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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Department of Education employs more than 20,000 teaching staff 

(excluding principals) in 768 schools around Western Australia. The 

teaching staff is delineated between: 

• general teachers whose primary task is teaching, and 

• administrators who have a reduced teaching load to accommodate 

administrative tasks.  

Shelby was contracted by the Department to carry out an audit and 

quantification of teacher workloads. The study included an audit of a 

stratified sample of primary and secondary schools throughout the state, 

including 20 in the metropolitan area and 16 in regional areas. It also 

included an on-line survey for teachers in the 36 audited schools, and a 

further 36 schools across the state. 

The audit data was gathered from documentation and records provided by 

the department and schools, and supplemented by information from 

teachers and administrators particularly regarding their use of DOTT time 

and out of hours work. Supplementary data was provided by the teacher 

survey (questionnaire), eliciting information not covered by the audit. This 

included work undertaken during DOTT and out of school hours, as well as 

teachers’ perceptions of the duties that are the basis of any workload 

concerns. The data for 1,211 teachers was gathered in the audit, and this 

has been has been collated and analysed, along with 962 survey 

responses, and the findings are presented in this report.  

Findings 

The nature of duties being undertaken by teachers 

Overall, teachers’ primary activity is face to face teaching, which is 

structured into teaching timetables and the different characteristics of 

schools such as size, funding and location greatly affects such timetabling. 

Face to face hours are less than school operating hours so as to provide 

teachers with some time to carry out their supplementary duties other 

than teaching time (DOTT) during the formal school day. This time is 

organised differently in different types of schools and at different levels of 

schooling. In comparing teachers timetabled DOTT and their DOTT 

entitlement, the audit showed that 85 percent of teachers are receiving 

their DOTT entitlement with seven percent receiving less and seven 
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percent more than their entitlement. This confirms the impression gained 

from both administrative and teaching staff during the audit: 

administration staff claimed to be scrupulous about calculating and 

providing DOTT to staff, and teachers generally agreed that they received 

their entitlement. Moreover, the results of audit showed that it is more 

than likely that the proportion of under-DOTT teachers is less than records 

show for a number of reasons.  

Comparison of timetabled DOTT to calculated DOTT minimums 

 Timetabled DOTT compared with entitlement
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Yard duty is another task undertaken by teachers and in most schools it 

was shared out in an “equitable” way. This generally meant that as close 

as possible, every teacher was given the same number of minutes of yard 

duty. Pre-primary teachers often organised their yard duty amongst 

themselves whereas in high schools yard duty was used as a balancer of 

DOTT where necessary; teachers who were under-DOTT might be 

exempted from yard duty. On the other hand, underload teachers might 

be scheduled for additional yard duty to reduce the load on teachers with 

higher teaching loads.  

Other aspects of teacher workload were explored: teachers attended 

assemblies and incursions/excursions inside school hours. They were 

required to attend two whole of school staff meetings per term and 

sometimes weekly communication, learning area or training meetings. 

Teachers in some schools met in collaborative meetings and administrative 

and committee meetings: these were often voluntary and varied from 

regular to only occasional. Teachers attended compulsory activities with 
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parents, generally two meetings annually, but also conferences and school 

events. There was a large variety of school events and activities and the 

number, type, situation inside or outside school hours, and attitude 

towards teacher attendance varied from school to school; however, overall 

only about 45% of teachers attended one or more over the year out of 

hours. We noted that the distinction between ‘voluntary’ and ‘expected’ 

attendance for activities was often blurred. Records of performance 

management meetings and professional development were not easily 

available and not examined. 

The number of hours teachers work per week 

The number of hours that teachers work has been calculated in 

components for work within school hours, formal activities outside school 

hours, and informal out-of-school hours required for supporting work. 

While the minimum instruction for students is 1,550 minutes per week, 

the minimum attendance requirement for a full time employee is 1,675 

minutes. However, the evaluation found that most schools were focused 

on the maximum face to face and minimum DOTT times and ensuring that 

teachers received sufficient DOTT. In practice, how long teachers are 

required to spend at school each day depends on the school opening 

times, and the time before the bell that a teacher needs to be present; 

how long they actually spend at school also depends on their own 

preference and need.  

