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Introduction

This paper outlines the impact of universities and higher education more generally and the challenges and opportunities facing the sector in regard to its future impact and sustainability. Many of these issues were surfaced and debated at an IUA international symposium in September 2014 entitled 21st Century Universities: Competitiveness and Performance. 
One of the most recent developments in higher education is the commencement of the Expert Group on Higher Education Sustainability. The group has produced the first of its background papers and recently held a highly interactive consultation session with a wide range of stakeholders including enterprise, the trade unions, regional authorities and higher education. Where relevant we have drawn on evidence from that paper in this document.
This paper is divided into 2 sections.
1. Sustainability and future challenges
2. Human Capital
In presentation to the Committee this paper is supplemented by the paper from Dr. Charles Larkin – 
 “The Economic Impact of Higher Education Institutions in Ireland”







Section 1: Sustainability and Future Challenges

1. Introduction
The previous section of this paper sets out the human capital impacts of Higher Education, while Dr Larkin’s paper addresses economic impact. No aspect of human endeavor is perfect and in any event, in a world where change is endemic, we must constantly strive to progress and improve.  To secure positive outputs and impacts we need inputs in the form of talented and motivated students and staff and we need an appropriate financial and regulatory environment.
This short paper is supplemented by three appendices as follows:
· Appendix 1 Contains relevant extracts from the recently published consultation paper from the Expert Group on Future Funding for Higher Education chaired by Mr. Peter Cassells – hereafter referred to as the Expert Group.

· Appendix II Contains a paper in Issues in Higher Education

· Appendix II Contains summary views from the European Universities Association in respect of Ireland’s performance on the EUA’s Autonomy Scorecard.
The legacy of experience of higher education during the economic crisis as we face into a period of economic growth leaves us with a number of challenges and conundrums. 
The first of these is summed up by the intersection of movements of student numbers and staff numbers.
2. Student and Staffing Trends
According to the Expert Group, the higher education participation rate has been relatively steady over the last number of years, and any future rise in the higher education student cohort will be driven primarily by growth in the school population. High birth rates in Ireland over the last 15 years have led to a substantial increase in the numbers going through the school system.  Both increased numbers, and an increase in retention rates in second level, result in projections for second level enrolments growing from 338,000 in 2014 to a peak of some 405,000 in 2025[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  	Projections of Full-Time Enrolment—Primary and Second Level 2014–2032, DES] 

As a result, the latest available projections suggest that by 2028 the number of new entrants to higher education will increase by 29 per cent over 2013 levels.[footnoteRef:2](Appendix 1 Figure 5)  These projections are based on the participation rate remaining constant at 56 per cent over the period.   [2:  	Projections of Demand for Full Time Third level Education, 2014–2028, July 2014, DES] 

Expert Group Paper - New Entrants to Higher Education


While new entrants into higher education have increased, core staff numbers have fallen in consequence of the Employment Control framework. The net effect has been a deterioration in student: staff ratios. Pre crisis, the ratios in Irish universities were already on the high side by international standards at circa one to sixteen or seventeen on average. During the crisis, ratios have increased from 1:20 to 1:23 in the universities - a deterioration of 12%.  These are significantly higher than the OECD average which stood at 1:14 in 2012. To put this into context, ,Durham University in England has the same academic staffing complement as UCD, but UCD has ten thousand more students than Durham.
While this change represents a gain in efficiency in pure statistical terms, it also has implications for quality and for sustainability in terms of the ability to support such large class sizes in the medium term.
This evidence suggests that we have a sustainability problem with our current student:staff ratios which needs to be tackled. This is before one looks at the matter of future demographic impacts which, if nothing is done, would push ratios even higher. The recent rise in CAO applications for 2015 is immediate evidence of this trend.
 It should be noted also that the projections referred to are based on holding participation rates steady at fifty six percent. Obviously, ceteris paribus, improving access would increase participation rates and further increase enrolments.
3. Funding - Current
The expert group paper sets out the current annual funding of the public Higher Education Institutions which unsurprisingly is in decline since 07/08.  Despite an increase in the student contribution of €1,925 or 233 per cent—from €825 in 2007/08 to €2,750 in 2014/15, total income per student decreased by 22 per cent for the higher education system overall.
Increases in student contributions along with general reductions in overall state funding have resulted in a steady reduction in the proportion of total recurrent funding for core activities of higher education institutions funded by the State from 78 per cent in 2008 to an estimated 64 per cent in 2016.   This compares to an OECD average of 68 per cent.  
For the universities specifically the core recurrent grant allocated to universities declined by €261m between 2008 and 2014, a decline of just under 53 percent.  When we look at the fall in the unit of resource which includes not only core grant but also fee income, the unit of funding went from €8,734 in 07/08 to €6,970 in 13/14. The cumulative decrease in the unit of resource in this period has been in excess of 21 percent. 
Looking at university funding in an all-Ireland context, IUA recently undertook a comparison of the unit of resource per student looking at the position of a student in an IUA university vis a vis a student in one of the Northern Irish universities.  
· For the academic year 2014/15 the funding per undergraduate student for a typical ‘non-lab’ discipline i.e. Arts/HSS is £7,997 in NI or approximately €10,663 at current exchange rates.

· The comparable figure in an IUA university is €6,876 – a difference of 55%. 

4. Funding – Capital
In light of both passage of time and resultant wear and tear, and more critically, demographic pressures, another matter of concern in respect of funding sustainability is that of capital funding. In effect, funding for new capital ceased in 2008. There has been some run out funding for commitments under the Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions (PRTLI), but new funding for both new build and significant upgrading of facilities has been virtually non-existent since then. In addition to the financial crisis, the need to address the increase in the first and second level school population has been an instrumental factor here. However, as we have seen, the demographic bulge is moving up the pipeline and needs to be planned for in terms of higher education infrastructure also. 
5. Efficiency and Regulation
As already mentioned, the increase in student numbers with declining numbers of core funded staff and with a reduced paybill represents a substantial improvement in productivity. This from a position where a report prepared for the EU Council of Ministers in 2009 found Ireland to already by at the leading edge of higher efficiency.
In regard to efficiency of operations and cost to the state, universities have grown non exchequer income. Non-exchequer income (excluding research) has increased from €695m in 2008 to €865m in 2013 (24%) helping to offset the significant reductions in public funding. Total income (excluding research) per staff member has remained largely stable increasing marginally to €155k.  Non-exchequer income (excluding research) per staff member however has increased from €71k in 2008 to €93k in 2013 an increase of 30%.  
Significant work has been undertaken on shared procurement, this now falling under the aegis of the office of Government Procurement. Significant internal changes have also taken place including a revised academic contract, performance management and workload allocation. However more work needs to be done on “The HR Toolkit” to ensure that the competitiveness and efficiency of universities is maximized.

Regulation is important for purposes of financial probity, for accountability generally and to underpin public confidence. For regulation to be effective, it is important that it be well considered and proportionate. Regulation in a university context has a particular perspective for the following reasons: universities are producers of both public and private goods and their funding reflects this. In addition, unlike the majority of the public service, universities are in an internationally traded marketplace, both for students and staff. Finally there is a high expectation for universities to be innovative and to contribute to national and global stocks of knowledge. As part of that innovativeness, academic freedom and the appropriate degree of university autonomy is essential.

Trends in this regard are monitored by the European University Association through their Autonomy Scorecard process. As part of our symposium we requested that the EUA update the scorecard for Ireland. They found as follows – and I quote: “This 2014 update of the Autonomy Scorecard for Ireland reveals a decline of university autonomy, in particular in staffing matters. In some areas it is quite subtle and can only be captured partially by the scorecard metrics. It appears clearly though that there is an entrenchment phenomenon, with governmental control over human resources and finances having been consolidated over the period considered. The measures that the government took at the beginning of the economic crisis have neither been halted nor reversed”. 
The IUA has put forward proposals to strengthen institutional governance and has have welcomed the HEA system performance appraisal approach and associated performance compacts. It is rather about ensuring that institutions whose contribution to the economy and society depends on agility and flexibility are appropriately empowered to make that contribution. 
Section 2: Human Capital

1. Inputs:
1.1 Overall student numbers
The overall number of students in the university sector grew by 14% during the period 2004/05 to 2013/14. The growth rate from 2004/05 to 2010/11 was 18%, but this was followed by a 3% decrease in the overall number of university students from 2010/11 to 2013/14. The following graphic shows these changes. These numbers are however projected to grow back to over 117,000 by 2016/17, in line with the Strategic Compacts agreed between the HEA and each university.


