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Glossary
 
IFM    Internal Funding Model 
 
IFM1    First IFM introduced in 1995 
 
IFM2    Revised IFM, for introduction in 1996 
 
Internal Students:  Taught face-to-face, including Summer School teaching. 
 
Extension Students:  Taught by Distance Education. 
 
EFTSU   Equivalent Full-Time Student Unit (obtained by converting Internal, 

Extension, Full-time, Part-time registrations) 
 
EFTTS   Equivalent Full-Time Teaching Staff (obtained by converting all full-time, 

part-time, and other academic staff of different categories, such 
as Demonstrators, Graduate Assistants, etc.). 

 
SOA    School of Agriculture 
 
SOH    School of Humanities 
 
SPAS    School of Pure and Applied Science 
 
SSED    School of Social and Economic Development 
 
PDO    Planning and Development Office 
 
RMC    Resource Management Committee 
 
BAG    Budget Advisory Group 
 
Staff Hours   The crude unweighted staff time associated with any academic 

activity such as lecturing, tutoring, marking, course and 
assignment revision. 

 
Lecturer Hours  Staff Hours which must be met by lecturers. 
 
Assistant Hours  Staff Hours which may be met by other than lecturers: i.e. by 

tutors, demonstrators, markers, etc. 
 
Wgtd. Lect. Hours  Staff Hours (including Assistant Hours) converted into equivalent 

Lecturer Hours 
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0  SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS of IFM21

 
 
1. A fixed proportion (initially 2.5%) of the 1996 allocation for Schools will be reserved as 

a Buffer fund to be allocated during 1996 by RMC.  These allocations, may be for 
unforseen changes in Departmental relativities in the new year (and which will be 
returned in the following year's allocations by IFM2), for special initiatives arising during 
the year, and other out of ordinary expenditure. 

 
 
2. The financial guidelines indicated by IFM2 will be fully implemented in 1996 using data 

for the last two available complete academic cycles. 
 
 
3. Schools will be guided by the Departmental indications of IFM2, although if the 

concerned Departments agree, School allocations may over-ride Departmental calls. 
 
 
4. Where courses and students attributed to a Department or School are taught by staff 

from other sections, the comparable allocation of resources (as indicated by IFM2) will 
be made to that section. 

 
 
5. Part of the tutoring allocations for Distance Education students (as currently calculated 

in IFM2) will be made directly to University Extension and Extension Centres and the 
Departmental allocations will be adjusted accordingly. 

 
 
6. There will be a Joint Committee (with representatives from Schools and University 

Extension) which will  
 
 (a) monitor whether courses and assignments are revised by the due date,  
 
 (b) monitor whether Extension students are receiving the desirable quality of 

service from the University providers 
 
 (c) make appropriate recommendations to the University, including the possibility 

of financial penalties to be implemented through IFM2, for Departments and 
Sections which fail with respect to (a) and (b) above. 

 
 
7. The RMC will decide on future revisions of IFM2, including adjustments to its 

parameters or further changes to the Model itself. 

                                                                
1 These recommendations were approved by the Budget Advisory Group (a sub-Committee of Resource Management 

Committee), the Resource Management Committee, and the Finance and General Purposes Committee (at its meeting 
of 26 September 1995). 
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SECTION A      THE FIRST INTERNAL FUNDING MODEL: IFM1 
 
 
1 Resource Allocation Before IFMs 
 
 
1.1 Universities the world over have grappled with the problem of allocating their resources 

amongst competing internal sections, especially in an era of greater attention to market 
forces.  In many, the problem is made easier in that the external resources are 
allocated to the institution on the basis of indicators which directly relate to the various 
sections, such as the number of students in science, engineering etc., and hence these 
provide implicit guidelines for the internal allocation. 

 
1.2 At The University of the South Pacific, however, resources are allocated in aggregate 

as a one line item to the University, without any specific reference to the outputs or 
requirements of the key internal sections.2  The internal allocation has not therefore 
been assisted by the external funding mechanism, although over the years, the 
University has striven to maintain real levels of funding per student.  

 
1.3 The most difficult allocation problem has been to decide on the appropriate 

Departmental and School allocation.  Prior to the introduction of the first Internal 
Funding Model (IFM1), decisions were largely made through a number of committees, 
executive decisions by senior management, while yet others were made within donor 
programme priorities, with some input from University management.  While most 
decisions would have had some rationale to them, it is generally acknowledged that the 
processes involved a number of weaknesses.3

 
1.4 Committees, such as the Resource Management Committee allocated staffing 

positions, principally on the basis of existing student:staff ratios, and teaching 
requirements for new courses.  The primary inputs into the former were the numbers of 
students, although this may not have been appropriate for some departments. 

 
1.5 Other resource allocation decisions were made (and continue to be made) through 

committees such as the Computer Services Committee (funded in recent years 
completely through aid programmes) and the Equipment and Furniture Committee.  
Decisions in one committee did not necessarily take into account decisions made in 
others. 

 
1.6 Quite often, it has been the case that the most important factors in a decision were the 

advocacy strengths and weaknesses of the representatives of the Schools and 
Sections present in the various committees.  The decisions did not necessarily 
therefore represent the best interests of the University, all of whose sections could not 
in any case be represented in all the relevant committees (for obvious reasons). 

 
1.7 Resources also have been allocated out of aid programmes, according to a changing 

mix of Donor and USP Management priorities, independently of other relevant resource 
                                                                
2 There are exceptions such as the Member Governments' approval of a fixed 3.4% allocation to Institutes, in recognition of 

the Institutes' contributions to the University's non-teaching obligations to the region. 

3 At one stage in its early years when little heed was given to market forces, the University had adopted the unusual rule for 
SSED that all Departments were to have the same academic establishment! 
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allocating committees of the University.  The PDO has attempted to introduce greater 
consistency by channelling more of the aid resources through the appropriate 
University committees, such as the University Research Committee.  Nevertheless, 
much aid continues to flow independently to various sections, some through their own 
initiatives, independently of overall requirements in the University or centrally 
determined priorities.  These issues need to be also addressed, although this paper 
focuses on the School and Departmental allocations. 

 
 
2 Introduction of IFM1 
 
 
2.1 It was in this overall context that the University introduced4 an Internal Funding Model 

(IFM1) for 1995, intended to provide explicit guidelines for the annual budgetary 
allocation of resources, according to agreed upon objective criteria.   It was decided to 
phase in the IFM over a three year period, with the first year's experience being used to 
modify the IFM for the following years. 

 
2.2 The IFM initiative by the University was approved by the Finance and General 

Purposes Committee.  It was seen by the University Grants Committee as a move in 
the right direction, and encouraged by it for further development. 

 
2.3 Given the total amount approved by the Member Governments for USP, IFM1 first 

deducted the required amounts (with some adjustments) for special initiatives, 
maintenance, research and the Institutes.  The remaining amount was then divided 
between the Schools and the Support Services.  For 1995, it was thought that the 
Schools' share had been increased from 42.4% in the Draft Budget to 44.3% in the 
IFM, although the actual percentage going to Schools is considerably higher.5

 
2.4 IFM1 then calculated each School's share of the total allocations to the Schools thus: 
 
      (a) The Model used Equivalent Full-Time Student Units (EFTSUs) contributed by 

each Department as a measure of its contribution to the School's teaching load; 
 
      (b) The EFTSUs were then multiplied by weights6 which were intended to reflect 

the differential unit costs of teaching in different Departments, to obtain a 
measure of each Department's financial entitlement associated with the EFTSU 
teaching load; 

 
 (c) The weighted Departmental EFTSUs (WEFTSUs) were then aggregated to 

obtain each School's total WEFTSUs, which were then used to determine each 
School's direct share of the funds (as indicated in Table 1). 

 

                                                                
4 IFM1 was established under the previous Director of Planning and Development (Dr Rajesh Chandra). 

5 In the University accounts, there are several items of academic staff related expenditure (housing subsidies, appointment 
and termination allowances, etc.) which are currently not presented as part of the Schools' budget.  The actual direct 
share of Schools in the total University Budget (not including academic support services) is well in excess of 50 percent. 

6 The weights for each Department were derived by averaging the "international" weights in UK, Australia and NZ- see 
Table A1  for the specific weights which were used. 
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2.5 The allocations indicated by IFM1 were followed by the Resource Management 
Committee, in allocating USP's budget for 1995, but only at the Schools' level, and only 
to the extent of a third of the full adjustment indicated by IFM1. 

 
2.6 With a total School allocation of $12,250,000,  Table 1 gives the pre-IFM allocations for 

1995, the 1995 transition (i.e. one third of the full adjustment required) entitlements 
under IFM1, the full IFM1 entitlements, and the differences of the latter two from the 
Draft entitlements. 

