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Executive Summary 

As part of Charles Sturt University’s (CSU) ongoing review of learning and teaching space 

utilisation, this report outlines the analysis of 161 learning and teaching spaces across the Wagga 

Wagga Campus for the duration of the 2016 Session 2 Residential School (22/08/2016 to 02/09/2016). 

A key driver for this report was to provide an analytical response to the perception that the campus’ 

stock of learning and teaching spaces are effectively at capacity for Residential Schools. Sources of 

contributing data included Syllabus Plus (Timetabling), Banner Student, Archibus (Space Planning) and 

audit data. Analysis and reporting was conducted by the Division of Facilities Management with the 

assistance of Mosaic Space Consulting through their Room Utilisation Information System (RUIS) tool.  

Key findings of this report show: 

• The perception that the campus is effectively at capacity for residential schools is incorrect. 

• Wagga Wagga Campus has ample learning and teaching space for current Residential School 

needs and for any anticipated future growth. Based on audit returns, learning and teaching 

utilisation was measured at 5.4% with a timetable utilisation of 16.3%. 

• Significant variance in room frequency when compared with sessional teaching data was 

discovered which indicated a large proportion of booked spaces are simply not used. 

• Current timetabling processes are seen as a key contributor to poor utilisation. 

This report recommends numerous courses of action (Section 7.0 - Recommendations) with the 

most critical being a review of timetabling principles and practices focusing on realistic bookings, 

increased room efficiency and improved leveraging of assets.  
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1.0 Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to provide an assessment of the utilisation of learning and teaching 

spaces in the Wagga Wagga Campus of Charles Sturt University (CSU) for the 2016 Session 2 

Residential School. This Residential School period took place between August 22nd and September 2nd, 

2016. Learning and teaching spaces are a key element to the fabric of CSU’s campuses. Face to face 

teaching represents an integral component of university learning, typically providing the main platform 

of personal knowledge transfer. Residential Schools provide CSU students studying online the 

opportunity to attend campus for face-to-face lectures, tutorials and laboratory classes which, in many 

cases, is the only physical interface a student has to the organisation. Through this limited connection 

to the University, impressions and opinions are crafted based on student experience. The provision of 

the best facilities for Residential Schools is paramount in ensuing both a quality learning and teaching 

experience which provides a better outcome for students, staff and the University. 

As is the case for many Australian Universities, CSU has for many years focused expenditure 

on the development of new buildings, with less attention and resources committed to improving and 

maintaining high quality learning and teaching spaces in existing buildings. The current University 

capital planning investment cycle (2015-2019) is strategically focused on the renewal of existing assets 

with an example being the recent upgrade of the Wal Fife Theatre complex (Building 14). Analysis and 

recommendations within this report will inform ongoing strategic planning of learning and teaching 

spaces within the new capital investment plan. Furthermore, within an increasingly competitive sector 

environment, student choice is going to be driven by our ability to deliver new and varied pedagogies 

that enhance the quality of the student experience. The physical space in which that experience takes 

place for students will become a defining factor in our continued success in both the internal and online 

space. 

This report was initiated based on feedback from the Division of Student Administration (DSA) 

along with academic stakeholders that the Wagga Wagga Campus faces significant capacity issues in 

terms of available learning and teaching spaces for Residential Schools. To date, no specific auditing 

or analysis had been undertaken to understand these claims further. Three years of auditing, analysis 

and reporting of the sessional use of learning and teaching spaces has indicated relatively low utilisation 

of space across all CSU Campuses, particularly when compared with TEFMA benchmarks. A number 

of report recommendations for the closure of learning and teaching spaces on the Wagga Wagga 

Campus have been challenged by stakeholders based on apparent need for space during Residential 

Schools. Examples being spaces within the Lecture Unit (Building 11) and the Keith Swan Theatre 

(Building 12, Room 103). Whilst closed for the 2016 sessional teaching year, these spaces have been 

reactivated for Residential Schools. It is the intent of this document to challenge the need to reactivate 

these mothballed spaces, along with providing detailed analysis of the usage patterns of learning and 

teaching spaces at both room and subject levels. Specific analysis has been undertaken to review the 

use of Lecture Theatre and Specialist Laboratory spaces on campus along with discussion relating to 

the unique processes behind the scheduling of learning and teaching spaces for Residential School 

periods. 
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Space utilisation measures how intensively space is used, based on the analysis of both 

timetable and audit data. It is the frequency of hours of use expressed as a percentage of the teaching 

day (Room Frequency Factor) multiplied by the percentage of occupied seats (Seat Occupancy Factor). 

Detailed explanations of how utilisation figures are calculated for learning and teaching spaces can be 

found Section 8.1 - Definitions. Whilst reporting upon the physical utilisation of space it is recognised 

that at present we do not have a set of agreed measures that allow us to gauge the success of newly 

renovated spaces in terms of utilisation, educational outcomes and alignment to ‘next generation’ 

learning space principles. Measuring success is seen as a critical factor in the journey of improving 

learning and teaching spaces in CSU and will be a key outcome of the Learning and Teaching Space 

Improvement Program (LTSIP). 

This report draws upon four key sources of data. Spatial data relating to learning and teaching 

spaces is sourced from Archibus, CSU’s enterprise space management system that acts as the central 

repository for University space and property data. Timetabling data representing 137 learning and 

teaching spaces is acquired from Syllabus Plus, the University’s enterprise timetabling scheduler along 

with subject data extracted from Banner Student. The fourth data source relates to information obtained 

from an audit of the 2016 Session 2 Residential School on the Wagga Wagga Campus. This audit 

consisted of an audit of 161 learning and teaching spaces (timetabled and non-timetabled). 

Data analysis and reporting was undertaken by the Division of Facilities Management (DFM) 

with the assistance of Mosaic Space Consulting through their Room Utilisation Information System 

(RUIS) tool. The Division of Facilities Management (DFM) wishes to acknowledge the Division of 

Student Administration (DSA) as key report stakeholder and contributor. 

 

1.1 Scope 

This report provides an analysis of learning and teaching space utilisation in CSU’s 2016 

Session 2 Residential School at the Wagga Wagga Campus (22/08/2016 - 02/09/2016). A decision was 

made to audit all timetabled spaces on the campus as there was no clear understanding as to the total 

scope of learning and teaching activities that take place during the residential school period. A total of 

137 timetabled spaces were audited.  

To ensure all learning and teaching activities were captured, 24 additional spaces which were 

not listed in the timetable have also been included in this study. Again due to a lack of available data it 

was anticipated that these spaces may be used for learning and teaching purposes during the 

Residential School period. 

All other CSU campuses and sites have been excluded from this report. It is expected that, 

based on analysis and results, other campuses will experience similar planning, process and execution 

scenarios. Observations and recommendations provided within this document can be considered in the 

context of Residential Schools in other CSU campuses. 
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1.2 Governance 

This document provides a view of timetable effectiveness across the Wagga Wagga Campus’ 

2016 Session 2 Residential School. The following organisational stakeholders have been identified: 

• Division of Facilities Management (DFM) 

• Division of Student Administration (DSA) 

• Office for Students (OfS) 

• Faculty of Science (FoS) 

• Faculty of Arts and Education (FoAE) 

• Faculty of Business, Justice and Behavioural Sciences (FoBJBS) 

This document will be tabled with four organisational committees within CSU: 

1. Residential Schools Steering Committee (report sponsor) 

2. Timetable Governance Committee 

3. Capital Planning Committee 

4. Learning Environments Committee 

Data within this document provides insight into a missing element of learning and teaching 

space use metrics within CSU – the use of space for residential schools. Findings within this document 

will provide significant benefit to ongoing planning of space within the organisation. 