The time spent by teachers in all work related activities shows teachers 

working an estimated median of 1,578 hours in a year with an 

interquartile range of 1,341 to 1,851 hours a year. By comparison, the 

annual workload for a standard 38 hour week consists of 1,756 hours.   

The largest components of teacher workload are school hours with a 

median of 1,040 hours a year, and estimated informal out of hours work 

time with a median of 460 hours a year made up of just over an hour a 

day outside school hours, three hours on the weekend and 50 hours 

during the school holidays. Together these make up 95% of a teacher’s 

workload. Compulsory attendance before school and timetabled yard duty 

are additional to this.  

The outside of school hours component of teacher workloads includes 

compulsory and voluntary staff meetings and meetings with parents, plus 

events and activities, which were mostly voluntary; all of which varied 

from school to school and teacher to teacher with a small overall effect on 

workload.  
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Total estimated time spent by teachers on school related work 2010, hours per 

year 

 

Normal 

school 

hours  

Informal 

out of 

hours work 

time  

15 

minute 

start up 

Yard 

duty  

Whole 

school staff 

meetings 

outside 

school hours 

All teacher 

parent 

meetings  

outside 

school hours 

(Voluntary) 

out of hours 

events  

Total 

Min 1007 0 0 0 0 0 0 1007 

Max 1076 2365 64 192 48 20 333 4098 

Mean 1041 520 33 24 12 4 19 1653 

Lower 

quartile 
1023 288 10 10 8 2 0 1341 

Median 1040 460 48 19 8 4 0 1578 

Upper 

quartile 
1056 683 48 37 12 6 9 1851 

 

This is illustrated below.  
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There was a small difference between the median workload for different 

categories of teacher. Pre-primary teachers tended to work about an hour 

a week more than the overall median most of which was due to extra 

informal out of hours work. On the other hand, education support teachers 

tended to work about an hour less than teachers overall: they tended to 



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 5 

have less yard duty and out of hours parent meetings, and to do less 

informal school work out of hours than other teachers but spend more 

time on out of hours staff meetings. However, this variation is much less 

than that between teachers generally. The greatest variation was for 

outside hours events where the median was zero for teachers overall but 

was as high as 24 hours at the upper quartile for secondary teachers.  

The subgroup totals are tabled and graphed below.  

Total time spent by teachers on school related work during 2010; by sub group 

 

Pre 

primary 

Primary Secondary Ed 

support 
Overall

1
 

 Hours per year 

Min 1161 1015 1060 1076 1007 

Max 3396 3184 3971 2269 4098 

Mean 1697 1622 1678 1553 1653 

 Lower quartile 1431 1355 1358 1388 1341 

 Median 1626 1560 1567 1536 1578 

 Upper quartile 1879 1812 1874 1616 1851 

1
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 Combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups 



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 6 

Median total hours for teachers compared to annual hours for 38 hour week; by 

subgroup 

Median total hours by teaching level
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Activities causing concern and adding unduly to teacher workloads 

One of the greatest potential areas of concern for teachers was DOTT 

time. However, the audit found that most teachers received their DOTT 

entitlement and considerable care was taken by school administrators to 

ensure this. While there was some confusion as to what DOTT was to be 

used for, the large majority of teachers generally reported that they were 

able to use their DOTT for activities related to teaching most or all of the 

time. In most schools, DOTT was a high priority and schools employed 

various strategies for preserving it or paying it back if lost. Teachers 

interviewed during the audit most commonly identified providing internal 

relief as the main mechanism for losing DOTT and said that most 

commonly lost DOTT was paid back by arranging extra time using external 

or internal relief or relief by administrative staff. The three main barriers 

to using DOTT effectively included administrative tasks, managing 

behavioural issues and additional duties and roles at the school.  

Over half the teachers believed that their workload had increased a lot 

over the last five years and another fifth that it had increased a little. On 

the other hand, a fifth said it had stayed the same or decreased. The main 

contributors to increases in workload were changes to curriculum or 
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assessments, more administrative work and taking on more responsibility. 

Increased expectations and accountability and student behavioural duties 

were also important. For respondents whose workload had decreased this 

was most commonly because they had become more efficient or gained 

experience, changed school or role or for a personal reason. 

The change teachers would most like to make to their out-of-hours work 

related activities would be to reduce their out of school time workload. 