 
 
     TABLE 1 PRE-IFM, IFM1 1995 AND IFM1 FULL ENTITLEMENTS ($000)7

 
 Pre-IFM1 

   1995 
    IFM1 
   19958

   IFM1 
   Full 

 Difference from Pre-IFM 

    IFM1 1995 IFM1 Full 

SOA    1330    1234     915      -96     -415 
SPAS    4767    4428    3704     -339    -1063 
SOH    2049    2188    2423      138      373 
SSED    3949    4400    5297      451     1259 
ALL   12096   12250   12250      154      154 

 
 
2.7 Given the size of the cuts required for some Schools, there was serious concern 

expressed at the end of 1994 by the affected Schools (SPAS and SOA), and some 
Departments (mostly in SPAS), that IFM1 was grossly inappropriate and inequitable.  
While the first phase of IFM1 was implemented for 1995, complaints about its future full 
implementation intensified.  Some of the concerns about the possible damaging effects 
on science teaching at USP and in the region were shared by External Advisers to 
Science departments, and also made known to the UGC.  

 
2.8 The Planning and Development Office developed its analysis further, outlining 

significant weaknesses in IFM1, both from the point of view of its actual 
implementation, and from the point of view of its implicit Departmental guidelines some 
of which were clearly unjustifiable. 

 
 
3 The Need for Further Evolution 
 
 
3.1 When IFM1 was originally formulated,  the PDO stated that the allocation of funds to 

Departments was beyond the scope of IFM1 and would be left to Schools to decide.  
This, however, was incorrect in principle (both from the point of the view of the Model's 
methodology and administratively), and turned out to be inappropriate in practice. 

 
                                                                
7 These figures were based on 1994 estimates of student numbers and are different from 1995 2-Cycle averages (which 

are indicated below).  The 1995 Budget figures are also slightly different from those given in this Table. 

8 Note that the actual 1995 Budget Figures are slightly different from those given in this table. 
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3.2 IFM1 determined the Schools' allocations by using Departmental weights and EFTSUs, 
and hence logically also determined in the process, each individual Department's call 
on resources.  For the School's calculated share to be appropriate, each Department's 
call on the University's teaching resources also had to be appropriate. 

 
3.3  In the event, actual 1995 resource allocations made internally by some Schools were 

significantly not in line with IFM1's implicit Departmental guidelines.  Some 
Departments were asked to make cuts when IFM1 did not indicate this, others did not 
receive additional resources even although IFM1 indicated that they were entitled to 
significantly extra funds, while others received extra resources, although IFM1 did not 
indicate any such entitlement.   

 
3.4 More importantly, the guidelines themselves appeared grossly inappropriate both for 

some of the Departments destined to receive significant extra resources, and and also 
inappropriate for some of those required to make large cuts.  

 
3.5 For purposes of comparison with IFM2, Table A1 (Appendix) gives the hypothetical 

1996 resource implications of IFM1, using the 2-cycle average EFTSUs ending in 
Semester I, 1995 (as used by IFM2).  Column 5 gives the percentage share of the 
Schools' funds, Column 6 gives the actual financial entitlement, and Column 7 the 
changes from the pre-IFM budgetary allocation.9  Column 8 suggests likely academic 
staffing changes associated with the recommended changes in financial allocations.10

 
3.6  The cuts indicated by IFM1 would have been massive for two of the Schools.   While 

SPAS would have been required to make a cut of $955 thousands (or the loss of 10 
staff), this would have been only the net cut for the School.  With Mathematics and 
Computing indicated an additional allocation of $562 thousands, (or an addition of 10 
academic staff), the other science departments would have been required by IFM1 to 
take a total cut of more than $1.5 millions, i.e. a loss of some 19 academic staff, or 
more than a third of their teaching establishment.  Technology and Food and Textiles 
would have lost 2 staff each, probably throwing both these departments into jeopardy.  
Clearly, such severe adjustments required of the Science departments, whatever the 
merits or demerits of IFM1, would have threatened the very viability of the science 
programmes at USP.   SOA (offering courses in the most important resource base of 
the largest USP Member countries) would have faced a cut of some $607 thousands, 
and would probably also have become unviable. 

 
3.7 On the other side, the three largest Departments in SSED  would have received an 

additional $1.2 millions: Accounting and Financial Management would have received 
more than $570 thousands (or an additional 10 staff), while Management and 
Economics would have each received increments in excess of $300 thousands (or 6 
extra academic staff each).11   While there is no doubt that the work-loads on these 

                                                                
9 It should be noted that while the resources indicated for the "Unallocated" category are meaningful, the changes indicated 

do not have much meaning because of current accounting practice. 

10 These are calculated by using the University average academic salary, and the Departmental ratios for non-academic 
and non-salary costs.   It should be noted that for both IFM1 and IFM2, if the non-salary expenditures of the Departments 
and Schools are already at their appropriate (minimum) levels, then the full brunt of any downward adjustment would 
have to be made in staffing. 

11 Note that the Departmental allocations would all need to be modified by the distribution of the changes indicated for the 
"unallocated" category. 
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three SSED Departments (and Mathematics and Computing in SPAS) do entitle them 
to additional resources, it would be difficult to deny that the generous allocations by 
IFM1 were quite inappropriate. 

 
3.8 The weaknesses of IFM1 derive from the probable inappropriateness of the financing 

weights used, and the excessive dependence on the aggregate EFTSU contribution of 
each Department as the sole indicator of workloads on staff and Departments. 

 
3.9 Under IFM1, each Department's EFTSU contribution was weighted by a financing 

weight which was the average of the financing weights used for universities in UK, 
Australia and NZ.   Once the weights were decided upon, growth in resources for 
Schools (and Departments) could be induced only by the growth in shares of weighted 
EFTSUs and no other factor. 

 
3.10 There are several reasons why these financing weights, while perhaps appropriate for 

universities in developed countries, may be inappropriate as indicators of relative costs 
at USP: average USP salaries are significantly different from those in the metropolitan 
countries, and not moving closer; the expenditures on non-salary items are probably 
very much higher in metropolitan countries; and USP is characterised by considerable 
diversity in the sizes of Departments, necessarily leading to economies of scale for 
some (such as the three largest SSED Departments and Mathematics and Computing 
in SPAS), and economic inefficiencies in the smallest.  It is therefore extremely unlikely 
for relativities in USP unit costs across Departments to be even vaguely modelled by 
the financing weights used in IFM1.  This was also recognised by the UGC, which in its 
1994 mid-term Review of USP, advised that IFM1 needed to be refined to take account 
of the differences in cost structures between USP, and the universities in Australia, NZ 
and UK, on which the IFM1 weights were based.12

 
3.11  However, even if the financing weights were appropriate, IFM1 would still be 

inappropriate in using the EFTSU contribution inplicitly, as the only criterion of each 
Department's workload.    

 
3.12 EFTSUs cannot be neglected and Table A2 certainly indicates the enormous 

differences in student:staff ratios (EFTSU per EFTTS) for the 2-Cycle averages ending 
in Semester I, 1995, both at the School and Departmental levels.  The student:staff 
ratios range from a low of 5 for SOA, to 14 for SPAS, 24 for SOH, and to an extremely 
large 31 for SSED.  These wide disparities cannot but be of concern to the University. 

 
3.13 There are equally wide variations within Schools.  While the ratio is 45 for Accounting 

and Management and 40 for Economics, it is only 15 for History/Politics.  In SPAS, 
while the ratio is 6 for Food and Textiles and below 10 for most other Science 
Departments, it is 13 for Chemistry, and 23 for Mathematics and Computing. 

 
13.14 It may be useful to ask how such wide disparities in student:staff ratios could developed 

over time.   Table A3 indicates that while student numbers (as expressed in Discounted 
Student Units or DSUs) grew by 35% between 1985 and 1992, staff numbers only grew 
by 25%.  More importantly, the changes in student numbers were not matched by 
corresponding changes in staffing establishments.  While SOA's share of students fell 

                                                                
12 The UGC has amongst its members some experienced academics cum administrators from Australian, NZ and UK 

universities. 
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by 10%, its share of staff increased by 5%; while SPAS's share of students fell by 29%, 
its share of staff fell by only 9%; and while SSED's share of students increased by 
20%, its share of staff increased by only 13%.  There necessarily had to be a 
worsening of student:staff ratios for SSED, over this period. 

 
3.15 Nevertheless, it would still be simplistic to argue from the resulting changes in 

student:staff ratios that the University was necessarily misallocating its resources.  
Some of the increases in staffing for some sections may have been due to new 
initiatives, for which increases in enrolments may not have matched the extra staff 
necessarily employed: it may be noted that new initiatives have been developed by 
USP in virtually every triennium.   For particular Departments, if their student numbers 
did not decline absolutely (even if its shares in total enrolment may have declined), the 
University may not have seen an obvious case for reducing resources. 

 
3.16 The University probably also recognised, in its past allocation decisions, that 

Departmental workloads depended not just on crude aggregate student numbers, but 
also on whether the growth was occurring in new courses or existing courses, the 
mode of delivery of courses where the growth was occurring,  as well as the numbers 
of courses which Departments were required by the University to teach. 

