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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 361 learning and teaching spaces across six 

campuses. Sources of contributing data included Syllabus Plus (Timetabling), Archibus (Space 

Planning) and OLaTSUR 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 University’s overall timetable utilisation of learning and teaching spaces during its 

busiest week was 22.5% (weighted average) with a sector target of 46.7%. 

 2015 results accounted for an overall improvement in the utilisation of timetabled 

learning and teaching spaces across the University by 3.6%. 

 Learning and teaching space utilisation has varied between campuses and by space 

category. 

 Comparative analysis between audit and timetable data indicates variations in Room 

Frequency Factor measures. 

 Comparative analysis between audit and timetable data shows significant gaps 

between expected and experienced Seat Occupancy Factor measures. 

Factors contributing to these findings are often complex and discussed further within this 

document (Section 4 – Discussion). This report identifies 21 opportunities summarised by 

campus under Section 5 – Summary of 2015 Opportunities.  

DFM wishes to acknowledge the support and contribution of the Division of Student 

Administration (DSA) and Division of Student Learning (DSL) as a key stakeholders in this 

report. 
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1.0 Introduction 

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

teaching spaces within Charles Sturt University (CSU). With the commencement of a new five 

year capital planning investment cycle (2015-2019), the previous cycle’s focus on expanding 

the University’s building stock has been replaced with a strategy of renewal of existing assets. 

The initiative of renewal has driven the need to review the current complement of learning and 

teaching spaces to understand utilisation. This will provide accurate data to provide the 

University with mechanisms to enable informed strategic planning of the learning and teaching 

spaces stream within the new capital investment plan. 

Learning and teaching spaces are a key element to the fabric of Charles Sturt University’s 

(CSU) campuses. Face to face teaching represents an integral component of university 

learning, typically providing the main platform of personal knowledge transfer. Internal students 

spend most of their time on campus in a variety of spaces used for learning and teaching with 

ready access to a range of suitable spaces an important part of the student experience. 

Demand for learning and teaching ebbs and flows during the academic year with peaks in 

demand during standard teaching sessions and residential schools. The space requirements of 

students depends primarily on the discipline of study which influences the hours of formal 

teaching in their programs along with time required in specialist spaces such as laboratories 

and studios. 

Changes in the approach to learning and teaching pedagogy are widely acknowledged within 

the Australian Higher Education Sector corresponding with a growing body of knowledge and 

working examples of new approaches to the design of ‘next generation’ learning and teaching 

spaces. CSU has, over the past year constructed new learning and teaching spaces based on 

the University’s new design principles. A substantial percentage of CSU’s learning and teaching 

spaces are however, best described as traditional. In order for the University to plan for future 

environments to support new pedagogies and design principles, a firm understanding of current 

learning and teaching space utilisation across the campuses is required.  

Space utilisation measures how intensively space is actually 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 

(Room Occupancy Factor). Detailed explanations of how utilisation figures are calculated for 

learning and teaching spaces can be found Section 6 - Definitions. 

This report draws upon three 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 314 

learning and teaching spaces is acquired from Syllabus Plus, the University’s enterprise 

timetabling scheduler. The third data source relates to information obtained from the 2015 

Organisational Learning and Teaching Space Utilisation Review (OLaTSUR). The OLaTSUR 

consisted of an audit of 361 learning and teaching spaces (timetabled and non-timetabled) on 

six campuses and was conducted on University Week 12 (March 16th to March 20th 2015). 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.  

Given this study was also conducted during 2014, this year’s review provides the opportunity to 

conduct year-on-year analysis of data to understand overall utilisation patterns. Most 

importantly this will provide insight relating to tracking the impact of recommendations 

implemented in the past twelve months. 
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2.0   University Aggregate Data 

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

314 unique spaces identified covering all 2015 scheduled learning and teaching activities. 

Secondly, audit data covering all timetabled spaces along with an additional 47 spaces that 

DFM believes some level of learning and teaching activity is conducted. Analysis of timetable 

data gives the overall busiest week as Week 39 (20-25 September 2015). The data is 

aggregated into Campus and Room Type (Space Category) and shows that each Campus and 

Room Type are underutilised when compared to benchmark TEFMA target utilisation. Room 

Type (Space Category) definitions can be found in Section 7 of this report.  

 

Figure 1 - University timetable utilisation showing 2014 and 2015 results compared to TEFMA targets 

Based on the analysis of timetable data, CSU during its busiest week, is using the entire 

Learning and Teaching space stock at utilisation rates of 22.5% compared to the Target of 

46.7% (Figure 1). This is calculated using Syllabus Plus data over an eight hour period covering 

9am to 5pm, Monday to Friday in teaching semesters. 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 2015 Organisational Learning and 

Teaching Space Utilisation Review (OLaTSUR) was completed in Week 12 (March 16th to 

March 20th 2015). Figures 2, 3 and 4 provide CSU utilisation, RFF and SOF data in a 

comparative view over the OLaTSUR audit week. These figures provide an hourly 

representation of how the University performed over the week showing differences between 

timetable and audit data. Comparative analysis of this data concluded that there were 

significant discrepancies between the two sets of data. Of interest are five factors: 

• Low utilisation measures when compared with sector TEFMA benchmarks (Figure 1). 

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

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

Frequency Factor measures (Figure 3). 

