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Mandate:
Provide guidelines that will standardize workload and determine a norm for teaching in order to increase time for Research and Community Engagement
Addendum G to the Policy:  “The appointments, promotions and duties of academic staff” as approved by Senate on 05/03/2007

1.
BACKGROUND
Resource allocation to, and management of resources pertaining to academic departments are sensitive issues, yet crucial to the justifiable planning and operations of academic departments. It is therefore necessary to find some measure or mechanism according to which such a process may function.
This research was mandated by the Academic Committee and is a follow up of an earlier TUT pilot study (2006) of two TUT faculties (ICT and the then, Social Sciences) that determined the status quo on workload distribution.


WORKLOAD NORMS:

Therefore the process used was to determine the current practise as was evident of the time.  This was followed by identification of mechanisms that will assist Faculties to equalize workload amongst lecturing and research staff.  The outcome thereof is recommended as “GUIDELINES”.

2.
AIM OF THIS RESEARCH
The need, in general, is for TUT to develop an integrated, interactive and comprehensive model which is specific to the needs of a University of Technology and more specifically, the institution itself, in order to make resource allocations in a justifiable manner.   This entails the cost effective distribution of Human Resources, Financial Resources, and utilisation of all available space through a central time table.
The more specific aim of this report, as one of the steps in this process, is to present workload distributions that are practised currently with regards to teaching, research and innovation, community engagement and administrative activities at TUT and to positions concerned with these activities.

This study should therefore be seen as the first step to determine a certain practise and to establish a norm across the institution as it reflects a snapshot of the current practice.  A norm is usually derived from a normal practice which has been established over a number of years.  Therefore the results of this study are a guideline to be used by managers in conjunction with Addendum B of the mentioned policy – see Academic Profile.

An outcome of the research conducted is that the results obtained here may be used as a management instrument to determine the allocated workload amongst lecturing staff, and to gauge efficiency.
3.
 PREVIOUS RESEARCH STUDIES

Various institutions have, in the past, endeavoured to quantify academic workloads based on student FTE’s and a range of variables within the framework of an integrated model. References to the models developed by the universities of Pretoria and Kwa-Zulu Natal have also been made in the report (Lecturing workload, 2006) issued by TUT’s Directorate: Strategic Management Support where the pilot study that preceded this one was discussed. Results obtained from the preceding pilot study as well as from other universities will be alluded to in this research to elucidate issues and to make comparisons possible. 
4
RESEARCH DESIGN

4.1
The research group

The research group for this research, as nominated by the Academic Committee, implicated members of staff from the directorate Strategic Management and three representatives from 
amongst the deans. 
4.2
Assumptions
Before embarking on a research study some high level decisions concerning e.g. definitions and work hours; and also what should be included in certain concepts, such as supervision or research, have to be made. These decisions are those that underpin the research and that consensus should be obtained before the research can be possible. For the purpose of this research the following basic assumptions were made concerning working time available to lecturing staff as well as the definitions and content of main activities within Teaching, Research and Innovation, Administration and Community Engagement.  These basic assumptions in the format of a matrix were sent to all Deans for comments (See Minutes of AC:  20 February 2007).  Various inputs of the Faculties led to certain amendments, especially relating to R&I activities.  This matrix is attached as Table 1.
4.2.1 Working time available
Before the research could take place it was necessary to determine the working days available to lecturing staff. 

a)
Possible working days available in a year were calculated as follows:   Weekends and official public holidays were subtracted from the days in the year. The days between Christmas and New Year when TUT is closed were subtracted, the minimum officially required 35 days of leave were subtracted and the three days in the beginning of the year before TUT opens officially for academic staff were subtracted. This left a total of 212 possible working days.  It is also possible that not all lecturing staff would take all leave days, that then can be calculated to 247 days (see table 4.2.1/1).
(Note:  A maximum of 35 days were subtracted although Lecturers does have 45 days available according to the policy – 10 days need not be taken as it can be carried over as part of accumulated leave.)
b)
The next high level assumption that had to be made was to determine working hours in a week. In this respect it was accepted that a normal work week consists of 40 hours per week, i.e. 8 hours a day times 5 days per week.  It is also acknowledged that lecturing staff does not work fixed hours every day, and that the number of working hours might exceed the norm as indicated below.
It was therefore determined that TUT operates at:

· 8 hours a day

· 5 days per week

· 40 hours per week

· 212 days per year

· 1696 hours per year

· 42.4 weeks per year

For the sake of comparison the times accepted as an assumption at two other universities, to be compared with TUT are as follows:

TABLE 4.2.1/1 WORKING HOURS AVAILABLE

	
	UKZN
	UP
	TUT (35 LEAVE DAYS SUBTRACTED)
	TUT (35 LEAVE DAYS INCLUDED)

	Hours per day
	8
	8
	8
	8

	Hours per year
	1752
	1840
	1696
	1976

	Days per year
	219
	230
	212
	247

	Weeks per year
	43,8
	46
	42.4
	50.5


Note: Additional days (Christmas and year start days as well as public holidays) have been deducted from TUT available days.

According to the previous study on work load norms conducted at TUT (based on the figures obtained from the Faculty of Information, Communication and Technology for year 2005) the average time a lecturer spends on lecturing and related activities amounts to 42.45 hours a week – slightly more than the 40 hours regarded as a normal work week. This time, broken down into components, indicated that time spent on activities pertaining to lecturing came to 33.54 hours per week; on supervision it was 1.6 and on other types of administrative related activities was 7.26 hours per week. 

