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The CSU Subject Working Party

The CSU Subject Working Party was instituted by Academic Senate at its April 2008 meeting. After a substantial period of research, consultation and deliberation, the Working Party presented a series of draft reports for consideration by Senate at its March and September 2009, and again in February 2010 meetings.  A final period of Faculty Consultation has followed , and the Working Party is pleased to present its final report for Senate Approval in May 2010.
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Acknowledgement is also made of the materials produced for the Working Party by Dr Nick Drengenberg from the Office of Academic Governance, and the support of both the Faculty of Education in funding the contribution of Ms Kim Booby, who provided Research Assistance to the Working Party, and RIPPLE, to which Prof. Jo-Anne Reid has been seconded during the time needed for the preparation of this Report. 

Terms of Reference

In April 2008 Senate established the CSU Subject Working Party with the following Terms of Reference. The Working Party’s brief was to recommend to the Academic Senate the definition to be approved for a CSU Subject. In establishing this definition the following factors were to be considered:

· such a definition will include specifying the total student workload expectation on a per session basis (refer to Academic Senate resolution AS 07/167, 12.12.07) (and should include breaking down the workload expectation into subject points – to enable translation per 4, 6, 8, 16, 32 …… subject points)

· subjects with practicum/clinical experience/practicals components should be considered (definitions of the terms practicum, clinical experience etc, that can be adopted by CSU should also be recommended)

· the conditions under which a subject taught by a partner can be considered a CSU subject.

The Academic Secretary drafted an Issues Paper for the consideration of the Working Party.  This formed the basis for, and informed our discussion of the issues that we saw as relevant to the Terms of Reference.  It can be found at Appendix One.

Summary of Recommendations

A number of Recommendations have been prepared for the consideration of Senate, on the basis of the deliberations of the Working Party. It should be noted that the third of these Terms of Reference, the issue of when a subject taught by a partner can be considered a CSU subject, was addressed first, as clarification of exactly what is to be understood as a CSU Subject was deemed essential as a starting point. For the purposes of this Report, and based on an understanding of subject load in relation to EFTSL, the 8 point subject has been used as the unit of reference for ‘the CSU Subject’ in this Report, and is taken as the norm in the discussion below. 

As will be argued here, the following recommendations are closely interlinked, and we believe that their discussion and acceptance by Senate will potentially initiate a significant and far-reaching review of curriculum, teaching and learning across the University. Senate’s decision to look carefully at such a taken-for-granted aspect of student life as subject workload has resulted in a Working Party that has come to understand the importance of this issue, and its centrality to many other aspects of the student experience at CSU. Our recommendations, although perhaps appearing to be instrumental on the surface, provide an opportunity for focussed and ongoing reform of curriculum and pedagogy, in ways that may not have been anticipated in the apparently ‘simple’ task of quantifying a notional norm for student workload in a CSU Subject. 

As the Working Party has found, this inquiry opens a huge ‘grey zone’ in university practice: where regulations are found to be contradictory; where questions of pedagogy remain hidden but highly influential on the amount of time a student needs to adequately engage with the content of any subject; where questions of prior knowledge can have significant impact on the amount of new reading, reflection and study a student needs to complete a subject; and where questions of assessment, and qualitative issues of ‘how well’ rather than ‘how long’ a student might work in a subject are collapsed and confused.  These questions lurk beneath the surface of all our discussions, outside of our terms of reference, but refusing to be excluded from the considerations and recommendations we make to Senate.  We believe we have addressed the Terms of Reference in the spirit of Senate’s request, but we bring a report that aims to open up, to further and continue discussion at all levels of the University – in individual staff and subject team discussions about the subjects they design, in School and Faculty Learning and Teaching Committees, in Course Committees, Academic Programs Committee and Senate itself –  issues about how we have organised, and should organise and plan our courses in ways that will best support and structure student learning and professional development.

Recommendation 1

A subject is a CSU Subject and can receive a CSU grade if CSU has governance responsibility for the subject. This does not mean that all subject elements must be developed or delivered by CSU, but that CSU must have overall responsibility for the subject, including quality assurance of each of the associated subject processes including requirements about recommended student workload.

Recommendation 2

Any subject that has a CSU code, no matter for which purpose it is to be used, should be in CASIMS. The CASIMS v2 project should allow for attributes to be identified for each subject, to capture both the principles of curriculum design that have informed subject development as well as all of the possible permutations of partner, administrative etc. subjects in accordance with other recommendations below. 

Recommendation 3

A CSU (8 point) Subject will be designed so that a student’s engagement in the specified learning assessment activities of 140-160 hours is clearly articulated. Subjects that do not conform to this range need to provide justification within the subject outline. Reasons for any variation from this standard must be included in any Subject Profile presented for approval, and all variations must be approved by the Faculty.
Recommendation 4

As part of the Academic Senate’s subject approval process, all CSU Subject profiles should be adjusted to include an indication of the prior knowledge assumed in the design of the subject, and an estimation of how many hours of student workload is involved.

Recommendation 5

CSU Subject Outlines shall contain a statement that ‘students will normally spend between 140-160 hours engaged in the learning and assessment activities provided’. Subjects that are approved with variations from this standard shall provide within the Subject Outline explicit indication of the workload expectation of the subject and reasons for the variation from the standard. 
Recommendation 6

Subject Evaluations of Teaching at CSU shall include a core question asking students to estimate the number of hours they spent on the total of all of the required activities for the subject, and the extent to which they found this adequate, above, or below the suggested time of 140-160 hrs for an 8 point subject.

Recommendation 7

The definition of workplace learning as defined by Academic Senate ((AS 10/43, 26.05.10 refers) should be adopted as a sufficient definition for practical aspects of teaching and learning that are incorporated into a CSU Subject.
Recommendation 8

Where subjects vary from the CSU standard workload by greater than 20 hours, and this is approved by the Faculty for reasons of structured attention to workplace learning requirements across a suite of subjects, so that the normal session workload for the course does not exceed 640 hours, subject profiles and outlines of all affected subjects must explain this as an element of course design.

Recommendation 9


That there is an upper limit in terms of workload expectations to be established for subjects that vary from the ‘standard’ 8 point subject definition and which contain a fieldwork expectation component without contextual course alignment, so that if a subject is to contain more than the upper limit of workload expectations hours without contextual course alignment then it must be approved as a higher subject point subject (e.g.: as a 16 point subject etc). 

Recommendation 10

That there is a lower limit in terms of workload expectations to be established for subjects that vary from the ‘standard’ 8 point subject definition without contextual course alignment, so that if a subject is to contain less than the lower limit of workload expectations hours without contextual course alignment then it must be redesigned to include sufficient workload to be approved as standard subject. 

Recommendation 11

CSU Subjects that require students to expend time and/or money to access specialist equipment or resources, or travel away from their term-time residence in order to complete the specified learning and assessment activities provided need to provide justification within the Subject Profile and the Subject Outline and such information should be included in course brochures and information.

Recommendation 12

Academic Senate will monitor the impact on and staff workloads where students take advantage of the USM to accelerate their progress by enrolling in additional subjects within one academic year. Senate will determine measures of reporting data that will identify those, and monitor the workload in those subjects that vary from the ‘standard’ subject definition.

Background

In December 2007, Senate considered a report on Student Workloads from Professor Chambers. This followed a review of provision of readings which highlighted the lack of a common understanding at CSU of expectations of the amount of reading associated with a standard subject; and the USM Project which had highlighted the fact that CSU Sessions differ in length. At this time, expectations of student workload were expressed in average hours per week, which means that unless there was some consistency in the understanding of the workload expectations of a subject at CSU, the same subject taught in differing sessions might have different total workload expectations. It was felt that a common understanding of workload expectations would allow the University to provide clearer guidance to students and academic staff; and would ensure comparability between subjects with similar point value – thus ensuring that students have sufficient time to devote to the subjects they are studying, and that they are not subject to excessive or inadequate demands on their time. In addition, promoting comparability with national and international universities was seen as an important outcome for students if this could be achieved. 

Senate determined that workload expectations should be expressed on the basis of hours per session, including class time, rather than average hours per week.  It sought advice from the Faculties and Divisions of Student Administration, Student Services and Marketing about the recommended hours per session for a standard eight point subject for consideration at the first meeting of Senate in 2008. Academic Senate suggested that 150 hours might be an appropriate student workload for a CSU Subject. In their responses, Faculties were to consider the importance of international comparability in student expectations, noting that the 44 European countries which support the Bologna process have adopted a common definition of an annual student workload as 1500-1800 hours (DGEC 2004). In CSU terms this would be 23.4 to 28 hours per subject point or 187 to 224 hours per standard subject, a workload considerably in excess of the recommendation from Senate. 

Responses were received from the Faculty of Education, the Faculty of Science, the Division of Marketing, the Division of Student Services (incorporating advice from the CSU Student Senate) and the Division of Student Administration. 

In summary, all of these sections of the University supported the notion of a CSU subject comprising 150 hrs of student workload. The Faculty of Science and the Division of Student Services (incorporating advice from the CSU Student Senate) acknowledged that such guidelines on student workloads are needed, but sought clarification on a number of issues including:
· how the proposed 150 hours per session will take into account those subjects with clinical placements and the possible implications for subjects with practical and laboratory work requirements;

· clarification that the 150 hours per session workload will be based over an average subject load of four (4) subjects; further clarification is needed around the terminology of ‘standard 8 point subject’, and whether a 16 point subject will automatically mean a 300 hour per session workload;

· consideration of how the outcome of the USM project will impact on determination of hours per session. Subject sessions currently differ in length, and the importance of ensuring equity in the academic expectations and rigour of subjects regardless of the mode or duration of the session enrolled in was stressed; 

· generalisations should be avoided that suggest that students learn, read and/or integrate concepts at the same rate. 

Division of Student Services staff, like those in the Division of Student Administration noted that staff believed it may be of benefit to also express the weekly study commitment elsewhere in subject information – possibly included in study schedules. 

Further, Student Administration staff reported that there is a problem with only expressing student workload as a per-session total, in that they:

are routinely asked to provide employers (and Centrelink) with information on study loads. Such requests specifically seek the face to face equivalent hours of student enrolment requirements per week. Frequently this has to do with study time approval for students enrolled by Distance Education. This calculation would not include any reference to private study, only compulsory lectures, tutorials and practical classes. Expressing student workload by session will not assist Student Admin at all in this process, and regardless of how the University officially defines workload, we would need to continue the current processes to meet the needs of students.

Questions of curriculum that relate to the CSU Degree Initiative recently approved by Senate were also raised as concomitant to questions of student workload. The Division of Student Services noted that the formalisation of student workload provides the ideal opportunity to re-examine course curriculum and assessment schemes to ensure that the nature of material covered, and assessment tasks expected, align appropriately with the study time commitment expected. While a guide for students regarding time commitment required for each subject would be beneficial in many areas, perhaps equally important is a clear indication of how the expected hours match the expected learning outcomes for each subject. As the response from CSU Student Senate noted:

It is very important to students that they have clearly defined study expectations. It gives students a guide to managing their time and a study framework. The majority of students have come directly from high school, where the study expectations are clearly defined. The students are aware that university study is more self-directed, but particularly in first year, they would prefer to have at least a guideline on study expectations. In addition to this, if students are aware of their study expectations, they are in a better position to be aware of lecturers who expect more than the university deems necessary. 

These responses raised a number of issues, which illuminated the scope and complexity of the issue of ‘The CSU Subject’, and informed the operation of the CSU Subject Working Party. 