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

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

• Utilisation variations between campuses (Figures 16 and 17). 
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Figure 2 – 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

 

Figure 3 – 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU Room Frequency Factor comparison between timetable and audit data 
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Figure 4 – 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU Seat Occupancy Factor comparison between timetable and audit data 

Analysis of utilisation data over week 12 highlights a consistent variance between audit and 

timetable data (Figure 2). Room frequency data (RFF) over the week indicates a general trend 

whereby learning and teaching space that had timetabled events scheduled were empty at the 

time of audit. This could be interpreted as some timetable booked classes not taking place. This 

is evident in Figure 3 where there is a small but consistent gap between timetable RFF and 

audit RFF figures.  

This trend was however reversed on three occasions during Monday, Tuesday and Friday as 

there seemed to be more active classes than scheduled in the timetable. These peaks could 

relate to classes that have been rescheduled without been updated within the timetable or 

active classes that had not been originally scheduled in the timetable. Figure 4 outlines seat 

occupancy data (SOF) over the audit week. What is immediately clear is the significant gap 

between what was anticipated in the timetable and what the auditors counted. There are 

potentially numerous factors influencing these results with the primary being class attendance. 

Within this subject alone there is significant academic literature pointing to a multitude of 

potential influencing factors. Similar statistics were uncovered during the 2014 review process 

and to provide additional insight as to potential patterns, the 2015 audit was moved forward two 

weeks (from week 14 to week 12).  

The 2014 audit occurred after census and one week before a holiday period. By moving the 

week of study to week 12, before census, any factors contributing to student absence would be 

mitigated. With this done, no specific differences in SOF metrics were observed. Aside from 

attendance being a contributing factor to SOF, a greater understanding of organisational 

processes, both administrative and academic, needs to take place. This may provide insight as 

to why this gap occurs. Overall, the observed differences in RFF during week 12 are a 

contributor to lower utilisation measures but not as significant as the impact of SOF. For the 

above points, Section 4 – Discussion, considers in more detail further analysis relating to 
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locating possible root causes to variances in both RFF and SOF data. For reference, 2014 

utilisation, RFF and SOF data are provided in Section 8 - Appendices. 

 

Opportunity 01 (All Campuses): Analysis indicates Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) results 

significantly impacts space utilisation metrics for all campuses. Deep dive study underway to 

understand issues further. Recommend joint project led by DSL involving DFM and DSA to 

further understand issue across the University and recommend corrective measures. 

Opportunity 02 (All Campuses): Review of 47 non-timetabled spaces that are believed to be 

used in some way for learning and teaching activities. 

Opportunity 03 (All Campuses):  Review of space exclusivity on all campuses to, where 

possible, allow higher levels of utilisation. Rules on space exclusivity to be proposed and added 

to the Timetable Policy document. 

Opportunity 04 (All Campuses):  Review of TEFMA utilisation benchmark figures. Provide a 

set of best practice figures by room type (space category) specific to the ongoing analysis 

requirements of Charles Sturt University. 
 

 

2.1. Utilisation by Room Type 

This report will focus on the utilisation of the Flat Floor, Lecture Theatres and Computer 

Laboratories. Figures 5 and 6 outline the complement and utilisation data at a room type or 

category level across the University. Current room type data shows Flat Floor (2.1.1) and 

Lecture Theatres (2.1.2) comprising of forty-one percent of total spaces used. Computer 

Laboratories (2.1.3) cover four present of total spaces.  

Specialist science laboratories are currently under separate review by the Faculty of Science 

and have therefore being omitted from this report. To ensure consistency, Science Laboratory 

space utilisation data (Timetable and Audit) will be provided to the Faculty of Science to be 

used as part of their analysis. Other space categories such as Breakout Spaces, Meeting 

Rooms and Studios will be considered in future analysis activities. 

 

 

Figure 5 - Total complement of CSU’s timetabled learning and teaching spaces by space category 
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Figure 6 - University utilisation by room type based on timetable data for busiest week (39) 

2.1.1. Flat Floor Spaces 

Flat Floor learning and teaching spaces account for thirty-one percent of all learning and 

teaching spaces within CSU. Furthermore, with a total area of 6,946 square metres, this space 

category accounts for thirty-seven percent of total learning and teaching space floor capacity 

within the University. Table 1 summarises best case utilisation figures based on timetable 

busiest weeks for 2015. Capacity analysis based on best case utilisation reports the number of 

currently available rooms versus what is actually required to fulfil timetable requirements for 

each campus (based on a target RFF of 75%). Given timetable versus audit results, it is 

anticipated that the actual number of needed rooms in some cases will be less that modelled. 

Table 1: 

Flat Floor Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Campus Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

Albury-Wodonga 32 48.8 68.7 42.6 16 16 

Bathurst 29 40.9 82.7 47.8 30 20 

Dubbo 29 27.6 54.7 32.9 7 5 

Orange 13 17.2 62.8 35.9 11 4 

Port Macquarie 30 39.1 67.7 46.8 10 9 

Wagga Wagga 39 46.3 83.0 44.5 25 18 

Table 1 - CSU flat floor learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 

As with overall University utilisation metrics, Figures 7, 8 and 9 provide insight to flat floor 

utilisation across CSU for week 12. Audit versus timetable data follows a consistent pattern in 

terms of overall utilisation and RFF gaps with some larger spikes across the audit week. SOF 

again shows a significant variance in terms of forecast and actual occupancy during scheduled 

learning and teaching activities.  
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Figure 7 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU Flat Floor utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

 

Figure 8 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU Flat Floor Room Frequency Factor comparison between timetable and audit 

data 
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Figure 9 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU Flat Floor Seat Occupancy Factor comparison between timetable and audit 

data 

2.1.2. Lecture Theatre Spaces 

Lecture Theatre spaces make up for nine percent of all learning and teaching spaces within 

CSU but constitute for more seating capacity than flat floor spaces. Table 2 outlines best case 

utilisation figures based on timetable busiest weeks for 2015. Capacity analysis based on best 

case utilisation reports the number of currently available rooms versus what is actually required 

to fulfil timetable requirements for each campus (based on a target RFF of 75%). 