The increases were particularly pronounced for PhD students (54% over the entire nine-year period) and to a lesser extent for Masters students also (16% over the nine-years). The decreases since 2010/11 can be attributed to greater financial challenges for postgraduate students (removal of maintenance grants and other financial supports), and for undergraduate students, the severe reductions across the universities in staff numbers needed to teach, tutor, and provide other academic and pastoral supports.
Given their particular role in the higher education landscape, and in ensuring human capital for the knowledge-intensive economic sectors, including the strategic encouragement of Research and Development industries in Ireland, the universities have protected to as great an extent possible the provision of postgraduate programmes for Masters students and of doctoral education and training opportunities for PhD students. 
1.2 National targets: under-represented student groups
In terms of specific student cohorts which have been the subject of strategic national targets, including under-represented students from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds, and students with a disability, the universities, in cooperation with an increasing number of other colleges, have rapidly expanded the numbers of places made available through the Disability Access Route to Education (DARE) and the Higher Education Access Route (HEAR). DARE and HEAR are the primary mechanisms through which the universities recruit students from these national target groups.
The increased numbers of students admitted through both DARE and HEAR during the period 2009 – 2014 can be found in the following table.



Students from these under-represented and disadvantaged backgrounds now represent one in five of all undergraduate students applying to higher education in Ireland through the CAO, as can be seen in the following graphic. 

However, while these are welcome signs of improving equity of access to Irish universities, a number of the overall widening participation targets included the 2008-2013 HEA National Plan for Equity of Access to Higher Education were not met. These targets, together with the outcomes achieved, can be found in the following table (HEA 2014: Consultation Paper towards the development of a new National Access Plan[footnoteRef:3]). [3:  http://www.hea.ie/sites/default/files/consultation_paper_web.pdf 
] 

[image: ]Although the numbers of new access students in the universities are expected to increase by 11% by 2016/17, in line with the Strategic Compacts agreed between the HEA and each university, this increase barely keeps pace with the agreed projected increase in the overall number of students. 
Of particular concern to the universities is that, given the demographic pressures facing higher education provision over the coming decade, and the decreases in funding for both higher education institutions and for direct student support, those students who are at most disadvantage through their socio-economic or other circumstances will tend to be “squeezed out” by the more advantaged. This will lead to a range of medium- to long-term societal problems for Ireland in other areas, including social exclusion, unemployment and under-employment, poorer education and health outcomes for future children, and ongoing inter-generational disadvantage. 

1.3 National targets: international students
International students represent another strategic target group, as per the National Strategy for Higher Education and the Department of Education’s 2010 -2015 International Education Strategy.  
International students in the university sector fall into three categories: full-time international students who come to Ireland for a full degree programme; off-shore / distance students who are studying on a programme provided and/or accredited by an Irish university, but delivered outside Ireland; and short-term exchange and visiting students such as Erasmus students from other European countries and Junior Year Abroad students from the United States. 
During the period 2006/07 to 2012/13, there was an overall growth of 45% in international student numbers in the Irish universities, as can be seen in the table below. This growth has been spread across the three categories of international students. 

The proportion of international students in the universities has grown from 16% of the total student body in 2010/11 to approx. 20% in 2012/13. These numbers have therefore exceeded the recommendation of the 2010 strategy, which suggested that an “average national proportion of 15% full-time international students remains a valid medium-term national target to be reached in the period between now and 2020” (DES 2010: Investing in Global Relationships Ireland’s International Education Strategy 2010-15)[footnoteRef:4].  [4:  https://www.education.ie/en/Publications/Policy-Reports/Ireland-s-International-Education-Strategy-2010-2015-Investing-in-Global-Relationships.pdf ] 


These students contribute to Irish universities in a number of positive ways: they help to internationalise our campuses, ensuring an international learning and social environment for Irish students, which will be of use to them during their subsequent careers or further studies. They open opportunities for international collaboration with academics, researchers and other potential partners, including industry and employers, in other countries and regions of the world. The non-EU undergraduate students, and all postgraduate students, also bring substantial income to Irish universities, through the tuition fees they pay or the governmental grants they bring with them from their home countries. This source of non-exchequer income has become extremely important for Irish universities, particular given the significant reductions in State funding received in recent years. 

2. Quality of outputs:
A number of indicators can be used to assess the quality of outputs from the university education process. From an Irish higher education policy perspective, some of the most important ones are as follows:
· Graduate employment and other graduate destinations. This looks at the success of graduates in obtaining employment and/or other successful destinations following completion of their degree programme.
· Employer feedback on higher education outcomes. This looks at employer satisfaction with the quality and employability of recent graduates, as well their future skills requirements.
· Student engagement and student experience. This looks at the feedback from students regarding their educational experience and satisfaction.
· Completion rates and average duration of studies. This looks at whether students completed their degree programme and whether they completed on time. 
These are discussed below, in addition to a summary of quality assurance procedures used by the university to enhance quality in the education process.
 
2.1 Graduate employment and other graduate destinations 
The university careers offices and the HEA conduct an annual survey of “first destinations” (employment, further study, etc) of the most recent graduates, nine months following the end of each academic year. The results of these surveys provide a snapshot of what university graduates are doing shortly after completing their degrees, and are published by the HEA in the annual “What do Graduates Do? First Destinations Report”. 


The results of the most recent survey were published by the HEA in 2014, entitled “What Graduates Do? The Class of 2013, An Analysis of the Universities and Colleges of Education First Destination of Graduates Survey 2014”[footnoteRef:5]. The first destinations for 2013 university honours bachelor degree graduates can be seen in the following table. [5:  http://www.hea.ie/sites/default/files/final_class_of_2013_221214.pdf] 
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This data shows that overall, since 2008 the proportion of the Level 8 graduate cohort in employment has remained fairly stable (50% in 2008; 51% in 2013), while the proportion going overseas to work has more than doubled from 5% in 2008 to 12% in 2013. The numbers of L8 graduates entering further studies/training has increased from 34% in 2008 to 40% in 2013, likewise reflected the difficulties in obtaining employment in Ireland but also the need for more advanced or specialised education/training for specific sectors of the labour market. 

Of particular note however is the proportion of university graduates in employment 9 months after graduation which was 51%, while the proportion seeking employment was 6%, half the national unemployment rate at that time. The success of university graduates in obtaining employment, even during the worst years of economic downturn, can clearly be seen from the following table. 