 
3.17 Thus the massive growths in EFTSUs in the three largest SSED Departments 

(Accounting, Management and Economics) have been largely achieved through growth 
in already existing courses at the hundred and two-hundred levels.   The extra 
associated workloads have been addressed through the use of relatively cheaper part-
time tutors, markers, teaching assistants and graduate assistants, and not through 
proportionate increases in senior academic staff.13

 
3.18  Secondly, much of the growths in SOH and SSED enrolments have been in Extension 

courses which, while requiring lecturer inputs into the writing and revision of courses 
and assignments,  do not require lecturers for face to face teaching or marking.  A 
significant proportion of the associated workload has also been addressed through 
relatively junior and part-time staff.  Again, there need not be proportionate increases in 
senior academic staff or overall funding.  Table A2 indicates that for some 
Departments, such as in SOH, approximately 70% of total enrolments are through the 
distance education mode, while for others it is as low as 11%. 

  
3.19 Third, Departments face workloads which are also dependent on the total number of 

courses that they legitimately teach.  At USP, degrees are structured around Majors 
and Minors, which require a minimum number of courses (determined on professional 
grounds) to be taught by each Department.  Departments mount new courses (which 
are approved by the University) in response to a changing labour market.  The 
University is also attempting to increase its outreach to the region, by asking 
Departments to increase their offerings through the distance education mode.   In all 
cases above, the number of courses required to be taught will not necessarily be 
matched by Departmental EFTSUs achieved. 

 
3.20 Certainly, where Departments are small as is the case with many at USP, allocating 
                                                                
13 The first year classes in Economics, for instance, now have enrolments of between 300 and 450.  Two such first year 

classes amounting to between 600 and 900 registrations (taught by one lecturer over the year), could result in total 
EFTSU of between 80 and 100.  If staffing establishments were decided upon purely by student:staff ratios, these two 
courses would require the hiring of an additional 2 to 3 staff! 
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resources according to EFTSUs will not do full justice to the teaching loads in these 
Departments.  Table A2 indicates that History/Politics academic staff (with relatively low 
student:staff ratios), teach 3.1 courses on average per year, while Management and 
Public Administration staff (with a student:staff ratio of 32) teach just 2.4 courses on 
average.  In SPAS, Technology and Food and Textiles in SPAS taught almost 4 
courses on average while the average for the three large science Departments 
(Biology, Chemistry and Physics) was just around 2 courses per EFTTS.   The 
differences are more extreme if only undergraduate internal courses are taken into 
account. 

 
3.21 In the past, the University has also had a working rule on the minimum number of 

courses which each academic staff member was expected to teach per year.   With 
prevailing average staff costs and associated non-salary costs in that Department, this 
then also had a significant influence on the levels of resources allocated to each 
Department.  Nevertheless, a major problem which could not be resolved, was how to 
reconcile different signals being given by EFTSUs and other indicators of legitimate 
workloads. 

 
3.22 IFM1 focussed totally on EFTSUs (and fixed financing weights), in an attempt to ensure 

that the model was kept as simple as possible.  There was an expressed belief that the 
benefits of a relatively unsophisticated model (in terms of clarity and transparency to 
the entire University community) would outweigh any short-comings. 

 
3.23 Simplicity of operation and transparency must continue to be desirable characteristics 

of the IFM.  The University however, also needs to ensure that the IFM must have 
relevance for this relatively small University, teaching in dual modes (internal and 
distance education), with Departments which teach classes from the quite small to 
extremely large, and hence unavoidably having wide variation in operating 
characteristics and cost structures. 

 
3.24 IFM1 has therefore been further developed by the PDO into IFM2, taking into account 

the issues raised in this section.   While there continues to be a heavy dependence on 
student numbers (as in IFM1), the nature of this dependence is changed (because of 
the change in methodology), while other variables have been brought into the Model. 
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SECTION B    THE REVISED INTERNAL FUNDING MODEL: IFM2 
 
 
 
4 The Essentials of IFM2 
 
 
4.1 IFM2 is essentially a workload model, which first calculates the "Lecturer Hours" 

required for the teaching work of each Departments, then converts the Lecturer Hours 
into "Financially Weighted Lecturer Hours" by multiplying by a financial weight for Non-
Academic Staff, and then by a financial weight for Non-Staff costs.  The Department's 
"Financially Weighted Lecturer Hours", as a proportion of the aggregate for all the 
Schools, then gives the Department's share of the Total Schools' budget. 

 
4.2 The broad scheme for calculating each Department's financial entitlement is as follows: 
 
   Data on Enrolments and Courses 
 
       | 
 
   Workload Parameters and Model 
 
       | 
     Staff 
     Hours 
    /   \ 
   Minimum   Assistant 
   Lecturer   +  Hours 
   Hours     
    \   /   (weighted) 
     Weighted 
     Lecturer 
     Hours 
     for each Dept. 
        (multiplied by: 
         |   - Non-Acad. Staff Factor 
        - Non-Staff Factor) 
    Financially Weighted 
        Lecturer Hours 
 
         | 
 
    Departmental Share 
     of Total Schools' 
     Budget 
 
 
4.3 IFM2 first estimates the total amount of academic staff hours for acadmic functions 

(lecturing, tutoring, examinations and other marking, laboratory supervision, field trips) 
which need to be fulfilled by each Department, given the numbers of courses and 
students taught by it. 
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4.4 Some of the academic work (such as lecturing, marking of examinations, revision of 
Extension courses, etc.) must be done by lecturers and is called "Minimum Lecturer 
Hours".  Hours required for other academic work (such as assignment marking or 
tutoring), do not require lecturers, and are called "Assistant Hours".  Since these may 
be done by relatively cheaper part-time appointees, these Assistant Hours are 
multiplied by fractional weights to convert them into Lecturer Hours. 

 
4.5 The total "Lecturer Hours" for each Department (Minimum Lecturer Hours + Weighted 

Assistant Hours) are then converted into "Financially Weighted Lecturer Hours" by 
multiplying by two factors: one representing non-academic staff costs, and the second 
representing non-salary costs. 

 
 
5 The Workload Variables 
 
 
5.1 One method of calculating legitimate workloads for each Department might have been 

to use parameters derived from the operating characteristics of a Department teaching 
with some recognisable and acceptable level of efficiency.  Given that similar teaching 
loads at USP are legitimately addressed quite differently in different Departments, it 
would have been difficult to follow this approach. 

 
5.2 IFM2 therefore uses a hypothesised average workload approach by focussing on the 

following variables for which data are routinely collected by the University (see Table 
A4, for the actual values used for IFM2): 

 
      # The total internal registrations (already present in IFM1 as EFTSUs) 
 
      #  The total extension registrations (already present in IFM1 as EFTSUs) 
 
      #  The number of internal courses actually taught14  
 
      #  The number of extension courses actually taught 
 
 #  The post-graduate registrations for courses and theses, and number of 

postgraduate courses taught. 
 
5.3 Centrality is still given to the numbers of students actually taught and this will be 

evident from the sensitivity analysis regarding the marginal implications of IFM2 (see 
Section 11 below).  Not only are workloads most heavily dependent on numbers of 
students enrolled, but revenues for the University are generally proportional to the 
numbers of students enrolled, and internal allocations need to reflect this, from an 
overall economic efficiency point of view.   

 
5.4 Registrations, rather than EFTSUs are used, since the former can be more accurately 

aggregated into contact hours and hence is more suitable for calculating workloads.15  
                                                                
14 For some Departments, the data are not currently being collected in the appropriate form.  The University will also need to 

develop the methodology to be used in such areas, for instance, the minimum enrolment for a course, before it qualifies 
for inclusion into IFM2, or the time allowed for a new course to build up its enrolments. 

15 Using registrations also eliminates one weakness in using EFTSUs as a measure of staff workloads.  EFTSUs are 
obtained by dividing first year registrations by 8 and second and third year registrations by 6.  While this methodology 
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There is also a differentiation between internal and extension students.   
 
5.5 IFM2 reflects the reality that departmental workloads also depend on the total numbers 

of courses being taught, also differentiated between internal and external courses. 
 
5.6 Given that post-graduate teaching and research supervision have a quite different 

pattern of workload compared to undergraduate teaching, there is separate provision 
for numbers of post-graduate registrations and courses taught.  This also attempts to 
reflect a new emphasis on post-graduate studies in the University. 

 
 
6 The IFM2 Parameters 
 
 
6.1 IFM2 is based on parameters which represent hypothesised average departmental 

operating characteristics at USP.  These are given in Table A5.  
 
6.2 For internal courses and registrations 
 
      (a)  each course is allocated 3 lecture hours per week (attended by all students) 
 
 (b) each student has one tutorial (one hour) per week, in groups of 15 (assistant 

hours) 
 
      (c) each student generates 5 hours of marking per semester: one hour for 

examination papers (marked by lecturers) and four assistant hours 
 
      (d) For laboratory-based science courses, each student has a 3-hour laboratory 

per week, in groups of 15 (supervised by a lecturer).16

 
 (e) Post-graduate courses are calculated to have 3 hours of lecturing and tutoring 

per week, and 14 hours of marking and consultation per student per semester.  
Thesis students are allocated 14 hours per student per semester (assuming 
one hour per student per week).  All post-graduate hours are associated with 
lecturers. 

 
6.3 For Extension courses, 
 
      (a) Assignment marking and tutoring of students is set at 4 hours per student 

registration (assistant hours) 
 
      (b) Final Examination marking (by lecturers) is set at 1 hour per student. 
 