 

1.3 TEFMA Space Utilisation Rates 

Learning and teaching space audits provide core data towards the measurement of space 

utilisation rates. Room auditing involves counting the number of students using the various teaching 

facilities within the Campus. It is recognised that there is no standard ‘typical day’ at universities in 

Australia. Therefore, to enable a consistent measure of learning and teaching space utilisation, TEFMA 

have recommended a benchmarking framework for all Australian universities. For the purposes of 

utilisation, the below targets are recommended for formulation of room frequency, occupancy and 

utilisation rates: 

 

Space Type Target Room 
Frequency 

Target Room 
Occupancy 

Target 
Utilisation 

Flat Floor 75% 75% 56.2% 

Lecture Theatre 75% 75% 56.2% 

Computer Laboratories 75% 75% 56.2% 

Specialist Laboratories 50% 75% 37.5% 

Studio 50% 75% 37.5% 

Meeting Room 45% 75% 33.8% 

Table 1 - TEFMA Indicative Space Utilisation Rates. Source: TEFMA Space Planning Guidelines 

http://www.tefma.com/uploads/content/26-TEFMA-SPACE-PLANNING-GUIDELINES-FINAL-ED3-28-AUGUST-09.pdf


CSU Residential School Learning and Teaching Space 2016 Utilisation Report  Page 6 

Version 1.0 - December 2016 

2.0 Wagga Wagga Campus Aggregate Data 

Results represented in this section relate to two main data sources. Firstly, timetable data with 

137 unique spaces identified covering the 2016 Session 2 Residential School learning and teaching 

activities at the Wagga Wagga Campus. Secondly, audit data covering all timetabled spaces along with 

an additional 24 spaces that DFM believes some level of learning and teaching activity is conducted. 

The data is aggregated and shows the Wagga Wagga Campus and each Room Type (Space Category) 

are underutilised when compared to benchmark TEFMA target utilisation (Section 1.3). Room Type 

(Space Category) definitions can be found in Section 8.1 of this report. 

 

Figure 1 - Wagga Wagga Campus timetable utilisation. Data graphed by busiest week for 2014, 2015 and 2016 sessional 

timetable along with 2016 Session 2 Residential School busiest week. All datasets compared with TEFMA targets. 

Based on the analysis of timetable data, the Wagga Wagga Campus at CSU during its busiest 

week is using the entire Learning and Teaching space stock at a utilisation rate of 20.8% compared to 

the Target of 43.7% (Figure 1). This is calculated using Syllabus Plus data over an eight hour period 

covering 9am to 5pm, for the entire Residential School period (inclusive of the middle weekend). In 

summary, utilisation is a combination of two factors:  

• The Room Frequency Factor (RFF), how often the room is used. 

• The Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF), what proportion of seats are occupied when the room is 

used.  

In order to better understand timetabling data accuracy, the Wagga Wagga Campus Session 2, 

2016 Residential School  Learning and Teaching Space Utilisation Review (OLaTSUR) was completed 

in Weeks 35 and 36 (August 22nd to September 2nd, 2016). Figures 2, 3 and 4 provide CSU Utilisation, 

RFF and SOF data in a comparative view over the OLaTSUR audit period. To enable a consistent and 

comparative view of university performance, charts have been designed to map hourly views of 
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scheduled versus observed utilisation, over the course of the Audit period. This provides a visual 

representing a ‘residential school in the life’ of the University in terms of how spaces are utilised. As 

with previous reports, there were significant discrepancies between the two sets of data. Of interest are 

four factors: 

• Relatively low timetable utilisation measures when compared with sector TEFMA benchmarks 

(Figure 1). It should be noted that most if not all universities will not reach this target therefore 

an agreed annual utilisation improvement of 5% has been adopted. 

• Low overall utilisation measures when timetable is compared to audit (Figure 2). This has been 

a consistent outcome over previous years of data analysis. This indicates a real world utilisation 

being significantly less that officially reported timetable figures, (Figure 5) ie: 5.4% (Audit) 

compared to 16.3% (Timetable). 

• Comparative analysis between audit and timetable data indicates variations in Room 

Frequency Factor measures (Figure 3). The disparity is considerably greater than during 

sessional teaching weeks as compared to past years of reporting (Figure 5). 

• Comparative analysis between audit and timetable data shows significant gaps between 

expected and experienced Seat Occupancy Factures measures (Figure 4). This figure has 

been a consistent factor in influencing low utilisation measures over past years of data analysis. 

 

 

Figure 2 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Utilisation comparison between timetable and audit 

data for all room types. Note graph vertical axis modified to 50% for display purposes. 
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Figure 3 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Room Frequency Factor (RFF) comparison between 

timetable and audit data for all room types. Note graph vertical axis modified to 50% for display purposes. 

 

 
Figure 4 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: CSU Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) comparison 

between timetable and audit data for all room types. 

 

Analysis of utilisation data over weeks 35 and 36 highlights a variance between audit and timetable 

data (Figure 2). Room frequency data (RFF) over the period indicates a general trend whereby learning 

and teaching space that had timetabled events scheduled were empty at the time of audit. This is 

interpreted as an overbooking of timetable booked classes. This is evident in Figure 3 where there is a 

significant gap between timetable RFF and audit RFF figures. Figure 3 also indicates that the spaces 
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were more heavily used in the first week of the Residential school and were not evenly spread across 

the period.  

Wagga Wagga 
Campus 

Room Frequency 
Factor (RFF) 

Seat Occupancy 
Factor (SOF) 

Utilisation (UTIL) 

Audit 16.3% 33.3% 5.4% 
Timetable 29.6% 54.9% 16.3% 
Variance -13.3% -21.6% -10.9% 

Table 2 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School:  

Figure 4 outlines seat occupancy (SOF) over the audit period. What is immediately clear is the 

significant gap between what was anticipated in the timetable and what the auditors accounted for. 

There are numerous dynamics influencing these results and within this area alone there is significant 

body of academic literature pointing discussing potential factors. Consideration also needs to be given 

to internal CSU processes. For example, the correlation of timetable planning numbers and student 

enrolment figures. This has been a consistent metric over the past three years of reporting.  

It is now quite evident that the physical learning and teaching environment is only one piece of 

a much larger organisational challenge relating to improving the on campus student experience. 

Revitalising a space (physical and technology) will only go so far in bringing students back onto campus. 

Closing low quality or unrequired spaces whilst contributing to timetabling efficiency (RFF) has still not 

significantly altered utilisation figures. 

 

Figure 5 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Detailed audit and timetable utilisation. Data graphed 

by audit weeks showing a breakdown of 2015 and 2016 sessional data along with along with 2016 Session 2 Residential 

School (12 day audit). Results based on RFF, SOF and Utilisation metrics. 
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3.0 Utilisation by Room Type 

3.1 Flat Floor 

 

Figure 6 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Flat Floor utilisation comparison between timetable and 

audit data. Note graph vertical axis modified to 50% for display purposes. 

 

Flat Floor Teaching Spaces were used significantly less than was timetabled during the 

Residential School period (Figure 6). This is evident in the Utilisation rate being 5.5% for actual use 

(Audit) compared to a booked usage (Timetable) of 33.9% (Table 3). The significant share of Flat Floor 

spaces were principally timetabled within the Boorooma Precinct. 

Flat Floor Spaces Room Frequency 
Factor (RFF) 

Seat Occupancy 
Factor (SOF) 

Utilisation (UTIL) 

Audit 16.2% 34.0% 5.5% 
Timetable 52.7% 64.3% 33.9% 
Variance -36.5% -30.3% -28.4% 

Table 3 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Flat Floor metrics. 

The Room Frequency Factor (RFF) showed a large negative variance between the Audit and 

Timetable data of 36.5%, due principally to the ‘blanket booking’ of spaces (Figure 7). This is in contrast 

to the usual trend within the sessional teaching periods and previous data collected in the last 3 years 

which showed a close correlation between spaces booked and those actually used. It is understood 

that processes for the scheduling of Residential School classes in the Timetable are different to those 

used for sessional teaching. Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) showed a variance which is prevalent during 

all periods (Sessional Teaching or Residential Schools) and all forms of teaching spaces such as Flat 

Floor or Lecture Theatres (Figure 8). The difference shows that classes are not as highly attended as 
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was originally anticipated. This phenomenon may result from the rolling over of historical timetables and 

highlights the need for a review of process to ensure alignment between forecast and post-census 

student enrolment along with mechanisms to amend data within the timetable. 

 

Figure 7 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Flat Floor Room Frequency Factor (RFF) comparison 

between timetable and audit data. 

 

 

 

Figure 8 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Flat Floor Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) comparison 

between timetable and audit data. 
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3.2 Lecture Theatre 

 

Figure 9 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Lecture Theatre utilisation comparison between 

timetable and audit data. Note graph vertical axis modified to 50% for display purposes. 