For the purpose of this research, calculations for the workload mix had been done for the span of one year (2006) and covered a range of activities that lecturing staff were involved in.  Options were provided for subjects offered on semester basis, and were recalculated to a year. (See Table1)
4.3 Main activities

For the purpose of this research it was decided to distinguish amongst the following main activities as main tasks that lecturers become involved in:
· Teaching & Learning
· Research & Innovation
· Community Engagement
· Administrative duties
4.3.1
Teaching and Learning
In this section the three main factors that were taken into account were: 
-
Preparation,

-
Lecturing and 

-
Assessment. 
These above-mentioned activities were thought to be influenced by the number of students in class, the year/level of the subject, number of lesson repetitions, and the number of assistants available to assist the lecturer.

Preparation time did include all preparation work necessary for practical’s, excursions, productions, theoretical lectures and short learning programmes within block, telematic, distance or contact as offering type.
Lecturing included all contact hours relating to lectures, supervision and practical lessons in the form of rehearsals, excursions, workshops etc.

Assessment referred to activities such as setting of papers and marking of class and semester tests; exam, re-exams, practical and oral exams; assignments; portfolios and projects.

Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL), although a highly administrative process, was nominated as part of the T&L activities.

4.3.2 Research and Innovation

This main category was seen as encompassing the following issues:

·  Direct outputs, such as articles, proceedings, books, artefacts, patents

·  Conferences, as presenters, and attendees

·  Involvement with niche areas

-
Consultation as a researcher or assisting postgraduate students in preparation for final article(s) and thesis.
The committee was initially divided on supervision as an R&I or T&L activity but decided, for the purposes of this study, that contact hours with the student is necessary which would be reflected on a staff member personal timetable. Therefore, the time allocated to post-graduate supervision be classified as T&L.  Also, a structured master’s degree was regarded as a teaching and learning activity. 

It was decided that the various types of dissertations, e.g. mini, full, scripts or theses, would be assigned weights in accordance with the work required to supervise them. 
Therefore, it was agreed that R&I activities relate directly to hours spent on being a NICHE area leader, a presenter, developing patents, or preparing an article either accredited or non-accredited and an author or co-author of books.   Although the matrix was not clear this time around, the same holds with respect to innovation, and commercial activities.  In addition to outputs (patents, artefacts, and commercial ventures) work on these activities such as consultations with industry, business plans, proposals and development, inter alia, should be measured in future studies.
4.3.3   Community engagement
It was thought that this category should comprise of the following aspects:

· Contact with the community (expressed in terms of time rather than finance)

· TUT advancement (e.g. memoranda of understanding, collaborations)
Outreach activities, or community engagements were measured by time allocated to the activity rather than to funding awarded.
4.3.4
Administration
This section was seen to include administration with regard to the main functions (teaching and learning, community engagement and research and innovation), as well as administration with regard to finances, development, communication, documentation, other and general administration. Time taken to commute between campuses was also included here.

4.4 The research instrument
The matrix (see Table 1) is a type of electronic questionnaire that was used to determine the extent of activities that lecturing staff partake in. The main activities of teaching, research and innovation, community engagement and administrative duties, as described above, were unpacked to determine the elements that they consisted of. These features are portrayed in the matrix (See Table 1 for all the composite parts). Tasks reported on would be actual activities engaged in, during the year 2006. 

As a pilot study the matrix was sent out to a target group for completion. 
4.5
The target group

The target group for the initial pilot study was elected to include all seven faculties comprising of all 56 departments with a sample of one representative from each of the following four categories:

· Lecturing staff (including the range from junior to senior)

· Section Head

· HOD

· Professors

This amounted to a total of 224 possible respondents, with a possible figure of 56 per grouping, taking into consideration that not all departments necessarily have Section Heads or Professors.
4.6       Problems encountered during administration of the project
The following factors complicated administration of the project and calculation of the figures:

· Matrixes incorrectly completed (not checked by HoD’s)

· Misinterpretation of terms/activities, e.g. confusion as to post (senior lecturer) and function (subject/section head or HOD)

· Times that don’t add up (some days consist of 36 hours, e.g.)

· Differences still in place on the various campuses, e.g. HoD a permanent position on Soshanguve and a function at Pretoria campus.

· Biased completion 

· Lecturing periods that vary in length of time.
5. RESULTS
5.1
Previous Studies

According to the results obtained from the previous TUT study (2006) regarding figures obtained from the ICT faculty (where community engagement did not feature), the spread of activity over the three given major tasks was as follows as presented in Table 5.1/1.  For the sake of possible comparison the following proportional allocations were in place at the University of Pretoria and the University of Kwa-Zulu Natal at the time:
TABLE 5.1/1: WORKLOAD ACROSS MAIN ACTIVITIES: FORMER STUDIES

	 MAIN ACTIVITY
	TUT
(ICT only)
	UKZN
	UP

	Teaching and learning
	79%
	45%
	66%

	R&I incl supervision of M&D students
	3.9%
	40%
	20%

	Administration
	17.1%
	5%
	14%

	Outreach activities
	
	10%
	

	TOTAL
	100%
	100%
	100%


Note:  (It was noticeable from this study that a clear understanding should be reach on what comprises R&I activities.)  