 

The operation of the Working Party

The Working Party has met seven times in the period from June 2008 to May 2009, and irregularly since then to consider and revise the document in response to several rounds of consultation and feedback from Faculties and Divisions. We began with an attempt to determine if the suggested 150 hrs of student workload recommended for the CSU subject is consisted with the sector both nationally and internationally. We then compiled a brief review of relevant literature on this topic from within Australian and overseas, with the assistance of Ms Kim Booby from the Faculty of Education. Simultaneously, an investigation was made of the information available on websites and through the Academic Administration units of other Australian universities to determine some form of comparative ‘norm’ across the sector. At this time we reviewed information about Calculating Student Workloads from CSU, and the ECTS (European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System). We then followed the steps of the Bologna Tuning Process to assist us to better understand an equitable student workload calculation process, including a university-wide survey of staff and students.
In what follows we provide a summary of the results of these actions, and highlight the recommendations to Senate as a result of this work.  We note at the outset that the deliberations of the Working Party have been broad and extensive, and that the implications of our recommendations touch on almost all aspects of student life.  The notion of specifying a range of hours that Senate recommends should constitute a student ‘workload’ for a CSU subject might seem to be a simple task, but as the Working Party has discovered over many months of meeting, it is not.  Several of the recommendations we have made have moved beyond the immediate frame of the initial Terms of Reference for the Working Party. This is a result of the manner in which issues about subjects and student workload are interlinked with a range of other historical changes in study patterns and non-study demands on student time.  These include: 
· mode of study

· assessment 

· subject information 

· subject level 

· prerequisite or assumed knowledge

· workplace learning.
It seems clear that the mode and level of study imply differences in how a student might engage with the curriculum of any particular subject, and how much time is ‘required’ to complete it. There are immediate concerns about the suggestion that an attempt to define or standardise the amount of student workload in ‘a CSU subject’ must imply that there is a standard subject at CSU, and that all subjects are considered equivalent to all other subjects of equal point value in terms of how much ‘work’ a student puts in to pass them. Even superficial reflection on this will indicate that a mature-age business woman managing a flourishing children’s fashion design enterprise, who is studying, say, one introductory Marketing subject by Distance Education, may have a completely different experience of that subject from that of a first year student studying four subjects internally in the year following her HSC. Questions of assumed or pre-requisite knowledge for dealing with the content material of any given subject are immediately at issue here, and these are particularly important in relation to assessment. The number and nature of assessment tasks within CSU subjects are not consistent or necessarily even comparable within courses, levels or modes; attempting to standardise student workload becomes particularly problematic in the absence of standardised students. 

Further, it appears that there are serious difficulties in relation to workload hours in subjects that require students to spend time on fieldwork or practicum placements, professional experience, practical activities or practicum within their learning design. These issues have become inextricably connected with associated questions related to our understandings of what a CSU Subject is, where and how a subject should be conceived as part of a connected or related course of study, and what a subject/course relationship might entail from the point of view of student workload and staff expectation. 

These considerations quickly came to involve higher order questions of the relationship of the CSU subject to the CSU degree. It is in relation to this important issue that the Working Party requested the co-option of Professor Ben Bradley, convenor of the CSU Degree Initiative, to its membership.  

Defining the CSU Subject

To enable us to progress, we needed first to clarify what the University understands as a subject, and then what the available range of point values are for CSU subjects. First, we drew on the paper produced by the Office of Academic Governance (see Appendix One). At this point, the following definition of our object of inquiry, the CSU Subject, was adopted as an initial definition:

A subject is a CSU subject and can receive a CSU grade if CSU has governance responsibility for the subject. This does not mean that all subject elements must be developed or delivered by CSU, only that CSU must have overall governance responsibility for the subject, including appropriate quality assurance of each of the associated subject processes. All CSU subjects would have a CSU subject code, although some non-CSU subjects could also have these, but they would not have a grade assigned, only credit.

In establishing this definition, however, the working party needed also to consider the fact that, while such a definition can accommodate the specification of the total student workload expectation on a per session basis, including the workload expectation for subjects with different subject points, as per the Terms of Reference there are there are certain anomalies with the CSU system that complicate any definition of a Subject and its notional student workload. 

We discussed the following types of subjects that are currently offered to students, noting that there may well be other subjects that exist of which members of the Working Party are unaware, and that are not covered by these definitions:

“Normal subjects”
These are subjects that are offered in a traditional style of lectures, study guides, tutorials, learning tasks, assignments etc., on campus, DE or mixed mode.

“Normal-Mix Subjects”
These are subjects that comprise a combination of a ‘normal subject’ and professional practice eg: teaching practicum subjects.

“Non Award Subjects”
Non award subjects have traditionally been those that have not counted towards an award, and have been graded satisfactory/unsatisfactory. These have usually been bridging or enabling subjects, such as those offered through Study Link. They may be subjects that are taught externally through an external body such as TAFE, where students enrol with CSU but complete the subject with TAFE.  

“Administrative or Dummy Subjects”
These subjects function as placeholders for enrolment or are used to track enrolments etc.  Most administrative subjects are not entered into CASIMS (e.g. the XLV (leave of absence) subject and XDF (deferment) subject), but some are (e.g. subjects used to enrol research higher degree students and Study Abroad subjects). 

Some unique subject arrangements were noted such as subjects in the Bachelor of Business Studies (which involve students undertaking TAFE subjects whilst enrolled at CSU) and in the Master of Commerce (where arrangements are in place for students to undertake CPA subjects that are then graded as CSU subjects). 

It seems that there is a range of subjects that are not taught at all, but have been ‘invented’ to fill administrative functions related to the management of student progress in accordance with existing regulations. These raise a set of complex and confusing issues in relation to the definition of a CSU Subject, and student workload. Our CASIMS system contains the following statement related to point value, for instance:  
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'SUBJECT GUIDELINES

Point value

fiption For award subjects, point values may be 0, 2, 4, 8, or whole number multples of 8
Point value is not ascribed to non-award subjects, but load is indicated in terms of its
equivalence to standard point values (see also Guidelines below).

idelin The point value should be indicatve of the amount of work invohved in the subject
relative to a nommal workload.  The normal workload for a full ime student is 32 points
per session. For non-award subjects, select the point value to which the load for the
subject is equivalent

Created by Proposing School
Approved by Faculty Board
erable Not alterable; fthis field s to be changed. a new subject must be created

Note: if the point value which is selected at the commencement of this subject profil has been included in any
accompanying course documents which are in process and this point value is subsequently changed
during the development of this profile, then the point value must also be amended i the folowing fieds in
those accompanying course documents in process: Course structure, Enrolment pattem. For al other fields in
an accompanying course document, changing the point value in the Subject profie during the
development’/approval of this profe willresult in automatic updating in those course document fields in which
the subject has been listed





It is clear that if the point value “should be indicative of the amount of work involved in the subject relative to a normal workload”, then 0 point subjects, which, by definition, involve no workload, serve an administrative function only, as in the example below, where a student does not actually enrol in the subject listed:

	Session 
	Subject Code 
	Subject Name 
	Points 
	Grade 
	Mode 
	Campus 

	2005 70
	XLV0000
	Approved Leave of Absence
	0
	***
	I
	B


Administrative or ‘dummy’ subjects generally have no real enrolments. They are used for a variety of purposes, such as to control and monitor online enrolment or to track enrolment in research higher degrees. As the paper prepared for the Working Party for the Office of Academic Governance suggests: 

Non-award subjects are already contained within CASIMS. To significantly assist in the administration of subjects at CSU it would be helpful if all subjects were listed in CASIMS, even those which are to have no enrolments (‘dummy’ subjects), those which will be partner subjects but part of a CSU course, with a CSU code etc. In other words any subject that is to have a CSU code, no matter for which purpose it is to be used, should be in CASIMS. The CASIMS v2 project should then allow for attributes to be identified for each subject, to capture all of the possible permutations of partner, administrative etc. subjects. (Drengenberg 2008)

The Working Party notes its agreement with this point and on this basis agreed to exclude subjects that are not actually taught by CSU from our deliberations. Only subjects in which a student actually enrols, receives study material (whether internal or DE), is assessed and is awarded a grade are considered in these deliberations, although our recommendation in relation to the definition of a CSU Subject goes beyond this. 

Recommendation 1

A subject is a CSU Subject if CSU has governance responsibility for the subject. This does not mean that all subject elements must be developed or delivered by CSU, but that CSU must have overall governance responsibility for the subject, including appropriate quality assurance of each of the associated subject processes including requirements about recommended student workload.

Recommendation 2

Any subject that has a CSU code, no matter for which purpose it is to be used, should be in CASIMS. The CASIMS v2 project should allow for attributes to be identified for each subject, to capture both the principles of curriculum design that have informed subject development as well as all of the possible permutations of partner, administrative etc. subjects in accordance with other recommendations below.  
What is student workload like in other Australian universities?

The next task of the Working Party was to respond to the Senate proposal that the CSU Subject should involve a notional workload of 150 hours. Given the initial interest in allowing international comparisons to be made between student workload within the range of Australian degrees and diplomas, an initial investigation was made of the information available on websites and through Academic Administration Units of other Australian universities.  This was aimed at determining some form of comparative ‘norm’ across the sector. The table below summarises this information, and illustrates the range of difference and approaches within the Australian context.

Table 1: Australian University survey: student workload in hours

	UNIVERSITY:
	EXPECTED TOTAL STUDENT WORKLOAD PER SUBJECT
	EXPECTED TOTAL STUDENT WORKLOAD PER YEAR
	EXPECTED STUDENT WORKLOAD IN FIELDWORK SUBJECTS
	HOW ARE STUDENTS NOTIFIED OF WORKLOADS?

	Australian Catholic University 
	10cp=between 3-6 contact hrs/wk: 36-72hrs(contact)/sem
	80cp=between 288-576hrs (contact)
	
	

	Australian National University 
	6cp=10-12hrs/wk:120-144hrs/sem
	48 cp=480-576hrs
	
	

	Bond University
	1 subject = 10cp = 10hrs: 120hrs/sem
	120cp/yr(3 semesters=1200 hrs
	120-140hrs
	Academic handbook

	Central Qld University 
	Not available
	Not available
	
	

	Charles Darwin University 
	10cp=10-12hrs/wk:120-144hrs/sem
	80cp=(approx)1056hrs
	
	

	Curtin University of Technology
	Approx. 15hrs/wk contact (depending on course):approx. 180hrs/sem
	Approx. 360hrs (contact)
	
	

	Deakin University
	1cp=3hrs/wk (contact hrs):36hrs(contact)/sem


	8cp=288hrs (Contact)
	
	

	Edith Cowan University 
	10hrs/wk (approx):approx 120hrs/sem
	960hrs (approx)
	
	

	Flinders University
	30hrs/unit: approx 120hrs/sem                                                                                                                                                                                    
	240hrs
	Varies in each faculty
	Listed in topic information

	Griffith University
	10cp=10hrs/wk(13): 130hrs/sem
	80cp = 1040hrs
	
	Handbook/

course guide

	James Cook University 
	3cp(10-12 hrs/wk): 120-144hrs/sem
	24cp(approx)1040 hrs
	
	Listed as part of subject code

	La Trobe University
	1cp=10hrs; 1 unit=15cp(150hrs/sem)
	1200 hrs(120cp)
	
	Outline

	Macquarie University
	3cp=9hrs/wk (some 4cp – max 14cp/semester):108hrs/sem
	24cp = 864 hrs
	1 unit=3hrs/wk
	

	Monash University
	6cp=12hrs/wk=144hrs/sem
	48cp=1152hrs
	
	

	Murdoch University
	4cp=  3- 8hrs (contact)/

wk=36t-96hrs (contact)/sem
	32cp= 288 -768hrs (contact/sem)
	
	

	Qld University of  Technology 
	12cp = 3hrs(contact):36hrs/sem (contact)
	96cp=288hrs (contact)
	
	

	RMIT University
	Approx 4hrs per 12cp(not more than 48hrs p/w total):48hrs/sem
	96cp=approx 768hrs
	
	Course guide

	Southern Cross University 
	1 unit =10hrs/wk =120hrs/sem
	8units=960hrs
	
	

	Swinburne University of Technology
	12.5cp=24hrs (formal contact hrs not to exceed 312hrs/semester)
	100cp =1200hrs (min)
	
	

	The University of Adelaide
	3cp=12hrs/wk:144hrs/sem
	24units=1152hrs
	
	

	The University of Ballarat
	1cp=10hrs/wk=600hrs/teaching period
	120cp=1200hrs
	
	L& Teach’g h’book

	The University of Canberra
	3cp=approx 40hrs(contact)/sem
	24cp=960hrs
	
	

	The University of Melbourne
	12.5cp=10hrs/wk=120hrs/sem(approx)
	100cp=960hrs
	
	

	University of New England 
	5cp=approx 5hrs/wk (contact): approx 60hrs/sem (contact)
	40cp=480hrs(contact)
	
	

	University of NSW 
	6cp=12hrs/wk (approx)for 14wks=168hrs/sem
	48cp=1344hrs
	
	

	University of Newcastle
	10cp=120-140hrs/sem
	80cp=960-1120hrs
	
	

	University Notre Dame Australia 
	Varies – 1 unit=3hrs: 36hrs/sem
	Varies – 288hrs
	No standard unit load
	

	University of Queensland
	2units = 10hrs/wk:120hrs/sem
	16 units = 1040hrs
	
	

	University of South Australia 
	4.5cp=157hrs/sem (14 weeks)
	36cp=1256hrs
	
	

	University Southern Queensland 
	1 unit=160-175hrs/sem (13 weeks)
	8 units=1280-1400
	
	

	University of the Sunshine Coast 
	12cp=approx 3hrs (contact):36hrs/sem
	96cp=288hrs(contact)
	
	

	University of Sydney
	6cp unit=9hrs/wk (min):108hrs/sem
	48cp = 936hrs
	
	Subject outline

	University of Tasmania
	No set workload - Varies depending on mode/subject
	Varies depending on mode/subject
	Varies by mode/subject
	

	University of Technology Sydney 
	6cp=12 hrs/week (average): 144hrs/sem
	48cp (average) = 1248hrs
	DEST cp value
	

	University of Western Australia 
	6cp =12hr/wk(average): 144hrs/sem
	48cp = 1248hrs (average)
	
	Handbook

	University of Western Sydney 
	10cp unit = 10hrs/wk:120hrs/sem
	80cp = 1040hrs
	10cp (no hours stated ) 
	Subject outlines

	University of Wollongong 
	6cp = 12hrs/wk:144hrs/sem
	48cp = 1248hrs
	
	On  subject database

	Victoria University 
	1cp=1hr x 12wks 

1 unit=12cp = 12hrs:144hrs/sem
	96cp = 1152hrs
	
	


(Prepared for the Working Party by Kim Booby, 2008)

It appears from Table 1 that there is a ‘practice norm’ across Australian universities that structures blocks of 12 teaching weeks per semester, with only three exceptions (UNSW, UniSA and USQ) indicating that they have teaching terms of 13 or 14 weeks duration. Although Universities have not responded in a uniform format, this table provides useful information for our own benchmarking on the issues raised in our Terms of Reference.  