This was true for about one-third of teachers. Others would like 

recognition or pay for work done out of hours (15%), less administrative 

or clerical work and to have additional assistance (8%). Smaller class sizes 

(60%) and more DOTT time (55%) were also identified as areas that 

would most help reduce workload pressure. When asked whether they 

intended to continue teaching the same hours, just over three quarters of 

teachers who responded intended to continue teaching the same hours in 

the next two years. On the other hand, just under a fifth were intending to 

reduce their load for personal reasons, to reduce workload pressure or to 

reduce stress. Only a small percentage were intending to increase their 

load, generally to increase their income, because their personal 

circumstances had changed or because they have been trying to find full 

time work.  

Other aspects of school structures that impact workload 

There were no other systemic aspects of school structure that impacted on 

workload. The biggest issue with internal relief was that even when it 

wasn’t frequent, it interfered with work plans. However, teachers were 

mostly positive about it seeing it as part of working as a team and 

appreciating being paid. They also identified that they only have to do it as 

a last resort, and understanding that it was often difficult to get relief if 

the school was regional, remote or small. The main issues teachers had 

with internal relief were if it was seen to be unfairly distributed or be a 

cost cutting exercise.  

Class sizes were generally at or below maximums and where they 

exceeded maximums, particularly at the beginning of a term, they either 

fell during the term or teachers were given extra support. Time off in lieu 

can be used to balance extra work outside of school hours. Generally, it is 

felt that most out-of-hours activities are within the scope of teachers’ jobs 

or that teachers have volunteered and time off in lieu is not necessary. 

Two thirds of schools do not give TOIL and those that do, do so rarely – on 

an ‘ad hoc’, ‘case-by-case’ basis. The most common cases of TOIL being 

given were for teachers who had taken students on camps for several 
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days. Clerical support was not usually made directly available to Level 3 

Teacher Administrators; however, this seemed to be a minor issue.  

Summary 

The audit shows that teachers carry out their work both within and outside 

of formal school operating hours and their workload varies greatly from 

school to school and teacher to teacher. What is clear from responses 

regarding teachers’ workload is that the number of hours teachers work 

above school operating hours vary a great deal and so do their attitudes to 

their work. This is certain to be being affected by the school context as 

well as the management and culture, the student characteristics, the 

teacher’s experience etc as well as their expectations.  

The comparison between teacher workloads and a standard 38 hour 

workload highlights that by constraining a teachers primary job to only 

198 working days increases the length of such days if they are to reach an 

equivalent number of hours. The extent of this imbalance is clearly not 

widely understood, nor its implication on the number of extra hours a 

teacher should work per day to make up an equivalent annual workload. It 

was clear through the audit interviews that many teachers understand that 

considerable additional work through the week is reasonable given their 

long holidays; however, there are also a considerable number of teachers 

who consider any non face-to-face time their own and resent any 

imposition on ‘their’ DOTT time or time outside of school hours. Whether 

the comparison to a standard 38 hour week is fair and reasonable given 

that teachers are tied to the uneven workflow by the nature of the job is 

possibly an area for discussion; however, a clear understanding of the 

comparison should illuminate the discussion.   

This is possibly reflected in the fact that while the majority of teachers 

judge their workload as taking a fair and reasonable amount of their out of 

hours time, there is a substantial minority who do not think the time they 

spend on these tasks is fair and reasonable. The areas teachers are least 

likely to judge a fair and reasonable demand on their out of hours time are 

administrative tasks and dealing with behavioural issues. 
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1. BACKGROUND  

The Department of Education employs more than 20,000 teaching staff 

(excluding principals) in 768 schools around Western Australia. Teachers’ 

work is regulated through: 

• the School Education Act (1999), specifically section 64 - functions of 

teachers   

• the Teachers’ (Public Sector Primary and Secondary Education) Award 

1993, and 

• the School Education Act Employees’ (Teachers and Administrators) 

General Agreement 2008.  

These will be referred to in this report as the Act, the Award and the 

Agreement respectively.  

Shelby Consulting was contracted to carry out a study to fulfil the 

requirement of Clause 57 of the Agreement, which states that:  

A comprehensive assessment of Teacher and Administrator 

workloads will provide baseline data about workloads.  The 

quantitative and qualitative data collected will assist in the 

identification of practical strategies to enable teachers to 

refocus on their duties.   