 

Lecture Theatres show a significantly lower Utilisation at 4.5% than the expected timetabled 

rate of 18.3% (Figure 9; Table 4). The perception that Lecture Theatres are in high demand during the 

Residential School period should be reassessed based upon this data. This is evident in the large 

negative variance (34.9% in the Room Frequency Factor (RFF). Additionally, as outlined in Figure 10, 

there is a markedly higher use in the first week of Residential School (Audit RFF 25.4%) than the second 

week (Audit RFF 12.0%). Similar to that of Flat Floor spaces, there is also a significant misalignment of 

Room Frequency between Audit and Timetable. This discrepency is again explained through blanket 

booking and inconsistent use of space once booked. 

Lecture Theatres Room Frequency 
Factor (RFF) 

Seat Occupancy 
Factor (SOF) 

Utilisation (UTIL) 

Audit 17.1% 26.4% 4.5% 
Timetable 52.0% 35.1% 18.3% 
Variance -34.9% -8.8% -13.8% 

Table 4 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Lecture Theatre metrics. 

Interestingly the Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) has a less significant influence on overall 

Utilisation, in contrast to the last 3 years Sessional teaching data (Figure 11). This is explained again 

through process issues: inconsistent use versus booking. The scheduling and utilisation of Lecture 

Theatre space has been a topical area for Residential Schools on the Wagga Wagga Campus and is 

discussed further in Section 3.2.1.  
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Figure 10 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Lecture Theatre Room Frequency Factor (RFF) 

comparison between timetable and audit data. 

 

 

 

Figure 11 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Lecture Theatre Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) 

comparison between timetable and audit data. 
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3.2.1 Case Study: Wal Fife and Keith Swan Theatres 

The need to examine specific cases brings into question the processes and efficiencies that are 

perceived rather than what is actually happening with facilities. The use of the two largest lecture 

theatres on the Wagga Wagga Campus provides insights into these issues. 

In alignment with the current capital planning strategy of learning and teaching space renewal, 

significant project works were undertaken on the Wal Fife Theatre building in readiness for 2016 

sessional teaching. At a capital cost of $2 million, the building and all of its learning and teaching spaces 

were significantly upgraded. The Wal Fife Lecture Theatre, with a capacity of 400 was refurbished and 

the adjoining spaces remodelled. This included two smaller lecture theatres (capacity now at 134 and 

69) and four tutorial rooms made into two functional flat floor spaces accommodating 42 students each. 

Key to this project was multiple years of analysis indicating that the Wagga Wagga Campus required 

only one large lecture theatre space.  

The Keith Swan Lecture Theatre (Building 12, Room 103), with a capacity of 269 was taken off 

the timetable as of the commencement of session 2 of the 2015 teaching year. The space was placed 

into ‘moth-balled’ status due to sessional teaching utilisation data indicating that it was simply not 

needed. The overall condition of the theatre was also a contributing factor in the decision to take the 

space offline. It therefore has had minimal maintenance and is currently in an inferior state to that of 

other lecture theatres on the Wagga Wagga Campus.  

The Session 2 Residential School saw the Keith Swan Lecture Theatre reopened to 

accommodate an apparent high demand for teaching space. Face value analysis of timetable data 

indicated this to be an appropriate course of action based on the high levels of bookings. It was 

understood, based on timetable booking data, all lecture spaces would be heavily utilised for the 

duration of the Residential School period. Audit analysis of the actual use outlined a different scenario 

(Table 5).  

Audit Results Room 
Frequency 

Factor (RFF) 

Seat 
Occupancy 

Factor (SOF) 

Utilisation 
(UTIL) 

Wal Fife Lecture Theatre (14- 115) 17.1% 15.2% 2.7% 
Keith Swan Lecture Theatre (12-103) 53.1% 29.8% 15.8% 

Table 5 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Specific utilisation metrics for the Wal Fife Lecture 

Theatre (W-14-115) and Keith Swan Lecture Theatre (W-12-103). 

The Wal Fife Theatre, although solidly booked, had an overall utilisation of 2.7%. The Keith 

Swan Lecture Theatre reported utilisation of 15.8% which again is not significantly high. The immediate 

observation is that the Keith Swan Theatre which is of low quality has been used at a greater frequency 

than the Wal Fife Theatre which is one of the premier spaces on the campus.  



CSU Residential School Learning and Teaching Space 2016 Utilisation Report  Page 15 

Version 1.0 - December 2016 

 

Figure 12 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Wal Fife Lecture Theatre (W-14-115) and Keith Swan 

Lecture Theatres (W-12-103). Comparative analysis of audited hours of actual use across the Session 2 Residential School 

Period. 

 

 

Figure 13 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Wal Fife Lecture Theatre (W-14-115) and Keith Swan 

Lecture Theatres (W-12-103). Comparative analysis of audited total student attendance across the Session 2 Residential 

School. 
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Figure 12 provides detail relating to the actual hours used for both Wal Fife and Keith Swan 

theatres. Whilst both spaces were extensively timetabled, the actual use was low particularly when 

actual student numbers are factored in. Figure 13 maps total numbers of students counted in both 

spaces during the audit process. In the majority of days, bookings within the Wal Fife Theatre could 

have been easily relocated to an alternate space such as W-14-209 which is part of the Wal Fife 

building, fully renovated and with a capacity of 134. This would allow for the transfer of bookings from 

the Keith Swan Theatre into the Wal Fife Theatre. There has been significant capital expenditure on the 

Wal Fife Lecture Theatres (Building 14) adding to their functionality and appeal, yet it is not fully utilised. 

Evidence indicates the approach of ‘blanket’ booking is creating the apparent issues in capacity. Blanket 

bookings has a ripple effect which in-turn forces Timetabling to move classes into  less suitable spaces 

or spaces that have been closed to sessional teaching such as the Keith Swan Lecture theatre (Building 

12). It was also observed during the auditing of learning and teaching spaces within the Wal Fife Theatre 

complex (Building 14, room 212, capacity of 69) that students were sitting on the steps and overcrowded 

when a suitable theatre next door (Building 14, room 209, capacity of 134) was vacant. The student 

experience is therefore poor, and could be due to a ‘rolled-over’ timetable not taking into account the 

renovated spaces capacities or inaccurate student forecasting.  

Key to large lecture theatre spaces is that spaces with high functionality, quality, configuration 

to utilise a range of teaching pedagogies will both enhance the learning experience of visiting online 

students and add reputational value to the organisation. The Keith Swan Theatre offers none of the 

above factors, is not required for learning and teaching and should be closed. 

 
Figure 14 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Wal Fife Lecture Theatre (W-14-115) 
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3.3 Computer Laboratories 

 

Figure 15 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Computer Laboratory utilisation comparison between 

timetable and audit data. 

 

Computer Laboratories Utilisation graphs show an unusual pattern of use during the Residential 

School period (Figures 15, 16, 17; Table 6). Timetable scheduling of computer laboratories only 

occurred during the first week of the Residential School period with evidence indicating these spaces 

were also used for learning and teaching purposes in the second week as indicated by regular peaks 

of Room Frequency Factor (RFF) (Figure 16). The ‘blanket booking’ of these facilities is evident in the 

data. This highlights processes not taking usage efficiencies into consideration through driving a more 

precise approach to the utilisation of the facilities.  

Actual utilisation of 5.6% still indicates a low level of use when compared to the Timetabled 

percentage of 31.9%. This reflects the inaccuracies inherent in the timetabling of spaces; both the times 

they will be used (RFF) and the level of participants in those classes (SOF). Furthermore, these spaces 

are also used for informal, non-scheduled learning and teaching activities. That is, students making use 

of computers outside of class times. Thus, audit RFF can be examined assuming a percentage of use 

is not directly aligned to scheduled learning and teaching.  

 

Computer 
Laboratories 

Room Frequency 
Factor (RFF) 

Seat Occupancy 
Factor (SOF) 

Utilisation (UTIL) 

Audit 31.8% 17.6% 5.6% 
Timetable 47.9% 66.6% 31.9% 
Variance -16.1% -49.0% -26.3% 

Table 6 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Computer Laboratory metrics. 
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Figure 16 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Computer Laboratory Room Frequency Factor (RFF) 

comparison between timetable and audit data. Note graph vertical axis modified to 150% for display purposes. 