It appears that many universities report student work hours per week as well as per semester, and given the response from the Division of Student Administration above, this may be a necessary consequence of current DEEWR reporting processes. ACU, ANU, Charles Darwin, Murdoch, Deakin, Macquarie and the University of Notre Dame, for instance, publicly report only contact hours per week/semester, which means that the question of the overall amount of time a student has to devote to individual study may be left as a matter of individual choice. 

It is clear that given the lack of standardisation in this matter, we can make only general suggestions about the Senate proposals for the CSU Subject to require about 150 hours of student work. This time allocation appears to fall within the average range of student workload expected across the sector. What is also clear from the limited information we were able to collect in relation to sector norms, is that most universities do not appear to have addressed questions of the relative student work load involved in subjects requiring practicum, laboratory or fieldwork, with Bond, Macquarie, UTS and UWS stating that the there is no variation or allowance for additional hours in such subjects, while Tasmania and Flinders note that these subjects do vary from their internal norms.

While we go on to address some of these issues below, the Recommendation that all CSU Subject profiles should contain a statement that students will normally spend between 140-160 hours engaged in the learning and assessment activities provided would seem to ensure that the CSU Subject is comparable to those in other Australian institutions. Further, the Recommendations that precede and link to this can be seen to place CSU quality procedures at the forefront of Australian institutions in ensuring that clear and open indications of notional student workload are both factored in to the design of the subject and explicitly communicated to students as part of their course materials.

Recommendation 3

A CSU (8 point) Subject will be designed so that a student’s engagement in the specified learning and assessment activities of 140-160 hours is clearly articulated. Subjects that do not conform to this range need to provide justification within the subject outline. Reasons for any variation from this standard must be included in any Subject Profile presented for approval, and all variations must be approved by the Faculty.

Recommendation 4

As part of the Academic Senate’s subject approval process, all CSU Subject profiles should be adjusted to include an indication of the prior knowledge assumed in the design of the subject, and an estimation of how many hours of student workload is involved.

Recommendation 5

CSU Subject Outlines shall contain a statement that ‘students will normally spend between 140-160 hours engaged in the learning and assessment activities provided’. Subjects that are approved with variations from this standard shall provide within the Subject Outline explicit indication of the workload expectation of the subject and reasons for the variation from the standard. 

The Working Party notes that Senate’s acceptance of these Recommendations has clear implications for subject learning design, and acknowledges the importance of addressing student perceptions of academic workload as they attempt to juggle the competing demands placed on their time by different subjects, responsibilities of work and family, and the need to retain activities for health and leisure within their daily lives. This issue of how students perceive the demands of academic workload has received significant attention in the research literature, as the following section illustrates. 

What does the literature on student perceptions of academic workload tell us?

The survey results in Table 1, above, provide useful information on the ways that Universities perceive, and communicate, understandings of student workload at the subject level.  In this section, we now go on to provide a brief contextual overview of recent research literature focussed on questions of student workload. Amid the substantial body of literature concerned with questions of learning and teaching in higher education, there has been consistent attention to consideration of those factors that influence student engagement and participation in the learning experiences designed as higher education curriculum.  It is generally accepted that there is a range of factors external to the student herself, including curriculum design, practices of assessment and context or mode of delivery that can lead students to engage at either a ‘deep’ or a ‘surface’ level with content material (Biggs 1993). This distinction differentiates between the high-quality learning outcomes associated with deep learning, required for novice professionals to be able to apply knowledge to new problems and situations in the field, and the more shallow, functional approach of surface learning that is primarily assessment driven, and concerned with content coverage rather than understanding.  This is a serious issue for a university like ours whose espoused mission to prepare high quality professionals requires us, almost by definition, to eschew a notion of ‘Ps mean degrees’, if passing grades can be achieved through surface learning.  

Key to any consideration of deep student engagement in any content, though, is the fact that engagement necessarily involves an investment of time. Ramsden (1992) claimed that student approaches to learning are influenced by their perception of curriculum matters, such as assessment, mode of teaching, relevance of course material and workload.  As he notes (1992 p. 63): “Students respond to the situation they perceive, and it is not necessarily the same situation that we have defined. It is imperative to be aware of this routine divergence between intention and actuality in higher education teaching.”  After a six year study of student perceptions of university workload, Dixon et al. (2009) concluded that: 


Both the qualitative and the quantitative data corroborate a disturbing lack of genuine appreciation in the past, by tertiary institutions, of the immense workload issues associated with the courses held in their charge, especially to students who have the extra responsibilities of work and family to cope with.  Furthermore, student perceptions of frustration with assessment, its authenticity, relevance and especially the distribution of workloads in group work, point to the necessity of the consideration of new and effective strategies by academics to overcome these difficulties. 

There seems to be considerable agreement in the literature that considerations of student workload as an issue, is both complex and contradictory. Kember & Leung’s (1998) study of influences on students’ perceptions of workload found that there was little correlation between student academic achievement and perceived workload, for instance, noting that “GPA seems to have surprisingly little influence upon perception of workload” (p.305).  Students who used a ‘reproductive’, surface, approach to their learning, however, were “more likely to perceive the workload as high” (p.305).  Kember & Leung also found that English language ability affects the perceptions that students have of workload in any subject or course, and that “class hours contribute more to perceptions of overload than independent study hours”. They conclude that:

where students use  a reproducing approach, there is likely to be the perception that workload is heavy, ... the prevalence of students using a reproducing approach is a function of the course design and the teaching and learning environment.  Factors such as a factually oriented course ... a reproductive assessment regime …, didactic teaching …and over-formal academic departments can all induce students to employ a reproducing approach.  (Kember & Leung 1998, p. 305-6)  

Kember (2004) has more recently reported on the results of an experiment in which Hong Kong university students were given diaries to record their workload. After analysing the resulting data, one of his concluding statements, pertinent to our consideration of the CSU Subject, is as follows:

for workload, student perceptions are more important than measures of time spent in class and studying independently. This is not to say that the latter are of no consequence – working for longer hours does make students feel tired and influence perceptions of workload. Students are prepared to work long hours for courses which are well designed and taught-though there is a limit. Piling the work on will eventually become counter-productive as students resort to short cuts and undesirable study approaches to cope with excessive demands. (2004, p. 182)

An even more recent study of students’ experiences concerning course workload and factors enhancing and impeding their learning, aimed at resourcing thinking about quality enhancement in teaching and curriculum planning (Ruohoniemi & Lindblom-Ylänne 2009), draws on a large range of studies that led to the conclusion that: 

Factors such as a high number of class contact hours, a surface approach to learning, difficulties in distinguishing key concepts from supporting material, effort and not leading to success and other forms of stress may lead a student to feel overloaded. (Ruohoniemi & Lindblom-Ylänne 2009, p. 70)

A decade earlier, Kember & Leung (1998, p. 294) had noted the difficulty facing teachers and curriculum designers attempting to incorporate new content into already packed courses that do not contain any extraneous material that might be removed.  They described the situation where lecturers react to rapid developments in changing field content “by adding more material or by shifting to more didactic teaching methods to allow greater time to cover content. […] It can often be through this less formal part of the curriculum that the workload pressures most strongly emerge.” This type of approach can lead to “undesirable learning outcomes” which occur via students’ use of “superficial learning” by simply attempting to memorise enough material to pass the exam, rather than engaging with the content and learning in a more active way.

Ruohoniemi & Lindblom-Ylänne, (2009) noted that a recurring theme is that a high number of class hours often leads to a ‘surface approach’ to learning which affects a students’ engagement in their learning. A seemingly endless load of work or large numbers of assessments/pracs/lab sessions add to this sense of being overwhelmed, and hence to perceived (and possibly inflated) estimation of workload hours. The surface approach to learning, as opposed to a deep approach to learning, means that a student is ‘trying to keep their head above water’. Their learning environment becomes unsatisfactory, and is related to a “lack of prior knowledge, lack of intrinsic interest in their study tasks and to students’ perception of the learning environment as unsatisfactory” (p. 70). At the same time, they found that perceived workload was also higher in students who felt they needed to do a lot of independent study (more than they were used to (p. 76).

CSU’s own Assessment Policy (G1.1 of the Academic Manual) discusses staff and student workloads, noting that “research indicates that over assessment increases the likelihood of student dropout rates and adversely affects the quality of learning and teaching that takes place,” and makes two pertinent points for our consideration here.  First, it notes that, “as time is finite, assessment requirements shall take into account that the total amount of preparation, attendance and assessment work expected for a student averaged across a session should be not more than one quarter of a full workload per eight point subject per week” (4.3).  Second, it recommends that “marks allocated will normally indicate to students the approximate proportion of student time devoted to assessable tasks that is expected to be allocated to preparation for and presentation of each assessment task”(4.4).

From this brief overview, then, it becomes apparent that there are many variables affecting students’ and teachers’ perceptions of what constitutes a workload. Subsequently, what appears to be a heavy workload to one student or staff member may not be so unmanageable to another.

How can student workload in a CSU subject be usefully conceived?

In order to establish a position from which we are confident to make recommendations to Senate on the CSU Subject, we considered our own progress in terms of the four steps outlined in the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System and Diploma Supplement. As the ECTS guidelines (DGEC 2004, p. 9) note, several approaches for determining student workload in higher education courses are being developed across Europe, including the “Tuning Educational Structures in Europe”, project. This project focuses on learning outcomes and general (generic) competences and subject related competences. It shows that approaches to teaching, learning and assessment have an impact on workload. It identifies a four step approach for determining student workload, which we have adapted from the European context in the following manner: 
Step I. Clarifying an understanding of subjects

The workload of a subject is based on the total number of tasks a student is expected to do as part of the overall programme of study. These tasks are defined with a view to the learning outcomes to be achieved, and the time (work hours) a student needs to achieve them. For example, Senate has recommended that an 8 point subject allows for around 150 hours of work of a typical student, and we have worked with this understanding of a CSU Subject.

Step II. Estimating student workload

Each subject is based on a number of educational activities. They can be defined by considering the following aspects:

· types of courses: lecture, seminar, research seminar, exercise course, practical, laboratory work, guided personal study, tutorial, independent studies, internship, placement or ‘stage’, fieldwork, project work, etc.

· types of learning activities: attending lectures, performing specific assignments, practising technical or laboratory skills, writing papers, reading books and papers, learning how to give constructive criticism of the work of others, chairing meetings, etc.

· types of assessment: oral examination, written examination, oral presentation, test, paper, portfolio, thesis, report about an internship, report on fieldwork, continuous assessment, etc.

Teachers estimate the time required to complete the activities foreseen for each course unit or module. The workload expressed in time should match the number of points available for the subject. Teachers must develop suitable strategies to use to optimise outcomes in the time available.

Step III. Checking the estimated workload through student evaluations

There are different methods to check whether the estimated student workload is correct. The most common method is the use of questionnaires to be completed by students, either during the learning process or after the completion of the course.

Step IV. Adjustment of workload and/or educational activities

The outcome of the monitoring process or an updating of the course content might lead to an adjustment of the workload and/or the type of educational activities of the subject. An adjustment of workload and/or activities is required anyway when the monitoring process reveals that the estimated student workload does not correspond to the actual workload (adapted from DGEC 2004, p. 9).