1.1 Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this project was twofold:  

1. To ascertain whether teacher work requirements at public schools 

were consistent with regulations, and 

2. To gather broader information about teacher work practices, 

including outside of school hours during the week, at weekends and 

out of term time, and also workload issues. 

This also included gaining an understanding of different ways schools are 

organised in order to achieve their timetabling and workload requirements.  

The findings of the study are intended to inform the development of 

workload management strategies and work practices that will address 

identified workload issues.  
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2. THE STUDY 

2.1 Key questions 

The key questions for the study were clarified as the following: 

1. What is the nature of duties being undertaken by teachers and the time 

being allocated to these by various teacher types? 

2. How many hours do teachers work per week – in school terms, out of 

school terms.  How does this compare with a standard 38 hour week?  

What is the average and the range?  What might be considered a 

minimum? 

3. How many hours do teachers spend in face to face teaching?  

4. What other activities are teachers engaged in during school time and 

how many hours do teachers spend on these? 

5. What activities are teachers engaged in outside of school hours and 

how many hours do teachers spend on these? 

6. Do teachers get the agreed DOTT allocation? 

7. What activities are causing concern and adding unduly to workload? 

8. Are there other aspects of school structures that impact on workload? 

2.2 Data collection 

The study methodology aimed to deliver data which had sufficient breadth 

to provide generalisable results. At the same time it was our view that 

obtaining reliable and meaningful data from schools within the short time 

frame allowed would necessitate visits, particularly given the individuality 

of record keeping at schools. Thus, 36 schools were visited and audited, 

and timetables, schedules and other records were gathered (as well as 

high school timetables from the school information system (SIS)), and 

supplemented by information from teachers and administrators regarding 

their school day, allocation of DOTT time and out of school hours 

commitments.  

In addition, all teachers at these as well as a second 36 schools were 

asked to participate in an on-line survey primarily focusing on their out of 

hours commitments, as well as teachers’ perceptions of the duties that are 

the basis of any workload concerns. These are described in more detail 

below. The study methodology, data collection tools and sample selection 
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were agreed by a steering committee consisting of Department of 

Education and State School Teachers’ Union staff (see Appendix C for 

Steering Committee members). The audit proforma and questionnaire for 

the on-line survey were approved by the Steering Committee at their 

November 11 meeting. 

The audit and survey methodologies are detailed below.  

School Audit 

Proforma  

An audit proforma was developed for consultants to record information 

about school practices with regard to scheduling workload, including the 

school schedule, staff meetings, parent meetings, DOTT, assemblies, 

TOIL, internal relief, out of hours events, performance management, 

professional development, and clerical assistance.  

Audit sample 

A sample of schools was selected using stratified sampling to ensure a 

spread of metropolitan and country schools as well as primary, secondary, 

district high and education support schools. The sample was adjusted to 

increase the proportion of secondary schools to assist in achieving 

sufficient data from this group for meaningful subgroup analysis.  

Table 2-1: Sampling frame for audit schools 

  Prim RCS Secondary DHS Ed Support Total 

Population 199 24 40 55 18 336 

% of pop 26% 3% 5% 7% 2% 44% 

Calculated no 9 0 2 3 1 16 

C
o
u
n
tr

y
 

Adjusted no 8 0 4 3 1 16 

Population 312 - 57 9 46 424 

% of pop 41% - 8% 1% 6% 56% 

Calculated no 15 - 3 0 2 20 M
e
tr

o
 

Adjusted no 12 - 6 0 2 20 

Population 511 24 97 64 64 760 

% of pop 67% 3% 13% 8% 8% 100% 

Calculated no 24 0 5 3 3 36 T
o
ta

l 

Adjusted no 20 0 10 3 3 36 
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• Note that eight schools were selected from country primary and remote 

community schools taken together and six schools were selected from 

metropolitan secondary and metropolitan district high schools taken 

together. 

• Independent public schools were not deliberately selected.  

• A number of schools were omitted from the population because the 

focus of the study is determining the experience of ‘typical’ teachers. 

These were: 

• Canning and Tuart Colleges 

• School of Isolated and Distance Education  

• Behaviour Centres 

• Centre for Inclusive Schooling 

• Instrumental Music School  

• WA Inst for Deaf Education 

• Vision Impairment Service 

• Hospital School Services 

• Shenton College Deaf Education Centre 

• Language Development Centres 

• Landsdale Farm School 

• nine small RCS in the Ngaanyatjarra lands 

Provision was made for visits to approximately 36 schools including two 

schools in each of six regional centres. The regional component of the 

audit was increased from 12 to 16 schools.  