 

 

 

Figure 17 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Computer Laboratory Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) 

comparison between timetable and audit data. 
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3.4 Specialist Laboratories 

 

Figure 18 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Specialist Laboratory utilisation comparison between 

timetable and audit data. Note graph vertical axis modified to 50% for display purposes. 

 

Specialist Laboratories cover a diverse range of rooms and are the largest cohort of spaces. 

Some spaces are utilised in a unique manner such as the shearing shed compared to more generic 

spaces such as wet laboratories. This cross-section of spaces does influence overall utilisation metrics 

but with overall utilisation a relatively low at 8.6% when compared to the expected Timetabled utilisation 

of 19.3%, there is still a notable discrepancy between actual and expected use (Figure 18; Table 7). 

Specialist 
Laboratories 

Room Frequency 
Factor (RFF) 

Seat Occupancy 
Factor (SOF) 

Utilisation (UTIL) 

Audit 22.6% 38.0% 8.6% 
Timetable 29.2% 66.2% 19.3% 
Variance -6.6% -28.1% -10.7% 

Table 7 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Specialist Laboratory metrics. 

The use of facilities was markedly higher in the first week than the second week as expressed 

by the Room Frequency Factor (RFF) of 31.3% to 16.8% (Figure 19).  Also some facilities were used 

more constantly, as shown in the analysis of the Sutherland and National Life Science Hub (NaLSH) 

laboratories. The lowest actual (Audit) RFF in NaLSH is 54%, which is higher than most facilities and 

achieves the TEFMA benchmark of 50%. Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) however does not reach the 

TEFMA benchmark of 75% with the actual audited data showing 38.0%. Revision of residential school 

scheduling may be possible to more evenly allocate classes across the residential school period, 

enhancing resource use and the student experience through making best use of the best spaces. 
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Figure 19 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Specialist Laboratory Room Frequency Factor (RFF) 

comparison between timetable and audit data. Note graph vertical axis modified to 50% for display purposes. 

 

 

 

Figure 20 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Specialist Laboratory Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) 

comparison between timetable and audit data. 
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3.4.1 Case Study: Sutherland Laboratories and the NaLSH 

The use of the wet laboratories at the Wagga Wagga Campus for Faculty of Science teaching 

use is primarily taught at the National Life Sciences Hub (NaLSH, Building 289) and Sutherland 

Laboratories (Building 268). There are four laboratories in each building with the NaLSH facilities being 

new and the spaces within the Sutherland Laboratories being of varying age, quality and capacity. The 

results of the Residential School audit and data extracted from the timetable are documented below in 

Figures 21, 22 along with Table 8. In every instance the Timetable utilisation data is significantly higher 

than the actual audited utilisation results. 

 

Figure 21 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Comparative data outlining timetabled versus actual 

use of wet laboratories.  

There has been a significant body of work completed by the Faculty of Science to focus learning 

and teaching activities within the Wagga Wagga Campus laboratories. In the sessional teaching period, 

(Week 12, S1 2016) the NaLSH and Sutherland Laboratories spaces are used (Audit data) quite closely 

to the timetable (RFF: Audit 32%, Timetable 29%), with occupancy (SOF) being the significant factor of 

difference (SOF: Audit 44%, Timetable 60%). Residential school analysis indicated a high level of 

bookings with frequency averages of 63% for the facility. The Sutherland Laboratories whilst having 

similar bookings to the NaLSH were actually used considerably less totalling 168 hours of use during 

the 12 day Residential School period. There is a view within the Faculty of Science that whilst the 

Sutherland Laboratories are not highly used during sessional teaching, they are needed for Residential 

Schools. Through analysis of actual space usage and using stacked metrics and TEFMA benchmarks, 

there is a case to suggest Residential School classes conducted within the Sutherland Laboratories, or 

a significant proportion of, could be hosted within the NaLSH. This does not consider the complexities 



CSU Residential School Learning and Teaching Space 2016 Utilisation Report  Page 22 

Version 1.0 - December 2016 

of teaching patterns, time buffer allowances for preparation and clean-up activities and the mix of 

competing needs but on paper this does appear an achievable outcome (Figure 23). Whilst more 

detailed analysis is needed, particularly for bookings during session 1 residential schools, data thus far 

highlights the strong potential to review the ongoing requirements for laboratory spaces across the 

Wagga Wagga campus with a view to rationalise on spaces that are no longer required. 

Res School S2 2016 RFF SOF UTIL RFF SOF UTIL 

Room 
2016 

Audit 

2016 

Audit 

2016 

Audit 

2016 

Timetable 

2016 

Timetable 

2016 

Timetable 

W-268-125 35% 33% 12% 85% 35% 30% 

W-268-141 50% 46% 23% 83% 76% 63% 

W-268-166 47% 55% 26% 92% 70% 64% 

W-268-169 43% 59% 25% 100% 68% 68% 

W-289-2100 69% 37% 25% 92% 47% 43% 

W-289-2101 68% 48% 33% 100% 54% 54% 

W-289-2106 55% 50% 28% 100% 72% 72% 

W-289-2108 61% 52% 32% 100% 72% 72% 

Total 54% 48% 25% 94% 63% 60% 

Table 8 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: 

 

Figure 22 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Comparative data outlining timetabled versus actual 

use of wet laboratories for 2016 Session 1. Noting limited use of spaces within the Sutherland Laboratories (W-286). 
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Figure 23 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Sutherland Laboratories and the NaLSH comparative 

data Sessional and Residential School Utilisation by Teaching Space. 
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3.5 Studios 

 

Figure 24 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Studio utilisation comparison between timetable and 

audit data. Note graph vertical axis modified to 25% for display purposes. 

 

Studios spaces tend to be specialist spaces exclusively used by one School. The minimal use 

of Studios reflects that during the Session 2 Residential School the subjects taught did not Studio 

spaces (Figure 24). With this said, Studios account for 37 unique spaces across the Wagga Wagga 

Campus and along with being specialist in nature, they often contain high value assets. 

Studios Room Frequency 
Factor (RFF) 

Seat Occupancy 
Factor (SOF) 

Utilisation (UTIL) 

Audit 7.1% 23.7% 1.7% 
Timetable 6.1% 96.7% 5.9% 
Variance 1.0% -73.0% -4.2% 

Table 9 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Studio metrics. 

 Occasional and informal use by students did occur and the Room Frequency Factor (RFF) 

graph shows that although the rooms were not booked for classes the RFF is a positive variance (Figure 

25). As with Computer Laboratories, the informal use of Studio spaces is encouraged which is reflected 

in the audit data. 

The Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) graph and metrics reflect that an accurate estimate of 

student numbers was not made but that all classes would operate with maximum attendance; which 

obviously was not the case (Table 9; Figure 26). Again, process would provide greater accuracy of data 

and aligned space efficiencies. 
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Figure 25 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Studio Room Frequency Factor (RFF) comparison 

between timetable and audit data. Note graph vertical axis modified to 25% for display purposes. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 26 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Studio Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) comparison 

between timetable and audit data. 
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3.6 Meeting Rooms 

 

Figure 27 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Meeting room utilisation comparison between 

timetable and audit data. 

 

Meeting Room results show that although there are bookings made in the Timetable for these 

spaces, the use of the spaces is often outside of the Timetable and the use is not confined to the 

timetabling processes (Figures 27, 28, 29; Table 10). Further analysis is required to understand if these 

specific instances of non-timetabled use were actually aligned to learning and teaching or for actual 

meetings conducted by University staff.  

Meeting Rooms Room Frequency 
Factor (RFF) 

Seat Occupancy 
Factor (SOF) 

Utilisation (UTIL) 

Audit 12.8% 56.3% 7.2% 
Timetable 8.3% 48.8% 4.1% 
Variance 4.5% 7.6% 3.2% 

Table 10 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Meeting Room metrics. 

Notably, the meeting room in Dentistry (Building 30, Room 223) was heavily used during the 

Residential School period with a reported Utilisation of 41.1%. This space is not listed on the University 

timetable but analysis indicated learning and teaching activities did in fact take place. Analysis further 

indicates this room is also used for learning and teaching during sessional periods.  

The use of meeting rooms for learning and teaching does highlight examples of individuals, 

Schools or Faculties going outside the Timetable Policy and conducting lessons which cannot be 

measured or reported upon. Furthermore, meeting room spaces may not offer the functional or 
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technological capacity to offer an appropriate student experience. Further investigation will ensure 

users of these spaces are highlighted and their reasons for using these spaces are better understood. 