At the University of Pretoria the 66% teaching component was further divided into C1 categories to represent the following:

-
Teaching input (lectures, preparation, tests & exams)


65%

-
Teaching outputs (graduates including taught M’s)


         14.5%

-
R&D output (research M & D’s, publications)




18%

-
Institutional factor (nr of black students)



          
2.5%
All of these activities were deemed to be influenced by the number of students in class, the year/level of the subject, number of repetitions, and the number of assistants that were available to assist the lecturer.

Furthermore, year subjects were used as a basis for calculation, and in the event of semester subjects a model relating to the subject (as opposed to the individual) was completed for a semester. 
The average contact hours per lecturer not doing any own studies or research were taken to be 20 hours.
5.2

Response return rate of current study
Ultimately only 206 respondents were available, from whom a number of 130 completed matrixes were received – (a return of 63%). A breakdown in terms of faculty representation is provided in Table 5.2/1. 

TABLE 5.2/1: PARTICIPATION RATE PER FACULTY
	Faculty
	Number of Nominated Participants
	Number of Workload Matrices Received
	Percentage Received per Faculty
	Percentage Matrices Received proportionally

	Arts
	20
	11
	55%
	8%

	Economics
	20
	10
	50%
	8%

	Engineering
	28
	11
	39%
	8%

	ICT
	23
	19
	83%
	15%

	Humanities
	30
	19
	63%
	15%

	Management
	28
	26
	93%
	20%

	Science
	57
	34
	60%
	26%

	Total / Average
	206
	130
	63%
	100%


A balanced response of 49% SET faculties and 51% from Business/Commerce and the Humanity faculties were received.
GRAPH 5.2/1:
 PARTICIPATION PER FACULTY
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5.3

Current Workload distribution across main educational activities

The total workload distribution amongst the main educational activities, Teaching and Learning, Research and Innovation, Community Engagement and Administrative Tasks (related to all of these) is provided in Table 5.3/1.  
This reflects the status quo of the time.
TABLE 5.3/1:
TOTAL WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION DURING 2006

	Classification
	Number of respondents
	Average Actual Hours
	% 


	Average Adjusted Hours
	% 



	Admin
	123
	632
	29.24%
	489
	29.28%

	CE
	67
	47
	2.18%
	39
	2.36%

	R & I
	88
	98
	4.53%
	81
	4.86%

	T & L
	128
	1386
	64.06%
	1060
	63.51%

	TOTAL
	 Out  of 130
	2163
	100.00%
	1670
	100.00%


The available working hours as calculated in 4.2.1 is 1696 (212 days) while the average calculated hours of the pilot study are 1670 (209 days) difference of 26 hours.
GRAPH 5.3/1: TOTAL WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION: 2006 ARE 1670 (209 DAYS) – A DIFFERENCE OF 26 HOURS.
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5.3.1
Teaching and Learning
As can be expected from a University of Technology that has its main emphasis on the delivery of undergraduate programmes respondents indicated that most time at TUT is spent on ‘Teaching and Learning’ activities (63.5%).  If converted to a 40 hour week, it relates to 25, 4 hours a week, or 3,1 days. It needs to be noted that short courses offered in 2006 were included in this calculation. A breakdown of this main activity indicated that short courses made up a small portion of 2.4% of the total time spent on teaching and learning activities.  This will change with the approval of the Short Learning Programme (SLP) policy as SLP’s will not form part of the T&L workload.
The 63.5% indicated at TUT in respect of time spent on Teaching and Learning activities in 2006 is less than the percentage of 66% spent on teaching and learning activities at the University of Pretoria, though the percentage at UP excludes short courses.

For the purpose of this study the category ‘Teaching and Learning’ is made up of the following main activities:

· Preparation

· Lecturing

· Assessment, marking, moderation and RPL

· Post-graduate study (supervision and examining)

TABLE 5.3.1./1: TIME SPENT ON MAIN T&L ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Percentage

	Preparation
	22.8%

	Lecturing
	24.4%

	Marking, assessment, moderation & RPL
	47.2%

	Post graduate study (Research M&D)
	5.6%

	Total
	100.0%


Respondents indicated, in Table 5.3.1/1 that a lot of their time (almost half (47.2%)) was spent on marking, assessment, moderation and RPL, whilst almost a quarter of their time (24.4%) was used for teaching (percentage contact time). Almost as much as teaching, 22.8% of their time was spent on preparing for classes. Post-graduate study, (both the supervising and examining parts thereof) took up about 5.6% of respondents’ time. 

According to respondents’ feedback only 109 hours (or 0.72%) of their time was spent on ‘Recognition of Prior Learning’ activities during 2006. It would appear as though the concept of RPL, as well as the advantages and benefits of RPL for the institution (and the people of South Africa) has not been exploited at our institution yet.

5.3.2 Research and Innovation

Being a relative new-comer to the arena of Research and Innovation, it came as no surprise that only a small percentage (4.9%) of time at TUT was spent on R&I activities in 2006 as indicated by respondents. 
With the exception of the ‘consultation’ activity, as co-supervisor,  teaching and assessment of structured post-graduate students were excluded from this category as these were deemed to belong in the ‘Teaching and Learning’ category. 