The following distribution of schools in different categories were selected, 

visited and audited. 
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Table 2-2: Audit schools 

 COUNTRY METRO TOTAL 

Small Primary 5 5 10 

Large Primary 3 7 10 

Secondary  4 6 10 

District High 3 - 3 

Ed support  1 2 3 

 16 20 36 

*Three independent public schools were included in the sample – they were one 

secondary and two large primary schools 

Audit process  

An email notifying principals of sample schools of their inclusion in the 

audit and/or survey was sent by DoE (co-signed by the Director General of 

the Department of Education and the President of the State School 

Teachers Union) on 24 November 2010. 

For each of the audit schools teacher information was extracted from 

the database of all teachers, to identify the audit teacher population 

characteristics. In addition, for the high schools, where possible, school 

timetable information from SIS was obtained in advance of the visits.  

All 36 of the schools selected for the audit were visited by Shelby’s 

consultants between 26 November and 13 December 2010. Audits took 

between 1½ and 3 hours. In most schools the principal or deputy principal 

was the primary source of information and in most schools around three 

teachers were interviewed for 10 minutes, either individually or as a 

group, to verify information provided by the principal and to gain 

additional insight into school operations.  

During the audits, data regarding teachers’ in-school workload was 

collected both at the school and teacher level. Information sourced from 

the SIS was verified and updated as necessary. An audit proforma was 

used to elicit and record information.  

The particular focus for the audit was to test whether face to face teaching 

allotments and Duties other than Teaching Time (DOTT) conformed to 

specifications. To this end, school records were obtained where possible, 

particularly individual teacher and/or combined DOTT timetables. Where a 

combined DOTT timetable was obtained, sample timetables for a number 

of teachers were also obtained to assist with and confirm interpretation. 

Information was requested regarding as many as possible of the major 

additional work commitments teachers face during the year. This 
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information was usually provided by the principal or deputy principal and 

where possible corroborated by teachers. In addition, information was 

requested regarding conformance of class sizes to class maximums and 

the extent of internal relief. 

The types of data and the quality and evidence to support it are listed 

below: 

Information required Evidence obtained 

DOTT/Face to face teaching • individual teacher  

• combined DOTT timetables 

Yard duty • yard duty rosters 

Whole or sub school staff meetings  • school term schedules 

Assemblies • school term schedules 

Parent meetings • school term schedules 

Performance management meetings  • no formal evidence obtained 

Out of school events • school term schedules 

School approved professional development • no formal evidence obtained 

Class size  • no formal evidence obtained 

Internal relief • relief payments or records obtained in 

some cases 

  

Follow up 

As explained, during the audits we attempted to obtain all necessary 

documentation; however, the timing and budget of the review prevented a 

more thorough examination of the information received. The outcome was 

that although requested documentation was generally obtained, on closer 

inspection there were anomalies and gaps where local knowledge was 

necessary to unlock the information, to a level sufficiently high to 

jeopardise meaningful results being obtained.  

In particular, because primary school timetables are individual documents 

created by and for each teacher, with their only real requirement being 

that the subjects taken by specialist teachers who provide their DOTT be 

indicated, their format differs widely within and between schools. The 

result is that they are very difficult to interpret. At best (for this exercise), 

they clearly showed DOTT periods with the start and finish times. 

However, on many of the timetables subjects were indicated without 

reference to whether they were taken by specialist teachers or whether 

they represented DOTT. In some cases this information could clearly be 

surmised; however, there were often variations and anomalies within and 
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between schools that prevented such deductions. Thus, for example, 

where health appears on a timetable it may be taught by the classroom 

teacher or the physical education teacher. Or as another example, 

timetabled physical education classes may or may not provide classroom 

teachers with DOTT depending on whether they are needed to support the 

physical education teacher.  

Other issues included missing timetables, timetables for a variety of 

terms, shared timetables with no notation regarding the split between 

teachers, timetables identified by nicknames or names that differed from 

the staff list, complicated work arrangements for some staff that slotted 

unmarked into two or three timetables, complicated arrangements for 

teachers teaching at more than one school, timetables with incorrect times 

on them, etc.  