      (c) All course assignments are revised (by lecturers) every time they are taught 

(allocation of 40 hours). 
                                                                

may be appropriate for external funding purposes (given the number of units which a full time student is expected to study 
at the various levels), it is unlikely that a first year registration unit constitutes a lower workload then a second or third year 
registration (indeed the opposite is likely to be the case, since first year students need more personal attention). 

16 Computing students are assumed to have 1 hour laboratory per week, while Geography is assumed to have three 
quarters of an hour of laboratory/field trip per week. 
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 (d) All courses are revised (by lecturers) once every three years, with a total 

revision time of 180 hours, or an annual allocation of 60 hours. 
 
6.4 The parameters above are not in any way to be interpreted as "ideal" or "target" 

parameters.  The parameters are simply "averages" used to obtain a consistency in 
resource allocation across departments.  Once the resources are obtained, 
Departments are encouraged to explore innovative and efficient ways of addressing 
their teaching responsibilities towards the students, without compromising quality.  
Many Departments might well have some justifiable variance from them.  For instance, 
the reality is that much marking and tutoring (especially at the third year level) are done 
by lecturers themselves.    The intensity and overall preparation time associated with 
total tutoring and marking time, however, is much less than for lecturing work, 
especially when a course is being taught for the first time. 

 
6.5 It may be noted that for most of the parameters, if every Department were given a 

higher (or lower) value, it is generally the case that the overall effect on resource 
allocation is minimal. 

 
6.6 Nevertheless, changing some parameters could change resource allocation 

significantly.  Thus increasing laboratory hours per session to 5 hours would increase 
the allocation to all Departments conducting laboratories.  Similarly, reducing the 
number of hours allocated for extension course revision would reduce resources for 
those Departments more heavily into extension teaching.  There will need to be 
consensus and decision-making at a University-wide level on the values to be used for 
these parameters. 

 
 
7 The Workload Calculation 
 
 
7.1 For the first phase of IFM1, it was decided to use EFTSUs based on the average of the 

three previous complete academic cycles (three previous years).  While this no doubt 
moderates wide fluctuations, it may also make the model insensitive to the most recent 
changes in Departmental workloads.   On the other hand, using only the previous 
year's data could lead to undesirable fluctuations in signals.   IFM2 therefore use the 
average student registrations and numbers of courses for the 2 complete cycles ending 
in Semester I, 1995, to calculate the associated academic "staff hours" required from 
each Department.   These staff hours are differentiated between "Minimum Lecturer 
Hours", and "Assistant Hours". 

 
7.2 "Minimum Lecturer Hours" for each Department are obtained by taking the sum of: 
 
  Lecturing Hours Required (given the number of internal courses) 
 + 
  Laboratory Hours (assuming each laboratory also has a lecturer present) 
 +  
  Hours required for Examinations Marking (internal and extension courses) 
 + 
  Hours required for revision of Extension assignments and courses 
 
 + Hours associated with post-graduate registrations 
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7.3 The remaining Staff Hours ("Assistant Hours") are multiplied by the following weights, 

in order to convert them into Lecturer Hours: 0.60 for SOA and SPAS, and 0.33 for 
Mathematics and Computing, and all SOH and SSED Departments.  These weights 
are modelled to act as a proxy for three factors: firstly, "Assistant Hours" do not require 
as much preparation as "lecturing" hours; secondly, for the University, the hourly costs 
of part-time marking, tutoring and demonstrating are a fraction of the hourly costs of 
full-time lecturing staff; thirdly, SPAS and SOA typically have much greater difficulty in 
hiring part-time Assistants and markers, than SSED and SOH. 

 
7.4 "Weighted Lecturer Hours", the criterion for expected total workloads on each 

Department, are then obtained by adding "Minimum Lecturer Hours" to the "Weighted 
Assistant Hours".   An interesting perspective on each Department may be obtained by 
calculating the expected average workload (dividing the "Weighted Lecturer Hours" for 
each Department by the EFTTS staff numbers).   The IFM2 data and calculation clearly 
indicates that before the IFMs, there were extremely uneven workloads amongst the 
Departments.17  The University-wide average workload could in fact be used to suggest 
staffing changes for each Department, in order to equalise the average workloads 
across all Departments.  That approach is not recommended here, since the University 
is moving towards financial decentralisation. 

 
 
8 Calculation of Financial Shares 
 
 
8.1 The University's accounts currently show each Departments' Total Budget thus (see 

Table A6). 
 

      1       2  3 = 1+2       4  5 = 3 + 4 

Academic 
Salaries 

Non-Acad. 
Salaries 

Total  
Salaries 

Non-Salary 
Costs 

Total 
Budget 

 
8.2 The Total Budget for each Department may therefore be obtained by multiplying the 

Academic Salaries by a factor representing non-academic salaries (second last row, 
Table A5) to obtain Total Salaries; then multiplying by another factor representing non-
salary costs to obtain the Total Budget (Table A5, last row).  These factors18 
correspond roughly to the values indicated by the pre-IFM 1995 budget operating 
characteristics for the Departments,19 with an adjustment to reflect the general changes 
being recommended by IFM2.20

                                                                
17 This should not be taken to mean that any Department is not doing enough work or that some departments are being 

excessively burdened, since each Department is merely compared with the University's average workload, which could 
itself be heavier or lighter than current norms internationally. 

18 These factors would be obtained as (1 + col.2/col.1) and (1 + col.4/col.3) in the scheme above. 

19 Computing is given a non-salary factor which is the same as the science laboratory Departments in SPAS, while 
Geography is given a slightly higher non-academic salary factor to reflect their laboratory staff.  SOA presents a 
somewhat difficult problem because of its generally over-endowed state currently. 

20 Factors for non-academic staff and non-staff costs are adjusted by the likely reduced allocations indicated for SPAS and 
SOA and increased allocations indicated for SOH and SSED. 
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8.3 IFM2 therefore takes the "Weighted Lecturer Hours" calculated for each Department 

and School, and multiplies them by these financing factors for non-academic staff costs 
and non-salary costs, to obtain "Financially Weighted Lecturer Hours" (first column in 
Table 2).21

 
8.4 The share of each Department in the aggregate Financially Weighted Lecturer Hours 

then gives that Department's share in the total Schools' budget (second column), and 
the financial allocation (third column). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION C  CONCLUSION AND IFM ISSUES 
 
 
 
9 A Comparison of IFM1 and IFM2 
 
 
9.1 To recapitulate, IFM1 was based somewhat simplistically on EFTSU numbers, 

moderated by Departmental financing weights which were the average of UK, NZ and 
Australian weights.  IFM2 is also still most sensitive to student numbers, but differently, 
through modelled workloads for each Department and School.  IFM2 uses (and 
differentiates between) numbers of internal and extension registrations, internal and 
external courses, and post-graduate registrations and courses. 

 
9.2 IFM2 (as also did IFM1) gives financing guidelines for each Department and School, 

automatically calculated from given sets of variables and parameters, using data which 
are normally collected by the University. 

 
9.3 At the School level, IFM2 indicates the need for reallocations in the same direction as 

did IFM1, but the extent of the changes required are significantly different for all three 
Schools.  SOA and SPAS, under IFM2 would lose only about a half of what IFM1 would 
have required them to lose, while SSED would gain about a half of what would have 
been gained under IFM1, but probably more in 1996 if its actual expenditure matches 
the amounts budgeted.22

 
 
        TABLE 2  IFM2 ALLOCATIONS INDICATED FOR 1996 
 

School/Department   Fin.Wtd    Rec.Total Alloc.    Cent. 
  Alloc. 

      Net 
     Alloc 

                                                                
21 It should be noted that having the same multiplicative factors for non-academic staff or non-staff costs for small and large 

departments, probably favours the larger Departments, since non-academic staff costs and non-salary costs do not 
necessarily increase in proportion to teaching workloads for each Department  For instance, Departments large and small 
currently have one Secretary each. 

22 SSED (and to a lesser extent other Schools) currently significantly underspends its Budget. 
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 Lec.Hrs    Perc.      $000    $000      $000 

SOA 14731 8.7 1068 1  1067 

SOH 30446 18.0 2207 67  2141 
Education & 15736 9.3 1141 32  1109 
Literature & Language 13111 7.8 950 32  919 
Librarianship 1237 0.7 89 2  87 
Unallocated 362  0.2 27 1  26 

SPAS 60662 35.9 4398 30  4369 
Biology 10007 5.9 725 3  723 
Chemistry 14796 8.8 1073 3  1070 
Food & Text. 2302 1.4 167 1  166 
Maths & Comp Sc 15395 9.1 1116 20  1097 
Physics 11339 6.7 822 3  820 
Technology 5905 3.5 428 1  427 
Unallocated 918 0.5 67 0  67 

SSED 63139 37.4 4577 96  4482 
Acc. & Fin. Man. 12877 7.6 933 25  909 
Economics 9913 5.9 719 12   707 
Geography 7665 4.5 556 12  544 
History & Politics 4399 2.6 319 8  311 
Land Management 1994 1.2 145 1  145 
Law 4160 2.5 302 11  292 
Man. & Pub. Adm. 10363 6.1 751 15  737 
Sociology 5415 3.2 393 8  385 
Unallocated 6353 3.8 459 6  454 

ALL SCHOOLS 168978 100 12250 193  12058 
9.4 More importantly, IFM2's guidelines are quite different from IFM1 at the Departmental 

level.23   While the three largest Departments are indicated significant extra resources 
under IFM2 (in total, an extra $630,000 per year) this would seem to be more 
appropriate, given their workloads, than the extra $1,200,000 which would have been 
recommended under IFM1.  In SPAS, Mathematics and Computing is recommended a 
more appropriate additional $120,000 rather than the $560,000 recommended by 
IFM1.  Chemistry is indicated an increase in resources, as opposed to a decrease 
under IFM1.  In comparison to other Science Departments, this would also be in 
keeping with all the workload indicators given in Table A2. 