Table 2: 

Lecture Theatre Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Campus Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

Albury-Wodonga 10 27.4 48.5 27.9 2 2 

Bathurst 30 31.4 56.2 22.9 7 5 

Dubbo 29 6.6 43.1 12.3 1 1 

Orange 12 15.4 53.0 35.9 5 2 

Port Macquarie N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Wagga Wagga 12 31.8 48.9 24.9 14 13 

Table 2 - CSU lecture theatre learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 

Analysis of utilisation data (Figures 10, 11 and 12) indicate an early week peak in lecture 

theatre use followed by a steady reduction as the week progresses. It is expected that this 

relates to teaching modes whereby lectures typically occur at the start of the week. RFF 

measures show more variance in bookings versus use with significant peaks seen on Tuesday 

morning, Wednesday afternoons and Thursday afternoons. As with flat floor spaces, SOF 

metrics indicate significant gaps in occupancy based on timetable expectations. This provides 
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increased scope to review ongoing need for lecture theatre spaces particularly as academic 

pedagogies evolve towards more flexible and collaborative flat floor environments. 

 

Figure 10 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU lecture theatre utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

 

Figure 11 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU lecture theatre Room Frequency Factor comparison between timetable and 

audit data 
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Figure 12 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU lecture theatre Seat Occupancy Factor comparison between timetable and 

audit data 

2.1.3. Computer Laboratory Spaces 

While Computer Laboratory spaces constitute only four percent of all learning and teaching 

spaces within CSU they are considered important due to their pervasive student centric nature 

and their ongoing capital replacement value. Table 3 outlines best case utilisation figures based 

on timetable busiest weeks for 2015. Capacity analysis based on best case utilisation reports 

the number of currently available rooms versus what is actually required to fulfil timetable 

requirements for each campus (based on a target RFF of 75%). It should be noted that 

computer laboratory spaces are commonly utilised outside of scheduled class times. Future 

planning activities will need to consider this when analysing both utilisation and location of these 

facilities. 

Table 3: 

Computer Labs Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Campus Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

Albury-Wodonga 12 31.4 80.9 25.6 3 2 

Bathurst 29 88.1 76.9 33.4 4 3 

Dubbo 10 65.0 100.0 46.2 1 2 

Orange 29 68.5 62.6 29.9 1 1 

Port Macquarie N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 1 

Wagga Wagga 19 87.9 87.2 31.2 3 3 

Table 3 - CSU computer laboratory learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 
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Figure 13 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU computer laboratory utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

 

Figure 14 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU computer laboratory Room Frequency Factor comparison between timetable and 

audit data 
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Figure 15 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: CSU lecture theatre Seat Occupancy Factor comparison between timetable and audit 

data 

Analysis of utilisation data (Figures 13, 14 and 15) indicate patterns of morning and afternoon 

class usage. Areas of high room frequency (Figure 14) are examples of computer laboratory 

space used outside of scheduled class times which is encouraging. Differences were found in 

terms of audit and timetable utilisation particularly when analysing seat occupancy factor. Data 

shows a significant gap between planned and actual seat occupancy which suggests while 

timetabled classes are occurring, there are clear patterns of continuing low attendance amongst 

the student population.  

This, taken into consideration with non-timetabled utilisation, still present challenges in terms of 

understanding detail around the use of computer laboratory spaces across the campuses. 

There is scope to review ongoing requirements for computer laboratory spaces across the 

campuses with consideration to location, technology, changes to pedagogy and ongoing capital 

replacement strategy. 

 

Opportunity 05 (All Campuses):  Strategic review of all computer laboratory spaces 

(timetabled and non-timetabled) to ensure current and future demand is met. Investigation will 

also consider computer laboratory location and capacity to share resources to maximise capital 

investment.  
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3.0 Campus Specific Data 

 

 

Figure 16 - CSU Busiest Week 39: Timetable utilisation by campus 

 

 

Figure 17 - CSU timetable utilisation by campus by busiest week for each campus 
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3.1. Albury-Wodonga Campus Scorecard 

Note, review recommendations for CSU campuses are summarised in Section 5, Opportunities. 

 

Figure 18 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: Albury-Wodonga Campus utilisation comparison between timetable and audit 

data 

 

Albury-Wodonga 

Campus 2015 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 39 25.0     

Flat Floor 32 48.8 68.7 42.6 16 16 

Lecture Theatre 10 27.4 48.5 27.9 2 2 

Computer Laboratory 12 31.4 80.9 25.6 3 2 

Table 4 – Albury-Wodonga Campus learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 

 

Albury-Wodonga 

Campus 2014 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 14 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 37 24.1     

Flat Floor 12 46.3 66.6 34.5 16 15 

Lecture Theatre 19 40.4 51.4 23.4 2 2 

Computer Laboratory 17 30.5 99.0 29.4 3 2 

Table 5 – Albury-Wodonga Campus learning and teaching space summary 2014 timetable metrics 
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3.2. Bathurst Campus Scorecard 

Note, review recommendations for CSU campuses are summarised in Section 5, Opportunities. 