TABLE 5.3.2/1: TIME SPENT ON R&I ACTIVITIES
	Activity
	Percentage

	Publications
	54.1%

	Consultations Postgraduates
	21.9%

	Research (niche areas)
	  8.9%

	Patents
	  0.0%

	Presentations
	11.5%

	Other
	  3.7%

	Total
	100.0



Note:  “Other refers to books, attendance of conferences.
From the figures supplied in Table 5.3.2/1 it appears that most of the respondents’ time (54,1%) with respect to R& I was spent on publications, a small portion of time (8.9%) was spent on research in niche areas.  Although, according to the matrix, patents and artefacts were produced in 2006, it should be noted that the matrix did not measure the full innovation process and work activities such as consultations with industry, project proposals, business plans, registering of intellectual property rights amongst others that may have taken place, were not measured during this round.
Innovation, and commercialization are still in its infantry shoes at TUT and should be managed to fruition – as a University of Technology we need to move away from the old academic type / mode of knowledge production to the newer type 2 model which founds itself on, inter alia, research governed by a need for application and to solve a problem, cooperating with other institutions and with industry, spanning various discipline, and leading, ultimately to commercialization.

5.3.3 Community engagement

According to responses on main components of higher education obtained in this study, least of lecturing staff’s time was spent on Community Engagement activities, namely 2.4%, and this included (17,5% of the 2,4%) travelling time. It is not quite clear where, and if cooperative education and service projects were measured.  Experiential learning was included as a T&L activity.
In a possible follow-up study Community Engagement should be clearly defined according to the new policy - also in terms of its possible components. It would be interesting to know the extent to which service projects, cooperative education and other less formalized liaisons take place.
5.3.4 Administration

The fact is recognized that a lot of academic administration has to do with education specific tasks that can only be conducted by suitably qualified academic personnel and is therefore an imperative portion of an academic’s workload. The aim, however, should be to keep it balanced with other responsibilities of an educational nature so that it doesn’t detract from the main business of teaching. In this study respondents at TUT indicated that almost one third (29.3%) of lecturing staff’s time is devoted to administration. This figure compares poorly with UKZN and UP where the time spent on administrative activities is 14% and 5% respectively. One needs to understand this high percentage in order to be able to address it.
The biggest single percentages of the total 100% of administrative duties are linked to HoD administration (11.7%), section head administration (9.4%) as well as other combined tasks relating to consultations (9.2%) and applications and registrations (6.4%). A further 19% of the total administrative time was devoted to serving on various committees.
The reason for the high percentage of time spent on administration (29.3%) may be sought in the high number of part-time and temporary lecturing staff that is appointed – staff usually not burdened with administration, curriculum design, exams, study guide compilation, attendance of meetings, e.g. as they are paid to lecture only, and are often paid on an hourly basis only. This is an area that definitely needs to be addressed as it is costing the institution far too much to pay highly qualified lecturing staff to do tasks that can be done by lesser qualified and more appropriate personnel. 
Although it is not the purpose of this report, it should be noted that a healthier ratio permanent to part time/temporary lecturing staff should be sought – this means that more permanent and fewer part-time lecturers need to be appointed.

Departments should investigate where administrative staff could alleviate lecturer’s tasks and such people should be appointed according to SLE allocation and approved job descriptions.
5.4
Current Workload distribution across post levels
One of the problems experienced with the matrix’s data was the apparent confusion between post level (such as junior or senior lecturer), and functional level (such as Head of Department or Subject Head). For this reason it was difficult to obtain valid results for the various representative groupings (lecturers, section heads, HOD’s and professors).   Another factor that complicated matters was the historically differing practices that reigned previously at the three (now merged into TUT) institutions, -e.g. at some institutions the position of HoD was regarded as a function, and at others as a position, while the principal lecturer position no longer exists although persons are still appointed on that level.
TABLE 5.4/1: WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION PER POST LEVEL
	
	T&L
	R&I
	CE
	ADMIN

	
	N
	Hrs
	%
	N
	Hrs
	%
	N
	Hrs
	%
	N
	Hrs
	%

	Junior lecturer*
	15
	1136
	78.0
	6
	10
	0.7
	3
	7
	0.5
	13
	303
	20.8

	Lecturer
	52
	1219
	69.3
	32
	82
	4.7
	26
	40
	2.3
	51
	417
	23.7

	Senior lecturer
	39
	991
	63.1
	31
	64
	4.1
	21
	37
	2.4
	36
	479
	30.5

	Principal Lecturer*
	7
	1101
	61.0
	4
	177
	9.8
	4
	20
	1.1
	7
	507
	28.1

	Professor
	5
	693
	46.1
	5
	253
	16.8
	4
	86
	5.8
	5
	470
	31.3

	Subject head
	59
	1181
	65.8
	43
	83
	4.7
	35
	46
	2.2
	59
	492
	27.4

	Section head
	23
	1050
	61.3
	17
	87
	5.1
	18
	35
	2.1
	23
	542
	31.6

	HoD
	20
	732
	41.1
	19
	49
	2.8
	17
	33
	1.8
	21
	967
	54.3


* Note – The post levels of Junior and Principle lecturer does not exist anymore, but acknowledgement is given to the current situation in TUT
A quick glance at Table 5.4/1 shows that the main business of the institution, namely to teach, was conducted to the greatest extent by lecturing staff, R&I was managed mainly on professorial level whilst Heads of Department spent more than half their working time doing academic administration.