 
9.5 For both SSED and SPAS, the IFM2 recommendations for small Departments are fairly 

neutral, although under IFM1, most would have faced debilitating cuts.   IFM2 
                                                                
23 Note that Departmental changes indicated in Table A2 have to be adjusted by the need to spread the adjustment under 

the "unallocated" category. 
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suggests, therefore, that these smallest departments, given the numbers of courses 
having to be taught, are carrying workloads close to the University average, and a 
model based purely on student EFTSUs would not have done justice to most of them. 

 
9.6 It may be noted that for a given recommended financial adjustment, different 

Departments might wish to adjust differently in terms of resources allocated to 
academic staff, non-academic staff and non-staff resources.  Thus, an extra $200,000 
for a Department could be used for 2 senior staff, or 3 or more relatively junior staff, or 
some combination of normal contract staff, and part-time staff (lecturers, tutors and 
markers). 

 
9.7 It may be noted that for two of the Schools (SOH and SSED) the full implementation of 

IFM2 requires a similar extent of change as took place in 1995.  It is therefore useful to 
implement the full model by 1996.  This would also be convenient and sensible from an 
overall funding point of view, since the current USP Triennium ends in 1996, and 1997 
allocations will undoubtedly depend on the funding levels agreed to by the Regional 
Member Governments for the 1997-99 Triennium. 

 
 
10 Importance of Departmental Guidelines 
 
 
10.1 When the first phase of IFM1 was introduced, the focus was largely on Schools as the 

implementing entities.  Some Schools may wish to continue with this School approach, 
especially in relation to their "unallocated"24 School courses and registrations or their 
perceived need for more inter-departmental co-operation.    

 
10.2 Nevertheless, Departmental entitlements cannot be ignored.  It has to be kept in mind 

that almost all of the University's teaching responsibilities are entrusted to 
Departmental Heads, who are also given the authority to allocate the Departmental 
academic staff resources.  Heads of Schools (and Departments) will clearly be assisted 
in their internal decision-making if the Departmental implications of the IFM are more 
explicitly spelt out. This will also be keeping with the University's current move towards 
greater financial decentralisation towards Departments.  This does not, of course, rule 
out inter-departmental collaboration within and across Schools. 

 
10.3 Failure to pay adequate attention to the Departmental guidelines could mean that some 

deserving Departments may be penalised because of the historical accident of their 
being part of a School which is indicated a significant cut in resources, while others 
may be rewarded for being part of a School indicated significant extra resources.25  

 
10.4 It should be noted that IFM2 (or any IFM) requires major adjustments only in the 

introductory stages.  Once these large adjustments have been made, future net 
adjustments at the School level, may well be small, while still requiring significant 
adjustments at the Departmental level.  It should help decision-making within Schools 
for Heads of Departments to be aware of the actual Departmental guidelines of IFM2.  

                                                                
24 The allocations for this category should reduce once the School accurately allocates the right proportions of course 

workloads to different departments and the PDO is informed accordingly. 

25 This did occur to some extent when the first phase of IFM1 was introduced in 1995, and indications are that similar 
allocations are being made for 1996, in some Schools. 
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Of course, Schools may still decide on internal allocations which protect particular 
Departments, Programmes or activities deemed to be important for the School.. 

 
 
11 Marginal Responsiveness of IFM2 
 
 
11.1 Regardless of the introduction of other variables, IFM2 is still more sensitive to student 

numbers.  Table A7 indicates the extra resources which Schools and Departments may 
expect under IFM2, should they marginally increase the number of extension and 
internal courses by 1, extension and internal registrations by 100 (roughly 12.5 
EFTSUs), and post-graduate registrations by 50 (assuming workloads for other 
Departments remain the same). 

 
11.2 The highest sensitivity is to increases in student numbers with internal registrations 

(including Summer School registrations) receiving more than extension registrations. 
Thus an SOH Department may expect $19,000 for a 100 extra Extension registrations 
and $22,000 for 100 extra internal registrations.  A SPAS science Department (such as 
Biology) could expect $38,000 and $74,000 for a 100 Extension and Internal student 
registrations respectively.  These financial allocations are in close agreement with the 
cost of the academic staff who would be expected to teach these extra students, given 
the average student:staff ratios expected in the various Schools, and typical differences 
in non-staff costs.26

 
11.3 Nevertheless, in IFM2, there is also a responsiveness to the numbers of courses 

taught,  with more being allocated to extension courses than internal courses (which 
also include Summer Schools).  SOH would receive $4,000 for an extra internal 
course, but $8,000 for an extra extension course.  Thus if the appropriate University 
body approves the mounting of a new course or a Department teaches an extra 
Summer School, the Department will be assured of an increased allocation of 
resources.27   Nevertheless, the amounts are much lower than associated with student 
numbers, and there is little financial incentive for Departments to proliferate courses 
unnecessarily. 

 
11.4 It may be noted that Summer School courses and registrations are given full financial 

credit in IFM2 and there should not therefore be any extra resources allocated to 
Departments for these, unless there are special out of the ordinary expenditure 
associated with the Summer School.28

 
 
12 Support of Quality in Extension Teaching 
 
 

                                                                
26 Note that SPAS student:staff ratios are roughly a half those of other Schools. 

27 Conversely, having the number of courses taught as an important variable for internal funding, also ensures that the 
University will be encouraged to give greater scrutiny to the mounting of new courses, since approval (and subsequent 
mounting of the course with resulting minimum enrolments) will automatically guarantee the movement of resources to 
the associated Department. 

28 Per diems and travel costs of the lecturers concerned would, of course, require additional resources from the University. 
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12.1 Under IFM2, there is a differentiation between internal and external courses, with an 
extra Distance Education course receiving three to four times more resources than for 
an internal course.  This differentiation provides an explicit incentive for Departments to 
write up Extension courses.29

 
12.2 A substantial part of the resources for extension courses are attributed by IFM2 to the 

revision of courses and assignments.  It is therefore important that the University 
approve the setting up of a mechanism (a joint Schools and University Extension 
Committee) which will be responsible for ensuring that courses and assignments are 
revised by the due date, and that Departments failing in this regard, be appropriately 
penalised through IFM2. 

 
12.3 One weakness currently, is that University Extension and the Centres are required to 

use up their own funds (generated in other activities such as Continuing Education 
programmes) to tutor Extension students in credit courses. It may therefore be useful if 
resources (here suggested to be on a per registration basis) be re-allocated from each 
Department to the relevant Centre, for use in the hiring of local tutors.  These 
adjustments have been incorporated into Table 2.   Table A8 gives estimates of the 
likely reallocations, at $15 per registration, from Departments to Centres, for 1996.30

 
12.4 Given that the current allocation of time per extension assignment marked is quite 

generous31 it is important that the University monitors the degree to which extension 
assignments receive quality written responses.  It will therefore be useful if the Joint 
Committee recommended in 12.2 above also monitors the service extended to 
Extension students by Departments.  Should the written responses not be of the 
expected quality, then the Joint Committee may wish to recommend appropriate 
penalties for the Department concerned. 

 
 
13 Departmental Unit Costs and Efficiency: Internal and by Extension 
 
 
13.1 IFM2 makes significant changes in resource allocation across the University, especially 

for those Departments for which large cuts or increases are being recommended.  
These naturally have a corresponding impact on Unit Costs which normally would be 
useful (though not the only) indicators of the efficiency with which USP is delivering 
services from these Departments.  Table A9 gives the direct Teaching Unit Costs as 
well as the Full Unit Costs (after adding a unit overhead cost of $4920 representing 
non-School costs) for Departments.32  These unit costs are calculated for IFM2's 1996 
allocation, using 1995 2-cycle average EFTSUs. 

                                                                
29 While Distance Education is a stated priority of the University, currently, there is a very small number of courses (around 

40) which are offered through both extension and on campus. 

30 This allocation is the equivalent of approximately half an hour of tutoring/marking, out of the 4 hours allocated to each 
Extension registration. 

31 In one School, the existing allocation is 20 minutes instead of the 45 minutes used in the Model. 

32 It may be noted that a major omission from the calculations is the costs of delivery of Extension courses, largely the costs 
of University Extension and the a large proportion of the Centres.  If these are allocated on a pro-rata (proportional to 
registration) basis to the Schools involved in Extension teaching, the unit costs in SOH, and to a lesser extent in SSED, 
will tend to rise. 