Step I   Determining course units

We attempted a version of Step I (introducing a consistent understanding of course units [CSU subjects]) in order to address our major brief: to recommend to the Academic Senate the definition to be approved for a CSU Subject.
We began with a focus on understanding the 8 point subject as our unit of analysis at the level of course unit. Working with the DEEWR definition of EFTSL, we were able to clarify the notion of a standard subject in terms of 0.125 of an EFTSL. An EFTSL is a measure of the study load, for a year, of a student undertaking a course of study on a full time basis. In CSU terms, this means 64 points of study (normally eight, eight point subjects) equals one EFTSL.
EFTSL is the mechanism used by DEEWR to calculate the relative weighting of subjects.  As the chart above indicates, different universities structure courses and subjects in different ways. CSU’s standard subject is eight points, while another university’s standard subject might be six points, and so on.  Consequently, a six point subject at one university is not necessarily equivalent to a six point subject at another university. In the examples below, for instance, all standard subjects have the same EFTSL despite their varying point value. However, a six point subject from University B has a heavier weighting than a six point subject from University A, which in turn has a heavier weighting than a six point subject from CSU.

Table 2 Defining the standard subject

	Institution
	Standard subject points
	Subjects

per session
	Subject points

per year
	Standard subject EFTSL
	Six point subject EFTSL

	CSU
	8
	4
	64
	0.125
	0.09375

	University A
	6
	4
	48
	0.125
	0.125

	University B
	4
	4
	32
	0.125
	0.1875


(Adapted from documentation provided to the CSU Working Party by Nina Clemson 2008)

From this position, and returning again to Table I, we can see that on ECTS calculations, regardless of the point value ascribed in different Australian universities, none can be seen to be equivalent to the standard European EFTSL, which is equivalent to 1500 workload hours. An equivalent Australian subject load would thus be 0.125 of that amount, or 187.5 hrs. As evident in the earlier Table 1, there are no Australian universities which report this understanding of a subject’s hours. Curtin’s recommendation of 180 hrs per semester per subject, USQ’s 175 hrs per semester per subject, and UNSW’s 168 hrs per semester per subject, are the closest approximations to a European equivalence, with most suggesting 144hrs per semester per subject as their recommended advice to students.

We note that, at this rate, full time Curtin students will be expected to work 60 hrs/week over their 12 week semester, USQ students will be working 53 hrs/ week over their 13 week semester, and UNSW students will be working a 48 hr week over their 14 week semester.  Here at CSU, with the USM calendar, in which Autumn and Spring session will have 12 teaching weeks and 14 learning weeks, planned for introduction at CSU in 2010, full time students will be expected to work 42 hrs/week in Autumn and Spring, and 46 hrs/week in Summer. Such a workload might be seen as assuming that this is the full-time work of a student, and in this case these expectations should be made very clear to students well in advance of study, so that they can make informed choices about their time management in relation to work and study.

Senate has requested advice on a specification of the total student workload expectation including breaking down the workload expectation into subject points – to enable translation per 4, 6, 8, 16, 32 subject points, and so on.  In a discussion of ‘How EFTSL could be applied to the CSU Subject’, the Working Party considered information provided by the Division of Planning and Audit.  This noted that as EFTSL is a mechanism designed to calculate the relative weighting between different subject models it can also be applied to factors such as the expected workload.  This could be achieved by calculating workload based on a standard eight point subject and simply multiplying the result by eight to achieve a per EFTSL value prior to documenting the workload definition.  The ‘per EFTSL’ workload could then be used to calculate the workload for current non-eight point subjects and the workload of subjects.

An EFTSL can be seen to be the FT study load of a student, as well as the University. We worked with this formula to calculate workload for current non-eight point subjects with the Senate recommended workload of 150 hrs per subject. 

· EFTSL for 8 point subject = 150 hrs
Workload per annual EFTSL = 150hrs x8 = 1200 hrs

Workload per session: 1200hrs/2 = 600hrs

This means that the following calculations of workload for a CSU Subject if a range of point values can be made:

· EFTSL for 0 point subject = 0 
Workload for a 0 point subject = 0 hours  

· EFTSL for 2 point subject = 0.03125
Workload for a 2 point subject = 1200 * 0.03125 = 37.5 hours  

· EFTSL for 4 point subject = 0.0625
Workload for a 2 point subject = 1200 * 0.0625 = 75 hours  

· EFTSL for 6 point subject = 0.09375
Workload for a 2 point subject = 1200 * 0.09375 = 112..5 hours  

· EFTSL for 12 point subject = 0.1875
Workload for a 12 point subject = 1200 * 0.1875 = 225 hours 

· Workload for a 16 point subject = 300 hours 

· Workload for a 32 point subject  = 600 hours 

Step 2  Estimating student workload

At this point in the process, Faculty and Divisional representatives on the Working Party moved to estimate the time required to complete the activities foreseen for a sample internal and DE subject from each faculty.  We chose Level 2 subjects for consistency, and asked members of each Faculty to estimate the time needed for the readings, assessment and learning tasks outlined in a sample Subject Outline. Even this brief analysis allowed us to see quickly that our calculations at Step 2 of the ECTS workload calculation process would suggest that there is little consistency with regard to the estimated student workload for CSU subjects. It did, however, appear that the estimated workloads can be seen to be above the Australian practice norm of about 144 hrs per subject, with our sample of 5 subjects ranging from 149 hrs [DE subject] to 199 hrs (Internal subject).

The trial estimation bore out anecdotal suggestions that DE subjects have lighter loads than internal subjects, and that students can complete them successfully with less work/time. There was discussion within the Working Party that the now almost ubiquitous online learning and teaching environment at CSU may be changing the ‘minimal package’, of readings and assessment that has been seen to lead to the test culture of some DE subjects. In making our trial estimates, members noted the following issues in relation to Subject Outlines and student workload expectations:

· There appear to be inconsistent or unrealistic expectations of students in some subjects;

· There is a need for research on the number of hours students take to complete subjects;

· There appears to be poor quality of assessment design in some subjects, including the lack of correlation between the size of an assessment task and its value in terms of its contribution towards the overall marks for the subject e.g.: a 3000 word assignment which is worth 15% of the overall marks for the subject;

· There is inconsistency between DE and on campus expectations and workloads;

· There appears to be a gap in thinking about how to calculate workload in different types of subjects e.g.: how do you calculate workload in a number-based subject (such as mathematics or accounting etc) as opposed to a word-based subjects (such as English or history);

· There appear to be significant hidden (knowledge) demands of some learning tasks, which are not necessarily factored into a subject or assessment task e.g.: where completion of an assessment task may require the student to learn a new software program;

· Discrepancies in the weighting assigned to assessment items need to be reviewed;

· There is a need to ensure that assessment tasks relate to learning objectives;

· There is a need to reassess the level of thinking that is required for an assessment task and to include that in the estimation of the time it will take to complete it and the weighting to be assigned to the task. For example, a 3000 word assignment in which a student is asked to describe something takes less time to complete than a 1200 word assignment in which the student needs to critically analyse something.

While is not unusual that close scrutiny of any Subject Outline will produce questions and concerns about pedagogy and assessment practice such as those noted here, or that such an exercise is a valuable source for rich discussions about teaching and learning, the Working Party notes that such critical reflection is not a regular part of the subject revision process, and that Senate’s adoption of the recommendations we make here may in fact stimulate a significant and beneficial round of such ‘grass-roots’ professional development for academic staff as they work to address requirements related to explanations of student workload in Subject Outlines. Though we make no recommendation that Subject Outlines should contain information on the breakdown of recommendations about student work time across the various aspects of a subject’s learning design, we consider (and several staff members noted in their responses to the CSU Subject Survey that is discussed in the next section) that the simple exercise of tallying expectations can encourage review and revision. 

Step 3  Checking the estimated workload through student evaluations

The ECTS acknowledges that there are different methods to check whether estimations of student workload are accurate. The most common method is the use of questionnaires to be completed by students, either during the learning process or after the completion of the course. This is the method applied in the Hong Kong case reported above by Kember (1998).

The Working Party member from the Division of Student Administration began the Step 3 process of checking student estimations of workload by collecting informal responses to questions from Student Liaison Officers working with DE students studying Level 2 subjects.  From 10 such responses gathered in this way, the student self-calculations ranged from 7hrs/week to 12 hrs /week for one subject. 

This raised the issue of ‘how many weeks’ are understood as study weeks at CSU, and led to discussion of the implication of the USM on the calculation of student subject workload. The Working Party considered a number of issues important for understanding student workload in the context of the change to a USM. First, and working from the approved calendar, we defined an academic session as 14 (learning) weeks for modelling purposes. There was a suggestion that some subjects may ‘leak’ into S3 in USM, or that some courses (for example in Nursing) begin early with a pre-session residential school. This led to a decision that subject workload time is to be seen as constant regardless of flexible ad hoc arrangements – and that students need to be advised that there are costs in late enrolment and subject changes in relation to catch up time 
A suggestion that the USM may result in more equal spread of assessment over duration of the Session led to a more detailed discussion of assessment in relation to student workload, and the issue of plagiarism was raised in this regard. It was suggested that anecdotal evidence from staff and students confirms that many students are involved in plagiarism, with a strong suggestion that plagiarism occurs when low achieving or struggling students are put under pressure because of poor time management. It was noted that higher achieving students have been found to strategically plagiarise previous years’ assessed papers in order to benefit from marker feedback.

Another issue was the possibility that we had made over-generous estimations in our calculations of the time students spent on readings. There was a consensus that students do not normally read ALL readings provided in a subject. They tend to read strategically, so that a more realistic assessment of reading time may actually indicate fewer student workload hours. It seemed clear that students require less time when readings cover concepts and material that is already familiar to them – and thus that there is a need to ensure that challenge remains in higher level subjects, and that students are not repeating earlier material.

It was clear that this informal estimation, while raising many key issues about the nature and structure of student learning in the CSU Subject, could only give a very general sense of what we thought the workload involved for students would be, and so it was decided to devise a survey of students and staff to check our estimations. There were fears among the Working Party that students may ‘over-claim’ time spent in fear of the University increasing demands that are already hard to meet, that students were claiming they are over-surveyed at that time, and that the national AUSSE survey may well contain the information we needed without a new survey. However, as we examined the AUSSE data, we found that, while it is useful to gauge CSU norms against national and internal benchmarks, it did not enable us to answer the question of how long students were spending on engaging with the activities provided for them with the curriculum of a CSU subject, including practicum, field and laboratory work. Further, a student member of the Working Party advised that students were noting strong concerns re emerging information about USM – with some suggesting that shorter sessions mean their courses are being impoverished – and so it was hoped that the survey might help ameliorate these concerns by promoting discussion about the issue.

The Student workload survey 1- qualitative feedback 

A student workload survey was developed for volunteer students and staff – and widely advertised through What’s New and News, Subject and Course forums, Faculty Boards, the HOS committee and Course Coordinator networks. The goal of the survey was to gain information about student workload independently of USM considerations, in order to ensure that CSU subjects and courses provide similar levels of quality teaching and learning over similar time frames (see Survey instrument at Appendix Two, and a summary of results at Appendices Three, Four and Five.)

Participants indicated their consent to take part in this research by completing and returning the survey form. Individual research participants were not identified. Students were asked to identify as studying Internally or by DE. Staff members were required to identify subjects they have designed only by faculty, mode and level. 

In this section we report the results of the survey distributed to all CSU staff and students with a view to determine a) how much time teaching staff expected students, both distance education and on-campus, and b) how much time students (both distance education and on-campus) believed they actually spent on each subject per semester. The qualitative responses that were received are attached at Appendix Three.

Staff estimations of student workload

There were over 60 staff responses, covering approximately 140 subjects. In summary, the amount of student work time expected by staff per subject within a semester ranged from 54 hours through to 505.2 hours. It should be noted that for some of these subjects there were practical/residential components included in the estimation. The average time expected per subject per semester is 144.8 hours. While this average appears to generally conform with the Senate-recommended 150 hrs workload, the Working Party noted that the range of expectation here is very large, and indicates a significant need to ensure that Senate discusses the issue of consistency across the University with regard to student subject load, and that, should the recommendations of this Working Party be accepted, a process for the ongoing monitoring of student perception of workload in subjects should be introduced.