GRAPH 5.4/1 WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION PER POST LEVEL
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5.4.1
Lecturing staff
With respect to the teaching function one can expect junior lecturers to be most involved of all staff with the teaching function (78%) and that this would taper off as they progress through the ranks. This was found to be the case in this study where lecturing became less; from junior lecturer 78% to lecturer 69.3%, senior lecturer 63.1%, and principal lecturer 61%. It became clear that as their expertise grows and they become more involved with other academic related functions (such as curriculum design, study guide compilation, posts graduate supervision, research and administration) the lecturing work load became less.  

After Professors, Principal lecturers appear to become more involved with R&I (9.8%) and also spend more than a quarter of their time (28.1%) on administrative work.

It is also clear that the Snr. Lecturer carries the highest administrative load from the lecturing staff point of view.  This may be due to the fact that some HOD’s substantive position was indicated as that of Senior Lecturer.

5.4.2
Professors
Although respondent professors spend a fair amount of their time (46.1%) teaching, they are also the ones out of all the positions to devote the most time (16.8%) to R&I activities.  This 16,8% converted back to hours and days/week represents 6,72 hours in a 40 hour week, or not even one full day. According to figures obtained in the study, respondent professors were also very involved with administration in 2006 and spent almost one third of their time (31.3%) on this activity.

The National Benchmark for all Instructional/Research staff is a publication unit of 0,5.  The question to be asked is what percentage of time should be spent on R&I activities (publication only) to produce a 0,5 research output per I/R staff member.  It is clear that professors, who’s main responsibility should be to focus on publication, cannot produce if only 16,8% of time is spent on research related activities.
There is also the situation where I/R staff only want to be involved in research and not as much lecturing.  A method should be develop to accommodate  staff involved only in research through an agreed performance target relating to the number of research output units to justify the cost of a SLE.
5.4.3 Operational management staff

Heads of Department, Section Heads and Subject Heads are to a great extent involved with the day to day management of the department. It is probably for this reason that respondents indicated that they spent a lot of time on administrative tasks - Heads of Department more than a half of their time (54.3%), Section and Subject Heads 31.6% and 27.4% respectively.  
6.
CONCLUSIONS 
This study is a follow-up from a previous study conducted across two faculties. 
Strength of the study is that it was conducted across all the faculties and all the departments of TUT and also that a variation of positions were targeted. A possible short-coming of the study is that sampling was not done in a representative manner according to numbers in departments and that obtaining a glance of what the workload distribution according to faculty looks like is not possible – the expectation being that workloads may differ across faculties. 
However, although sampling is small, findings obtained in this study might suggest as to the current practice of work load distribution across educational activities and positions and functions at TUT.   
6.1      Workload Distribution
Workload Statistics obtained from this study did indicate average calculated hours for workload distributions between T&L (63,5%), R&I (4,9%), CE (2,4%) and Administration (29,3%).

A differential workload distribution was indicated for each activity between the different post levels.  For example, T&L:  Jnr Lecturer (78,0%) to Professors (46,1%);  for R&I:  Jnr Lecturer (0,7%) to Professors (16,8%).

Although this study calculated an average distribution of working hours towards T&L, R&I, CE and Administrative activities, it should be seen as the current practice within TUT and not the norm.  It is acknowledged that this is not the ideal situation for TUT and especially not towards the aspirations of a UoT.  
However, these average percentages can be seen as a departure point with the view of refining it according to the UoT philosophy and R&I capacity development programme.

The following table is a summary of the CURRENT average ranges of workload distribution between the post levels for main activities.
TABLE 6.1/1 CURRENT AVERAGE WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION
	Activity
	Average distribution
	Post level range distribution

	
	
	                 Prof   -    Jnr Lecturer

	T&L
	64%
	46% - 78%

	R&I
	5%
	17%   - 1%

	CE
	3%
	6%  -  1%

	Administration
	See recommendation 1
	


*Note:  Administration load has been excluded from this table based on allocated percentage, as a norm and  need to be determent.
7.         GUIDELINES TO MANAGE WORKLOAD AS A MANAGEMENT TOOL
7.1 Administration duties
One problem that seems to stand out amongst others is the administration load that seems to be high with respect to lecturing staff, and out of proportion with that of UKZN and UP.  It might be attributed to the permanent: temporary ratio.  An assumption is therefore made that a healthier permanent:  temporary ration will alleviate the high percentage administrative duties.  It is therefore recommended that:
Recommendation 1:

The administrative load of lecturing staff be investigated to determine the nature thereof and that strategies be devised to lessen it. 
Recommendation 2:

A healthier ratio permanent to temporary/part time lecturing staff be determined within the allocated SLE.

7.1 Number of contact periods

It will be necessary to standardize the number of contact time (lecturing periods).  A method that has been applied successfully in Higher Education is to determine the number of lecturing periods according to the subject credit weight as stipulated in the current Report 151.
The following table is an example for a National Diploma, level 1 curriculum, applied for a 40 hour week where 1 period equals 60 min.