 

Figure 19 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: Bathurst Campus utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

Bathurst Campus 

2015 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 39 28.8     

Flat Floor 29 40.9 82.9 47.8 30 20 

Lecture Theatre 30 31.4 56.2 22.9 7 5 

Computer Laboratory 29 88.1 76.9 33.4 4 3 

Table 6 – Bathurst Campus learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 

 

Bathurst Campus 

2014 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 14 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 18 24.5     

Flat Floor 13 33.7 79.3 45.5 33 20 

Lecture Theatre 30 27.0 52.8 19.4 7 5 

Computer Laboratory 17 24.4 72.6 22.5 6 3 

Table 7 - Bathurst Campus learning and teaching space summary 2014 timetable metrics 
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3.3. Dubbo Campus Scorecard 

Note, review recommendations for CSU campuses are summarised in Section 5, Opportunities. 

 

Figure 20 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: Dubbo Campus utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

Dubbo Campus 

2015 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 29 22.6     

Flat Floor 29 27.6 54.7 32.9 7 5 

Lecture Theatre 29 6.6 43.1 12.3 1 1 

Computer Laboratory 10 65.0 100.0 46.2 1 2 

Table 8 - Dubbo Campus learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 

 

Dubbo Campus 

2014 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 14 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 18 21.3     

Flat Floor 18 24.0 61.3 32.3 7 5 

Lecture Theatre 11 9.0 32.0 25.9 1 1 

Computer Laboratory 18 105.0 86.4 30.0 1 2 

Table 9 - Dubbo Campus learning and teaching space summary 2014 timetable metrics 
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3.4. Orange Campus Scorecard 

Note, review recommendations for CSU campuses are summarised in Section 5, Opportunities. 

 

Figure 21 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: O Campus utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

Orange Campus 

2015 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 21 15.3     

Flat Floor 13 17.2 62.8 35.9 11 4 

Lecture Theatre 12 15.4 53.0 35.9 5 2 

Computer Laboratory 29 68.5 62.6 29.9 1 1 

Table 10 - Orange Campus learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 

 

Orange Campus 

2014 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 14 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 40 14.5     

Flat Floor 30 10.4 64.9 31.7 18.5 5 

Lecture Theatre 39 20.7 60.9 21.6 5 4 

Computer Laboratory 11 46.8 83.0 30.5 1 1 

Table 11 - Orange Campus learning and teaching space summary 2014 timetable metrics 
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3.5. Port Macquarie Campus Scorecard 

Note, review recommendations for CSU campuses are summarised in Section 5, Opportunities. 

 

Figure 22 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: Port Macquarie Campus utilisation comparison between timetable and audit 

data 

 

Port Macquarie 

Campus 2015 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 30 27.6     

Flat Floor 30 39.1 67.7 46.8 10 9 

Lecture Theatre N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Computer Laboratory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Table 12 - Port Macquarie Campus learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 

 

Port Macquarie 

Campus 2014 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 14 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 30 6.3     

Flat Floor 30 13.0 72.4 37.0 6 3 

Lecture Theatre N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Computer Laboratory N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Table 13 - Port Macquarie Campus learning and teaching space summary 2014 timetable metrics 
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3.6. Wagga Wagga Campus Scorecard 

Note, review recommendations for CSU campuses are summarised in Section 5, Opportunities. 

 

Figure 23 - 2015 OLaTSUR Week 12: Wagga Wagga Campus utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

Wagga Wagga 

Campus 2015 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 12 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 13 18.9     

Flat Floor 39 46.3 83.0 44.5 25 18 

Lecture Theatre 12 31.8 48.9 24.9 14 13 

Computer Laboratory 13 87.9 87.2 31.2 3 3 

Table 14 – Wagga Wagga Campus learning and teaching space summary 2015 timetable metrics 

 

Wagga Wagga 

Campus 2014 Data 

Busiest 

Week 

Utilisation 

% 
Week 14 SOF % No of Rooms 

Timetabled Timetabled OLaTSUR  Available Needed 

All Teaching Spaces 19 18.2     

Flat Floor 39 37.1 87.5 41.7 28 17 

Lecture Theatre 14 29.6 47.6 22.3 14 12 

Computer Laboratory 19 31.5 92.0 24.2 5 3 

Table 15 - Wagga Wagga Campus learning and teaching space summary 2014 timetable metrics 
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4.0 Discussion 

 

The 2014 CSU Learning and Teaching Space Utilisation Report discussed a range of factors 

influencing the utilisation of space. It is clear that these factors are still contributing to the 

current set of results. The 2015 report again highlights numerous instances whereby utilisation 

measures of learning and teaching spaces are low and fall well under sector TEFMA best-

practice benchmarks. As experienced in 2014, low scores in Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) 

metrics are again significantly influencing 2015 results. That is, over two consecutive years of 

audits, findings indicate a considerable gap in class attendance when audit results are 

compared to what class sizes have been planned for in the timetable. In consultation with the 

Division of Student Administration (DSA), key factors influencing the report findings are 

discussed below: 

 

Timetabling Process and Complexity: Data provided by Faculties as part of the timetable 

scheduling process provides forecast class numbers. Spaces are timetabled based on this 

number and are not generally revisited during the teaching session to confirm actual class 

enrolment figures. Audit results have also indicated some classes did not occur as stipulated by 

the timetable. Analysis is required to further understand why this is the case. For example, 

instances of blanket booking have been highlighted where a space is scheduled for an entire 

session but only used once or twice. A further example would be a class with lower enrolments 

only needing one tutorial each week instead of two which has been originally scheduled. DSA 

have indicated significant levels of manual rescheduling of timetable bookings resulting in a 

number of impacts, primarily unnecessary levels of complexity. The CSU Timetabling Strategic 

Improvement Plan (SIP) Working Party reported: 

 

“... in 201530, the first internal teaching session of 2015, there were 2,788 classes held 

on CSU’s main campuses on a weekly basis. Classes are defined as the number of 

teaching events / activities, such as tutorials, lectures and workshops. However, of these 

classes, 1,772 (63.56%) were changed after the draft timetable was published (in 

December 2014) and made available to CSU staff and students. Further some classes 

were changed more than once, resulting in a total of 2,433 changes being made. Of 

classes that were changed, 250 (8.97% of all classes) were changed within two weeks of 

the start of the teaching session, and 350 (12.55%) changes were made to classes after 

the session had commenced”. 