As a result, additional information was required from schools and to this 

end, schools were contacted individually after the new school year started 

in 2011, to investigate and explain timetable and other issues.  

Teachers represented 

While audit information about teachers was sought on a school by school 

basis, the focus of the study was on teachers rather than schools and 

calculations were generally carried out on this basis. The characteristics of 

the teachers for whom audit information was obtained and of the survey 

respondents is shown in the following table along with the characteristics 

of the overall population of teachers. This shows that the representation of 

country and metropolitan teachers of both audit and survey was very 

similar to that of the population. Primary teachers were underrepresented 

compared to the population and secondary teachers overrepresented due 

to the deliberate inclusion of additional secondary schools in the sample. 

However, numbers in each of these subgroups are high and give a good 

basis for analysis. The proportion of teachers in different job groups is 

similar to that in the population; the category of ordinary teacher in the 

population has been split into ordinary teacher and graduates in the 

survey and audit as this information was available for respondents but not 

for the population. Preprimary and primary teachers were 

underrepresented and secondary teachers overrepresented compared to 

the population, again due to the decision to increase the number of 

secondary schools in the sample. Care should be taken regarding 

interpreting results for the smaller subgroups such as teachers from 

district high schools, independent public schools and education support 

schools and from the smaller job groups (education support, L3 teachers, 

HODs, deputy principals and graduates).  
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Table 2-3: Audit and teacher survey respondents characteristics compared to 

population 

 Audit  Survey  Population  

 n % n % N % 

Location       

Country 387 32% 331 34% 6,349 33% 

Metro 824 68% 631 66% 12,875 67% 

Total 1,211 100% 962 100% 19,224 100% 

School type       

Small Primary 126 10% 110 11% 3,325 17% 

Large Primary 340 28% 241 25% 7,770 40% 

Secondary 671 55% 488 51% 5,676 30% 

District High 46 4% 103 11% 1,903 10% 

Ed support 28 2% 20 2% 550 3% 

Total 1,211 100% 962 100% 19,224 100% 

Independent       

Independent 140 12% 67 7% 1,299 7% 

Non - Independent 1,071 88% 895 93% 17,925 93% 

Total 1,211 100% 962 100% 19,224 100% 

Job group       

Ordinary teachers 624 51% 388 40% 10,345 54% 

Ed support teachers 23 2% 12 1% 440 2% 

Senior teachers 328 27% 300 31% 5,899 31% 

L3 teachers 43 4% 48 5% 631 3% 

HODs, Prog Coords 87 7% 80 8% 775 4% 

Deputy principals 58 5% 44 5% 1,134 6% 

Graduates 48 4% 89 9% *  

Unknown   1 0%   

Total 1,211 100% 962 100% 19,224 100% 

School level       

Preprimary 78 6% 49 5% 1,898 10% 

Primary 397 33% 334 35% 10,037 52% 

Secondary 695 57% 533 55% 6,646 35% 

Combination 13 1% 26 3% 93 0% 

Ed support 24 2% 20 2% 550 3% 

Total 1,211 100% 962 100% 19,224 100% 

Population figures based on schools and teachers databases   

* not known from population database 
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Teacher Survey 

Survey development  

Two focus groups of seven teachers were held in the Perth metropolitan 

area: the first on 4 November 2010 with primary school teachers; the 

second on 5 November 2010 with secondary school teachers. These 

discussions were used to inform the construction of the questions for the 

on-line teacher survey. The survey was piloted by some of the focus group 

participants and was composed both of quantitative and qualitative 

questions to elicit: 

• workload not covered by the audit including work undertaken during 

DOTT and out of school hours and 

• teachers’ perceptions of the duties that are the basis of any workload 

concerns. 

The survey aimed to capture both the actual time spent by teachers 

outside school hours in work related activities as well as what they 

considered would be the minimum required to perform their roles.  

The main numerical responses were regarding face to face and DOTT time, 

and also time teachers spent working outside of school hours.  

Sample selection 

The survey sample contained the 36 schools to be audited as well as a 

second sample of a further 36 schools, generated using the same sampling 

frame. These were added to the audit schools to increase the survey 

population. Principals in two schools did not forward the survey to their 

teachers so that the final number of additional schools was 34. These 

schools are listed below.  