Table 7.2/1:  Number of Contact Periods per subject e.g.:  National Diploma:  Hospitality               Management (2004)
	Level
	Subject
	Subject Credit
	(n) of Contact Periods
	% of time spent

	1
	Accommodation Management 1
	0,166
	6,64
	7 h
	4,98

	
	Events Management 1
	0,100
	4
	4 h
	3

	
	Finance Management 1
	0,133
	5,32
	4 h
	3,99

	
	Hospitality Management 1
	0,150
	6
	6 h
	4,5

	
	Information Systems 1
	0,050
	2
	2 h
	1,5

	
	Health & Safety 1
	0,067
	2,68
	3 h
	2

	
	Culinary Studies & Nutrition 1
	0,167
	6,68
	7 h
	5

	
	Food & Beverage studies
	0,167
	6,68
	7 h
	5

	
	TOTAL
	1
	40 periods
	40 h
	29,97


Note:  Made only provision for 9 of the 12 subject which is compulsory
Proposed from a Level perspective, the following formula, based on a 60 minute contact period per level in a 40 hour week, is recommended to determine the number of periods:

FORMULA FOR CONTACT PERIODS

Level 1 should have a total of 30 contact periods per week.


Subject credit according to Report 151 (e.g. 0,141)

X 30  (75% of 40 periods)
= 4,23 contact periods per week for this subject.

Level 2 should have a total of 26 contact periods per week.


Subject credit according to Report 151 (e.g. 0,141)

X 26  (65% of 40 periods)

= 3,66 contact periods per week for this subject.

Level 3 should have a total of 22 contact periods per week.


Subject credit according to Report 151 (e.g. 0,141)

X 22  (55% of 40 periods)

= 3,10 contact periods per week for this subject.

Level 4 should have a total of 16 contact periods per week


Subject credit according to Report 151 (e.g. 0,141)

X 16  (40% of 40 periods)

= 2,26 contact periods per week for this subject.

Recommendation 3:
Formula linked to subject credits of Report 151 needs to be applied as a guideline to determine the number of lecturing periods per level.

7.3       TIU Load

In an Addendum of the mentioned policy, a proposal of 1 SLE = 56 TIU has been approved as a strategic factor.  The recommendation:  “The TIU generated be translated to SLE for planning purposes and units for budget control”, has also been approved.
This principle can therefore be applied to the workload of each post level in the following manner:

Table 7.3/1:  TIU load of each Post level

	Post Level
	Post
	Total cost to company (R)
	Budgeting

Units
	TIU load

	9
	Junior Lecturer
	279 465
	63,4
	36

	8
	Lecturer
	365 108
	82,8
	46

	7
	Senior Lecturer
	440 958
	100
	56

	6
	Ass. Professors
	543 215
	123,2
	69

	5
	Professors
	658 960
	149,4
	84


Note:  1 SLE = 56 TIU = 100 units (as in Addendum B)

Therefore (1 units = 0,56 TIU)
The principle applied is that if a Senior Lecturer generates 56 TIU to substantiate and finance that post then each post level has to generate TIU differentially.

Recommendation 4:

Each post level generates TIU differentially to the units needed as a budgetary control mechanism.

7.4       Number of Students

In an Addendum  of the mentioned policy, Teaching Input units are linked to the Academic Staff profile of departments, and therefore to money generated.  Thus, the philosophy is based on student numbers.  To successfully manage a department and Faculty, there is also a need to link the student numbers to the workload of staff members.

As stated in section 7.3, one SLE translates to 56 TIU’s.  Since the number of TIU’s are differentially applied to post level (see recommendation 4), and therefore based on units (staff salary) and the funding framework, one can assume that:

1 SLE = y TIU’s.

Therefore, as all subject credits of a curriculum add up to 1, and is represented by c, and z represents the weight of the TIU as in the funding framework then:

Number of students = y/(c x z)

Recommendation 5:

The following formula be applied as a guideline to determine the number of students:
(n) of students = y/(cxz)

Where

y = TIU substantiating the post level



c = subject credit



z = weight of TIU as in funding framework.
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SECTION 1:  QUESTIONARE USED
TABLE 1:
THE MATRIX
	Please complete the matrix for the year 2006
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Faculty:
	 
	Science / Arts / Humanities / Engineering & Built Environment / Management / Economics & Finance / ICT

	Department
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Appointment level:
	 
	Junior Lecturer / Lecturer / Senior Lecturer / Section Head / Head of Department / Research Professor
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Component
	Activity
	Tasks
	Sub Tasks
	Notes
	
	
	

	Teaching and Learning 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Subject Code
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	
	Subject Year Level
	
	
	1st, 2nd,  3rd, 4th, 5th year
	 
	 
	 

	
	Number of students in group
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	
	Number of repetitions
	
	
	This is the number of times you as lecturer present the subject in a specific semester / year
	 
	 
	 

	
	Number of assistants
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	
	Presentation
	
	
	1st semester,    2nd semester,   year
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	Number of Hours per Subject per Semester or Year
	
	