 

Figure 28 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Meeting Room Room Frequency Factor (RFF) 

comparison between timetable and audit data. 

 

 

 

Figure 29 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Meeting room Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) 

comparison between timetable and audit data. Note graph vertical axis modified to 150% for display purposes. 

 

 



CSU Residential School Learning and Teaching Space 2016 Utilisation Report  Page 28 

Version 1.0 - December 2016 

4.0 Subject Analysis 

Analysis of subject data using data from the University timetable, Banner, the University 

Handbook and audit returns indicates a number of anomalies in the correlation of assumed learning 

and teaching space need versus actual bookings. Table 11 highlights examples of excessive booking 

of space based on assumed space requirements for student numbers over the duration of the subject’s 

residential school class booking. This is indicative of blanket booking whereby spaces are booked for 

whole days or the duration of the subject residential school class booking with audit results indicating 

that a large percentage of scheduled time is not used by classes. Potential drivers for this form of 

booking include process - historically larger student cohorts and a rollover of the previous year’s 

bookings or, pedagogy - more flexible, fluid teaching requirements meaning a greater need for space 

to undertake breakout activities. Further consultation with subject coordinators is required to understand 

in more detail the rationale behind high hours of bookings but is it clear that the numbers reported are 

excessive. Ultimately overbooked space can be reallocated to other subjects or not allocated resulting 

in savings in operational costs.  

Subject School Faculty Banner 

Enrolment 

Residential 

School Days 

Total Hours 

Booked 

Estimated 

Overbooking 

Ratio 

HCS202 SHSS FOAE 60 5 600 15 

HCS400 SHSS FOAE 39 5 600 15 

MPH111 SNMIH FOS 20 2 102 6 

MPH301 SNMIH FOS 19 2.66 90 4 

NRS223 SNMIH FOS 80 4 159 4 

VIT406 SAWS FOS 10 3 88 4 

WSC101 SAWS FOS 29 5 144 4 

Table 11 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Analysis of subjects with an estimated overbooking 

ratio of 4x times what would be expected based on total booked hours. 

 

Noting additional analysis is required for SNMIH subjects as there seems to be some form of 

subject booking bundling whereby multiple subjects are flagged for residential school with no specific 

booking times allocated. It is suspected that residential schools are operating for MHP111, MHP113, 

MHP114, MHP115, MHP209, MHP211, MHP213, MHP216, MHP301, MHP302, MHP311, and 

MHP313 but only booked under four specific subjects (MHP111, MHP209, MHP211, and MHP301). 

Figure 30 displays all subjects with residential school bookings based on student subject 

enrolment and timetable booking data. A clear cluster of subjects appears with cohorts under forty 

students and bookings of one hundred hours or less. Based on timetable data, the average duration of 

a residential school during this period was 3.25 days, covering an estimated maximum twenty-six hours 

of teaching.  
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Figure 30 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Subject Analysis Outlining Total Hours Booked with 

Total Student Enrolment 
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Table 12 provides detailed explanation regarding the separation of graphed elements in Figure 

30 aligning with subject data highlighted in Table 11. Anomalous subject space bookings are clearly 

identifiable when compared to the collective dataset. Fifty-six percent of subjects fell within expected 

space requirements of one to two times booking ratio. Booking ratio was calculated on total timetabled 

hours booked per subject reconciled with an expected maximum eight hours of teaching. It is expected 

that some subjects may have booking ratios greater than one based on potential requitements for 

laboratory and teaching spaces or breakout group teaching. With this said, any subjects with a ratio 

greater than two have been highlighted. Furthermore there were a number of booking anomalies 

whereby subjects flagged as a scheduled residential schools did not correlate with a corresponding 

timetable entry (Figure 30). 

Graph Element Element Explanation 

Blue Dot / Red Halo Bookings in excess of 5x estimated space requirements 

Blue Dot / Orange Halo Bookings in excess of 4x estimated space requirements 

Blue Dot / Blue Halo Bookings in excess of 3x estimated space requirements 

Blue Dot / No Halo Bookings falling within expected (1-2x) space requirements 

Black Dot / No Halo Bookings for subjects with no Residential School 

Red Dot / No Halo 
Subjects with Banner enrolments exist and residential schools listed in 

the handbook but no bookings within the timetable.  

Table 12 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Breakdown of Figure 25 graphing elements. 

 

Ongoing analysis of subject level booking data is recommended to clearly define the actual 

requirement for spaces to align with pedagogy outcomes. Current auditing processes do not provide 

detail relating to use of space outside of subject bookings. That is, we cannot reliably reconcile actual 

subject hours taught if lessons were conducted in spaces other than those booked or were undertaken 

without bookings. When analysing bookings at a room level (Section 5.0), it is clear that a significant 

number of spaces that have been booked are simply not used or at best, partially used. Irrespective, 

total timetabled teaching hours for the residential school period totalled 3897 hours when compared 

with an audit total of 2512 hours.  

Based on the above, there is a significant argument that high levels of blanket booking of space 

exist. There is also additional evidence that a number of subjects are not booked within the timetable, 

possibly booked at a faculty level using faculty facilities. Reasons for this may include exclusivity of 

space or some schools choosing not to use the timetable to book space. This becomes apparent when 

mapping data for under-booked spaces whereby a number of spaces see high levels of use but low 

levels of timetable bookings (Figure 31).  

The concept of the campus being full during residential schools is based more on perceptions 

derived from bookings. In actuality, there is plentiful space for the teaching of residential school subjects 

on campus. The processes behind subject space bookings require a full review to identify why situations 

of over-booking and under-booking exists. 
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5.0 Room Booking Analysis 

Room level analysis of total hours scheduled within the timetable versus actual hours occupied 

(audit returns) indicates instances of space over-booking and under-booking. Over-booked spaces are 

commonly linked to blanket bookings whereby over the total period of the Residential School, significant 

hours of booked spaces were not used. Figure 31 sequentially maps the variances between audit 

returns and timetable booking data. As noted in Figure 31, there are a significant number of over-booked 

spaces across the campus which are predominantly, but not exclusively located within the Boorooma 

Precinct. This aligns with subject analysis where a number of high volume (hours) space bookings 

aligned to this area of the campus. Over-bookings effectively block additional classes from making use 

of space that in principle, should be free for other subject cohorts to use.  

As discussed in Section 4.0 (Subject Analysis), evidence of under-booking of space exists 

whereby audit returns indicate a higher use of space than anticipated through the timetable. Instances 

of under-booking (Figure 31) align to Faculty-managed specialist spaces which tend to be exclusive in 

nature. Examples being the building 130, the Willett Veterinary Clinical Centre, building 290, the Pre-

Clinical Veterinary Laboratory and building 412, the NWGIC Training Centre. Under-booking events 

may align with spaces that are used in a hybrid manner. That is, spaces that may be used for both 

formal and informal learning such as computer laboratories located within the Learning Commons or 

studio spaces that encourage student presence outside of scheduled teaching hours. Under-booking 

may also be evidence of what is termed ‘squatting’ which is the use of a space without any formal 

bookings within the timetable. This raises concern because it is not known if classes are relocating from 

booked spaces or that classes are operating under the radar so to speak – not scheduled. 

A number of questions need to be asked in order to understand under-bookings and over-

bookings in more detail. Firstly what are the drivers for some subjects needing high levels of space 

when audit evidence suggests the booked spaces are not used? Secondly, what processes are involved 

to guide the administration of mapping actual space requirements to bookings? Analysis indicates that 

a number bookings are driven by the need of a specific space rather than balancing the holistic 

requirements of the subject student cohort and delivery pedagogy to align with suitable spaces.  

The ultimate operational intent of an effective and efficient timetable process is to minimise 

variances between scheduled and actual use of space. With more structured booking processes, this 

can be achieved and measured. There are numerous impacts resulting from misaligned scheduling of 

learning and teaching spaces over residential school periods. These are discussed in detail within 

Section 6.0 – Observations.  
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Figure 31 - Wagga Wagga Campus Residential School 2016: Audit Versus Timetable Room Booking Analysis showing 

sequential variance in hours between datasets. 
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6.0 Key Observations 

1. The initial Room Frequency Factor (RFF) shows that the number of hours used is 2,512 whereas 

the timetable shows 3,897 hours of space was booked. This equates to an over-booking of 55.1% 

versus actual use.  
 