[image: ]
While the relative employability successes enjoyed by university graduates are clear compared to the general population, a number of challenges remain. These include the relatively high numbers progressing to further studies/training, the increased numbers of graduates who have secured employment abroad, and the significant variations in the first destination experiences of graduates with Master and Doctoral degrees across the range of fields of study. These variations can be seen in the following table. Among other messages, these variations imply that the universities need to pay particular attention to working with students in certain fields of study to enhance their employability skills. 
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2.2 Employer feedback on higher education outcomes. 
Employer feedback on higher education outcomes is an important element in looking at the quality of these outcomes in terms of graduate supply and graduate employability. Employers rightly expect Irish universities to provide a ready supply of employable graduates across a range of disciplines, with levels of knowledge, skills and competence commensurate with their qualifications, including important “soft skills” gained while at university and which are vital in order to operate effectively across a range of employment fields.
National Employer Surveys to look at these higher education outcomes have been undertaken in 2012 (IBEC 2012: National Survey of Employers’ Views of Irish Higher Education Outcomes[footnoteRef:6]) and 2014 (HEA 2015 imminent, National Employers Survey). These surveys have addressed a broad range of indigenous and foreign employers of recent graduates in Ireland, and have been supported and promoted by bodies such as IDA, Enterprise Ireland, IBEC, ISME, American Chamber of Commerce, the Construction Industry Federation, etc. [6:  http://www.ibec.ie/IBEC/DFB.nsf/vPages/Education_and_training~Resources~national-employer-pilot-survey-2012-14-01-2013/$file/Survey+report+Final.pdf ] 
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Some of the key findings of the 2012 survey were: 

· over 75% of companies were confident that graduates have the right workplace and transferable skills and relevant subject or discipline knowledge.
· Over 80% of companies were satisfied with the calibre of science and maths graduates.
· The majority of PhD graduates were employed because the job required doctorate level skills or qualifications.  
· 36% hade recruited graduates from non-Irish institutions, with many citing an insufficient number of Irish graduates, especially in computing, as their prime reason for so doing.
· Concerns were identified about graduates’ abilities to effectively communicate, especially in writing and about graduates having the “right attitude”.

These broad findings are echoed in the 2014 survey (to be published by HEA shortly). 

While overall high levels of employer satisfaction remain high, particularly in workplace attributes such as computer and technical literacy, working effectively with others, numeracy / processing and interpreting numerical data, effective verbal communication and application of technical knowledge, it is important also to note the lower levels of satisfaction among employers with recent graduates’ foreign language capability and entrepreneurial skills. These are areas which can be addressed by the universities through better integration of these skills and competences in internal curriculum development and quality assurance processes, and in the continued promotion of study abroad opportunities and high quality work placements. 

Employer satisfaction rates in the 2014 survey remain very high as regards the personal attributes of graduate, such as reliability, personal commitment, ethical and social awareness, positive attitude and energy and adaptability and flexibility. This satisfaction is even more pronounced among foreign-owned organisations than among indigenous employers.

However, it is important to note that large numbers of graduates (c15%) from outside Ireland continue to be recruited by employers.  While certain employers using Ireland as an international hub for business will obviously wish to recruit from a broad geographical, cultural and linguistic base, the 2014 survey shows that all types and sizes of companies are doing so, including both indigenous and foreign-owned. This is an issue which will need further exploration by the universities and other relevant stakeholders, in order to address possible shortcomings. It is likewise interesting to note that the proportion of graduates recruited to Ireland from abroad corresponds broadly with the 13% of Irish university graduates from 2013 who are currently employed abroad (see “first destination” data above). 

2.3 Student engagement and student experience 
In additional to surveys conducted by individual universities with their own students on a range of specific issues (e.g. course and module feedback, library usage, sports facilities, etc.), for the years 2013 and 2014 all Irish higher education institutions have conducted a national survey of student engagement to obtain feedback from students regarding their educational experience and satisfaction. Through 20 years of research, it has been identified that students who are engaged in the life of the university have a higher quality experience than those at institutions where engagement is not promoted (Kuh, 2001)[footnoteRef:7] . [7:  Kuh, G.D. (2001) Assessing What Really Matters to Student Learning: Inside the National Survey of Student Engagement] 

The results of a these national surveys[footnoteRef:8] are helping Irish higher education institutions to enhance the quality of education they provide.  In 2014, over 19,800 students (1st year undergraduate, final year undergraduate and taught postgraduate) across 30 higher education institutions responded to the survey and details of their experiences are being used to inform institutional and programme/course development, as well as national policy. These Irish surveys are the first system-wide survey of their kind in Europe and part of only a handful of similar surveys worldwide.  [8:  http://studentsurvey.ie/wordpress/survey-results/ ] 

Some results from the 2014 survey include:
· 63% of all participating students selected often or very often, when asked if they were improving knowledge and skills that will contribute to their employability (62% in 2013 pilot)
· 67% of all participating students reported positive relationships with teaching staff, finding them to be available, helpful and sympathetic (a score of 5 or greater on 7 point scale). (72% in 2013 pilot)
· 52% of all participating students selected quite a bit, or very much when asked if they were solving complex real world problems (50% in 2013 pilot)
· 80% of all participating students selected good or excellent, when asked how they would evaluate their entire educational experience at their institution (79% in 2013 pilot)
· 65% of all participating students selected often or very often, when asked if they used an online learning system to complete an assignment (60% in 2013 pilot)
· 60% of all participating students selected often or very often, when asked if they had conversations with students of a different ethnicity/nationality (58% in 2013 pilot)
· 29% of all participating students selected plan to or done, when asked if they were considering Study abroad/student exchange (25% in 2013 pilot)
· 78% of all participating students selected quite a bit or very much, when asked if they spend a significant amount of time studying and on academic work (76% in 2013 pilot).
This feedback is important for universities who can use this information in combination with other sources of feedback (for example from employers, see above, and through the quality assurance processes, see below) to take appropriate action, thus enabling students to improve key competences such as critical thinking, problem-solving, writing skills, team work and communication skills. The results of the survey are intended to add value at institutional level, and to inform national policy.
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The results of the 2013 and 2014 surveys show that student engagement scores in Ireland increase for each year of study (see table above), across most areas of engagement, as can be expected when a student progresses from 1st to final year of an undergraduate degree, and from an undergraduate to a postgraduate programme. However, the higher score for first years under Supportive Learning Environment reflects first year interaction with broader academic supports available on campus.
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The survey results also show that scores for outcomes indices for students are comparable across all institution types in Ireland. Scores for Higher Order Thinking are higher in Universities than in Institutes of Technology whereas scores for Career Readiness are higher in Institutes of Technology than in Universities. These results provide useful pointers for the universities in helping their students prepare for employment.
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The Irish survey results also allow us to compare feedback from students in Ireland to the feedback from students in Australasian countries to a similar survey. The table above shows comparative scores for postgraduate students. The scores for Ireland are broadly comparable to those for Australasia, with some being marginally higher in Ireland. 
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However, when we compare feedback from undergraduate students in Ireland to undergraduate students in Australasia and the United States in similar surveys, we can see that  - although these surveys have been in operation for many years in those countries and the results have therefore had time to improve, and although the sample of US universities is self-selecting and does not offer a direct comparison to the experiences of students in Irish institutions -  Irish HEIs still have some work to do to improve certain aspects of student engagement. The data coming through the Irish survey provides a useful evidence base for further discussions at the level of each individual university as well as at national level, and this usefulness will increase over time following further iterations of the Irish survey. 


2.4 Completion rates
Completion rates can be used as one proxy indicator for the quality of outputs from the university, from both educational and efficiency perspectives. Non-completion (i.e. “drop-out”) can be the result of students choosing unsuitable courses (as a result, for example, of poor guidance), of individual financial or other personal circumstances, or of not meeting the academic requirements of their chosen course. In a situation of full (or near-full) employment, students may also leave higher education and enter the labour market before completing their courses. This however may present longer-term disadvantages for such students, whose lack of a university degree may hamper their future employment prospects. 
In any of the above situations, non-completion can be seen as a policy challenge, from the perspective of public and private investment in those students, but also from the perspective of whether universities have done enough to ensure that all students are afforded a reasonable opportunity, with supports where necessary, to successfully complete their chosen study programme.  
There is very little international comparative data on higher education completion rates across different countries. The last study published by the HEA on this topic was in 2001, entitled “A Study of Non-Completion in Undergraduate University Courses”[footnoteRef:9]. This study showed that “university completion rates in Ireland compared very well internationally”, see table below.  [9:  http://odtl.dcu.ie/mirror/hea/non-completion.pdf ] 
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Many international studies, over a long period of time, have confirmed that the majority of those who drop-out from or fail higher education courses do so in their first year  (Johnston, 1997 “Why do first year students fail to progress to their second year? An academic staff perspective”).[footnoteRef:10] This is mirrored in Ireland, and as a result particular attention has been paid by the universities to improve retention rates for 1st year students. An example of this is the “First 7 Weeks” initiative at the University of Limerick[footnoteRef:11], which seeks to ensure that new undergraduate students transition successfully – both academically and socially - to their university and chosen course, thus significantly reducing the risk of drop-out. [10:  http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/documents/000000453.htm ]  [11:  http://www3.ul.ie/ctl/first-7-weeks ] 