Table 2-4: Additional survey schools* 

 COUNTRY METRO TOTAL 

Small Primary 5 4
§
  9 

Large Primary 3  7 10 

Secondary  3† 5 8 

District High 3 1 4 

Ed support  1 2 3 

 15 19 34 
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*included one large primary independent school 
† Four selected but one omitted as few or no responses received 
§ Five selected but one omitted as few or no responses received 

Process 

Once approved, the survey was uploaded onto a website hosted at 

Murdoch University and an email sent to principals of the survey schools 

on Thursday 25 November asking them to pass on to teachers in their 

schools the request to complete the survey and the instructions for doing 

so. Principals were responsible for sending the instructions regarding the 

survey to their teachers and allocating one of the identification codes to 

each. Teachers could change their password once logged on to make their 

responses confidential. 

Reminders were sent out from Shelby to principals on 3 December, and 

again on December 11 and December 16. Nine principals had not 

forwarded the emails by the due date of December 11 and the survey 

period was extended to 20 December.  

Respondent characteristics 

A total of 993 survey responses had been received by 20 December. By 

this time, teachers had responded from all but two schools which were 

removed from the sample since their teachers had not been invited by 

their principal to participate, or were invited too late to respond. A total of 

31 very partial responses were removed giving a total of 962 responses 

for analysis. Survey respondent characteristics were provided in Table 2-3, 

some additional characteristics are provided in the following table.  
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Table 2-5: Demographics of survey respondents 

  n % 

Level taught Don’t teach at all 24 2% 

 Kindy 43 4% 

 PrePrimary 94 10% 

 Year 1 143 15% 

 Year 2 150 16% 

 Year 3 155 16% 

 Year 4 152 16% 

 Year 5 150 16% 

 Year 6 147 15% 

 Year 7 156 16% 

 Lower high school 439 46% 

 Upper high school 470 49% 

 Kindy and/or PrePrimary 110 11% 

 Any primary  370 38% 

 Any secondary 549 57% 

 Both kindy/pre-primary and primary 61 6% 

 Both primary and secondary 30 3% 

 Total  962 100% 

Full time 726 75% 

Part time  234 24% 

Work status 

Not stated 2 0% 

 Total  962 99% 

Less than 5 192 20% 

5 to 10 186 19% 

11 to 20 204 21% 

More than 20 378 39% 

Years 

teaching 

Not stated 2 0% 

 Total  962 99% 

 

The part time fraction for the quarter of the respondents who were not full 

time is shown below. Fractions of 0.8 and 0.6 were the most commonly 

found at 32% and 25% respectively, with 0.4 and 0.5 and 0.2 the next 

more frequent at 11%, 10% and 8% respectively.  
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Figure 2-1: Part time fraction for teachers nominating as part time 
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Primary teacher respondents indicated whether they were specialists or 

not and, if so, nominated their area of specialisation. Secondary teacher 

respondents indicated the learning area that they operated in as shown 

below. Apart from LOTE secondary teachers with a representation of only 

3% of respondents, a good cross-section of learning and specialisation 

areas was achieved (see Table 2-6).  
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Table 2-6: Teaching area if nominated, survey respondents 

Physical Education 30 29.4% 

Music 21 20.6% 

Visual Arts 18 17.6% 

Languages other than English 22 21.6% 

Primary 

specialists 

Other 13 12.7% 

 Total  102 102%* 

English 151 19% 

Mathematics 118 15% 

Science 105 13% 

Society and Environment 101 13% 

Technology and Enterprise 129 16% 

Health and Physical Education 92 12% 

The Arts 73 9% 

Secondary  

specialists 

Languages other than English 22 3% 

 Total  791 100% 

* three teachers were specialists in more than one area 

Data inclusion rate and response rate 

The characteristics of the audit teachers for whom data was obtained and 

the survey respondents were provided in Table 2-3. Audit data was 

obtained for 99% of teachers in audit schools and responses were received 

from 43% of teachers from survey schools as shown in Table 2-7. The 

survey response rate is low for a “compulsory” survey and probably 

reflects the extremely busy time of year at which the survey was 

administered as well as the importance placed on the survey by different 

schools and principals; however, the rate is very reasonable for surveys 

generally and the large number of responses provides a high level of 

confidence in the data. In addition, 32 of the schools had a response rate 

of between 50 and 100 percent ensuring a good coverage from 45 schools 

and reducing the risk of any consistent pattern of non-responses. The 

response rates for sub groups are shown in Appendix G.  
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Table 2-7: Data inclusion rate for audit and response rate for survey participants 