2. Reasons for over-booking are: 

a. Blanket booking of rooms. This seems to be a historical trend. 

b. Rollover of timetable bookings based on historically large student cohorts. 

c. Multiple rooms booked to be used simultaneously, often as blanket bookings. 

d. Erroneous bookings on Timetable with no room attached. Response from Timetabling 

indicates instances of stakeholders negotiating solutions to booking issues outside of 

Timetabling process loops and not communicating resolutions back to Timetabling. 
 

3. Some extreme examples of overbooking of spaces exists such as: 

a. HCS202 with an enrolment of 60 students which was booked for 600 hours of teaching 

over 5 days. 

b. HCS400 with an enrolment of 39 students which was booked for 600 hours of teaching 

over 5 days.  
 

4. Historical data from timetabling that is ‘rolled over’ each year creates issues with the integrity of the 

Timetabling system, ie: 

a. Subjects that are not taught any longer were on the Banner Residential school subject 

listing eg; BMS441, a duplicate booking with BMS306. The subject has not been taught 

since 2013.  

b. ‘Old’ rooms that are no longer available were still included in room allocation. eg: Jack 

Cross building (15-242). 

c. False Positives; bookings in spaces that are closed and therefore the system populates 

the timetable but with a ’blank’ booking for the room details. 

d. This perpetuates the ‘blanket booking’ approach with its inherent errors and inefficient 

utilisation of space. 
 

5. Lecture Theatres within the Boorooma Precinct were not used effectively with the Keith Swan 

Lecture Theatre being reopened rather than the newly refurbished Wal Fife theatres being 

effectively used. Data clearly indicates the reopening of the Keith Swan Theatre was not required. 

Clashes in observed use could have been resolved by scheduling use in other facilities within the 

Wal Fife Theatre complex.  
 

6. It was observed that some classes in the Wal Fife Theatre complex were undertaken when there 

were too many students (students were sitting on the steps) whereas the lecture theatre next door 

was empty. This appears to indicate that historical bookings were used which do not take account 

of recent renovation work reducing theatre capacity. 
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7. Course Handbook information concerning Residential Schools and the number of days which will 

be involved does, in some cases, not match with the actual number of days that are booked through 

timetabling. Eg: ASC171, MHP111. 
 

8. The processes facilitating the scheduling of Residential schools appears to be deregulated with 

minimal ‘common’ procedures across Faculties and Schools and possibly (although not proven) 

Campuses. Additionally, the process by which timetabling are informed of residential school needs 

appears to be different between Faculties and Schools.  
 

 

9. The audit shows that some spaces are used during the Residential school which are not timetabled 

spaces. For example: W-229-275, W-26-212, W-281-101 and W-30-223. Use maybe associated 

with meetings but other analysis indicates that some teaching is being conducted in spaces that 

are not timetabled. 
 

 

10. Data within this report is drawn from the Wagga Wagga Campus Session 2 Residential School. It 

is expected that the symptomatic issues highlighted in this document are duplicated in the Session 

1 Residential School and across other campuses. 

 

7.0 Recommendations 

This report identifies a number of principles and recommendations for physical learning and teaching 

spaces across the university: 

 

1. Report Driver 
The study of the Session 2 Residential School on the Wagga Wagga Campus was initiated primarily 

due to feedback from Timetabling and academic stakeholders indicating the campus was effectively full 

in terms of available learning and teaching space. Analysis has indicated that there is plentiful space 

on Campus to accommodate existing load and any future growth. 

 

2. Process Reengineering 

Feedback from Timetabling (DSA) indicates their role is to fundamentally book spaces based on the 

requirements set down by Schools and Faculties. It is clear that the data provided by these groups, in 

many cases is incorrect. Additionally, the methodology currently used by Timetabling to schedule each 

residential school is not conducive to developing an efficient timetable. These factors lead to issues 

highlighted within this report such as blanket booking, over booking, squatting and classes being 

conducted in spaces that are not overly favourable to supporting the student experience.  It is 

recommended a full review of the residential school policy and associated process is undertaken 

considering facility use efficiencies, the needs of academics and students, along with identifying owners 

of the end-to-end process of scheduling. Additionally, subject analysis at a pedagogical level is 

recommended to understand real space needs based on proposed teaching patterns / plans. There is 

a great potential for Timetabling to adopt the role of business partner working with academic 

stakeholders to drive an effective and efficient process. 
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3. Laboratories 

Analysis has indicated there is opportunity to rationalise on the current stock of laboratory space on the 

Wagga Wagga Campus. It has been identified that some laboratory spaces within the Sutherland 

Laboratories are essentially maintained to support residential schools. Data indicates the use of some 

of these spaces during the residential school period is not overly high. Recommend the Faculty of 

Science conduct a detailed study to review the future requirements for laboratory spaces with the intent 

to rationalise on the current group of teaching spaces on the Wagga Wagga Campus.  

Additional analysis of facility booking culture is recommended to understand the influence of NaLSH on 

scheduling pretences. This can be achieved by pedagogical subject analysis, process changes such 

as cessation of blanket bookings and efficiencies such as the condensing of laboratory bookings into 

fewer spaces. This would also provide strategic guidance for DFM to assist in capital asset replacement 

and upgrade planning along with the development of lower cost, flexible space solutions to 

accommodate Residential School classes. 

 

4. Lecture Theatres 

Permanently remove the Keith Swan Theatre from the University timetable (Sessional and Residential 

School) and mothball the facility. In collaboration with campus stakeholders, the space will be reviewed 

to establish its longer term future. 

 

5. Operational Considerations 

Operationally, the over-booking and under-booking of spaces has a significant impact on service 

delivery. Timetable data is used by the Division of Facilities Management to plan for room cleaning and 

campus security (unlocking spaces for use). Consultation with these service providers indicates 

timetable booking variance has a significant impact in the ability of these groups to provide effective 

service. Rooms are cleaned that don’t need cleaning along with unbooked room usage not being 

flagged for cleaning. Numerous security events have also been logged whereby requests for unlocking 

spaces that are not scheduled on the timetable are received during the Residential School period. 

 

6. Financial Implications  
The costs of underutilised assets have far reaching implications which can be summarised as:   

a. Operational costs that are expended inefficiently across facilities that should be more highly 

utilised and rationalised. 

b. Capital costs that are maintaining/renovating an asset portfolio, where older or seriously 

underutilised stock could be moth-balled, decommissioned or demolished. 

c. Amortisation costs that are accruing on Assets that should be ‘off the books’. 

d. Opportunity costs associated with funds expended in operating and capital costs that could be 

channelled into other university priorities. 

e. Reputational costs associated with poor utilisation that continues to affect staff and students by 

not prioritising classes in the best facilities for the best student experience and outcomes.   
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7. Ongoing Audits 

Auditing of space is a labour intensive activity. Costs for the Residential School audit on the Wagga 

Wagga Campus totalled $26,000. DFM does not intend to conduct future audits of Residential Schools 

until the University demonstrates changes to timetabling principles and practices. 

 

8.0 Appendices 

8.1 Report Definitions 

Archibus 

Managed by the Division of Facilities Management, Archibus is an enterprise space management 

system that acts as the central repository for University space and property data. Space management 

allows the University to effectively manage spaces and physicals assets. 

 

Busiest Week 

Period whereby analyses of spaces within a defined data range (i.e. entire University, a campus, or a 

building) indicates the highest statistical utilisation rate. This measure indicates a period of time where 

the combined utilisation of learning and teaching spaces is at its peak. This upper extreme benchmark 

aids in planning learning and teaching spaces needed to accommodate timetabled teaching activities 

in the busiest week. At the same time, looking at averages is important too – if the average is 

significantly less than the peak, then maybe we need to be looking at ways of smoothing the peaks. 

 

Learning Environments Committee (LEC) 
CSU organisational committee established in 2014 to oversee CSU's physical and virtual learning 

environments. This committee is managed by the Division of Student Learning (DSL) and sits within the 

governance structure for learning and teaching spaces. This committee provides principles and 

guidance with proposed capital planning activities for leaning and teaching spaces. 