Irish data recently published in 2014 by the HEA[footnoteRef:12] shows that the progression rate from 1st to 2nd year of undergraduate studies in the university sector remained constant during the period 2008 – 2011, despite increased numbers of students (see above), lower funding for universities (see section 2 below), and increased financial difficulties facing students and families due to the economic downturn. [12:  http://www.hea.ie/sites/default/files/a_study_of_progression_in_irish_higher_education_institutions_2010-11-2011-12_0.pdf ] 

The 2014 HEA report looked at the full-time undergraduate new entrants in the academic year 2010/11 and whether they were still in the same higher education institution one year later, in 2011/12. The 2014 report mirrored a previous study[footnoteRef:13] undertaken in 2010 by the HEA on the 2007/2008 undergraduate cohort, allowing for comparison over this period. Overall, while the non-progression rate from 1st to 2nd year across all higher education sectors was 16% in 2010/11, up from 15% in 2007/08, the rate remained at 9% in the university sectors during the 2008-2011 period.  [13:  http://www.hea.ie/sites/default/files/study_of_progression_in_irish_higher_education_2010.pdf ] 

A summary of non-progression rates in Irish universities by field of study can be found in the table below. The significant variations in these rates between subjects (with STEM subjects usually having the highest rates) is mirrored in the international evidence referenced above.
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International evidence is also mirrored in Ireland regarding the lower than average completion rates for men than for women; the lower completion rates for students entering with lower Leaving Certificate points; and the lower completion rates for mature students.
While overall non-completion rates remain low in Ireland by international benchmarks (OECD and EU average of 30% and 31% respectively (OECD 2010: Education at a Glance, indicator A4), the Irish universities continue to lag somewhat behind their UK counterparts, where in 2011/12 only 7.7% of full-time undergraduate students do not progress 1st to 2nd year within the same university[footnoteRef:14]. This compares to 9% in Irish universities. Possible reasons for this – apart from the significant work undertaken by UK universities to develop effective interventions in this area – include larger proportions of young persons attending higher education in Ireland than in the UK, much higher staff:student ratios in the UK universities resulting in better academic and pastoral supports for undergraduate students; and less financial uncertainty for UK students.   [14:  https://www.hesa.ac.uk/pis/noncon ] 

Average duration of tertiary education (OECD 2014: Education at a Glance)[footnoteRef:15], shows the average number of years needed by higher education students to complete their degree programme. This data includes those who drop out of college, and those who take longer than the normal number of years to complete their studies. A lower average duration signifies that more students complete their degrees “on time”, although if the average duration of study drops below the normal number of years, this would signify that very large numbers of students are dropping out. As we can see from the above (completion rates), this is not the situation in the case of Ireland. [15:  http://www.oecd.org/edu/EAG2014-Indicator%20B1%20(eng).pdf ] 

The data below covers students in a number of relevant benchmark countries, for the OECD category “Tertiary-type A and Advanced Research Programmes”, which in Ireland includes all Honours Bachelor (Level 8) degree students, Masters (Level 9) students and PhD (Level 10) students. These students in Ireland can be found predominantly in the university sector. As can be seen, Ireland performs particularly well compared to other European benchmark countries, and performs better than the OECD and EU21 averages. 
	Country
	Years to completion

	Denmark 
	5.26

	Finland 
	4.74

	Germany 
	4.95

	Ireland
	4.02

	New Zealand
	4.06

	Switzerland
	5.45

	UK
	n/a

	USA 
	n/a

	OECD average
	4.40 

	EU 21 average
	4.59



This data signifies that Irish universities are relatively efficient compared to international benchmarks in ensuring that students complete their degree programmes on time. Coupled with the completion rates which can be found in Irish universities – as discussed above, this shows that the quality of outcomes – at least in terms of educational efficiency – as found in Irish universities compares very favourably with most of our international benchmarks.

3. Quality Assurance
These following summary text is taken from the IUQB/IUA 2007: Framework for Quality in Irish Universities[footnoteRef:16].  [16:  http://www.iuqb.ie.webhosting.heanet.ie/GetAttachment9fc0.pdf?id=9fd43f6e-8514-4f25-a069-87e822ad3e0a ] 


The evaluation system that has been developed at Irish universities is enhancement–led and characterised by an emphasis on:
· Alignment with institutional goals and plans,
· University infrastructure for the promotion of quality,
· All the activities of the unit under review, including (for academic units), teaching, research and
· contributions to the community,
· Self-assessment as the key part of all review processes,
· The involvement of students, other stakeholders and external (including international) assessors,
· Transparency through the publication of guidelines for the processes,
· Accountability through the publication of peer review reports and plans for improvements arising from reviews.

The combined emphases on institutional planning and the primacy of self-assessment in all reviews promote a balanced approach to quality improvement that incorporates ‘bottom-up’ initiatives that favour change and enhancement. 

This balanced approach leads to reflection on mission, aims and objectives; on the systems and procedures in place and their suitability to fulfilling the mission; on the routine quality measures in use, including feedback from students, staff, employers, and all stakeholders; on strategic planning procedures; and on capacity to change and meet new challenges.

In following procedures that embody the above principles and characteristics for comprehensive programmes of internal evaluations, the Irish universities are in accord with international good practice, most notably with the 2005 European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in European Higher Education.

Universities in Ireland and elsewhere have long established mechanisms to assure the standards of their study programmes and research activities. In Ireland, well-established examples include: 

· Involvement of external examiners (drawn from institutions abroad in a large proportion of cases) in all undergraduate and postgraduate study programmes,
· External members are included in interview panels and selection groups for all permanent academic appointments,
· External accreditation of programmes in the practice professions.

In accord with global practice, as academic staff carry out scholarship and research and make their findings known, they are also subject to expert scrutiny:

· Review by experts in the relevant areas of all research grant applications. The Irish research funding bodies increasingly use experts from outside Ireland in such review processes,
· Peer review and professional editorial examination of all significant research publications.

Because a high proportion have studied and/or trained abroad, academic staff in Irish universities have close ties with educational institutions across the world and are open to positive influences from them. 

In order to understand fully the purpose of these evaluations of quality, they must be seen in the context of a range of other mechanisms in the universities, with which they must interact and which they must support if they are to be fully effective. Integrated institutional approaches to quality improvement also eliminate unnecessary duplication, reduce burden and, most importantly, promote synergies. These other mechanisms include:

· Approval and review procedures for study programmes,
· The external examiner system,
· Procedures for staff appointments and promotions,
· Regular student feedback and complaints procedures,
· An institutional research function that generates indicators of performance,
· Facilities and resources for staff development and training,
· Recognition, rewards and incentives for exceptional contributions by staff and students,
· Institutional and local strategic planning processes.

Some of these mechanisms are long established. However, one of the major institutional outcomes of the institutional review processes put in place over the last ten years here has been the creation of such mechanisms where they did not already exist, and promotion of their modernisation and improvement where they did.

Within the requirements of the Universities Act 1997, the Irish universities have worked together for over a decade to develop a shared approach to quality assessment and improvement based on agreed common principles. This common approach is built on their collective experience, has been integrated with pre-existing assurance mechanisms, and has taken account of best international policy and practice. Continuation of this process provides assurance to the university community and its stakeholders and supports continued international recognition of university education in Ireland as being comparable to high international standards.

In addition to all internal units being reviewed and having quality enhancement plans in place and monitored, all the universities have now been through two full rounds of institutional review, by external expert panels. These panels have made a series of useful suggestions and recommendations for each university, but have all found that each of the universities has been in compliance with its quality assurance obligations under the 1997 Universities Act, and with the European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in European Higher Education. These reports can be found at http://qsearch.qqi.ie/WebPart/Search?searchtype=publications .
These external validations of quality in the Irish university system provide confidence to national authorities, to students and to national and international partners regarding the quality of academic programmes and other services provided by the universities. 