	
	Preparation
	Direct Contact
	Theoretical
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Practical / Tutorial
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Excursions / Clinics
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Experiential learning
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Workshop
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Block
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Rehearsals
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Short Courses
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Indirect Contact
	Telematic
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Distance
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lecturing
	Direct Contact
	Theoretical
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Practical / Tutorial
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Excursions / Clinics
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Experiential learning (visits)
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Workshop
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Block
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Productions
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Short Courses
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Indirect Contact
	Telematic ed
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Distance
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Assessment
	Set papers
	Class tests / Tutorials
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Semester tests
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Exam
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Re-exam / Special Exam
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Assignments 
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Projects
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Oral Exam
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Practical Exam
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Mark papers
	Class tests / Tutorials
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Semester tests
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Exam
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Re-exam
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Assignments
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Projects 
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Experiential Learning Assessment
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Oral Exam
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Practical Exam
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Moderate
	Internal
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	External
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Masters & Doctorates
	Thesis Only
	Note that Structured M class contact, preparation, etc addressed under T&L. M & D students
	
	

	
	
	
	Supervisor / Co-Supervisor
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	External examiner
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Full Dissertation
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Supervisor / Co-Supervisor
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	External examiner
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Mini Dissertation 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Supervisor / Co-Supervisor
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	External examiner
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Recognition of Prior Learning
	Subject
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	Status
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Number
	

	Research and Innovation
	Direct Outputs
	Articles
	Number of Articles accredited
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	Number of Articles non-accredited
	
	 
	

	
	
	 
	Articles accredited
	Only actual hours
	 
	

	
	
	
	Articles non-accredited
	Only actual hours
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Number Proceedings
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Books
	Single author
	Only actual hours
	 
	

	
	
	
	Co-author
	Only actual hours
	 
	

	
	
	
	Chapter 
	Only actual hours
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Patents / Arte facts
	Registered
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	Applied
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	Art 
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Exhibitions
	Number of Exhibitions
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Artistic Output
	Number
	
	
	

	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	Conferences / Seminars
	Presenta-tions
	International
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Number of presentations
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	Number of working days - conference + trip
	
	 
	

	
	
	 
	National
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Number of presentations
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	Number of working days - conference + trip
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	Internal
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Number of presentations
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	Number of working days - conference
	
	 
	

	
	
	Attendance Only
	Number of working days - conference + trip
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Niche Area
	Niche Area Leader 
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Niche Area Sub Leader 
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Niche Area Member
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Consultation
	Supervisor
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Co-supervisor
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community Engagement
	Contact
	Community Engagement Time
	
	 
	 
	

	
	
	Travel time
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TUT Advance- ment
	Collaboration / MOU  Partner-ships
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administra-tion
	General admin
	Student Applications & Selection
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Student Registration
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	M&D student admin
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Class lists and marks
	
	 
	 
	

	
	
	Time tables and venues
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Placing of students - Experiential learning
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Study Guide - compile
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Curriculum Development
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Subject Head
	
	How many hours do you spend on Subject Head tasks per year
	 
	

	
	
	Multi-campus (Yes / No)
	
	
	Yes / No
	

	
	
	Section Head
	
	How many hours do you spend on Subject Head tasks per year
	 
	

	
	
	Multi-campus (Yes / No)
	
	
	Yes / No
	

	
	
	Department Head
	
	How many hours do you spend on Subject Head tasks per year
	 
	

	
	
	Multi-campus (Yes / No)
	
	
	Yes / No
	

	
	
	Donor Visits
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	T&L Admin
	Clinics
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Trips
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Experiential Learning visits
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Workshops
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Short courses
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Productions
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	CE Admin
	CE Arrangements & management
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Research Admin
	Research Fund Application
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Research Fund Monitoring
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Grant Admin
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other Admin
	Workshops
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Seminars
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Colloquiums
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Financial Admin
	Research
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	CE  
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Departmental Budget
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Short Courses / Workshops
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Develop-ment
	Personal development (including training, short courses)
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	Committees
	Research Committees
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Academic Committee
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Dept Meetings
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Subject Meetings
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Academic Meetings i.e. service subjects
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Admin Meetings
	
	Including SHE, ICT User Forum
	 
	

	
	
	External Meetings
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Conference Committee
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Project meetings
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Forums
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Professional Boards / Journals
	
	Including Advisory Committees
	 
	

	
	
	Task Teams
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Consultation
	Student consultation
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Mentor
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	External Consultation / Advisory
	
	Private consultation not included
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Documen-tation
	Write proposals
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Write reports
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	graduation ceremonies, top performers, open days, opening ceremony, research days, orientation
	
	
	 
	

	
	
	Staff
	
	recruitment, interviews, placement
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Commuting
	Between the various campuses
	For Teaching and Learning
	Indicate how many hours did you commute between the campuses - this should be for the whole year 2006
	 
	

	
	
	 
	Meetings
	Indicate how many hours did you commute between the campuses - this should be for the whole year 2006
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


SECTION 2:  POSIBLE CALCULATIONS

Example 1:  For a professor at post level 5 that supervises Master students in Funding Group 3, y = 84 TIU; c = 1 and z = 7; 5, then:

(n) of students = _   y  _

     c x z

=  _ 84 _
                            1 x 7,5

= 11,2 students (Master)
If an average of 4 hours per week per Master Student is seen as a guideline for contact time, then the professor will have a full load of 44 hours.

Example 2:  For a Junior Lecturer, post level 9 – (y=36), that offers a subject for level I students, and the subject credit is 0,2 (according to Report 151) and falls in funding group 1, then:
(n) of students = _   y  _

                              c x z

                        =  _ 36 _
                            1 x 0,2

                         = 180

If it assumed that a subject with a credit weight of c = 0,1, then 4 periods of one hour each will be necessary to lecture which should be 25% of workload, preparation will require another 4 hours (25%) and examination and assessment preparation and marking will require 8 hours (50%) of time.