 
 
 18

 
13.2 Table A9 indicates that for SOA and the science Departments in SPAS, IFM2 leads to 

a significant reduction in unit teaching costs: for SOA from $12,800 previously to 
$10,300; for Biology, from $7,900 to $6,800.  In SSED, there are increases for the 
largest Departments, from below $1,500 to just below $2,000. 

 
13.3 Nevertheless, even after IFM2, there are significant differences in unit teaching costs 

amongst Departments, with roughly a five tier system:  
 
  Accounting/Economics/Management: ~  $2,000 
  Other SSED/SOH/Maths & Comp:  ~  $3,000 
  Sciences:     ~  $6,000 
  Food & Textiles/SOA:   ~  $8,000 - $10,000 
 
13.4 The University cannot but be concerned that when an Overhead of around $5,000 is 

added to the direct teaching unit costs, the full unit costs of an Agriculture EFTSU 
becomes around $15,000 (and actually quite a lot more),33  while for Food and Textiles, 
the full unit cost is around $13,000, also inordinately high.  Give that these unit costs 
are approaching those of universities in Australia and NZ, the University must examine 
whether for these sections, there is a need for radical strategies for improvements in 
enrolments, rationalisation of courses, and/or drastic restructuring (including the 
possibility of termination of fundamentally unviable programmes). 

 
13.5 The University must also take heed of, even if it cannot be expected to fully 

compensate for, the unfortunate reality that some programmes (e.g. agriculture and 
science) in the University may not be receiving the degree of enrolment support they 
should: labour market needs are not being translated into the appropriate numbers of 
scholarship sponsorships by Governments, or into private demand for University 
places.  Wider strategic considerations may need to come into play, with Departments, 
Schools and the University all having to take pro-active roles in encouraging 
enrolments in the required directions.  In the short term, the University may need to 
enable some of these threatened Departments to survive the serious adjustments 
being required by the IFM2. 

 
13.6 An additional area of concern is the unit cost of Extension teaching.  While exact 

computation of these would be extremely difficult, some rough ideas may be obtained 
from the unit costs of Extension Centres and University Extension.   Table A10, which 
calculates the above for the Centres, indicates an extremely wide range of values for 
the Unit Cost of Extension Centres (per EFTSU), from a low of $161 per EFTSU for the 
Fiji Centre, to $5,966 for the Tuvalu Centre.   Clearly, there is an extremely strong 
inverse correlation between enrolments and Centre unit costs.  To the Centre Unit 
Costs there must be added the Unit Cost of University Extension (roughly $869 per 
Extension EFTSU), to obtain Unit Costs of Extension Delivery.  There is an equally 
wide range in these values, from around $2,000 and under for Fiji, Kiribati, Solomons 
and Tonga Centres, to almost $7,000 for Tuvalu.   These may be discounted by some 
small amounts, keeping in mind that part of the expenditure of Centres and University 
Extension are associated with Continuing Education, and not with the formal credit 
courses for which the EFTSUs are calculated. 

                                                                
33 The actual SOA unit cost is probably considerably higher since the administration costs of the Alafua campus are 

absorbed into overall overheads, even though they are largely attributed to the siting of SOA in Alafua. 
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13.7 To obtain Unit Costs of teaching Extension students, there must then also be added 

the unit cost of resources devoted within Schools to Extension students.  The 
assumptions of IFM2 indicate that only some 16% less of staff resources are devoted 
to Extension, compared to internal students.  This is likely to be an under-estimate, for 
a number of reasons, and the real difference may be of the order of 30% to 50%.   
Nevertheless, even the crude figures above would indicate that the teaching costs of 
Extension students in the Centres with small enrolments, are likely to be above $5,000, 
  This may be compared with less than $3,000 for most internal students and 
departments in SSED and SOH.  If overheads (Administration, Bursary, etc) are then 
also added, the Full Unit Costs of Extension students in the smaller Centres would be 
easily approaching $10,000 per EFTSU. 

 
13.8 These relatively high unit costs (for Centres other than Fiji, Kiribati, Solomons and 

Tonga), which will persist as long as Centre enrolments remain low, must be of 
concern to the University, since they clearly indicate that for these Centres, Extension 
teaching is not cheaper than internal teaching, as has been generally accepted.34    

 
13.9 The relative inefficiencies of Extension teaching in the smaller Centres must also be 

kept in mind, especially at the current moment, when the University is attempting to 
initiate a USPNET upgrading project, likely to cover all the Centres large and small).  
For the smaller Centres, this could entail a quantum jump in operating costs, and even 
higher unit teaching costs of Extension students. 

 
 
 
14 Efficiency and Part-Time Assistance 
 
 
14.1 Departments and Schools need to keep in mind that with financial decentralisation, 

there may be some scope, and financial incentives, for the greater use of part-time 
tutors, markers and lecturers in addressing Departmental workloads. 

 
14.2 While the effective hourly cost of teaching and marking done by full-time academic staff 

would be easily around $150 per hour, part-time rates of tutoring and marking are 
probably around 10 percent of this rate.  On the other hand, the effective credit given to 
Departments (through the weights for "Assistant Hours" is 33% for 
SSED/SOH/Mathematics and 60% for SPAS and Agriculture.  Departments would 
therefore gain by employing more part-time assistance, wherever practicable. 

 
14.3 There has also been some concern that rates of pay at USP for part-time work have 

been at inappropriate rates, both from the point of view of current market rates required 
by good professionals, and actual USP costs per hour.  The analysis in IFM2 would 
suggest that rates of pay could be substantially improved, within prescribed limits, in 
order to attract quality part-time staff. 

 
14.4 Departments (and Heads of Schools) also need to keep in mind, however, that the 

                                                                
34 It should be noted that Governments and employers in the region may have a different view given that these part-time 

Extension students are also maintaining their employment and generating additional benefits (in contrast to full-time 
internal students). 
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quality of teaching and research at the University depends crucially on maintaining 
adequate numbers of senior and experienced staff, who inevitably are relatively more 
expensive.  These objectives may be sacrificed if Departments strive to minimise 
overall workloads by maximising part-time assistance or relatively junior staff.  There 
needs to be continuous monitoring by Heads of Schools to ensure that Departments 
maintain an appropriate balance between full-time senior staff and junior and part-time 
staff, to ensure quality service to students and the University's clients. 

 
 
15 Transfer Across Sections 
 
 
15.1 IFM2 allocates resources on the basis of numbers of students and courses taught by 

various Departments.  Where courses and students are taught by staff fully funded 
from external sources, without the funds coming through the USP recurrent budget, the 
University needs to make an appropriate adjustment in the Department's allocation.    

 
15.2 Similarly, where courses and students attributed to a Department or School are taught 

by staff from other sections, there will need to be a comparable transfer of resources to 
that section.   Thus the SOH Departmental allocations for 1996 have been adjusted to 
take account of the courses taught by staff from the Library (see Table 2). 

 
 
16 Importance of Relativity 
 
 
16.1 Schools and Departments must come to terms with the fundamental reality that under 

both IFM1 and IFM2 (and further revisions of IFM), resources will be allocated on the 
basis of relative workloads.  A Department may be "fully loaded" yet see resources 
being taken away if workloads in another department become relatively higher (with 
total resources being unchanged).  The overall pressures on Departments may reduce 
if the next USP Triennium, beginning in 1997, sees the significant increase in 
resources, that is indicated as necessary to maintain real per EFTSU levels of funding 
for the University. 

 
 
 
17 Aggregate University Funding and Expenditure 
 
 
17.1 Table A11 indicates that while there was a dramatic improvement in the resourcing of 

the University in 1992, this was followed by a significant decline in Budgeted Recurrent 
Expenditure of some 10% in current prices, and 20% in real terms (1991 prices).35  
This decline is expected to continue into 1996. 

 
17.2 Should the University's real level of funding increase back to 1992 levels for the next 

triennium, this would imply a 20% increase over existing resources for all Departments 
and Schools.  For those suffering severe cuts under IFM2, this could possibly lead to 

                                                                
35 The actual expenditure per EFTSU would be somewhat less than is indicated because of significant under-expenditure in 

the Schools, especially SSED. 
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pre-IFM levels of funding and some relief from their high workloads. 
 
17.3 However, it may also be noted that actual expenditure for 1994, especially, was 

significantly lower than was budgeted for, since the University responded to previous 
Finance and General Purposes Committee admonitions to eliminate the large deficits 
which had been built up over the previous triennia.   Nevertheless, it must also be 
recognised that the University management, in deciding to wipe off a large chunk of the 
deficit in one year, was also not able to respond to the very genuine needs of some 
sections for extra resources, both of a recurrent and capital nature.   Thus a major 
crisis which ocurred over the need for quotas in SPAS enrolments, could have been 
avoided or at least significantly ameliorated had a part of the large unspent balances 
for 1994 been set aside for much needed extra laboratory spaces in SPAS. 

 
17.4 A similar reserves situation is expected to develop in 1995 and it is important that the 

RMC engage in the proper discussion of the priorities for the expenditure of any 
signficant savings. 