APPENDICES

Appendix 1 Relevant Extracts from the Expert Group Consultation Paper 

1.1 [bookmark: _Toc406005166][bookmark: _Toc406159732][bookmark: _Toc409014919][bookmark: _Toc409696947]The Funding of Higher Education
Among the salient characteristics of the Irish higher education system are that over 90per cent of its students attend institutions predominantly funded by the state.  But within these public institutions the reliance on state funding has been reducing since 2008, as a consequence of a series of step increases in student contributions and corresponding reductions in state grants.   
The Free Fees Initiative introduced in 1995/96, abolished tuition fees for first-time full time undergraduate students who meet certain eligibility criteria. A standard registration charge continued to apply to cover additional costs over and above tuition, such as the costs of examining and the provision of student services.  This charge was initially £150 (€190) and was gradually increased over the years. With effect from the 2011/2012 academic year, a new student contribution charge of €2000 was introduced and replaced the previous charge. This has been increased by €250 each year since then.  At present, over 50 per cent of undergraduates students (who qualify for free fees) have all or part of this charge paid for them by the State.
1.1.1 Institutional Funding
Table 3 illustrates the current annual funding of the public Higher Education Institutions. The overall level of funding of the publicly funded (HEA-funded) higher education institutions has declined since 2007/08.  Despite an increase in the student contribution of €1,925 or 233 per cent—from €825 in 2007/08 to €2,750 in 2014/15, total income per student decreased by 22 per cent.  


Table 3:  Funding of Irish Higher Education Institutions
	Types of Funding
	

	Core Funding of Higher Education Institutions
	€1.7bn

		of which 
direct state grants (incl. ‘free fees’ grant)

	Student Contribution (51% paid by state grants to students, 49% by students)

	Other Income and Other Fees (e.g. postgrad., part-time, international, repeat fees 



		
€0.94bn

	€0.34bn

	
€0.4bn




	Contract Research Funding (78% State/State agency, 10% EU, 12% Other)
	€0.5bn

	Ancillary Activities
	€0.1bn

	Capital Inflows to higher education institutions (70%-80% State grants)
	€0.2–0.3bn

	Student Support Grants (100% state)
	€0.34bn



Note: There is a double count between Student Grants and Student Contributions of c.€0.16bn—that is, student contributions paid to higher education institutions from state grants to students.
Increases in student contributions along with general reductions in overall state funding have resulted in a steady reduction in the proportion of total recurrent funding for core activities of higher education institutions funded by the State from 78 per cent in 2008 to an estimated 64 per cent in 2016.   This compares to an OECD average of 68 per cent.  
Figure 1 outlines the movement in funding from public and private sources.  Figure 2 shows the changes in student numbers and income per student over the period since 2007/08 and underscore the nature of the funding challenge facing the higher education system.  Figure 3 shows the changes in student and staff numbers over the same period.

Figure 1:  Income of Publicly Funded Higher Education Institutions 


Figure 0:  Student Numbers (Full-time Equivalents) and Income Per Student

[bookmark: _Ref409692308]Figure 3:  Student Numbers and Staff Numbers 2008-2013

1.1.2 Student Support Funding
Student support funding, otherwise know as student grants, is made up of two components—a maintenance element and a grant to cover the student contribution charge.  The level of grant available depends on the means of the student’s family.  At present, families with less than four children qualify for some element of support provided the family income is less than €54,000.  Families with an income of less than €40,000 qualify for full support.  
At the same time the proportion of full-time students requiring higher education grant support to pay the increased fee, rose from 37 per cent in 2008 to 51 per cent in 2013. Student support grants rose by 50 per cent in the three years from 2007 to 2010—from €243m to €362m per year.  Following reductions in some supports and some recovery in household incomes this reduced slightly to €337m in 2013 but is again rising as a result of increased student numbers (Figure 4). 
Figure 4:  Student Grant Expenditure and Grant Holder Numbers


This section considers the likely future scale of higher education.  It examines three key drivers: 
demographic patterns;
labour market needs; and 
participation rates. 
At a very broad level, population estimates project a continuing rise in the school leaving population to 2030, and there continues to be a high level of desire for a higher education qualification. Similarly, Irish labour market demand for graduates is strong and growing.  
1.2 [bookmark: _Toc406159750][bookmark: _Toc409696965]Demographic Patterns
Ireland is unique in the EU in terms of its favourable demographic structure and this gives us a significant advantage in terms of talent availability and attraction of investment.  Many EU economies have ageing workforces. While there are cost implications already being felt in the school system, this should not take away from the fact that this places Ireland in a very positive position.
Irish people value education, and educational attainment levels are now on a par with the most advanced societies. The introduction of free second level education in 1967 led to a steady increase in the numbers attending higher education since the 1980s. The numbers entering higher education each year have grown from 15,000 in 1980 to 42,000 in 2013. This has been driven primarily by rising participation levels of school leavers in higher education, with the participation rate increasing from 20 per cent in 1980 to a current rate of 56 per cent. 
The higher education participation rate has been relatively steady over the last number of years, and any future rise in the higher education student cohort will be driven primarily by growth in the school population. High birth rates in Ireland over the last 15 years have led to a substantial increase in the numbers going through the school system.  Both increased numbers and an increase in retention rates in second level result in projections for second level enrolments growing from 338,000 in 2014 to a peak of some 405,000 in 2025[footnoteRef:17].  [17:  	Projections of Full-Time Enrolment—Primary and Second Level 2014–2032, DES] 

As a result, the latest available projections suggest that by 2028 the number of new entrants to higher education will increase by 29 per cent over 2013 levels.[footnoteRef:18] (Figure 5)  These projections are based on the participation rate remaining constant a 56 per cent over the period.  The growth in numbers is represented in the Figure 5 as the top blue line while the corresponding movement in the participation rate is shown in red.   [18:  	Projections of Demand for Full Time Third level Education, 2014–2028, July 2014, DES] 

For illustrative purposes, the impact on the participation rate of holding the number of students entering higher education at current levels has been modelled.  As can be seen from the green line in Figure 5 this would result in a fall in the participation rate back to 2000 levels, again highlighting the scale of the growth in the school population.  
[bookmark: _Ref409694047]
Figure 5:  New Entrants to Higher Education


1.3 [bookmark: _Toc406005191][bookmark: _Toc406159751][bookmark: _Toc409696966]Labour Market Demand
Even though graduate numbers have increased substantially, graduates continue to have high employment rates, low unemployment levels and to be paid a significant wage premium in the Irish economy compared to non-graduates.  These trends were maintained during the recent recession.  This reflects the economy’s strong demand for the knowledge and skills that graduates bring to employment.
Occupational projections prepared in 2012 show the labour market’s demand for graduates continuing to grow to 2020.  Under the best case scenario termed ‘recovery’ an additional 160,000 graduates will be at work in 2020 or an additional 20,000 a year over the eight-year period.[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  	Cedefop Skills Forecasts Published in 2014] 

This growth in demand is based on comparing the projected education profile of employment in 2020 with the actual profile in 2012. Assuming that the educational shares observed within occupations in 2012 remain the same, 46 per cent of the jobs that will be new in 2020 are projected to be graduate jobs.  On the assumption that the educational attainment within occupations continues to rise as it did between 2007 and 2012 57 per cent of jobs that are new in 2020 will be for graduates.  Both scenarios show employment rising for workers at each level of educational attainment.  
In labour market projections a useful distinction is made between new jobs likely to be created (expansion demand) and job openings arise as people retire, change career, emigrate, become ill or withdraw from the labour force (replacement demand). It is estimated that some 8,000 graduates in employment will have to be replaced each year due to retirement alone.[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  	SOLAS (2014), Quantitative Analysis for Higher Education Funding Group.] 