 

A core benefit of an enterprise timetabling system is the ability to auto-schedule classes which 

in-turn present a number of savings through increased facilities utilisation efficiency and 

reduced administrative overhead. The current situation indicates these benefits are being 

eroded by excessive manual changes. Furthermore, the high level of manual scheduling inhibits 

the ability for DSA to conduct scenario modelling and planning activities. The ability to model 

scenarios allows for the capacity to improve timetables through ‘what if’ scenarios rather than 

just rolling forward a previous timetable. 

 

Class Attendance: Student class attendance is an issue impacting all Australian universities 

and a significant amount of research exists that investigates the drivers of class attendance. 

Current research suggests that numerous factors may influence whether students attend 

scheduled classes: compulsory status of subjects they are enrolled in, the amount of support 

materials provided outside the lecture that may give the perception that attending the lecture is 

not necessary, assessment of the quality and reliability of the lecturer, quality of the student, 

relevance of academic pedagogy, perceived difficulty of the subject, logistics of subject delivery, 

accessibility of the university, quality of space, and other commitments. 
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To further understand the issue of Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) in CSU, the Division of 

Facilities Management has, with data provided by the Division of Student Administration 

conducted a ‘deep dive’ review of a targeted learning and teaching space (Wal Fife Theatre). 

The analysis examined, student numbers during key dates relating to timetable scheduling, 

auditing and census for each subject taught in the space: 
 

 Planning number (Syllabus Plus) 

 Headcount enrolment number (Banner) 

 Audit number (OLaTSUR) 

 Census Headcount (Banner) 
 

Results of this analysis provided an insight to the above process and attendance factors with 

points raised specific to timetabling process (planning verses reality), space quality and 

technology. Whilst this was a singular example of the operation of a learning and teaching 

space, it is recommended that this analysis trigger a broader study in Seat Occupancy Factor 

dynamics led by the Division of Student Learning. It is anticipated that this study would result in 

recommendations for change in timetable process and academic pedagogy along with 

informing space planning strategy in CSU.  

 

Other considerations affecting space utilisation rates are discussed below. Many of these 

factors were highlighted in the 2014 study and have been amended where further data and 

understanding have become available:   

 

Physical Space Attributes: Learning and teaching Spaces may be poorly utilised due to 

condition, an oversupply of similar facilities, insufficient capacity, too much capacity, wrong 

location or changing teaching patterns and pedagogy causing obsolescence. The 2014 

Academic Compass Learning Environments Survey highlighted the need for improvement in 

foundational aspects of spaces relating to climate control, cleanliness, room flexibility and AV/IT 

systems that work. The survey report further discussed ongoing design principles for future 

learning and teaching spaces with a premise of flexible design being the enabler for physical 

spaces that can support a variety of pedagogies and therefore stronger academic outcomes. A 

“Hit List” of most commonly cited poor learning and teaching spaces highlighted in the survey 

has been used as a course of supplemental data when considering recommendations for 

change in this report.  Aside from the physical nature of the space, other reasons for poor 

utilisation include: 

 

Complexity through Flexibility: Students are being offered a wider range of options within 

courses, and across disciplines. As students enrol in a greater number of subject combinations, 

the difficulty of timetabling increases, and may lead to decreased utilisation. 

 

Offline Access to Lectures: Embedded technology known as CSU Replay allows for students 

to view lectures and classes at any time thus making class attendance optional. Whilst offering 

convenience, this impacts the University as a whole as this reduces the need for students to 

physically attend campus. 

 

Part-Time and Sessional Staff: Over the past decade, there has been a significant growth in 

the number of part-time and sessional (casual) staff in universities in Australia. Given the 

fluctuating nature of employment, part-time and sessional staff may not be available to deliver 

programs at all times across the University’s standard teaching hours. This reduces timetabling 

freedom and may lead to lower utilisation rates for teaching spaces. Additionally, staff 

availability may result in classes being split between times and spaces causing double-ups of 

teaching and impacting Faculty staff budgets. 
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Learning and Teaching Space Exclusivity: Granting exclusive access of rooms to Faculties 

or Schools within the University reduces the accessibility of other groups to those spaces, and 

thus reduces the flexibility of timetabling.  

 

School Managed Learning and Teaching Spaces: A number of spaces have been identified 

as being used for academic classes but not scheduled in the CSU timetable. This lack of 

visibility of learning and teaching activities provides inconsistencies in reporting of utilisation 

across the University. Adherence to CSU’s timetable policy is recommended to ensure all 

learning and teaching activities, regardless of location should be recorded in the Enterprise 

Timetable System. DFM are working with DSA and the Faculties to ensure policy compliance is 

achieved. 