Therefore, the following table links all variables as follows:

Table 7.4/2:  Workload of a Junior Lecturer

	Subject
	Subject Credit
	Contact Time
	Funding Group
	TIU weight
	(n) of Students
	Lecturing Periods
	Prepa-ration time
	Asses. & Exam.

	Biology I
	3. 0,2
	3. 8 hours
	2
	4.  1
	4.  180
	1.  8 h

(25%)
	8 h (25%)
	16 h (50%)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	32 hours

	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.  80% T&L


Notes:

1. See table 5.4/1

2. See recommendation 3
3. See recommendation 5
Example 3:   Post level 5

         [Strategic Ratio: Ratio 1 SLE = 56 TIU]

1,5 SLE’s = 84 TIU (y)

Salary notch – R702,862
Principle:
Output of Post level 5 (Professors) must substantiate the salary expenditure.

Research Output

2008  Unit Value = R90 678






  ROU


Earn

1.
Graduate Masters
=
(1 unit)

=
R  90,678

2.
Graduate Doctorates
=
(3 units)
=
R272,034

3.
Publications

=
(1 unit)

=
R  90,678







  5 units
=
R544,068

Therefore:
OUTPUT should be:

1 Article

=
1 ROU
=
R  90,678

4 Masters

=
4 ROU
=
R367,712

1 Doctorate

=
3 ROU
=
R272,034




8 ROU
=
R730,424
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INPUT can be  for TIU load
=  84 (TIU) x R8,183 (TIU value)
=
R687,372

Masters

	Fg 1
	Fg 2
	Fg3
	Fg4

	=      y

      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z

	=   _84_
      1 x 3
	__84__
1 x 4,5
	__84__
1 x 7,5
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___84__
1 x 10,5

	=     28
	=      18,6
	=     11,2       
	=      8


(n) of students







Fg – funding group

Doctorate       TIU value
	Fg 1
	Fg 2
	Fg3
	Fg4

	=    _y__
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z
	     __y__
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z

	=    _84_
      2 x 4
	​_84__
2 x 6
	__84_
2 x 10
	__84__
2 x 14

	=     10,5
	=      7
	=     4,2    
	=      3


(n) of students



Example 4:      Post level 6




      Ratio 1 SLE = 56 TIU

1,2 SLE’s =  69 TIU (y)

Salary notch – R575,207
Research Output

2008 Unit Value = R90 678







  ROU


Earn

1.
Graduate Masters

=
(1 unit)

=
R  90,678

2.
Graduate Doctorates

=
(3 units)
=
R272,034

3.
Publications


=
(1 unit)

=
R  90,678







  5 units
=
R453,390

Therefore:
OUTPUT should be:

1 article

=
1 ROU
=
R  90,678

1 Dcct


=
3 ROU
=
R272,034
2 Masters

=
2 ROU
=
R181,356




6 ROU
=
R544,068


INPUT can be for TIU load

=  69 TIU x R8,183(TIU value)=
R564,627

Masters

	Fg 1
	Fg 2
	Fg3
	Fg4

	=    __y_
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z

	=      69_
      1 x 3
	__69__
1 x 4,5
	__69__
1 x 7,5
	__69__
1 x 10,5

	=     23
	=      15,3
	=     9,2       
	=      6,57


(n) of students



Fg – funding group

Doctorate       TIU value
	Fg 1
	Fg 2
	Fg3
	Fg4

	=      y__
      c x z
	          y__
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z
	      __y__
      c x z

	=  __69__
      2 x 4
	__69__
2 x 6
	__69__
2 x 10
	__69__
2 x 14

	=     8,6
	=      5,75
	=     3,5   
	=     2,5


(n) of students



Table 1:  
Summary of Post Levels 5 & 6 Output

	Post levels
	SLE
	TIU Load
	Masters
	ROU Total
	M
	D
	A
	% Time

	
	
	
	(n) of Students
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	1,5
	84
	28
	18,6
	11,2
	8
	8
	4
	1
	1
	100% R&I

	6
	1,2
	69
	23
	15,3
	9,2
	6,57
	6
	2
	1
	1
	100% R&I


Table 2:
R&I  vs  T&L for Post Levels 5

	R&I
	T&L

	Hours in 40h week
	R&I time
	ROU (R90,678)
	Rand per annum
	T&L Time
	TIU (R8,183)
	Rand per annum
	Hours in 40h week

	40
	100%
	8
	R702 424
	0%
	0
	R           0
	0

	36
	90%
	7
	R634 746
	10%
	8
	R  67 678
	4

	31
	77%
	6
	R544 068
	33%
	19
	R158 356
	9

	26
	65%
	5
	R453 390
	35%
	30
	R249 034
	14

	21
	53%
	4
	R362 712
	48%
	42
	R339 712
	19

	16
	39%
	3
	R271 596
	61%
	53
	R430 828
	24

	11
	26%
	2
	R181 356
	74%
	64
	R521 068
	29

	6
	13%
	1
	R  90 678
	87%
	75
	R611 746
	34

	1
	0%
	0
	R           0
	100%
	84
	R687 372
	39
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