Projections suggest that 48 per cent of job openings in the Irish economy to 2025 will be for graduates[footnoteRef:21].  Giving replacement demand equal attention to expansion demand nearly quadruples the number of people needed to fill jobs that are high skilled.  The future outlook for jobs that require intermediate and lower skills is even more transformed. [21:  	Cedefop Skills Forecasts Published in 2014] 

A 2012 study by the ESRI deals in an integrated manner with both expansion and replacement demand[footnoteRef:22].  It projected future labour market demand for graduates on the basis of where recent graduates had found employment in the economy (making no distinction between jobs that were new or replacement jobs).  It mapped this demand against the supply of graduates that would result from maintaining existing participation rates for the growing population of young adults.  The study found that, overall,  demand and supply for graduates in Ireland should broadly meet and that the likelihood of a small surplus was wise to maintain given the types of uncertainty involved—though the year, 2009, might not have been the most reliable guide for extrapolation.   [22:  	A Study of Future Demand for Higher Education, ESRI, December 2012] 

It should be noted that over-qualification is a common feature of modern labour markets and Ireland has particularly high rates of over-qualified workers at 27per cent compared to international averages of 20-22per cent[footnoteRef:23].  However, the 2012 ESRI study also took account of this and adjusted its projections of labour market demand for graduates for identified levels of under-utilisation.   [23:  	European Working Conditions Survey, Cedefop, 2010, Quintini, G. (2014), Skills at Work: How Skills and their Use Matter in the Labour Market.  OECD Social, Employment and Migration Working Papers, No. 158] 

Finally, the share of third level graduates increased in almost all occupations between 2007 and 2013, even in those for which the entry requirement is not a higher education qualification (e.g., general clerical and customer care)[footnoteRef:24].  While this may represent increased knowledge intensity across the occupational spectrum, it is also possible that an excess supply of third level graduates characterises certain fields.  Graduates of some fields of study appear more likely to be in non-graduate jobs than others at the same time as there are sectors of the economy experiencing shortages of graduates in specific fields.   This suggests scope for a greater alignment of the composition of graduate output with labour market needs.    [24:  	SOLAS] 

1.4 [bookmark: _Toc406005193][bookmark: _Toc406159752][bookmark: _Toc409696967]Factors Influencing Participation in Higher Education
The projections cited above assume that the level of participation of school leavers will remain stable at current levels. It is not possible to accurately predict patterns of participation and there are many factors that will have an influence. The availability of alternative options for school leavers, especially other forms of post-second level education and direct entry to the labour market, must be taken into consideration. The recent recessionary period has highlighted the impact that economic circumstances have on student behaviour. The collapse in employment opportunities and apprenticeship places for school leavers has led to an increase in demand for both further and higher education. PLC numbers grew from 30,000 in 2007 to 38,500 at the height of the recession. The numbers entering higher education increased from 36,500 to 41,500 in 2011/2012. As the economy recovers, it can be assumed that some of the recent growth in demand for both sectors will be reversed. 
Significant reforms are underway in the further education and training sector to develop it into a more coherent and focused offering.  SOLAS has been established as the Further Education and Training authority and has developed a five year strategy for the sector, and the former VECs and FAS training centres have been amalgamated into 16 Education and Training Boards (ETBs).  These reforms aim to transform the sector into a strong pillar in Irish education and training which will have equal standing to the other elements of the education system and which can provide a valued alternative to higher education for school leavers and other learners. 
There are also a range of national policy imperatives that can influence the entry rate to higher education. In particular, increasing the proportion of students from under-represented groups remains an cornerstone of national higher education policy and national social policy more generally. Recent reports have shown that participation of school leavers in some areas of Ireland and amongst some socio-economic groups remains significantly below average despite the progress made over the last 15 years through targeted support for access. Further progress in achieving more balanced participation is needed and a new national access plan is under development which will provide a framework for this. Lifelong learning has also become embedded in higher education policy, and measures are in place to encourage greater participation from mature students and for higher education institutions to offer more provision on a part-time and/or flexible basis. In the past, access to higher education has become more equal for these groupings alongside increases in the overall participation rate. If measures to increase participation of under-represented groups are successful it may require further increases in the overall higher education participation. 
International students form an important element of the student body across most higher education systems and Ireland is targeting a doubling of the number of international student numbers attending Irish higher education institutions by 2020. While international student places are generally fully funded by the students themselves, the increase in this cohort has the potential to place pressures on the system and could lead to displacement issues.
Finally, it is important to compare Ireland’s position with other countries. The most recent OECD data shows that entry rates to higher education in Ireland are close to the average OECD rate.  The 2014 OECD Education at a Glance reports shows that Ireland is slightly below the OECD average for a young adult to enter higher education over their lifetime. Ireland is slightly above the average in terms of entry rates for those under 25.
For illustrative purposes, projections for total demand for full-time higher education (total enrolments) for the scenarios of a decrease and an increase in the participation rate of 5 percentage points have been modelled (Figure 6).  Based on the new entrant participation rate remaining at 56 per cent, total full-time enrolments in 2028 are projected to increase to 212, 000 or by 28 per cent.  In the case of a 5 per cent reduction in the participation rate, enrolments would stand at 196,000—representing a 19 per cent increase on 2013 levels.  If the participation rate was to increase by 5 per cent, enrolments would grow to 227,000—a 38 per cent increase on 2013 levels.  Current demographics mean that even in the event of a significant drop in the participation rate, the system is still facing considerable growth in numbers.
[bookmark: _Ref409694800]Figure 6:  Projections of Total Enrolments in Higher Education 2013-2028




Appendix II - Issues facing higher education and the Universities – 21st Century Universities Symposium Background Paper by IUA 

1. Role and Contribution of Higher Education and the Universities
The principal purpose of higher education is to help learners acquire knowledge, skills and competency in the domain/s of their choosing. The public good is served by higher education, since it is established that many social and economic benefits arise from a third level education. Many of those public goods also express themselves as private goods for individuals undertaking higher education.
Prior to the passing of the Universities Act 1997, universities operated substantially independently according to their charters and statutes, while public funding was disbursed to them principally by the Higher Education Authority.
The passing of the Act codified the relationship between universities and the State including the objects of universities, the composition of Governing Authorities and Academic Councils and matters relating to staffing and finances. 
Since that time, the role of universities has continued to expand and their relationship with the state has become more complex. The universities have become what might be termed “research intensive” institutions where research informs the teaching activity, as well as creating outputs intrinsic to the innovation economy. It could be said that this change occurred due to a combination of the internal motivation of the universities themselves, and an evolution of the State’s industrial policy. The latter was influenced by a combination of factors including changes to the EU State Aids regime, a desire to grow the sophistication of the industrial base, and in consequence,  a recognition of the need for higher order skills and the growing importance of human capital in social and economic development. 
In addition to the research focus, there has also been a growing expectation that universities and Institutes of Technology would become more engaged generally with the communities in which they reside. This has been reflected in issues such as access policy, civic engagement such as volunteering, and relations with economic actors including various forms of collaboration and commercialisation. It is also reflected in a more public profile for academics as sources of expertise and commentary in the media including broadcast, print and social media.
While globalization is a phenomenon affecting society generally, it is a major change factor for universities. Research and knowledge exchange are now global. This impacts the recruitment of both staff and students and is reflected in the rise of university ranking systems whose influence, despite their many flaws, cannot be gainsaid. It also impacts on the educational dimension, since many Irish graduates are internationally mobile and significant employment in the Irish economy is provided by transnational companies.
1.1 Issues
The diverse roles of universities and HEIs generally is recognized in the National Strategy for Higher Education to 2030. However, it is less clear that there is holistic thinking within government and the administration about the totality of its relationship with universities.
Issues of split and fit between short term/long term and broad/narrow arise which are played out in individual scenarios but which have been subject to little structured debate in Ireland. The following are of particular significance:
· The role of HE in meeting the educational needs of the broad economy and society versus those of specific industry sectors and segments;

· The choices offered to students in relation to curriculum, modes and timing of delivery.