The Working Party’s discussion centred strongly around the fact that time is finite – and that staff expectations of students that exceed a sensible time recommendation are unacceptable, as this can result in students becoming overloaded and unable to devote the appropriate time to other subjects being studied concurrently. However the complexity of these issues is captured in some of the written responses from staff members that accompanied the survey form. As the following examples indicate, staff respondents made a serious engagement with the issue, and the importance of these questions being understood as predominantly issues of pedagogy rather than administration.

I use the forum as an on-line tutorial for distance students. Their participation forms part of their assessments. Time allocated to reading subject materials etc will vary. Reading subject material will dominate at first, research for and writing assignments will take more time later as date for submission draws nearer. I consider nine hours a week reasonable to ask a full-time undergraduate student to devote to this subject in order to achieve a satisfactory result.

It’s a difficult question, given that I know some of my DE students take much longer than a couple of hours to work through the set chapters each week, and some of my on campus students complete assigned tasks much more quickly …

The number and nature of staff members’ responses to the survey indicate that this issue is of concern to academics on many levels, and also indicates the degree of complexity and uncertainty that pertains to the topic of student workload in relation to assessment and achievement.

Student Estimations of subject workload 

Over 500 student responses, covering approximately 500 subjects (including subjects that reported on hours spent in practical activities, or on fieldwork, etc.) were received. While there was a closing date specified in the invitation to participate, significant numbers of students, the majority of whom were studying by Distance, sent in completed survey forms after the due date, many of them with explanatory notes and comments. 

Selected student comments are presented in Appendix Three, and these generally suggest that some students are spending a much greater amount of time on their study than academic staff expect. At the same time, some respondents indicated that they were not spending anywhere near 150 hours engaged in their subjects, and spoke honestly of the difficulties they have experienced with managing time. It appears that juggling the demands of work, home and study requires considerable energy and personal commitment to their education. 

I am a DE student doing Bachelor of Social Work (next year will be my 4th year in it) and I study at least 25 hrs per week. It is hard to say how long it takes for assignment preparation, reading material etc. because it all depends on the day and because I am working, doing daily chores and looking after my child, basically you fit uni in when you can and even when you can’t. I do believe though that we should only have two assignments or exams per subject because three assessment tasks is a heavy workload. I found last semester to be better because of only having two assignments/exams per subject – it was a lot easier to manage.

In the context of the University’s commitment to supporting the higher education of students from groups who traditionally have not had access to university study, though, the following comment from a student who was unable to manage, seems pertinent:

Hey, this is just going to be short and sweet. CSU is a waste of time. I have left because I have 12 hours a week of in class study this leaves me with a whole heap of time to fill. Me being a male and having poor drive to do book related work. This is partly our fault as we are the ones who don’t do work in between classes and wait till the last two days before doing an assignment but you as the uni who is meant to be teaching us have to work out ways to get us to learn. All I suggest is try to bulk up a day so that out of a week we may have 3 days of class that then leaves us with 2 days to get jobs or focus on other interests at least this pushes us into getting into a day to day thing and helps us organise ourselves with uni planned for 3 or so days the rest is up to us. This makes sense to a lot of people I have talked to.

We have not fully considered the needs of students such as this, and it may be that the recent attempt by Senate to inquire further into the nature of the ‘first year experience’ in the context of the CSU Degree, may well find that the issue of a possible need for more structured student workload in some situations is one that it needs to take up.

These qualitative responses to the Survey from both staff and students indicate the need for the issue of student workload to be taken seriously, as a matter of both teaching and student learning.  It both supports and augments the information we now present in the following section. 

The Student workload survey 2- quantitative feedback 

The full report of the survey data returned is presented in Appendices Four and Five, below.  Appendix Four presents the data that have been examined by The Working Party, which has had several meetings to discuss and attempt to interpret this data. Nina Clemson from the Office of Planning and Audit has produced a pivot table that has allowed us to isolate and discuss particular aspects of the data. Appendix Four contains the survey results by Faculty and course level, showing the median, and standard deviation for each related set, and with markedly outlying scores removed. Appendix Five contains the full set of survey results for those interested in interrogating them further at Faculty or Course level.

Overall, there are two points that must be noted in relation to the responses to the survey.  First, is the number and quality of responses in spite of the survey’s distribution during the November examination period, and the fact that there were no incentives or inducements offered to participants. We had anticipated that many students might reasonably elect not to participate, and so the larger number of responses would seem to indicate the importance of the topic of the survey to the student population in general.  Second, although the results indicate that student responses are highly subjective and complex, and (as indicated by the qualitative comments in Appendix Three) that many students found this a difficult exercise to complete, we believe the data is useful. In spite of the large range of individual differences between students in terms of ambition, prior knowledge and experience, and availability of time for study, there are still clear trends and informative analysis that can be made from the results, and the obvious increase in the reported workload hours from Undergraduate, through Honours, to Postgraduate study suggests that we may have some confidence in the accumulated information overall.

To exemplify this we present, on the following page, a summary table (Table 3) extracted from the data provided in Appendix Four, focussed only on responses from students and staff responding about workload at the undergraduate, Bachelor’s level of study. Appendix Four provides the full survey results with outliers removed, and provides an indication of the number of responses from staff and students in each Faculty.

Table 3 Summary Extract from CSU Subject Survey Analysis#

	COURSE LEVEL
	FACULTY
	TYPE
	Data
	DE
	ON CAMPUS

	BACHELOR
	ARTS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	185.74
	116.04

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	133.20
	109.00

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	207.83
	114.82

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	180.00
	110.40

	 
	BUSINESS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	141.25
	136.33

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	147.00
	150.00

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	204.45
	115.26

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	206.50
	101.80

	 
	EDUCATION
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	64.45
	152.01

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	57.50
	137.00

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	177.86
	149.21

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	174.20
	139.20

	 
	SCIENCE
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	126.00
	183.25

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	114.00
	142.75

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	220.39
	185.12

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	200.00
	158.00


(# Outliers excluded. Adapted from documentation provided to the CSU Working Party by Nina Clemson 2008)

From students’ own estimations, the approximate amount of time spent on each subject in semester ranged from 12.25 hours through to 1350 hours. This extraordinary estimation included over 1000 hours of field work, and while, as an extreme outlier, we excluded it from the quantitative analysis reported in the next section, we did not discount the message that it, and a significant number of other responses gave, that there are some subjects in which students are spending what appears to be an excessive amount of time in ‘prac’. The average time spent per subject per semester is 192.2 hours. This is clearly far in excess of the workload estimated by staff, and notional recommendation of 150 hrs from Senate, and the Recommendation we make for a workload range between 140-160 hours. Given that the CSU Subject Survey was completed at the end of Spring session, and that students had not known that they would be asked to indicate the amount of time they had spend studying during that session, the Working Party considers that it would be useful to both students and staff to develop an explicit awareness of the expectations and experience of workload across each session and across a course. The following Recommendation is made in an effort to ensure that considerations of student workload remain part of the University’s thinking about the CSU Subject.

Recommendation 6

Subject Evaluations of Teaching at CSU shall include a core question asking students to estimate the number of hours they spent on the total of all of the required activities for the subject, and the extent to which they found this adequate, above, or below the suggested time of 140-160 hrs for an 8 point subject.

CSU Subjects that incorporate practical work

The last of the Terms of Reference to be addressed by Working Party relates directly to the issue of subjects that contain practicum, clinical experience or other practical components, in that we were asked to consider such subjects and recommend definitions of the terms practicum, clinical experience etc. These are important considerations for CSU with our emphasis on ‘practice-based education’. However, as Green (2009, p. 2) notes:

practice is one of the least theorised concepts that circulate in professional discourse […]. Nonetheless it is a term that circulates incessantly, and seems constantly and sometimes even compulsively in use, without always meaning very much at all.

CSU researchers in the Research Institute for Professional Practice, Learning and Education [RIPPLE] have been working over several years to understand practice in such a way that might respond to what Green (2009, p. 3) has identified as the struggles in the university sector about the framing of “teaching, learning and inquiry in the professional practice fields” (following Schwandt, 2005). We found it very difficult to ‘define’ the range of pedagogical practices that might be considered as ‘practical’ in the sense that Senate is requesting in other than an instrumental list of practice types. 

Discussions about practice-based learning and practice-based education have led the Working Party to defer to the expertise in this area within CSU’s Education for Practice Institute. In their Green Paper for Discussion in relation to CSU’s Theme 2 AUQA Report, Professional Education and Practice-Based Learning, Higgs et al. (2009) provide a definition of what they term ‘Fieldwork Education’, which goes a considerable way towards framing a shared understanding of subjects that contain practice elements in teaching and learning across the University. The following definition appears to cover the range of practicum, studio, laboratory, clinical and field activities that we have considered here.

	Fieldwork Education 


	This term refers to the teaching and learning components of curricula that occur in real world contexts of practice (in off campus practicums, excursions, and university clinics, studios and farms). Such activities ground the learning of students in the realities of their work places and communities of practice in preparation for their practice roles and responsibilities and for the expectations of their professions and workplaces.


(Higgs et al. 2009, p.ii)

This definition makes a distinction between subjects which contain practice elements and more general concepts of ‘practice-based education’ and ‘practice-based learning’, which have been in common use around the University, and have led to the sort of confusion referred to by Green (above). For Higgs et al., practice-based education “refers to university education that is grounded in the preparation of graduates for practice. This includes classroom, distance and fieldwork education. Related terms include: education for practice, work integrated learning, situated learning”. 

Many CSU Subjects can be classified as practice-based education, but this term, like ‘practice-based learning’, which “refers to those aspects of teaching, learning and curricula that foster the preparation of students for their practice, professional and workplace roles and expectations” (Higgs et al. 2009, p.ii) is not useful for discussions about the amount of time a subject requires students to be physically engaged, at a designated site, in the practical aspects of learning as defined by EFPI as fieldwork education. 

It is clear that practice-based education may well include practice-based learning that does not take place ‘in the field’ at all. Use of authentic professional material in the subject design, case studies and simulations of professional writing and analysis are all instances of practice-based learning, but none of them necessarily requires students to spend time practising ‘on the job’, as do rehearsals, laboratory sessions, clinical practice, internships or studio work. It is these latter activities that appear to impact significantly on the question of student workload in the subjects which contain them.

Recommendation 7

The definition of workplace learning as defined by Academic Senate (AS 10/43, 26.05.10 refers) should be adopted as a sufficient definition for practical aspects of teaching and learning that are incorporated into a CSU Subject.
There are clear indications in the CSU Subject Survey data that corroborate anecdotal and formal evidence from across the Faculties that subjects where fieldwork of any kind is included as part of their learning design often exceed the student workload of 140-160 hrs we are recommending as the norm for the CSU Subject.  The summary data presented as Table 4, below, illustrates the extent to which subjects ‘containing practicum’ of the sorts defined above, exceed non-practicum subjects in terms of the amount of work that students perceive they are required to do:

Table 4: Summary Extract from CSU Subject Survey Analysis – Practicum and Non-Practicum subjects

	COURSE LEVEL
	FACULTY
	TYPE
	Data
	PRACTICUM
	DE
	ON CAMPUS

	 BACHELOR
	  ARTS
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	NOT PRACTICUM
	187.66
	110.70

	 
	 
	 
	 
	PRACTICUM
	361.89
	156.00

	 
	 
	STUDENT Average of TOTAL HOURS
	207.83
	114.82

	 
	 BUSINESS
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	NOT PRACTICUM
	202.91
	115.26

	 
	 
	 
	 
	PRACTICUM
	289.00
	

	 
	 
	STUDENT Average of TOTAL HOURS
	204.45
	115.26

	 
	EDUCATION
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	NOT PRACTICUM
	166.27
	129.13

	 
	 
	 
	 
	PRACTICUM
	270.60
	193.95

	 
	 
	STUDENT Average of TOTAL HOURS
	177.86
	149.21

	 
	 SCIENCE
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	NOT PRACTICUM
	213.79
	170.06

	 
	 
	 
	 
	PRACTICUM
	252.96
	207.15

	 
	 
	STUDENT Average of TOTAL HOURS
	220.39
	185.12


(Adapted from documentation provided to the CSU Working Party by Nina Clemson 2008)

It should be noted that these figures also have the outlying responses removed from calculation as is the case in Table 3, above.  The difference between subjects that contain fieldwork and those that do not is immediately obvious even without including outliers – though in all cases of reports where students claimed they spend what appeared to be excessive, almost unbelievable numbers of hours in a subject, they were referring to a subject that contained fieldwork activities. While the Working Party surmised that these estimations would most likely have been made by students studying part time by DE, we were surprised by the way that some of them itemised their time commitment to field work activities.  One student, for instance, included three hours of driving time each day to attend a field placement that was clearly situated quite far from his or her home. As the figures indicate, students consistently estimate that they are working at least 40 hrs per subject more in subjects that contain workplace learning, than in subjects which do not, and this is true across all Faculties.  