 

Demand versus Supply: Of the current stock of learning and teaching spaces, analysis 

indicates in some cases, CSU currently has an oversupply of certain spaces therefore diluting 

overall utilisation. Furthermore some campuses have shortages in a particular space category 

resulting in classes being scheduled into spaces that are either too large or of the wrong type. 

 

Teaching Patterns: Particular teaching patterns that vary by School within CSU may have an 

impact on overall utilisation. For example, practical placements in programs such as teaching 

and nursing may result in periods of low utilisation, particularly when these groups have 

exclusivity over learning and teaching spaces. Additionally, the Timetabling SIP Working Party 

found that there were around 270 different patterns for teaching a subject which is indicative of 

a lack of standardisation and increased complexity that exacerbated inefficient timetabling 

practice. 
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5.0 Summary of 2015 Opportunities 

 

Opportunity Status Operational Approach 

Opportunity 01 (All Campuses): Analysis 

indicates Seat Occupancy Factor (SOF) 

results significantly impacts space utilisation 

metrics for all campuses. Deep dive study 

underway to understand issues further. 

Recommend joint project led by DSL 

involving DFM and DSA to further 

understand issue across the University and 

recommend corrective measures. 

Pending 2015 data analysis points to 

similar SOF results when 

compared to the2014 study. 

Results from deep dive study will 

be provided to Learning and 

Teaching Space Improvement 

Group with anticipated need for 

ongoing research and analysis 

resulting in operational initiatives 

for change.  

Opportunity 02 (All Campuses): Review of 

47 non-timetabled spaces that are believed 

to be used in some way for learning and 

teaching activities.  

In 

Progress 

Report outlining all spaces, current 

users and functions will be 

provided to the Learning and 

Teaching Space Improvement 

Group for review. 

Opportunity 03 (All Campuses):  Review of 

space exclusivity on all campuses to, where 

possible, allow higher levels of utilisation. 

Rules on space exclusivity to be proposed 

and added to the Timetable Policy document. 

In 

Progress 

DFM working with timetabling. 

Mapping of exclusive spaces has 

been completed. To be merged 

with 2015 OLaTSUR audit data 

with recommendations released 

mid-2015 ready for 2016 planning. 

Opportunity 04 (All Campuses):  Review of 

TEFMA utilisation benchmark figures. 

Provide a set of best practice figures by room 

type (space category) specific to the ongoing 

analysis requirements of Charles Sturt 

University. 

 

Pending  

Opportunity 05 (All Campuses):  Strategic 

review of all computer laboratory spaces 

(timetabled and non-timetabled) to ensure 

current and future demand is met. 

Investigation will also consider computer 

laboratory location and capacity to share 

resources to maximise capital investment. 

 

Pending  

Opportunity 06 (Albury-Wodonga): 

Consolidate Computer Laboratory A-753-106 

and Library Training Room A-753-107 in 

building 0753 (Nowik Learning Commons) to 

create a large collaborative computer 

laboratory similar to that of building 13 in 

Wagga Wagga.  

 

Pending Relationship to Opportunity 5 
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Opportunity Status Operational Approach 

Opportunity 07 (Bathurst): Oversupply of 

lecture theatres on campus. Options to close 

B-1295-205 OR close lecture theatres in 

building 1411 (Mansfield) B-1411-241 and B-

1411-242. 

Pending  

Opportunity 08 (Bathurst): Continue 

strategy of consolidating 20 capacity flat floor 

spaces into 40 capacity. In building 1411 

(Mansfield) merge B-1411-241 and B-1411-

242 along with B-1411-311 and B-1411-312 

into 40 capacity spaces. 

Pending  

Opportunity 09 (Bathurst): Review of other 

20 capacity spaces in building 1411 

(Mansfield) with a view to change function 

away from learning and teaching. B-1411-

215, B-1411-216, B-1411-316, B-1411-317, 

B-1411-416, B-1411-417. 

Pending Opportunities to convert spaces 

into staff amenity (dedicated video 

conference / collaborative space 

and casual / sessional staff offices. 

 

Opportunity 10 (Orange): Strategic 

objective to close building 1011. Close flat 

floor IVT space B-1011-101 in building 1011 

and relocate function to other IVT spaces on 

campus. Recommended transfer to building 

1004 O-1004-207. Identification of 2016 

savings based on DIT AV upgrade schedule. 

Pending DFM CSU Green have confirmed 

annual energy savings of $5390 

should building 1011 be closed. 

Opportunity 11 (Orange): Strategic 

objective to close building 1011. Close 

Computer Laboratory B-1011-109. Current 

space of 30 computers was timetabled a 

maximum of 12 hours /  week in Session 1 

and not scheduled at all in Session 2. DIT 

plan to commit $70k to replace computers in 

2015 along with ongoing AV upgrade costs. 

Recommend relocating function to building 

1005 Learning Commons 24 Hour Zone B-

1005-235 to create shared function. 

Achievable outcome with minimal cost or 

disruption. 

In 

Progress 

Relationship to Opportunity 5. 

Working with DIT to review 

utilisation data. DFM CSU Green 

have confirmed annual energy 

savings of $5390 should building 

1011 be closed. Alternate 

computer space already available 

in Learning Commons to cover 

students needing to relocate 

during scheduled class times. 

Opportunity 12 (Orange): Close level 1 

learning and teaching spaces in building 

1003 (Pharmacy). This covers flat floor 

spaces O-1003-101, O-1003-102 and O-

1003-103. 

Pending  

Opportunity 13 (Orange): Open up high 

quality flat floor learning and teaching spaces 

in building 1002 (Experiential Learning 

Centre). Spaces recommended are B-1002-

117 (capacity 36) and B-1002-118 (capacity 

24). 