· The value of the student experience, broadly defined, versus acquisition of sector/discipline skills and knowledge.

· The role of research in higher education. In particular the value of research and scholarship which underpins research-led teaching in research intensive universities, versus research that services specific industrial needs.

· The overall direction and shape of national research and innovation strategy, in particular, the relationship between short and long term aims for the economy and society.

· Lastly, the role of universities in “speaking truth to power” vis a vis their role as “servants” of the state.
2. Scale of Provision
The scale of higher education provision is influenced by national policy in regard to selectivity/massification and policy on research, demographics, the number of places offered by institutions, institutional and system level structures, the broader shape of the FE/HE system and progression routes within it, the structure of the economy and the economic circumstances prevailing from time to time and the funding model for higher education.
National policy in Ireland has been strongly in favour of massification and the existing funding models drive this. Due to the interactions between this policy, a growing population and the shape of the funding model, we have seen continual rises in the numbers entering higher education. However, massification remains uneven, with some socioeconomic cohorts being significantly underrepresented. In addition, non-completion rates vary significantly both by discipline and by the prior educational attainment level of entrants.
While the funding model encourages inter-institutional competition for student numbers and thus incentivizes increased provision in the short term, in the longer term, it reduces the unit of resource per student. This downward trend in resource per student has been accelerated by absolute reductions in exchequer funding in recent years. 
2.1 Issues
Is a policy of continued massification at undergraduate level appropriate taking account of:
· Variations in access patterns by socio economic group;

· Completion rates;

· Labour market expectations both in terms of numbers of jobs and skills requirements;

· Expectations for the system in terms of funding and human resources;

· Expectations for the student experience and quality of outcomes;

· In relation to postgraduate education and Level 10 in particular, is there sufficient alignment between national research policy and provision both in terms of student numbers and the disciplinary spread of funding?

3. Funding and Operational Matters and Sustainability/Performance

The current funding model for Irish higher education has its roots in the abolition of user-levied fees in 1996. In consequence of this, core funding to HEIs is divided between a fee amount paid by the State on behalf of each student and a formula funding amount paid also on a student numbers basis according to a subject price weighting. The other main component of funding is a student charge levied directly on students. These amounts have varied both absolutely and proportionally by significant amounts in recent years. 

In the university sector reductions in exchequer funding together with increases in student numbers has seen a decline in the standard unit of resource for an undergraduate student (the combined unit of funding incorporating each of the three primary components of funding noted above) of 20.2% over the period 2008 – 2014. The decline in the recurrent grant standard unit of resource was 68.1% while the student contribution increased by 203%.

For the universities, total exchequer recurrent funding (excluding research) declined by €302.5m over the period from 2008 to 2014.  The effect on HEI finances has been partially offset by the impact of centrally imposed pay cuts applied across the public sector (which delivered savings of €80m in the university sector over the period) and increases in the student charge – set to reach €3,000 in 2015/2016. The balance between exchequer and non exchequer funding is impacted on by the State’s payment of the student charge for grant eligible students – approaching half of the undergraduate population. On the other hand, grant support was withdrawn for post graduate students in Budget 2013.

 Staff: student ratios have increased from circa 1:20 to 1:23 in the universities over the same period a deterioration of 12%.  These are significantly higher than the OECD average of 1:14 in 2012.

In regard to efficiency of operations and cost to the state, universities have grown non exchequer income. Non-exchequer income (excluding research) has increased from €695m in 2008 to €818m in 2012 (18%) largely offsetting the significant reductions in public funding.  Total income (excluding research) per staff member has remained largely stable decreasing only marginally to €150k.  Non-exchequer income (excluding research) per staff member however has increased from €71k in 2008 to €86k in 2012 an increase of 20%.  

Significant work has been undertaken on shared procurement, this now falling under the aegis of the office of Government Procurement. Significant internal changes have also taken place including a revised academic contract, full economic costing, performance management and workload allocation. All of these efficiencies and changes have been implemented at a time when public sector pay cuts has resulted in reductions of between 13% to 23% in take home pay for staff.
3.1 Issues

The combination of falling income and rising student numbers has raised fears of a crisis in quality and sustainability in Higher Education.
· To what extent has this crisis been masked due to the duration of the educational cycle whereby the full consequences of the cutbacks on the quality of Irish higher education as entrants take several years to enter the workforce?

· To what extent has it been further marked by lags in the investment cycle – for example, how long can investment in renewal of critical facilities and infrastructure be delayed?

· While ranking systems are an insufficient measure of quality, is it tenable for a country which markets itself to Foreign Direct Investment on the basis of the quality of its graduates, to see a continuing decline in the ranking of its university system?

· What effect will declining investment have on the attractiveness of Ireland’s higher education system to international students?

· Given the fact that real wages in the sector have fallen substantially, that non pay efficiencies have already been achieved and that institutions have no control over the wage setting mechanism, is there any significant room for manoeuver in these areas in response to the funding crisis?

· In regard to student-staff ratios, is it tenable for a system which is seen as pivotal to the competitiveness and quality of the nation’s human capital to maintain ratios which are substantially out of kilter with those of competitor economies?

· As regards, sources of investment, should the decline in public funding be arrested and turned around, particularly as exchequer returns improve and also taking account of the fact that Higher Education increases chances of employability and falling unemployment creates a virtuous circle in public expenditure and investment?

· Given the very high proportion of the student charge paid by the State, does the grants mechanism need to be reviewed and possibly overhauled?

· As regards individual contributions is there scope to increase student contributions in light of changing economic circumstances?

· Should such contributions be uniform or vary by discipline and/or the private returns accruing from particular qualifications/occupations?

· If there is no real prospect of increasing public or private funding in the short term does supply of places need to be constrained (i.e. capping, or reducing, places) to prevent further declines in the quality of the student experience?

4. Regulation

Ireland has a statutory framework for universities which is strongly grounded in institutional autonomy and academic freedom. This is less the case for Institutes of Technology. A positive development in the regulatory environment is reflected in the HEA System Performance Report and the Strategic Dialogue process has brought increased transparency and a stronger evidence base to the evaluation of the performance of Higher Education in Ireland. A further positive development is recognition in recent draft legislation of the reform proposals put forward by universities aimed at streamlining and strengthening internal governance. However, such positive developments need to be viewed against a backdrop of increased external regulation by the state, particular in relation to human resources: such regulation having the potential to limit scope for innovation and efficiency in universities.
4.1 Issues

· In light of the significant change in the balance of public and private investment in universities should the regulatory framework for universities be overhauled to reflect this – for example using the commercial semi-state model?

· Specifically, should human resources regulation be amended to recognize HEIs’ autonomy as employers, subject to accountability measures which safeguard state investment? For example, is it appropriate that the state negotiate collective agreements with staff representatives of HE employees without the concurrence of HE sector management?

· Should universities determine a remuneration architecture appropriate to their specific needs and circumstances subject to ensuring that contingent liabilities are not created for the state?

· Should the delayed Corporations Framework provided for in the Universities Act 1997 but not implemented by the State be put in place and structured in such a way as to allow universities and their staff to engage in more entrepreneurial activity and thus improve the overall funding situation? 







Appendix III - Extract from European University Association (EUA) University Autonomy Scorecard evaluation - Ireland


Introduction
The European University Association (EUA) released in 2011 the first “University autonomy scorecard”, benchmarking the level of autonomy that universities operate with across Europe. The Irish Universities Association (IUA) provided data for the Irish universities in 2010. 

Following several developments in the field of governance of higher education, IUA sent a request to EUA to complete a new collection round of Irish data with a view to releasing an updated version of the Autonomy Scorecard for Ireland in Summer 2014.  

