:  173 hrs 
 
 
ADL 
Academic Development Leave. 
Suggested Default:  864 hrs 
 
 
Executive 
Administrative duties associated with the positions of Dean and Associate Dean. 
Suggested Default:  None, must be specified 
 
 
Head of Department 
Administrative duties associated with the position of Head of Department. 
Suggested Default:  864 hrs 
 
 
Other Research 
Any formal research loading additional to allocated research day. 
Suggested Default:  None, must be specified 
 
 
Other Teaching 
Any teaching activity that can’t otherwise be classified, for example preparation of 
material for new units or online units. 
Suggested Default:  None, must be specified 
 
 
Research Day 
The common 20% research loading. 
Suggested Default:   346 hrs 
 
 
Student Consultation 
Direct consultation with students via e-mail, phone calls, face-to-face or written 
correspondence. 
Suggested Default:  100 hrs 
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Attachment 3 
 

Sources of Information used in the Costing Exercise 

 
 Measures  Source  Definition 
 Activities   
   Activity  Department Heads  Teaching and related activities listed in Attachment 2 
   Hours  Department Heads  Hours per academic year allocated to specific activities 
   Workload  Calculated  Sets each staff member’s workload to 1.0 
 Staff   
   Classification  Personnel System  More detailed version of DETYA element E408 
   Department  DETYA Staff Files  E333 - Academic organizational unit code 
   FTE staff  DETYA Staff Files  E810 - Full-time equivalence for all staff  
   Function  DETYA Staff Files  E412 - Function code 
   Gender  DETYA Staff Files  E402 - Sex of staff member 
   Level  DETYA Staff Files  E408 - Current duties classification type and level 
   Name  Personnel System  Staff member’s name 
   Tenure  DETYA Staff Files  E404 – Appointment Term Code 
   Work contract  DETYA Staff Files  E406 - Work contract 
 Students   
   Attendance  Student Record System  Unit offer mode: On-campus or external 
   Country of Residence   DETYA Enrolment File  E320 - Location code of permanent home residence 
   Course  DETYA Enrolment File  E307 - Course code  
   Department  DETYA Student Load File  E333 - Academic organizational unit code 
   EFTSU  DETYA Student Load File  E339 - Equivalent full-time student unit value 
   Funding source  DETYA Liability Status File  E380 - derived from HECS Exemption Status  
   Overseas student  DETYA Liability Status File  E358 - derived from Citizen/resident indicator 
   Semester  DETYA Student Load File  E353 - Semester in which the load occurs 
   Unit  DETYA Student Load File  E354 - Unit of study code 
   Unit enrolments  DETYA Student Load File  Number of enrolments in each unit/subject 
   WEFTSU  Funding Allocation Model  Weighted EFTSU derived from DETYA's RFM 
   Year  Calculated  Reference year 
 Costs    
   Base salary  DETYA Staff Files  E423 - Equivalent full-time annual salary 
   On-costs  Personnel System  Superannuation and related on-costs 
   Salary  Calculated  Base salary plus on-costs 
   Cost (total)  Calculated  Salaries plus the faculty's non-salary expenditures 
   Cost category  Faculty budget  Academic vs General staff and non-salary expenditures 
 Revenue    
   Gross revenue  Funding Allocation Model  E391 - Tuition fee plus commission paid to agents 
   Commissions  Funding Allocation Model  Commission paid to overseas agents 
   Net revenue  Funding Allocation Model  E391 - Tuition fee 
   Allocated  Funding Allocation Model  Amount allocated to the faculty 
 Calculated Fields   
   Cost per unit  Calculated  Cost per unit enrolment 
   Allocation per unit  Calculated  Allocation per unit enrolment 
   Ratio  Calculated  Ratio of cost to allocation per unit enrolment 
   Performance Index*  Calculated  Regression equation 
      

*Not yet available. 
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