 

OLaTSUR 

Facilitated by the Division of Facilities Management, the OLaTSUR is the Organisational Learning and 

Teaching Space Utilisation Review. This consists on an annual major audit of all University Learning 

and Teaching Spaces to benchmark space utilisation and to provide a comparative measure against 

the Syllabus Plus timetable. As needed, DFM will undertake targeted space reviews outside the annual 

OLaTSUR activity. 

 

Residential School 

Residential Schools provide CSU students studying online the opportunity to attend campus for face-

to-face lectures, tutorials and laboratory classes. Typically Residential Schools take place during mid-

session breaks for Sessions 1 and 2. 
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Room Frequency Factor (RFF) 

This calculation examines the utilisation of teaching rooms from a time perspective. It is derived from 

the actual number of hours or periods that the room is used, divided by the total number of hours that 

each room is available for use. The product is expressed as a percentage. Therefore if a room is 

available for 40 hours in any given week, and it is actually used for 25 hours, the Room Frequency 

Factor calculation for the room would be 25 / 40 = 62.5%.  

 
RUIS 

RUIS (Room Utilisation Information System) is a software program that CSU uses to analyse and report 

on the utilisation of learning and teaching spaces. RUIS utilises both Syllabus Plus (timetable) data and 

audit data as sources of information for analysis and is the primary tool used for metric generation in 

this report. 

 

Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) 
This calculation assesses the number of seats used in a room compared with the number of available 

seats. The Seat Occupancy Factor calculation is derived by first obtaining the number of hours that the 

room is used in any given week, and multiplying this number by the seating capacity of the room, giving 

the total number of available seats. The actual number of seats used is then divided by the number of 

available seats, to give the Seat Occupancy Factor calculation. For example, if the room capacity is 20, 

and the number of used hours was 15, the total number of available seats would be 300. If 160 seats 

were used, the Seat Occupancy Factor calculation would be 160 / 300 = 53.3%. 

 

Syllabus Plus 

Managed by the Division of Student Administration, Syllabus Plus is the enterprise timetabling system 

used to prepare CSU’s learning and teaching timetable.  

 

TEFMA 

TEFMA is the Tertiary Education Facilities Management Association. This association represents 

facilities management groups across a wide range of Australia and New Zealand educational 

institutions. The TEFMA Space Planning Guidelines provide the framework and standards used in the 

analysis of data within this report. 

 

Utilisation (UTIL) 
Space Utilisation is a measure of whether the space is being used and how it is being used. The 

Utilisation rate is a function of the Room Frequency Factor (RFF) and the Seat Occupancy Factor 

(SOF). Utilisation rates can be assessed in terms of both actual use and predicted use. 
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8.2 Learning and Teaching Space Category Definitions (Room Type) 

Lecture Theatre 
Definition: A stepped floor or tiered space used for learning and teaching and which is generally not 

tied to a specific subject or discipline and equipped with fixed tables and chairs or chairs with tablets. 

Application: Learning and teaching space specifically configured in stepped or tiered floor-plan and 

fixed furniture. These spaces may be identified as lecture theatres, lecture halls, lecture rooms or 

auditoriums and may include a podium, stage, backrooms, control room, breakout rooms and other 

support spaces. These spaces will contain standard to high-end multimedia / audio-visual equipment, 

lecture capture and/or Interactive Video Teaching (IVT) equipment used to deliver a consistent student 

learning experience. Lecture Theatres are generally used for general learning and teaching but may be 

also used for other activities such as university or community seminars and conferences. 

 

Flat Floor Teaching Space 
Definition: A room or space used primarily for learning and teaching and which is generally not tied to 

a specific subject or discipline by equipment in the room or the configuration of the space. By definition, 

Flat Floor Teaching Space are not tiered or stepped spaces. 

Application: Includes rooms or spaces generally used for timetabled learning and teaching which 

require no special, restrictive equipment or configuration. These spaces may be identified as lecture 

rooms, seminar rooms, general purpose classrooms, tutorial rooms or collaborative spaces. A Flat Floor 

Teaching Space may be equipped with tablet arm chairs, table and chairs, or similar type of seating 

which will be generally flexible in nature. These spaces will generally contain standard multimedia 

equipment and lecture capture or Interactive Video Teaching (IVT) equipment used to deliver a 

consistent student learning experience. A Flat Floor Teaching Space may be furnished with special 

equipment (e.g. music equipment, reconfigurable furniture, interactive technology) appropriate to a 

specific area of study, if this equipment does not render the space unsuitable for use by classes in other 

areas of study. 

 

Breakout Space 
Definition: A small room or group of small rooms typically associated with or in close proximity to 

lecture theatres and flat floor teaching spaces used for group collaborative exercises directly associated 

with learning and teaching activities. 

Application: These spaces are generally equipped with basic furniture and equipment. Due to size and 

capacity limitations, these spaces are not suitable for direct student facing learning and teaching 

activities. These spaces will generally not be equipped for standard teaching activities. These spaces 

are normally open to student and staff access outside of timetabled teaching hours. 
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Computer Laboratory 

Definition: A space designed for and equipped with computing equipment / infrastructure for the 

purposes of information-technology driven participation, experimentation, observation or practice in a 

field of study. 

Application: Timetabled general or specialist spaces for groups or individuals that require access to 

computing environment. Typically configured with benches or tables with computers and standard 

multimedia equipment and lecture capture or Interactive Video Teaching (IVT) equipment used to 

deliver a consistent student learning experience. Outside of timetabled hours, general computing 

spaces are open for individual or group work on a non‐scheduled, walk‐in basis. Specialized computing 

spaces typically provide non‐standard hardware configurations, specialized or customized software, or 

space needs that are not provided centrally. 

 

Specialist Laboratory 
Definition: A space used by regularly scheduled classes which require special purpose environment 

and/or equipment for student participation, experimentation, observation or practice in a field of study. 

Application: A class laboratory is designed and/or furnished with specialised equipment to serve the 

needs of a particular area of study for group instruction in regularly scheduled classes. The design, 

environment and/or equipment in such a space normally precludes its use for other areas of study. 

Included in this category are spaces generally referred to as teaching laboratories, clinical spaces 

(pharmacy, medical imaging, dentistry, human movement, etc), field buildings (shearing shed, green 

house, equine arena), sporting facility (gymnasium, oval, aquatic centre). 

 

Studio and Performance Space 
Definition: A space specially equipped and/or designed for use for individual or group experimentation, 

observation, practice or study in a particular field of study. 

Application: Includes spaces used for media production (TV, sound, photo multimedia and radio 

studios) and visual arts (fine arts, textile and design studios) and performing arts (drama studios, theatre 

and playhouses). 

 

Meeting Room 
Definition: A space generally serving an office complex and used primarily for staff meetings and 

organisational activities including public functions. 

Application: Meeting Rooms are typically equipped with tables and chairs and may contain basic 

audio-visual equipment and administrative video conferencing facilities. The space is generally used by 

a specific organizational unit or office area and/or for general purposes such as community or campus 

group meetings not associated with a particular unit. Meeting Rooms may be configured similar to 

classrooms in terms of furniture but the majority are generally not equipped with teaching technology 

and infrastructure that is present in dedicated teaching spaces. It is therefore recommended that 

Meeting Rooms are not used for learning and teaching activities as they may not provide outcomes 

aligned with the student experience. 
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8.3 Wagga Wagga 2016 Session 2 Residential School Subject Data 

Subject 
Code Subject Description Faculty School 

Subject 
Handbook 
Residential 

School 
Information 

(Days) 

Timetable 
Residential 

School 
Booking 
(Days) 

Banner 
Enrolment 

Total 
Hours 

Booked 

ACC512 Management Accounting for 
Costs & Control FOBJBS SOAF 3 3 27 34.5 

ACC514 Financial Accounting FOBJBS SOAF 3 3 29 10.5 

ACC518 Current Developments In 
Accounting Thought FOBJBS SOAF 3 3 9 10.5 

ACC539 Accounting Information Systems FOBJBS SOAF 3 3 15 10.0 

ACC568 Auditing  FOBJBS SOAF 3 3 13 10.0 

AGR202 Food Environment and Culture FOS SAWS 1.5 1.5 51 32.0 

AGS301 Weed and Pesticide Sciences FOS SAWS 4 4 18 56.0 

ASC171 Animal Anatomy and Physiology FOS SAVS 4 4 43 72.0 

ASC171 Animal Anatomy and Physiology FOS SAVS 4 4 43 72.0 

ASC182 Foundations in Clinical 
Procedures & Veterinary Nursing FOS SAVS 4 3 19 0.0 