It is evident from our work in checking student workload through student evaluations, at Step 3 of the ECTS process, then, that there appear to be, in practice, quite serious discrepancies between subjects within and without fieldwork activities. The Working Party decided that this is not an acceptable situation, and recommends that the regulations regarding student workload should be applied consistently in all subjects. There was considerable discussion on this point, and the suggestions that some course would need to be lengthened if subjects containing workplace learning need to have a workload equivalent to all other subjects of equivalent point value.

We understand that there are some courses (such as those in psychology, nursing, teaching and veterinary science) that, because of external accreditation, require students to complete significant amounts of time on fieldwork placements such as clinical supervision or internship. For administrative reasons, and to minimise student subject load and fee payments, this work is often placed into subjects which also have academic components. Nonetheless, there are strong arguments of equity and academic integrity that have led us to make the recommendations below that ensure no student is required to spend an unreasonable total amount of time across a course as a whole.  We suggest that the workload involved in accreditation demands for fieldwork need to be considered as part of the course design.

If, as we are suggesting, a standard full time student workload is 560-640 [600] hours per session, then this amount is the student workload that a course has to work with. It may well be that, in an externally accredited course, in which structured pathways, pre-requisite and co-requisite subjects are more likely to be planned at the level of course design there is good rationale for a heavy fieldwork component in one subject to ‘borrow’ student workload from the accompanying subjects in any session. This might mean, for instance, that a fieldwork subject that requires a student to spend 200 hours in clinical supervision over a 10 week period, can be approved as part of a Course structure that partners this subject with two others that are designed to require only 120 hours each.  

However, we believe that there is a need for an upper limit in terms of workload expectations to be established for subjects that vary from the ‘standard’ 8 point subject definition and which contain a fieldwork expectation component so that if a subject is to contain more than the upper limit of workload expectations hours without contextual course alignment then it must be approved as a higher subject point subject (eg: as a 16 point subject etc).

Recommendation 8

Where subjects vary from the CSU standard workload by greater than 20 hours, and this is approved by the Faculty for reasons of structured attention to workplace learning requirements across a suite of subjects, so that the normal session workload for the course does not exceed 640 hours, subject profiles and outlines of all affected subjects must explain this as an element of course design.

Recommendation 9


That there is an upper limit in terms of workload expectations to be established for subjects that vary from the ‘standard’ 8 point subject definition and which contain a fieldwork expectation component without contextual course alignment, so that if a subject is to contain more than the upper limit of workload expectations hours without contextual course alignment then it must be approved as a higher subject point subject (eg: as a 16 point subject etc). 

Recommendation 10

That there is a lower limit in terms of workload expectations to be established for subjects that vary from the ‘standard’ 8 point subject definition without contextual course alignment, so that if a subject is to contain less than the lower limit of workload expectations hours without contextual course alignment then it must be redesigned to include sufficient workload to be approved as standard subject. 

Where a CSU Subject is designed in such a way that students are required to expend money to access specialist equipment or resources, or to travel away from their term-time residence in order to complete the specified learning and assessment activities, then students should be informed of this in advance. The Working Party’s deliberations coincided with a case where another Australian university was taken to court over a requirement that students purchase a particular text in order to complete their assigned tasks successfully, and it was obvious that several of the comments accompanying the CSU Subject Survey noted dissatisfaction with the amount of unexpected time and cost that students needed to spend in accessing a field placement site in order to complete the subject requirements. The Working Party noted legal advice that for subjects where these factors are a normal expectation of completing the subject, there is no legal requirement that students be advised of this information but felt that the University should provide this information regardless. Similarly, the potential for student mobility highlights the need for subject outlines to be very clear about the resources, time, travel and prior knowledge that are assumed as part of the subject design.
Recommendation 11

CSU Subjects that require students to expend time and/or money to access specialist equipment or resources, or travel away from their term-time residence in order to complete the specified learning and assessment activities provided need to provide justification within the Subject Profile and the Subject Outline and such information should be included in course brochures and information

Senate will need to mandate mechanisms for implementation of this and the other policy recommendations above, and for on-going auditing of compliance.  The implementation time-line will need to take into account the fact that many subjects will need to be reviewed, particularly their assessment requirements.  Courses may also require modification, particularly if subjects of variable size are required to accommodate long periods of workplace learning.  In considering auditing mechanisms, self-reporting of students may be an option, but the variation in response rates and standard deviations that have been evident in the data collection for this inquiry should be taken into account in assessing the validity and reliability of student self-reporting as an auditing method.
Step 4: Adjustment of workload and/or educational activities

The final stage in the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System on which we have modelled our investigations into the CSU Subject is the recognition that an adjustment of workload and/or activities is required when the monitoring process reveals that the estimated student workload does not correspond to the actual workload (adapted from DGEC 2004, p. 9). It is for this reason that we have suggested above, as in the ECTS process, that the monitoring process might lead to an adjustment of the workload and/or the type of educational activities of some subjects.  For CSU, this seems to be an important next step if the recommendations of this Working Party are recommended by Senate.

As we noted above, there are significant implications for changed practices and curriculum reform in even the most instrumental of the recommendations – as they place student workload squarely in the area of governance that characterises the CSU Subject, and they suggest that responsibility for ongoing monitoring and reform of subjects in relation to student workload should lie with Academic Senate, through Academic Programs Committee and Faculty Courses Committees.   

A key issue that arose in the Working Party’s discussions relates to the USM, and the concerns noted earlier in this Report about the impact of the USM on student workload.  Again, if we are working with the notional figure of 600 hrs student workload per session, and 1200 per year, as the equivalent of an annual EFTSL. The Working Party noted that the potential for students to accelerate their progress through the USM means that it is likely that fast-tracking students will in fact count as more than one EFTSL per year. One thing that springs to mind is the concept of defining a 'normal' course, and how this might impact on DEEWR and Centrelink requirements for students seeking FT classification. Currently this is awarded for a minimum of 3 subjects (24 pts) per session. How Session 3 will be treated in this regard is still undecided, and it is not yet clear whether Session 3 is to be counted as an additional or a supplementary Session for these classifications, or whether FT is to be normally understood in terms of EFTSL.

The new calendar is about providing more flexibility for academics and students, and Senate has advised that CSU will neither endorse nor make it mandatory for students to complete a course in an accelerated manner using all three sessions. The normal expectation of an annual EFTSL will remain unchanged following the move to the new academic calendar in 2010 that is 1 EFTSL is 64 points.

This means that any accelerated program would have to be a voluntary option, not mandatory. Potentially, though, a Faculty may decide to adopt a 2 year FT accelerated course model as its 'normal' course as a competitive strategy. These concerns impact directly on the issue of student workload, and the Working Party recommends that they should also be addressed by Senate as part of its response to our inquiry.
Recommendation 12

Academic Senate will monitor the impact on student and staff workload where students take advantage of the USM to accelerate their progress by enrolling in additional subjects within one academic year and determine measures of reporting data that will identify those and monitor the workload in those subjects that vary from the ‘standard’ subject definition.

Conclusion

The Working Party believes that our Recommendations dealing with the definition of a CSU Subject should allow Senate to begin a process of pulling into line the range of currently unarticulated policies, systems and practices related to CSU subjects in order to ensure the quality of our practices in relation to consistency and equity. We believe that our Recommendations in relation to student workload should encourage a new emphasis on course development at CSU as a curriculum design process that includes an explicit focus on expectations of student workload along with content, assessment and pedagogy. The student experience of a CSU Subject is always in the context of a CSU Degree, and their university experience is distributed across subjects taken either full or part time, and takes place on campus, by DE or in mixed mode.  

Such an emphasis on considering how, when and under what circumstances a student is studying is likely to have a strong impact on the way in which course materials, teaching strategies and assessment tasks are selected, structured and supported within the CSU Subject. Furthermore, such an emphasis assumes consideration of an equitable distribution of workload across subjects in any given study session, and with equivalent point value. This has particular meaning for those subjects in which fieldwork activities currently require students to allocate comparatively more work time than other subjects studied concurrently. Assisting staff to develop the capacities to differentiate instruction, deal with a student body that is diverse and pragmatic in its study habits, and ensure the highest standards of teaching and learning with all of the subjects on offer at CSU will require an ongoing commitment from the University in terms of resources and focus.

Finally, though we do not make a formal Recommendation of this nature, we urge Senate to consider the need for it to define and institute a project that will bring together all existing policies, regulations and guidelines pertaining to subject design, governance and assessment at CSU into a single resource document that should form the basis of a systematic round of professional development for all academic staff at the University.
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APPENDIX ONE

The CSU Subject - Issues

The CSU Subject Working Party will be looking at a range of questions surrounding CSU subjects. This paper outlines some of the key issues which have complicated questions of subject administration and quality assurance, which the Working Party (WP) may wish to consider.

What Is a Subject?

One of the questions the WP has been asked to consider is how a CSU subject should be defined.

All subjects have a unique identifier, which is the subject code. This cannot be re-used when a subject is made obsolete, and is therefore a stable identifying label. Associated with each code now at CSU is a subject profile, which is the Senate-approved information about the subject, stored in CASIMS. Linked to the profile is the subject outline (soon to be replaced with ‘mandatory subject information’, possibly in another format), which is used as a ‘learning contract’ with the student during each session of delivery. Some elements of the profile are repeated in the outline, and some outline information can be updated without the need to update the profile.

In general terms, the Academic Senate has attempted to create an operational distinction between the profile and the outline, with information that needs regular updating in subject delivery such as specific assessment information contained within the outline.

Subject information (‘elements’ for the sake of this paper) currently captured in a subject profile is as follows. […]

Subject Summary Sheet

Courses Served and Function of Subject in Each Course

Fields Changed

Rationale

Subject Title

Subject Title Abbreviation

Subject Code

Duration

Point Value

Abstract

Objectives

Syllabus

Residential School

Prerequisite(s)

Corequisite(s)

Incompatible Subject(s)

Subject(s) made obsolete by this subject

Relationship to existing subject(s)

Enrolment Restrictions

Grading System

Year and Session of First Offering

Convening School

Approving Body

ASCED Field of Education

DEST Subject Content Mix

Development Panel

Course(s) Served

Contact

Initial Subject Offerings (New Subjects only)

Appendix A (New Subjects only)

Body of Literature

Teaching Strategies

Assessment Strategies

Of these elements, only the subject code and subject duration are definitive, in that they cannot be changed without requiring a new subject to be created. Also there is no unique academic definition of a subject at CSU – the code and duration are more administrative elements.

Governance

The National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes have historically made the institution which issues the final award responsible for assuring the quality of the award. Where the institution uses a partner of some kind, the relationship is deemed to be a principal and agent relationship.

This principle applies at the course i.e. award level, and the protocols say very little about subjects. However there is growing interest in subject offerings within CSU and the sector in general, for example in the expansion of associate student programs to full open-entry programs such as the proposed Open CSU, and Open Universities Australia. Also courses/awards increasingly utilise components derived from partnership arrangements, from single subjects through to elective sequences such as minors, majors and specialisations. It is therefore becoming important to be able to determine when course material is CSU material, below the full award level.

Non Award and Administrative Subjects

Non award subjects have traditionally been those that have not counted towards an award, and have been graded satisfactory/unsatisfactory. These have usually been bridging or enabling subjects. The working party may need to determine if workload decision for example will apply to these subjects.

Administrative or ‘dummy’ subjects generally have no real enrolments. They are used for a variety of purposes, such as to control online enrolment or to track enrolment in research higher degrees.

Challenges

Partnership arrangements have tested the boundaries of this framework, sometimes in unexpected ways. For example sometimes a subject is deemed to be a CSU subject, and has a CSU subject code (and even a grade), and yet all of the material it contains is developed, delivered and assessed by a partner acting not in a principal and agent relationship with CSU.

These complications extend to formal representation of subjects, such as on transcripts, and to how the subjects are reported to DEEWR for funding and other purposes. It therefore seems necessary to clarify what constitutes a CSU subject.

Listed below are a series of questions that might point towards a possible policy definition.

· When do we start to say a subject is not entirely a CSU subject? When the content and/or assessment is not all produced by CSU? What is ‘content’ – which element in a profile would we say is the content of a subject? Does it include DE study notes?

· Is subject delivery a defining factor? Given that many of the complications arise in partnership arrangements, where subjects are delivered in a variety of different ways.

· How much content creation, assessment, delivery and evaluation needs to be undertaken by CSU staff for a subject to be classified as a CSU subject?