Pending  
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Recommendation Status Operational Approach 

Opportunity 14 (Orange): Review function 

of small flat floor space in building 1003. 

Room O-1003-205 requires review to further 

understand function with a view to close if not 

required. 

Pending  

Opportunity 15 (Orange): Ensure flat floor 

spaces on level 1 of building 1005 (Learning 

Commons) can be booked at their joined 

capacity of 80 as an operable wall separates 

rooms B-1005-104 and B-1005-105.  

Pending  

Opportunity 16 (Orange): Close two of 

three lecture theatres in building 1004. 

Recommended close of two older lecture 

theatres B-1004-101 (capacity 96) and B-

1004-106 (capacity 106). 

Pending  

Opportunity 17 (Orange): Consolidate all 

lecture theatre usage building 1004 B-1004-

120 (capacity 125) and building 1006 B-

1006-205 (capacity 60) and B-1006-207 

(capacity 60). Ensure lecture theatres in 

building 1006 are available to be booked by 

all by removing any exclusivity constraints 

within the timetable. 

Pending  

Opportunity 18 (Wagga Wagga): Plan for 

closure of building 11 (Lecture Unit). This 

involves the gradual decommissioning of all 

flat floor spaces covering three rooms of a 

capacity of 14 W-11-102, W-11-209 and W-

11-210. Furthermore, the planned closure of 

all lecture theatre spaces W-11-104, W-11-

109, W-11-203 and W-11-208. 

Pending  

Opportunity 19 (Wagga Wagga): Close 

room B-10-138 in building 10 (David Morrell 

Laboratories). 

Pending  

Opportunity 20 (Wagga Wagga): 

Consolidate 20 capacity rooms in building 14 

to 40 capacity spaces. This recommendation 

covers the consolidation of B-14-101 and B-

14-102 along with B-14-116 and B-14-117. 

Pending  

Opportunity 21 (Wagga Wagga): 

Consolidate flat floor spaces in building 12 

(Keith Swan Theatre) to allow for one space 

of 60 capacity. Consolidate rooms W-12-121 

and W-12-122.  

Pending  

 

 



CSU Learning and Teaching Space 2015 Utilisation Report  Page 28 

Version 1.1 – October 2015 

6.0 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 are 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. 

 

FMCentral 

Managed by the Division of Facilities Management, FMCentral is a web-based system that 

graphically displays Archibus space data for space planning and way-finding. 

 

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. 

 

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 OLaTSUR 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. 
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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 corporate timetabling 

system used to prepare CSU’s learning and teaching timetable. 

 

TEFMA 

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

facilities management across a wide range of educational institutions. The TEFMA Space 

Planning Guidelines provide 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. 

 

7.0 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 or tutorial rooms. A Flat Floor 

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

seating. These spaces will generally contain standard multimedia equipment and lecture capture 

or Interactive Video Teaching (IVT) equipment used to deliver a consistent student learning 
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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. 

 

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). 
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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. 

 

8.0 Appendices 

8.1 Summary of 2014 Recommendations 

8.2 Comparative 2014 Utilisation, RFF and SOF Data 
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8.1. Summary of 2014 Recommendations 

Recommendation Status Operational Approach 

Recommendation 01 (All Campuses): 

Analysis indicates class attendance figures 

do not match class sizes as stipulated in 

timetable data. This trend significantly 

impacts space utilisation metrics for all 

CSU learning and teaching spaces. 

Recommend joint project between DFM, 

DSA and DSL. 

On Hold 2014 data to be analysed along-

side 2015 OLaTSUR audit data. 

Direction will be determined based 

on consolidated results and 

analysis. 

Recommendation 02 (All Campuses): To 

assess future priorities and strategy-driven 

outcomes for learning and teaching spaces, 

a comprehensive Learning and Teaching 

Space Improvement Plan be developed 

under the guidance of a Learning and 

Teaching Space Improvement Group.  

Completed Learning and Teaching Space 

Improvement Group established 

with sub teams providing input. 

Recommendation 03 (All Campuses):  

Review of space exclusivity on all 

campuses to, where possible, allow higher 

levels of utilisation. Rules on space 

exclusivity to be proposed and added to the 

Timetable Policy document. 

Ongoing DFM working with timetabling. 

Mapping of exclusive spaces has 

been completed and each is 

currently being assessed. 

Recommendation 04 (Albury-Wodonga): 

Metrics indicate the Albury-Wodonga 

Campus can consolidate its teaching 

activities into two computer laboratories 

thus freeing up one laboratory space for 

closure and re-tasking.  

Completed DFM has worked with DIT, DLS 

and DSA to consolidate computer 

laboratories on campus in 

readiness for session 1 of 2015. 

Recommendation 05 (Bathurst): Close 

Building 1299 for all learning and teaching 

functions and relocate load into the 

Mansfield Building (Building 1411) to 

increase utilisation.  

Completed DFM has facilitated the closure of 

this building with timetabling who 

have removed the building from 

the 2015 schedule. 

Recommendation 06 (Bathurst): 

Investigate more effective use of the 

Mansfield Building (1411) and consider 

merging smaller capacity rooms into larger 

spaces. 

Completed DFM has undertaken further 

analysis resulting in the merging of 

four 20 capacity rooms into two 40 

capacity rooms. Spaces ready for 

the commencement of 2015 

session 1. 

Recommendation 07 (Bathurst): Close 

Music Block (Building 1300) and relocate 

educational function to building 1454. 