 
 
 
18 Need for Buffer Fund 
 
 
18.1 The University also needs to keep in mind that recommendations of IFMs will still need 

to be moderated in the light of the University's and/or Region's priorities and strategies 
in education at a point in time.  This moderation may occur at the University wide level, 
or within the Schools, as appropriate.  Certainly, in a dynamic situation, it may not be 
desirable for the University to be completely bound by an automatic formula, unable to 
respond to rapidly changing conditions.  The IFMs must therefore be interpreted as 
guidelines, albeit extremely strong guidelines, departures from which would need to be 
stringently justified. 

 
18.2 It is quite possible that there may be a significant change in a particular year's 

workloads, out of line with the period covered by the data cycle, or the University may 
feel that there is an urgent need to cover new initiatives in a particular Department or 
School.  Some mechanism at the University level to make available marginal funds 
could be extremely useful. 

 
18.3 IFM2 therefore recommends that a fixed proportion (say 2.5%) of the 1996 allocation 

for Schools, be reserved as a Buffer fund to be allocated by RMC.   For 1996, a roughly 
comparable amount of $250,000 has been set aside for distribution to the Schools 
during 1996. 

 
18.4 If the allocations are for unforseen changes in workload relativities, then continuation of 

the trend would see the section receive financial credit in subsequent years, and the 
special adjustments from the Buffer could therefore be returned from the section's 
future allocations.  This should enable the Buffer Fund to be built up over the years, or, 
if the absolute amount is maintained, for the proportionate allocation to reduce over 
time. 

 
 
19 Administrative and Financial Decentralisation 
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19.1 There is currently considerable dissatisfaction in Schools that they are discouraged 

from using their annual budgetary allocations fully, because of bottlenecks elsewhere in 
the University. 

 
19.2 It will be useful if the University Administration, following discussion with the Schools, 

makes clear: 
 
 (a) the degree to which decentralisation of staffing and financial decisions is to take 

place (including the advertisement and recruitment of staff and expenditure on 
non-staff items). 

 
 (b) the nature of checks and balances to be put in place. 
 
 (c) provision for a review of the overall policy of decentralisation, following an 

acceptable trial period. 
 
 
20 Further Revisions of IFM2 and Parameters 
 
 
20.1 IFM2 has been adopted by the University following the circulation of an earlier revision, 

and widespread discussion and debate between Schools, Departments and the 
Planning and Development Office.   Where possible, suggested modifications have 
been incorporated, although the objective of simplicity meant that not all variations, 
however appropriate, could be included into IFM2 at this stage.  

 
20.2 IFM2 cannot address the finer needs of every Department and School, since this would 

make the Model extremely complex, while bringing back many of the previous 
disadvantages of Committee decision-making.  Nevertheless, some special cases 
(such as special allocations for laboratories for computing and laboratory/field trips for 
geography courses) have been incorporated into the model.  Other special cases 
(necessarily small in number) may be justified to the University. 

 
20.3 The successful implementation of IFM2 (or any IFM) requires consensus in the 

University, on a wide range of parameters which are used to calculate departmental 
workloads, parameters for proportions of non-academic and non-salary costs for each 
Department and School, and the methodology of the Model itself.  These parameters 
and the IFM itself may need to be changed following further experience of IFM2, or if 
conditions in the University change. 

 
20.4 It may be noted that IFM2 is relatively insensitive to a change in some of the 

parameters, if applied right across the University.   Adjustment of these parameters for 
an individual Department (e.g. the numbers of lecturing or marking hours per week) will 
probably (and competitively) lead to similar adjustments for all other departments, 
resulting in only marginal changes in overall resource allocation.  Such adjustments 
should be avoided. 

 
20.5 It is recommended that IFM2 be examined and revised if necessary, after a suitable 

period of operation has been observed.  It will be useful for the University to designate 
a mechanism whereby the Schools and Departments may agree on adjustments to 
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parameters, other special cases to be incorporated into IFM2, and further revisions of 
IFM2.   It is recommended that RMC, with its University-wide representation, be the 
appropriate committee for discussions and decisions on these issues. 

 
 



 
 
 24

 APPENDIX TABLES 
 
      TABLE A1    HYPOTHETICAL IFM1 ALLOCATIONS FOR 1996* 
 

 IFM1 
Wgts 

1995
EFTSU

Wgtd
EFTSU

Perc.
Budg.

Recc.
Amt.
$000

Rec. 
Chang. 

$000 

Pos.
Ch.

Staff

SOA 2.9  104 301 6.0 723 -607  -8 
   

SOH 1.2  851 1021 20.3 2455 405  7 

      

   Ed. & Psych. 1.2  467 561 11.1 1348 283  5 

   Lit. & Lang. 1.2  359 431 8.6 1037 216  4 

   Unallocated 1.2  24 29 0.6 70 -93  -2 

      

SPAS 1.8  905 1585 31.5 3812 -955  -10 

      

   Biology 2.0  107 213 4.2 513 -335  -4 

   Chemistry 2.0  167 335 6.7 805 -90  -1 

   Physics 2.0  119 237 4.7 571 -241  -3 

   Technology 2.0  57 114 2.3 275 -127  -2 

   Food & Textiles 1.5  20 30 0.6 73 -137  -2 

   Maths. & Comp. 1.5  429 644 12.8 1549 562  10 

   Unallocated 2.0  5 11 0.2 25 -586  -7 

      

SSED 1.1  2009 2122 42.2 5105 1156  20 
      

   Geography 1.2  195 234 4.7 563 74  1 

   Hist. Polit. 1.0  111 111 2.2 266 -84  -1 

   Sociology 1.2  148 178 3.5 428 9  0 

   Land Man. 2.0  45 90 1.8 216 78  1 

   Law 1.0  92 92 1.8 221 28  0 

   Acc. & Fin.Man. 1.0  492 492 9.8 1184 578  10 

   Man. & Pub. Ad. 1.0  364 364 7.2 875 338  6 

   Economics 1.0  378 378 7.5 909 348  6 

   Unallocated 1.0  184 184 3.7 442 -213  -4 

      

ALL SCHOOLS 1.3  3868 5029 100 12096 0  8 
 * Using the 1995  2  Academic cycle average EFTSUs. 
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        TABLE A2  WORKLOAD INDICATORS (1995) 
School/Department  EFTSU

Per
EFTTS

Courses
Per

EFTTS

Perc. 
of Reg. 
by Ext. 

SOA 5 3.0 7  

  

SOH 24 3.5 69  

    

   Ed. & Psych. 27 3.5 69  

   Lit. & Lang. 21 3.3 68  

   Unallocated 12 4.5 100  

  

SPAS 14 2.5 28  

    

   Biology 10 2.2 20  

   Chemistry 13 2.1 17  

   Physics 9 2.0 19  

   Technology 10 3.3 13  

   Food & Textiles 6 3.9 51  

   Maths. & Comp. 23 2.4 37  

   Unallocated 0 0.0 0  

    

SSED 31 3.4 44  

    

   Geography 24 3.2 55  

   Hist. Polit. 15 3.1 59  

   Sociology 23 4.1 49  

   Land Man. 13 4.9 11  

   Law 31 4.5 100  

   Acc. & Fin.Man. 45 2.9 46  

   Man. & Pub. Ad. 32 2.4 36  

   Economics 40 2.5 31  

   Unallocated 50 7.4 27  

 

ALL SCHOOLS  21 3.0  44  
 
  EFTSU: Equivalent Full-Time Student Unit 
  EFTTS  Equivalent Full Time Teaching Staff 
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   TABLE A3 CHANGES IN STUDENT NUMBERS AND STAFF (1985-92) 
 

School Student Numbers (DSUs) Staff  

 1985  1992   % Ch. 1985 1992  % Ch. 

SOA 98  119 21 16 21 31  

SOH 474  649 37 27 33 22  

SPAS 656  626 -5 62 71 15  

SSED 984  1583 61 41 58 41  

     

TOTAL 2212  2977 35 146 183 25  

 

 Percent of Total %Chan. Percent of Total % Chan. 