· Given that newer teaching systems such as Interact are becoming embedded within subject delivery, and only allow for CSU subjects, what should happen where a partner may want to develop their own subject but utilise CSU teaching technology in its delivery as part of an agreement with CSU, as has recently occurred?

· There is a shift worldwide away from content-based ownership models, with some universities for example providing all subject and course content for free. In those situations the focus of the institution becomes much more about pedagogy and assessment, including technologies associated with these.

A Suggested Definition

The most likely equivalent to the award at the subject level is the subject grade. Historically only CSU subjects have been able to receive CSU grades, with other subjects all receiving credit of some description. The grade could be seen as a recognition that the overall governance of the subject, including its content, administration, delivery, teaching and assessment is the responsibility of CSU.

In other words, if CSU has governance responsibility for the subject, the subject is a CSU subject and can receive a CSU grade.

This does not mean that all subject elements must be developed or delivered by CSU, only that CSU must have overall governance responsibility for the subject, including appropriate quality assurance of each of the associated subject processes. All CSU subjects would have a CSU subject code, although some non-CSU subjects could also have these (but wouldn’t have a grade assigned, only credit).

Having a governance-based definition linked to the grade avoids the complexity of needing to decide the level of CSU involvement for each individual subject element for a subject to be classified as a CSU subject. More specifically, governance of a subject would mean that it has been approved using the CSU Academic Senate mechanisms, that its grade will be approved using these mechanisms and that any other subject-related processes required by Senate have been accounted for in the delivery of the subject.

Implications

This definition logically then implies that any subject process linked to a Senate policy or requirement will need to be ‘governed’ by CSU in the delivery of a given subject. For example if Senate requires subject evaluation in a certain way, then any subject labelled as a CSU subject will need to be evaluated in this (or in some equivalent, documented) way. Similarly if a partner carries out any Senate-determined subject processes independently of CSU, the subject can not be a CSU subject unless the partnership agreement specifically addresses these processes and demonstrates how Senate compliance requirements can be met.

This definition allows for a great amount of flexibility in the way subjects can be developed and delivered, provided the relevant governance requirements can be met. There would be a further variety of ways presumably in which this assurance could be done, and Senate would simply need to be able to have documented in some way that this had occurred. The current subject profile fields probably have enough flexibility to be able to capture this partnership-type information. However it is at the point where agreements are being signed that checking might also need to be done, which is a greater challenge.

Workloads

The workload associated with a subject per session will be a major focus of the working party. In the context of the above definition, any conclusions and recommendations about workloads for CSU subjects will need to be mindful of the possible variety of partnership arrangements (in development, delivery etc.) which may apply for CSU subjects, and how a workload formula or guideline might be applied in those situations. It will also be necessary to determine whether a subject classified as a partner (i.e. non-CSU) subject would need to have a workload formula applied to it as well, as the formula will presumably apply at the session level, and Senate would probably need to decide whether the same workload expectations should apply where a session contains some (or all) partner subjects. And if yes, how that formula could realistically be implemented with non-CSU subjects.

Administrative Subjects

Non award subjects are already contained within CASIMS. To significantly assist in the administration of subjects at CSU it would be helpful if all subjects were listed in CASIMS, even those which are to have no enrolments (‘dummy’ subjects), those which will be partner subjects but part of a CSU course, with a CSU code etc. In other words any subject that is to have a CSU code, no matter for which purpose it is to be used, should be in CASIMS.

The CASIMS v2 project should then allow for attributes to be identified for each subject, to capture all of the possible permutations of partner, administrative etc. subjects.

Transcripts

The University has no official policy on transcripts. Often variations on subjects are created to cater for specific desired outcomes in how the student transcript will look. For example a Faculty and/or partner may wish for the partner study to show on the transcript with CSU codes and subject titles, rather than as unspecified credit.

Ideally Academic Senate could look at this question during the implementation of the Australian Higher Education Graduation Statement (AHEGS), the Australian “Diploma Supplement”. The transcript and AHEGS have many inter-relationships, and that project will need to decide the specific purposes of each.

(Drengenberg 2008)

Appendix 2

‘The CSU Subject’: How many hours do students study?

STAFF AND STUDENT SURVEY

PLEASE HELP US GET A PICTURE OF ‘THE CSU SUBJECT’ 

PLEASE RETURN BY FRIDAY 7th NOVEMBER

FOR  STAFF:  How much time do you expect students to spend in your subjects in the following activities?

FOR  STUDENTS:  How much time do you estimate you ACTUALLY spend in your subjects in the following activities?  

Please estimate the amount of time for one or more of the subjects you teach/study.  If you allocate time in a subject for activities other than those we have included here, please indicate this in the ‘other’ column.`

The CSU Subject Working Party was established by Senate and has a representative from each Faculty and Division, and two student representatives. We are seeking to establish a clear sense of what is an appropriate amount of time that is to be expected of student workload across the university, in order to enable students to plan their time more equitably between subjects of the same value, and to enable staff to have a more equitable basis of workload expectation when designing subjects.

You can return the form via email to joreid@csu.edu.au or print it off and post it through your School Office to CSU SUBJECT, OFFICE OF ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE, CSU, Panorama Avenue, BATHURST, 2795.

If you have any queries, please contact the Chair of the Working Party, Jo-Anne Reid, on joreid@csu.edu.au or Megan Bond on mbond@csu.edu.au 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP.

ARE YOU:  TEACHING or STUDYING   DE      ON CAMPUS      MIXED MODE      FULL TIME      PART TIME      (Please circle as appropriate)

	SUBJECT 

Please give Faculty and code or level 
	Attending lectures
	Attending tutorials or workshops
	Reading subject materials, set  texts, making notes
	Hours spent online – Interact (inc. Forums) 
	Laboratory sessions
	Exam 

prep
	Exams or tests
	Assignment preparation (additional reading or research)
	Prac, Field experience, Internship or Professional Placement
	Assignment writing
	Other – please explain
	TOTAL

HOURS



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix Three

Extended Responses from Staff and Students to CSU Survey

SELECTED STAFF RESPONSES

1. In reality, our internal students do 2 hours lectures, 2 hours practical, 1.5-2 hour tutorial, plus tests, exams, assignments. DE figures are guesstimates – what I expect them to do, but based on the quality of work received to date, they are actually doing a lot less!

2. I agree with student services recommendation that students should allow between 8-10 hours for each subject they are enrolled in … I think that students should see being enrolled in 4-5 subjects in a one semester as a fulltime job. Saying that, I think students are becoming increasingly busy as they attempt to work to finance their study and other commitments.

3. With respect to the work load, even within a single subject there are huge differences between DE and Internal requirements, for the same subject … I think they should be made very similar – same number and quality of assessment items, same tests (if any), same exams, same practicals (done by DE students at res schools). Only difference would be the advantage (we hope) of Internals being able to attend full-time lectures, practicals and tutorials, while DE students study notes/manuals/study guides on their own (in place of lectures), perhaps have online tutorials (I am a long way off developing those), and do practicals at res schools.

4. It’s a difficult question, given that I know some of my DE students take much longer than a couple of hours to work through the set chapters each week, and some of my on campus students complete assigned tasks much more quickly …

5. A very useful exercise. While I was carrying this in my head, and have used the figure of 120-150 hours to advise … students of expectations, I think having it on paper allows me to share my breakdown with students at subject level at the beginning of session, so they get a clear sense of expectations.

6. … for a CSU 8 credit point subject undergraduate students would need to spend 10 hours (.25 x 40 hours), and that it might well be 12 hours for student who are not strong in the subject. The crucial thing to me is the 40 hours for a full time load that this view assumes. That is what is at risk. That is, I think a full-time student should do 40 hours a week being a student. I could accept 38.6 in these more enlightened times. I also think it is important that students should have about 50% of those hours for reading and thinking (and writing, when assessments may be involved) – that is, the hours are not exhausted by face-to-face hours (25% or 30% should be sufficient for this) and exercises. It is crucial to address the problem in terms of the student’s time budget, not just from the University teacher’s view. It is their lives and time it is our responsibility (or privilege) to ‘manage’ when we teach them

7. I have based the above on a 14 week semester. Currently the Subject Outlines which I inherited, when I arrived do not allow for exams for DE students, but I want to change this. All subjects have 5 “big” assessment items, but I want to change this to more “smaller” assessment items.

8. …would like to raise an issue that I find troubling at CSU, and perhaps all Australian Unis. I have taught at three major Universities in the U.S. and well as a small community college. In all those instances, and I would confidently bet that all unis in the US, there is a difference in the credit points between science subjects and liberal arts subjects – in general. A typical English composition, history, sociology, art history, finance, accounting, etc. subject, which involves three hours of lectures per week will be worth three credits, say. In a chemistry, biology, physics, engineering, etc subjects, which involve labs, or math which involves what we’d call tutorials, amounting to three hours of lecture and three or more hours of laboratory or tutorial, the subjects will be worth four credits, to account for the extra time in the laboratory. While at Arizona State I taught second semester first year chemistry for pre-med students, who had three hours lecture and two three hour laboratories per week; this class was worth 5 credits. To graduate all students need 120 credits, for instance; clearly to graduate students taking sciences (of course given the liberal arts foundation of uni in the US, all students take at least one year of science) and other laboratory based studies (including nursing, foreign languages and such) take fewer subjects to graduate than a business major, say. Now I suppose you will be getting data on the time expectations for students, and I don’t know what you will find, but from my experience in both ‘science’ classes (I have a BSc in chemistry, having had a year of physics and biology and two years of calculus/dif eqns) and liberal arts classes (lots of English lit, several art history, dance, several graduate level education classes) there is no question that the science classes are far more demanding of time, rigour and intellectual challenge. This of course raises what I imagine to be an unmeasurable issue, and one we might lead to fist fights at a committee meeting. I suppose hours of expected study is easy to measure, but I am not sure it will really measure what a ‘subject’ is. I’ll be curious to see if there are differences in the expected hours between laboratory and non-lab subjects; I’d also be curious to see of there are differences between 100 level and 300 level subjects.

9. I’ve filled in the form re time expectations with considerable misgivings. It seems a totally unreliable project to me because: a) I don’t frame expectations in that way, and because b) students read books and write both essays and ‘creative writing’ in such different ways and with different degrees of concentration, intensity etc (How long does it take to read/write a poem or a script? How long to read a novel? How long is a piece of string?) The assumption that such an estimate can be made is itself misleading and invalid – it assumes not only that the measuring can be done, but that it is or ought to be a significant part of the process or quality involved in the task. It’s a further example of the commodification and bureaucratisation of learning – providing grist to the mill of ‘managers’ and policymakers fixated on time/quality evaluation. I know I take varying times with similar tasks – and partly (maybe even largely) they are shaped by the contexts of work, personal health, my sense of what’s reasonably possible, my family demands and the many demands of normal academic and professional life. Any ‘estimation’ that assume an idealised context-free subject are manifestly false, or, at best, incomplete and misleading. 

10. Look, this is degree-factory stuff and, in its way, contributes to the ‘dumbing down’ of knowledge that is part of a much wider mess. I don’t think students should be doing four subjects at a time. When I was a student, the average load was three. Moreover, I would usually spend hours into the night reading and writing (60? 80? In a week)? Because it was what I wanted to do, needed to do – what those whom I admired as my lecturers had themselves done. Mind you, I didn’t have more than a dozen hours of part-time work and I wasn’t conscious of a mounting tertiary debt behind me.

11. I use the forum as an on-line tutorial for distance students. Their participation forms part of their assessments. Time allocated to reading subject materials etc will vary. Reading subject material will dominate at first, research for and writing assignments will take more time later as date for submission draws nearer. I consider nine hours a week reasonable to ask a full-time undergraduate student to devote to this subject in order to achieve a satisfactory result.

12. It’s a difficult question, given that I know some of my DE students take much longer than a couple of hours to work through the set chapters each week, and some of my on campus students complete assigned tasks much more quickly …

13. A very useful exercise. While I was carrying this in my head, and have used the figure of 120-150 hours to advise … students of expectations, I think having it on paper allows me to share my breakdown with students at subject level at the beginning of session, so they get a clear sense of expectations.

14. For Faculty of Business subjects we usually tell students in the subject outlines that it takes between 10-15 hours per week in order to successfully complete: f/f and well as DE although the times on activities will naturally vary a bit i.e. going to classes as opposed to DE tasks. I figure some informal feedback to you is better that none. I don’t have time to fill in surveys!