ASC201 Equine Reproduction & Breeding 
Management FOS SAVS 3 3 10 24.0 

ASC209 Horse Breeding Technologies FOS SAVS 3 3 13 24.0 

ASC273 Animal Nutrition FOS SAVS 1.5 1.5 56 41.5 

ASC305 Parasitology  FOS SAVS 3 3 12 49.0 

ASC306 Applied Animal Pharmacology FOS SAVS 3 3 21 24.0 

ASC321 Equine Exercise Physiology FOS SAVS 3 3 15 24.0 

ASC370 Ruminant Production and 
Welfare FOS SAVS 3 3 13 24.0 

ASC405 Parasitology  FOS SAVS 3 3 2 24.0 

ASC406 Applied Animal Pharmacology FOS SAVS 3 3 1 0.0 

ASC413 Equine Health FOS SAVS 3 3 25 47.0 

ASC470 Ruminant Production FOS SAVS 3 3 1 24.0 

ASC473 Animal Nutrition FOS SAVS 1.5 1.5 4 40.0 

BMS130 Physiological Sciences 2 FOS SBS 4 4 62 99.0 

BMS207 Clinical Biochemistry 1 FOS SBS 3 3 31 48.0 

BMS235 Protein Biochemistry FOS SBS 3 3 6 24.0 

BMS241 Molecular Cell Biology FOS SBS 4 4 30 72.0 

BMS304 Fundamentals of DNA 
Fingerprinting FOS SBS 4 3 7 24.0 

BMS306 Advanced Haematology FOS SBS 3 3 27 24.0 

BMS324 Immunohematology and Blood 
Transfusion FOS SBS 3 3 31 48.0 

BMS338 Clinical Bacteriology FOS SBS 4 4 31 64.0 

BMS352 Molecular Pathology FOS SBS 3 3 18 56.0 

BMS438 Clinical Bacteriology FOS SBS 4 3 3 64.0 

BMS441 Advanced Haematology & Blood 
Transfusion.  FOS SBS 0 3 27 0.0 

CHM107 Chemistry 1B FOS SAWS 4 4 76 71.5 

CHM213 Analytical Chemistry FOS SAWS 4 4 6 65.5 

CHM214 Physical Chemistry FOS SAWS 3 3 2 42.0 

CHM321 Laboratory Management Issues FOS SAWS 3 3 7 32.0 
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Subject 
Code Subject Description Faculty School 

Subject 
Handbook 
Residential 

School 
Information 

(Days) 

Timetable 
Residential 

School 
Booking 
(Days) 

Banner 
Enrolment 

Total 
Hours 

Booked 

CHM324 Instrumental Analysis 2 FOS SAWS 4 4 4 32.0 

ENG210 Food and Beverage Engineering FOS SAWS 3 3 15 67.5 

EPT454 Professional Study in Wiradjuri 
Community Development FOAE SIAS 4 5 7 0.0 

FDS101 Food Processing FOS SBS 4 4 61 96.0 

FDS304 Product Development FOS SBS 2 2 34 32.0 

FDS308 Food Technology FOS SBS 3 3 34 48.0 

HCS202 Social Work Theory and Practice 
2 - Micro Practice  FOAE SHSS 5 5 60 600.0 

HCS400 
Social Work Theory and Practice 
4 - Macro Practice and 
Professional Identity 

FOAE SHSS 5 5 39 600.0 

HCS508 Social Work Theory and Practice 
2 - Micro Practice  FOAE SHSS 5 5 72 0.0 

HCS511 
Social Work Theory and Practice 
4 - Macro Practice and 
Professional Identity 

FOAE SHSS 5 5 37 0.0 

HRT202 Plant Taxonomy and 
Systematics FOS SAWS 3 3 28 36.0 

IRR200 Principles of Irrigation FOS SAWS 3 3 32 48.0 

LAW504 Business and Corporations Law FOBJBS SOAF 3 3 13 12.0 

MCR101 Introduction to Microbiology FOS SBS 4 4 124 96.0 

MCR101 Introduction to Microbiology FOS SBS 4 4 124 80.0 

MHP111 Clinical 1 FOS SNMIH 2 7 20 102.5 

MHP113 Introduction to Pharmacology in 
Mental Health FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 21 0.0 

MHP114 Human Development Across the 
Lifespan FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 22 0.0 

MHP115 Introduction to Substance Use, 
Alcohol and Other Drugs FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 18 0.0 

MHP209 Mental Health, Law and Ethics FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 21 56.0 

MHP211 Clinical 2 FOS SNMIH 2 7 18 8.0 

MHP213 Crisis and Assessment 
Management FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 22 0.0 

MHP216 Suicide Prevention FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 19 0.0 

MHP301 Research in Mental Health FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 19 90.0 

MHP302 
Professional Issues in Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander Mental 
Health 

FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 13 0.0 

MHP311 Clinical 3 FOS SNMIH 2 7 17 0.0 

MHP313 Working with Families and 
Diverse Communities FOS SNMIH 2.66 7 13 0.0 

MRS500 Mammography Practice FOS SDHS 5 5 9 45.0 

NRS222 Essential Nursing Care: Mental 
Health Nursing FOS SNMIH 1 1 92 24.0 

NRS223 Essential Nursing Care: Chronic 
and Complex Nursing FOS SNMIH 4 4 80 159.0 

PHY102 Electricity and Waves FOS SDHS 4 3 40 24.0 

PHY216 Modern Physics FOS SDHS 4 3 15 24.0 

PHY299 Introduction to Astronomy FOS SDHS 3 3 15 15.0 

PHY541 Ultrasound Physics & 
Instrumentation FOS SDHS 5 5 5 40.0 

PSC104 Soil Science FOS SAWS 4 4 131 80.0 

PSC201 Invertebrate Pest Management FOS SAWS 2 2 22 16.0 
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Subject 
Code Subject Description Faculty School 

Subject 
Handbook 
Residential 

School 
Information 

(Days) 

Timetable 
Residential 

School 
Booking 
(Days) 

Banner 
Enrolment 

Total 
Hours 

Booked 

PSC208 Plant Metabolism FOS SAWS 3 3 20 48.0 

PSC236 Pasture Production and 
Utilisation FOS SAWS 3 3 23 24.0 

PSC270 Annual Crop Management FOS SAWS 2 2 15 16.0 

PSC271 Crop Agronomy FOS SAWS 4 4 6 64.0 

PSC360 Pastures and Rangelands FOS SAWS 3 4 23 104.5 

PSC371 Plant Pathology FOS SAWS 3 3 18 48.0 

PSC420 Water Policy and Management FOS SAWS 3 3 19 72.0 

VIT406 Vine Physiology and 
Performance FOS SAWS 3 3 10 88.0 

WSC101 Wine Science 1 FOS SAWS 4 4 29 144.0 

WSC201 Wine Production 1 FOS SAWS 4 4 22 32.0 

WSC301 Wine Production 2 FOS SAWS 3 3 20 16.0 

WSC310 Wine Sensory Assessment FOS SAWS 3 3 24 24.0 

WSC402 Wine Production FOS SAWS 4 4 3 32.0 

WSC403 Wine Production 2 FOS SAWS 3 3 1 16.0 

WSC404 Wine Sensory Assessment FOS SAWS 3 3 5 24.0 

AGS402* Weed and Pesticide Sciences 
(PG) FOS SAWS 4 4 TBC 56.0 

ASC142* Equestrian Coaching FOS SAWS 4 4 TBC 0.0 

ASC513* Equine Health  FOS SAWS 3 3 TBC 24.0 

ASC521* Equine Exercise Physiology FOS SAWS 3 3 TBC 24.0 

IRR400* Principles of Irrigation (PG) FOS SAWS 3 3 TBC 56.0 

WSC401* Wine Science (PG) FOS SAWS 4 4 TBC 144.0 

Table 13 - Wagga Wagga Campus 2016 Session 2 Residential School: Subject data outlining School, Faculty, Residential 

School days and total hour booked. Data Sources: Syllabus Plus, Banner, CSU 2016 Handbook. 
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