SOA 4.4  4.0 -10 11.0 11.5 5  

SOH 21.4  21.8 2 18.5 18.0 -2  

SPAS 29.7  21.0 -29 42.5 38.8 -9  

SSED 44.5  53.2 20 28.1 31.7 13  

       

TOTAL 100  100 100 100  

 
    Note: DSU were "Discounted Student Units", the units previously used for resource allocation 

purposes. 
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    TABLE A4  DEPARTMENTAL WORKLOAD DATA 
 

School/Dept.  UNDERGRADUATE POSTGRADUATE 

 Courses Registrations Cour Registration 

 Ext Int* Tot Ext Int* Tot Int* Int* Thesi

SOA 5  54.5  59.5 70 917 987 6.5  12  11 

Ed & Psych. 23.5 27.5  51 2131 966 3097 9  87  32 

Literature & 14.5  38  52.5 2107 982 3089 3.5  8  6 

Librarianship 7  0  7 140 0 140 0  0  0 

Unallocated 2  0  2 43 0 43 0  0  0 

SOH 47  65.5  113 4421 1948 6369 12.5  95  38 

Biology 3  14  17 155 619 774 7  16  7 

Chemistry 5.5  17.5  23 208 985 1193 4  15  12 

Computing 1  11.5  12.5 67 848 915 2.5  10  0 

Food&Textiles 3.5  9.5  13 69 66 135 0  0  0 

Mathematics 8.5  17  25.5 1241 1385 2626 4.5  6  1 

Physics 4  17  21 175 730 905 4.5  11  4 

Technology 2  15  17 55 360 415 2.5  7  1 

Unallocated 0  6.5  6.5 0 44 44 0  0  0 

SPAS 27.5  108  136 1970 5037 7007 25  65  25 

Acc & Fin Man  6  21.5  27.5 1618 1879 3497 4.5  13  7 

Economics 5.5  15  20.5 811 1831 2642 3  10  5 

Geography 10  16  26 807 662 1469 2  6  12 

History & 7.5  13.5  21 528 371 899 1  3  3 

Land 1  14  15 35 277 312 2  4  1 

Law 13.5  1.5  15 698 157 855 0  0  0 

Man.& Pub.Adm 6.5  18.3  24.8 976 1747 2723 3  10  3 

Sociology 6.5  16.3  22.8 544 556 1100 3.5  7  13 

Unallocated 4  19.5  23.5 296 819 1115 4  62  12 

SSED 60.5  136  196 6313 8299 14612 23  115  56 

ALL SCHOOLS 140  364  504 12774 16201 28975 67  287  130 

 
 * Internal courses and registrations include Summer Schools. 
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   TABLE A5 IFM2 WORKLOAD PARAMETERS 
 

Category  Parameter  Type  SOA SOH SPAS SSED 

  of work Gen MA CS Gen GE

POST GRADUATE STUDENTS AND COURSES 

Lecturing/Tutoring hrs/wk/cours Lec 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Marking/Consultatio hrs/stud/sem Lec 14 14 14 14 14 14 14

Thesis Supervision hrs/stud/sem Lec 14 14 14 14 14 14 14

 

INTERNAL UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS AND COURSES 

Lecturing hrs/week Lec 3 3 3 3 3  3  3 

Final exam marking  hrs/exam Lec 1 1 1 1 1  1  1 

Lab/Field Work hrs/wk/cour Lec 3 3 1  .8

Assignment marking hrs/stud/sem Asst 4 4 4 4 4  4  4 

Tutorial group size students 15 15 15 15 15  15  15 

Lab. group size students 15 15 15   15 

Tutorial  hrs/week Asst 1 1 1 1 1  1  1 

EXTENSION STUDENTS AND COURSES 

Final exam. marking hrs/exam Lec 1 1 1 1 1  1  1 

Assign./Tutoring hrs/stud/sem Asst 4 4 4 4 4  4  4 

Rev. of courses hrs/cour/year Lec 60 60 60 60 60  60  60 

Rev. of hrs/cour/year Lec 40 40 40 40 40  40  40 

WEIGHTS FOR ASSISTANT HOURS, NON-ACADEMIC STAFF, NON-STAFF COSTS 

Assistant hours Mult. Factor .60 .33 .60 .33 .33  .33  .33 

Non-academic staff Mult. Factor 1.25 1.15 1.40 1.15 1.15  1.15  1.20 

Non-staff costs Mult. Factor 1.20 1.05 1.15 1.05 1.15  1.05  1.05 

 
 Key Lec Lecturer 
 
  Asst Assistant 
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      TABLE A6    FINANCIAL OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS (PRE-IFM 1995 BUDGET) 
 

 $000  Percentages  

    Salaries  Non- Tot Exp  

 Acad NonAc Tot

 1  2  3  4  5  2/1  4/3  Vert

SOA 924  182 1106 224 1330 20  20  11.0 

    

SOH 1652  278 1930 120 2050 17  6  16.9 
   Ed. & Psych. 874  157 1031 35 1066   8.8 

   Lit. & Lang. 772  26 798 24 821    6.8 

   Unallocated 7  95 102 61 163    1.3 

        

SPAS 3258  1094 4352 415 4767 34  10  39.4 

   Biology 608  207 815 33 848     7.0 

   Chemistry 653  204 857 38 895    7.4 

   Physics 571  209 780 33 812    6.7 

   Technology 321  52 373 29 402    3.3 

   Food & Textiles 165  32 197 13 210    1.7 

   Maths. & Comp. 902  65 967 21 988    8.2 

   Unallocated 39  325 364 248 612    5.1 

        

SSED 3143  588 3731 217 3949 19  6  32.6 
   Geography 431  31 462 27 489   4.0 

   Hist. Polit. 292  38 330 19 350   2.9 

   Sociology 384  12 396 23 419   3.5 

   Land Man. 113  17 130 8 137   1.1 

   Law 168  14 182 11 193   1.6 

   Acc. & Fin.Man. 461  111 572 33 606   5.0 

   Man. & Pub. Ad. 471  37 508 30 538   4.4 

   Economics 454  77 531 31 561   4.6 

   Unallocated 368  251 619 36 655   5.4 

       

ALL SCHOOLS 8978  2142 11120 976 12096 24  9  100 
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                   TABLE A7  IFM2  MARGINAL EFFECTS OF CHANGE IN COURSE NUMBERS 
AND ENROLMENTS ($000) 

 
School/Dept  UNDERGRADUATE PG 

 Extra Course Extra 100 Reg Extra 50 Reg. 

 Ext Int Ext Int  

SOA  10 4 33 67 69  

SOH  

Lit & Lang 8 4 19 22 57  

SPAS  

Biology 11 5 38 74 77  

Maths 8 3 19 21 57  

SSED  

Geography 8 3 20 29 60  

Man & Pub Ad 8 4 19 22 57  

 
 
 
 
 
          TABLE A8   TUTORING ALLOCATIONS TO CENTRES FOR 1996 
 

Centre  Centre Allocation
$

Cook Islands 382 6,000  

Fiji 7203 108,000  

Kiribati 947 14,000  

Marshall Islands 82 1,500  

Nauru 171 2,500  

Niue 62 1,000  

Solomon Islands 1084 16,500  

Tokelau 44 1,000  

Tonga 1062 16,000  

Tuvalu 127 2,000  

Vanuatu 1068 16,000  

Western Samoa 538 8,000  

TOTAL 12770 192,500  
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          TABLE A9    UNIT COSTS UNDER IFM2 (DEPARTMENTAL AND FULL) ($) 
 

School/Department   Department Full 

  

SOA 10,297 15,217  
 

SOH 2,594 7,514  

Education & Psychology 2,442 7,362  

Literature & Language 2,644 7,564  

 

SPAS36 4,860 9,780  

Biology 6,795 11,715  

Chemistry 6,414 11,334  

Food&Textiles 8,227 13,147  

Mathematics & Computing Science 2,598 7,518  

Physics 6,925 11,845  

Technology 7,483 12,403  

 

SSED 2,253 7,173  

Accounting & Financial  1,896 6,816  

Economics 1,902 6,822  

Geography 2,850 7,770  

History & Politics 2,887 7,807  

Land Management 3,237 8,157  

Law 3,283 8,203  

Management & Public Administration 1,942 6,862  

Sociology 2,648 7,568  

 

ALL SCHOOLS 3,148 8,068  

                                                                
36 The aggregate SPAS unit costs are significantly reduced by the much lower unit costs for 

Mathematics and Computing. 
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    TABLE A10 UNIT COSTS OF EXTENSION CENTRES AND EXTENSION DELIVERY 
 

1995 
Budget 
($000)  

1994
Income
($000)

Net
Exp.

($000)

Centre
EFTSUs

Centre
Exp./

EFTSU

Delivery 
Exp./ 

Extension 
EFTSU. 

Fiji 467  316 151 935 161 1030  

Cook Is 189  17 172 50 3459 4328  

Kiribati 179  117 62 123 502 1371  

Nauru 98  28 70 22 3139 4008  

Niue 54  7 47 8 5825 6694  

Solomon Is 191  19 172 141 1224 2093  

Tokelau 18  18 6 3063 3932  

Tonga 233  37 195 138 1417 2286  

Tuvalu 103  5 98 16 5966 6835  

Vanuatu 371  83 287 139 2071 2940  

W. Samoa 192  20 173 70 2470 3339  

Total 2191  650 1541 1658 929 1798  

 
 Notes: (a) University Extension on Laucala costs approximately $869 per Extension 

EFTSU. 
 
  (b) Unit Cost of Extension Delivery =   Unit Cost of Centres +  
        Unit Cost of University Extension 
 
 
  TABLE A11 RECURRENT BUDGETED EXPENDITURE PER EFTSU  
    (1991-1995) 

 1991 1992 1993# 1994# 1995* 1996*  

Tot.Rec.Exp.(m)  22.5 26.2 27.6 31.0 33.3 33.3  

EFTSU  3380 3115 3464 3908 4424 5008  

Perc.Change  -7.8 11.2 12.8 13.2 13.2  

Unit Exp (nom)  6657 8411 7968 7932 7535 6656  

Unit Exp (91 pr)  6657 7898 7132 6749 6335 5530  

Perc. Change  18.6 -9.7 -5.4 -6.1 -12.7  

Perc. Ch.92-95  -19.8 -10.42  

  (real) (nom)  

   
  Notes: *   Estimates 
 
   # Actual expenditures have been significantly lower than budgeted 

expenditures, because of the need to write off deficits. 