The 2014 update helped clarify some elements that relate to the specificity of the situation in the Irish higher education sector since the country was hit by the economic crisis. Indeed, since 2009-2010 there has been a clear gap between the regular legal framework in which universities operate and the setting up of apparently temporary economic policies, resulting in a reduction in university autonomy. In 2014 it appears that these constraints have not disappeared and have effectively set the frame for a large part of universities’ activities over a longer period. Therefore the 2010 data has been updated to take better account of those constraints which already existed then but have either been reinforced or have to be considered in a different light because of their long-term effect.

General trends 
This 2014 update of the Autonomy Scorecard for Ireland reveals a decline of university autonomy, in particular in staffing matters. In some areas it is quite subtle and can only be captured partially by the scorecard metrics. It appears clearly though that there is an entrenchment phenomenon, with governmental control over human resources and finances having been consolidated over the period considered. The measures that the government took at the beginning of the economic crisis have neither been halted nor reversed. 

In addition, Irish universities are also requested to enter into performance agreements with the Ministry (“performance compacts”), while targeted funding schemes also grow as a proportion of the block grant. Research activity is also being steered through a research prioritisation exercise. This is all the more paradoxical as public funding has been declining over the same period, representing a lower share of universities’ income and activities. 

The financial situation of the Irish university sector causes particular worry. EUA’s Public Funding Observatory1 reveals that public funding delivered to Irish higher education institutions has been cut by over 35% between 2008 and 2014 (taking into account the inflation over the period), which includes an almost 10% cut between 2013 and 2014, showing therefore no pause or upwards correction in this trend (see table below). 

At the same time student numbers have increased by nearly 15%. This configuration places Ireland at the “periphery” of Europe in terms of funding, along with countries such as Italy, Lithuania, or England. In England however, increased tuition fees are meant to compensate the significant cuts made to the higher education budget, which is not the case in Ireland, where universities are not left with any significant margin for manoeuvre. 

In the meantime, countries that Ireland often compares itself to in the field of higher education and research have maintained or stepped up investment. Germany, Norway and Sweden have all increased the level of public funding delivered to higher education institutions by more than 20%. This raises the question of the longer-term competitiveness of the Irish higher education system within the European Higher Education Area and internationally. There is a legitimate concern that the sector will emerge from the crisis fundamentally changed, with radically different student-staff ratios and funding base.
It will be important that public authorities fully engage in a constructive dialogue with the university sector to discuss adequate measures to restore and further enhance universities’ autonomy as well as provide adequate, sustainable funding, in an effort to promote the sector’s performance and competitiveness.
	Evolution of public funding to higher education institutions between 2008 and 2014 Country/system 

	Increase superior to 40% 
	Iceland 

	Between 20% and 40% increase 
	Germany2, Norway, Sweden 
	Austria, Belgium (fr), Germany2, Norway, Poland, Serbia, Sweden 

	Between 10% and 20% increase 
	Austria, Belgium (fr) 
	Belgium (nl)2, Netherlands 

	Between 5% and 10% increase 
	Poland 
	Croatia, Portugal 

	Between 1% and 5% increase 
	Belgium (nl)2 
	Slovenia 

	Between -1% and +1% 
	Iceland, Netherlands, Portugal 
	Slovakia 

	Between 1% and 5% decrease 

	Between 5% and 10% decrease 
	Croatia, Slovenia 
	Czech Republic, Spain 

	Between 10% and 20% decrease 
	Czech Republic, Serbia3, Slovakia, Spain 
	Italy 

	Between 20% and 40% decrease 
	Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, England 
	Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, England 

	Decrease superior to 40% 
	Greece, Hungary 




	Autonomy scorecard summary - Ireland


	Autonomy dimension 
	Original scorecard 2012 
	Updated version 
	Updated version 
	Change 
	Main reason 

	Organisational autonomy 
	81% 
“high” cluster 
	73% 
“medium high” cluster 
	73% 
“medium high” cluster 
	-8% 
	Change due to further deduction on capacity to decide on academic structures and further deduction on capacity to create legal entities (because of impossibility to employ university staff in subsidiaries) 

	Financial autonomy 
	66% 
“medium high” cluster 
	63% 
“medium high cluster” 
	63% 
“medium high cluster” 
	-3% 
	Higher deduction to reflect increase in top-slicing. 

	Academic autonomy 
	100% 
“high” cluster 
	100% 
“high” cluster 
	100% 
“high” cluster 
	0% 
	

	Staffing autonomy 
	82% 
“high” cluster 
	43% 
“medium low” cluster 
	43% 
“medium low” cluster 
	-39% 
	Increased deductions on recruitment, salaries and promotions; 
Change in collective agreements on dismissal. 
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Student numbers in the university sector, 2004/05 to 2013/14
Undergrad.	2004-05	2010-11	2013-14	75027	85441	83634	Master	2004-05	2010-11	2013-14	17749	21312	20632	PhD	2004-05	2010-11	2013-14	4574	8052	7033	DARE HEAR Admissions 2009 -2014
DARE Admissions	
2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	443	385	753	1116	947	1277	HEAR Admissions	
2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	682	1008	1381	1722	2012	2155	



DARE HEAR applicants as a proportion of all Leaving Cert. applicants to CAO, 2014

DARE HEAR Applicants	Other LC Applicants  	12568	49339	

International Students in the Universities, 2006/07 - 2012/13
2006/07	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	15633	18139	18212	20428	22717	


State Grants 	€m	
2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15 	2015/16 	1397	1318	1249	1179	1119	1012	939	895	860	Student Contribution	€m	
2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15 	2015/16 	91	104	187	195	264	302	338	382	427	Other fees 	€m	
2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15 	2015/16 	362	407	402	397	400	403	406	409	413	


FTE Students	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15 	2015/16 	157012	163149	172917	176780	178552	180461	181694	185226	188943	Income per student	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15 	2015/16 	11783	11211	10629	10018	9988	9515	9263	9102	8997	




Support Staff	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	9400	9370	8752	8624	8481	8307	Academic Staff	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	10100	10041	9772	9697	9418	9297	Student Numbers	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	158057	164180	173723	177329	179105	181308	
staff numbers

student numbers



Maintenance	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013 Est	200725652	213949266	247416149	248539900	172233041	147000000	Student Contribution	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013 Est	35380435	59810047	80386365	71011400	156710000	178000000	Tuition Fees	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013 Est	27500272	32296194	34189294	35505700	7793948	8000000	Grant Holders	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013 Est	54666	57261	69486	71532	76644	79251	
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Current Participation Rate	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	165152	167991	171185	173945	176165	177922	179840	182277	185057	187881	190181	192886	197165	202223	207151	211709	5% reduction	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	165152	167991	170548.02906611568	169853.17283413681	169775.57960758326	169797.06913884668	170578.33104249346	172051.57917950931	173891.60072274785	175715.08617470277	176947.32647963098	178888.8333761325	182824.45369464325	187598.41314280906	192040.91412669278	196152.50485975511	5% increase	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	165152	167991	171821.97093388418	178036.82716586333	182554.42039241668	186046.93086115303	189101.66895750377	192502.42082049075	196222.39927725215	200046.91382529784	203414.67352036881	206883.16662386784	211505.54630535381	216847.58685719068	222261.08587330717	227265.49514024498	
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Table 1.3: First Destinations of Honours Bachelor Degree Graduates 2008-2013
(7 Universities)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

In Employment 50%  45%  46%  4B%  52%  51%
In Employment -Ireland 45% 37% 38% 39% 42% 39%
In Employment - Overseas 5% 8% 8% 9% 10%  12%

Honours Bachelor Degree

Further Studlies Training 34%  44%  42%  M1%  37%  40%
Work Experience Schemes + + + 0.2% 0% 0%
Seeking Employment 10% 7% 8% 7% 7% 6%

Unavailable for Work or Study 6% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3%
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Table 1.11: First Destination of Master and Doctorate Graduates, 2013, By Field
of Study
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4.2.1 Engagement - Year/Cohort (Overall)
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Index scores

4.3.2 Outcomes - Institution Type (Overall) provide signposts
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5.3.4 Outcomes (PGT)
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5.4.1 Engagement - (Combined UG)
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