Completed DFM has facilitated Faculty of 

Education approval for the 

transition of function to Building 

1411. Renovation works to 

accommodate music function have 

been finalised. Building 1300 to be 

refitted for short term office space 

for Engineering followed by HDRs. 
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Recommendation Status Operational Approach 

Recommendation 08 (Orange): Remove 

from the timetable demountable Buildings 

1019, 1020 and 1021. These spaces 

should only use for exam purposes if 

needed with a longer term goal to remove 

the buildings from campus. 

Completed Buildings have been removed from 

the 2015 timetable and closed only 

to be used for examinations and 

events as required. Building future 

will be assessed after Campus and 

Courses report released. 

Recommendation 09 (Orange): Remove 

from the timetable the meeting room in 

Administration Building (1001) and use for 

conference and meetings purposes only. 

Completed Room removed from 2015 

timetable and now bookable as 

meeting room in Outlook. 

Recommendation 10 (Orange): Consider 

rationalising existing functions within 

Building 1011 and close. Relocate 

computer laboratory and video teaching 

space to alternate spaces. 

Pending 

2015 

Report 

Ongoing planning required to free 

up targeted spaces. Plan to 

address during 2015. 

Recommendation 11 (Orange): Close 

Lecture Theatre 1 (Room 101) in Building 

1004, and remove from the timetable. 

Ensure Timetable book the 3 lecture 

theatres that are in excellent condition and 

only use Building 1004, Room 106 (Lecture 

Theatre 2) if really needed. 

Completed Lecture Theatre 1 closed and 

removed from 2015 timetable. 

Bookings placing preference to 

newer quality spaces as 

recommended. Note due to 

maintenance issues in Room 106, 

Room 101 was recommissioned to 

ensure availability of space. 

Recommendation 12 (Wagga Wagga): 

Conduct usage analysis of David Morrell 

Laboratories (Building 10), Room 138 

(Nuclear Medicine). 

On Hold Pending 2015 OLaTSUR audit 

data and outcomes of the Faculty 

of Science Laboratory Review 

commencing 2015.  

Recommendation 13 (Wagga Wagga): 

Review Engineering Building (Building 

263), Rooms 132 and 115. 

On Hold Pending 2015 OLaTSUR audit 

data and outcomes of the Faculty 

of Science Laboratory Review 

commencing 2015. Additional 

factors include Campus and 

Courses Report and recent 

changes to teaching location 

dynamics within the Science 

Precinct of the Wagga Wagga 

Campus. 

Recommendation 14 (Wagga Wagga): 

Challenge the availability of exclusively 

bookable ‘school specific’ rooms so that 

they are available to all timetabled classes. 

For example the Green Room space 

(Rooms 159, 160,161 and 162) in the 

Graham Centre Building (Building 263) and 

Room 210 (MBA Room) in the William 

Merrylees Library (Building 13).  

In 

Progress 

DFM working with timetabling. 

Mapping of exclusive spaces has 

been completed. To be merged 

with 2015 OLaTSUR audit data 

with recommendations released 

mid-2015. Changes in teaching 

dynamics within the Science 

Precinct of the Wagga Wagga 

Campus are influencing demand 

for learning and teaching spaces in 

this location. 
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Recommendation Status Operational Approach 

Recommendation 15 (Wagga Wagga): 

Renovate Lecture Unit (Building 11) to 

cater for new learning and teaching 

pedagogies in mind allowing smaller 

teaching spaces to be used as breakout 

spaces for collaborative student activities.  

Pending 

2015 

Report 

Planning to take place in 2015. 

Need to ensure Division of Student 

Learning involved to ensure new 

educational pedagogy in 

integrated into the renovation 

design. 

Recommendation 16 (Wagga Wagga): 

Review of Flat Floor spaces in Building 14 

(Rooms 101, 102, 116 and 117) to 

potentially enable the design of 

collaborative learning environments.  

Pending 

2015 

Report 

Pending 2015 OLaTSUR audit 

data. 

Recommendation 17 (Wagga Wagga): 

Opportunity to remove the Swann Lecture 

Theatre (Building 12, Room 103) from the 

timetable as there is insufficient demand for 

multiple large lecture theatres on campus.  

Completed Swann Theatre removed from 

timetable as of 2015 Session 2. 

Planning for upgrade of Wal Fife 

Theatre to provide quality large 

lecture theatre for the Wagga 

Wagga Campus. 

Recommendation 18 (Wagga Wagga): 

Lecture theatre in the Engineering Building 

(Building 263, Room 113) needs to be 

assessed in terms of ongoing requirements.  

Pending 

2015 

Report 

Pending 2015 OLaTSUR audit 

data. 

Recommendation 19 (Wagga Wagga): 

Some spaces of high quality that are 

exclusively tied to a specific school require 

assessment in terms of opening up to wider 

academic teaching. For example, Building 

21 Room 201 (Communications and 

Creative Industries Building) and Building 

30 Room 225 (Dentistry and Health 

Sciences Building). 

In 

Progress 

DFM working with timetabling. 

Mapping of exclusive spaces has 

been completed. To be merged 

with 2015 OLaTSUR audit data 

with recommendations released 

mid-2015. 
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8.2. Comparative 2014 Utilisation, RFF and SOF 

 

Figure 24 - 2014 OLaTSUR Week 14: CSU utilisation comparison between timetable and audit data 

 

 

Figure 25 - 2014 OLaTSUR Week 14: CSU Room Frequency Factor comparison between timetable and audit data 
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Figure 26 - 2014 OLaTSUR Week 14: CSU Seat Occupancy Factor comparison between timetable and audit data 
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