15. This is an interesting subject and one that may be ‘different’ from the Veterinary Science perspective, when compared with other courses studied at CSU. As you are probably aware, Vet Science is a pretty tough course: there is the complexity of information associated with the normal workings of a mammalian body system, and diseases associated with it (as you would expect in medicine), multiplied by the number of species that we see. Superimposed on this, there is a move towards ‘pro-active’ herd health approaches, which mirrors some public health initiatives in human medicine, but which receives special attention in our course. To accommodate much of this information, and our unique focus on professional activity in rural settings, the CSU veterinary course is of 6 years duration. How does this relate to your survey? I have noticed that many of our students have trouble ‘adapting’ to the demands of the course. This is particularly telling in year 2, where the physiology subjects that I coordinate, and veterinary anatomy, cause many students alarm and may reflect different expectations within the veterinary course, relative to ‘service taught’ subjects in year 1. We have a significant number of students fail subjects, or withdraw from the course for personal reasons. My impression is that many of the personal reasons relate to the workload required of our subject, or the perceived difficulty of the course. During small group teaching last week I participated in an interesting conversation, where two students voiced strongly the opinion that “it is just too hard – there is too much work required to be a vet …”. They both were emphatically “over it”. Interestingly, a third student in the group (who is also struggling  a little b/c she is trying to complete a PhD through the University of Queensland whilst concurrently enrolled full time in 2nd year) remarked that, having lived with vet students at UQ, she didn’t think they (CSU students) worked anywhere near as hard as vet students at UQ. I don’t know if this related in any way to your studies, but I have noticed a difference in work ethic between students here and at Murdoch University and, with Professor … at Murdoch, have published a paper looking at students’ conceptions of learning in each place … it strikes me that some of this difference arises from the way in which we select our students (lower UAI, rural background) and am keen to look at how we can better support our students to reduce the attrition rate that we currently have. Concepts here are probably well outside the remit of your work, but I would be interested to learn of your findings when complete and wondered whether there was any consideration of workload and ‘success’ across the different types of courses offered at CSU.

16. … what a brilliant initiative. … It gave me good cause for reflection in that I realise with the internal full-time (partying!) students I make my expectations an ambit claim knowing they will be doing less – however those that spend the allocated time will nearly always be in the HD?DI grade range at the end of semester. With my DE post grad subject the time I expect, is I estimate from feedback, pretty much what they spend. I will look forward to seeing the results, particularly comparatively to other faculties and even courses in Arts as to how my expectations are similar/different. If there is any further input you require from academics I’d be happy to put my hand up as this is an issue that I often think about.

SELECTED STUDENT RESPONSES

1. Everything for distance education takes longer – it is harder to comprehend the material because there is no teacher to interact with.

2. I think juggling full time work and uni is incredibly hard given the tight deadlines, I would appreciate 20 weeks per semester as a distance student given the amount of extra time it takes to complete the task – some of which are incredibly difficult.

3. This subject required an enormous amount of time to read, understand, prepare and complete the assignment given, particularly assignment 3 which was a unit of work for HSIE. I think maybe I did more that I had to but nevertheless it just took forever – particularly with having to have our work evaluated by a critical friend which meant we not only had to do the assignment but we had to read someone else’s and comment on that and they had to read ours and then we had to comment on what they said about ours. My assignment when sent in weighed over 1kg and could hardly fit into the express post box. I think it has been most time consuming of all the courses to date. It felt like a real marathon and a lot of work for part-time (in fact this was thankfully the only course I did this semester so it was less than part-time). I don’t know how I would have coped with the two courses (part-time) or 4 courses (full-time).

4. I am a DE student doing Bachelor of Social Work (next year will be my 4th year in it) and I study at least 25 hrs per week. It is hard to say how long it takes for assignment preparation, reading material etc. because it all depends on the day and because I am working, doing daily chores and looking after my child, basically you fit uni in when you can and even when you can’t. I do believe though that we should only have two assignments or exams per subject because three assessment tasks is a heavy workload. I found last semester to be better because of only having two assignments/exams per subject – it was a lot easier to manage.

5. I have received, downloaded and reviewed the form requesting details as to the amount of time I spend on study related activities. I initially attempted to complete the form but it soon became clear that the information I was providing was inaccurate and of very little worth to your working party. I have come to this conclusion because the data that is being collected is not appropriate to the way distance students study. Distance students study when we have the chance. The time we spend depends on what is due. Some weeks I have no time at all. Other weeks I might spend 20 hours at study. During residential schools I start at 6am and finish at 11pm with an hour for lunch and 90 mins for dinner. The form provided just doesn’t allow for this type of study pattern. It is stuck in “Internal Mode”. The form itself is also very poorly designed. Do you want hours per week or total hours for the whole session? Why couldn’t the form been put online? I don’t think many students will take the time to download it, fill it in and then email it back during exams. There is also no anonymity when emailing back such a form.

6. I’ve found that I have been putting in much more than the 10 hours per unit per week that I was advised would be the workload when I first enquired about an undergraduate course via DE with CSU.

7. I think we spend a lot more time on our subjects than lecturers think we do. I also believe that lecturers need to realise that even with a part time load (which seems to be increasing to more than part time!) via DE, most of us still have full time jobs, families, limited access to resources (it can take weeks to get a library book, sometimes), and other commitments. Full time, on campus students seem to be able to devote a lot more of their time to study. I would like to see lecturers attempting to complete a subject they know nothing about via DE whilst still maintaining their full time employment. I think their expectations are a little too high, at times.

8. The survey does not make it clear whether it is to be a weekly hourly figure. If it is, then how do DE students represent residential schools? So we take the hours involved in the residential schools, divide them by the number of teaching weeks and put them in the appropriate columns etc? More detailed instructions on how to complete the survey would be good. Is there a distance education representative on the working party, because I think that would be a good thing.

9. … one important point to capture is that there are wide variations between similar subjects as to how much reading is required and expected.

10. As an extra comment and one that I have also given in the usual subject appraisal, the time actually required for this subject is way beyond the expectation. The main problem is that there are no clear objectives or outcomes for each topic. Lots of material is provided to read which is great in one way, but the subject guide does not give clear statements of what you need to learn from these readings. There is a bit of a chat only when there really needs to be clear learning outcomes possibly in 2 levels: 1 Must Know, 2 Good to know. Then it’s up to the student. Currently you effectively have to do the readings twice, once to get the gist and second to make notes of what you hope are the most important aspects. This extra reading time coupled with the extra time that a student takes when faced with a new concept/material, especially without anyone to talk it through as in a lecture, means that the time actually required is huge and extremely difficult to achieve adequately when you are studying part-time and working part-time which many students are doing with a few also attempting to work full-time. Finally, I also really question with this and the other subjects in this Ornithology course are really only 8 point subjects or should be upgraded to 16 point subjects. Having just sat my exam I certainly feel like I have just completed a 16 point subject rather than an 8!

11. Not quite sure what you want with regards to my experiences with my degree. Basically, I take around 220-250 hours per subject per trimester and around 700 pages worth of notes per subject. Should I successfully complete my degree at the end of this trimester, I will have finished 37 assessment items, comprising assignments, exams and workshops.

12. At the start of the program, we were advised by a CSU staff member to spend approximately 10hrs/wk per subject. As above, this is an underestimation, and has a big impact on students, particularly if a student is completing 2 or more subjects per semester. My approach is to do the minimum necessary work but aim for the highest grade – I am conscientious, but found that I’m actually spending much less time on my studies compared with the majority of students I know. I can only imagine that their study time would be greater than what I have calculated … My totals are estimates only – I tend to do my work in huge bulks before assignments are due, rather than to spread them across the week (which is what I know I should be doing). Nevertheless, the studies impede significantly on full-time work, even for a very organised and efficient person, and the only way to accomplish CSU requirements is to compromise significantly on sleeping time and personal time with family/friends. I strongly believe that study time requirements (from primary school to post grad level) are excessive, particularly if it affects the health and family life of students which CSU studies have done. I have enjoyed most of the subjects and have learned a great deal, but I’m not willing to compromise my health and personal relationships for any more than 2 years. …

Appendix Four


Survey Results by Faculty and Course Level, with Median, and Outliers Removed

	 
	 
	 
	 
	ATTENDANCE MODE
	 

	COURSE LEVEL
	FACULTY
	TYPE
	Data
	DE
	ON CAMPUS
	UNSPECIFIED

	BACHELOR
	ARTS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	185.74
	116.04
	117.33

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	133.20
	109.00
	112.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	107.21
	23.03
	15.11

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	7
	12
	6

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	207.83
	114.82
	200.14

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	180.00
	110.40
	142.80

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	125.00
	63.80
	115.98

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	95
	55
	10

	 
	BUSINESS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	141.25
	136.33
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	147.00
	150.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	13.69
	20.15
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	8
	9
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	204.45
	115.26
	132.97

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	206.50
	101.80
	142.40

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	99.60
	62.28
	85.42

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	56
	26
	6

	 
	EDUCATION
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	64.45
	152.01
	117.07

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	57.50
	137.00
	106.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	16.57
	57.47
	33.02

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	4
	11
	3

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	177.86
	149.21
	162.23

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	174.20
	139.20
	133.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	111.37
	62.03
	76.50

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	36
	71
	11

	 
	MISCELLANEOUS
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	135.00
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	135.00
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	1
	
	 

	 
	SCIENCE
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	126.00
	183.25
	157.80

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	114.00
	147.75
	144.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	21.19
	100.77
	20.05

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	6
	10
	5

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	220.39
	185.12
	115.83

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	200.00
	158.00
	116.50

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	112.96
	99.13
	16.51

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	89
	64
	3

	HONOURS
	ARTS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	106.80
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	96.00
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	21.90
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	3
	
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	191.12
	22.00
	159.00

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	191.00
	22.00
	159.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	103.53
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	46
	1
	1

	 
	BUSINESS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	117.00
	120.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	117.00
	120.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	29.70
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	2
	1
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	182.00
	244.17
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	182.00
	223.50
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	154.15
	53.58
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	2
	3
	 

	 
	EDUCATION
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	135.42
	133.46
	166.80

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	120.00
	102.00
	166.80

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	68.07
	58.61
	83.16

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	10
	7
	2

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	144.26
	192.81
	104.33

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	104.70
	113.00
	89.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	94.36
	157.59
	30.99

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	40
	14
	3

	 
	SCIENCE
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	341.60
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	341.60
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	231.37
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	2
	
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	219.10
	172.09
	186.00

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	179.00
	126.00
	186.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	144.16
	100.74
	4.24

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	17
	17
	2

	POSTGRADUATE
	ARTS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	107.50
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	107.50
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	30.41
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	2
	
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	229.75
	 
	150.43

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	173.00
	
	132.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	178.70
	
	84.96

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	26
	
	7

	 
	BUSINESS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	139.40
	150.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	132.00
	150.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	28.66
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	15
	1
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	176.68
	296.00
	219.52

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	151.00
	296.00
	200.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	111.08
	
	79.52

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	55
	1
	5

	 
	EDUCATION
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	131.60
	 
	102.00

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	190.20
	
	102.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	56.25
	
	0.00

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	3
	
	2

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	180.54
	 
	60.00

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	150.00
	
	60.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	91.25
	
	0.00

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	67
	
	3

	 
	SCIENCE
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	140.67
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	130.00
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	36.20
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	3
	
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	307.62
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	235.00
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	168.22
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	10
	
	 

	 
	UNSPECIFIED
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	849.60
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	849.60
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	1
	
	 

	UNSPECIFIED
	ARTS
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	108.00
	215.50
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	108.00
	215.50
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	152.03
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	1
	2
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	57.60
	109.00
	240.00

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	57.60
	109.00
	240.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	1
	1
	1

	 
	BUSINESS
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	90.00
	 
	48.00

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	90.00
	
	48.00

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	1
	
	1

	 
	EDUCATION
	STAFF
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	142.00
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	142.00
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	1
	
	 

	 
	 
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	334.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	334.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	 
	1
	 

	 
	MISCELLANEOUS
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	32.00
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	32
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	1
	
	 

	 
	SCIENCE
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	348.00
	420.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	348.00
	420.00
	 

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	67.88
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	2
	1
	 

	 
	UNSPECIFIED
	STUDENT
	Average of TOTAL HOURS
	360.00
	 
	100.50

	 
	 
	 
	Median of TOTAL HOURS
	360.00
	
	100.50

	 
	 
	 
	StdDev of TOTAL HOURS
	 
	
	53.03

	 
	 
	 
	Count of RESPONSES
	1
	 
	2


Note:  the full spreadsheet of data from the CSU Subject Survey can be obtained from Ms Nina Clemson, Division of Planning and Audit.
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