 Audit   Survey   

 n N % n N % 

Location       

Country 387 394 98% 331 712 46% 

Metro 824 831 100% 631 1,547 41% 

Total 1,211 1,225 99% 962 2,259 43% 

School type       

Small Primary 126 124 102% 110 227 48% 

Large Primary 340 342 99% 241 643 37% 

Secondary 671 681 99% 488 1,146 43% 

District High 46 48 96% 103 189 54% 

Ed support 28 30 93% 20 24 83% 

Total 1,211 1,225 99% 962 2,259 43% 

Independent       

Independent 140 161 87% 67 234 29% 

Non-Independent 1,071 1064 101% 895 2,025 44% 

Total 1,211 1,225 99% 962 2,259 43% 

Job group       

Ordinary teachers 672 675 100% 388 1,205 40% 

Graduates *   89 *  

Ed support teachers 23 27 85% 12 52 23% 

Senior teachers 328 333 98% 300 651 46% 

L3 teachers 43 42 102% 48 87 55% 

HODs, Prog Coords 87 87 100% 80 149 54% 

Deputy principals 58 61 95% 44 115 38% 

Unknown    1   

Total 1,211 1,225 99% 962 2,259 43% 

School level       

Preprimary 78 80 99% 49 149 33% 

Primary 397 411 97% 334 780 43% 

Secondary 695 703 99% 533 1,267 42% 

Combination† 13 1 1300% 26 9 289% 

Ed support 24 30 80% 20 54 37% 

Total 1,211 1,225 99% 962 2,259 43% 

* not known 

† additional combination teachers identified and reassigned from responses  
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2.3 Analysis 

This section details the analysis carried out on the collected data for both 

the audit and the survey.   

Audit 

A key objective of the audit was to identify whether teachers were 

receiving their agreed DOTT entitlements. Thus a key element of the audit 

was the identification of teachers’ actual DOTT and a comparison of this 

with their calculated DOTT entitlement. In addition, information regarding 

other teacher commitments was analysed.  

School database information 

Schools were coded by region, school type, and independent status.  

Teacher database information 

Teacher information included a position description which was used to 

determine teaching level and teacher type, identification of Level 3 and 

senior teachers and deputy principals and HODs. Over 30 of the teachers 

were incorrectly identified in terms of their teaching level and were 

corrected through using information from the audit.  

School hours 

School hours were calculated from timetable information. They were used 

to calculate the DOTT allowance for high school teachers and incorporated 

as a key component of teacher workload in the workload calculation. Break 

and lunch times are not included.  

Teaching  year 

The minimum workload in a teaching year just considering the number of 

school hours in the year are calculated below. These are used within the 

report to convert between daily, weekly and yearly timeframes in the 

workload calculations.  
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Table 2-8: Calculation teaching year hours for 2010 

TEACHING YEAR (2010) Number per year 

Total scheduled days including school development days* 198 days 

School weeks 39.6 wks 

Primary teacher at 1550 min/wk ÷ 60 min/hr 1023 hrs 

Secondary/Preprimary teacher at 1600 min/wk ÷ 60 min/hr 1056 hrs 

* without the 6 school development days there are 192 days or 38.4 weeks of teaching 

days  

The above calculation takes into consideration the public holidays for 2010 

falling within terms. In some calculations the number of weekend days is 

also used. The structure of the teaching year is shown below.    

Table 2-9: Structure of the 2010 school year  

DAYS holidays term total 

weekdays 53 198 251 

public holidays 7 3 10 

week ends 30 74 104 

   365 

 

Timetabled DOTT 

Timetabled DOTT should have been available from timetables; however, 

clearly identifying DOTT in teacher timetables exceeded all expectations of 

difficulty. Each level of schooling had its own challenges. Pre-primary 

teachers generally did not have individual timetables, making their DOTT 

impossible to ascertain. As identified earlier, issues with primary teacher 

timetables abounded.  

Secondary school timetables were obtained from SIS which meant that 

timetables for most teachers were available. On the other hand, the 

timetables do not indicate DOTT, but rather show scheduled classes. 

Theoretically, DOTT can be calculated by subtracting the scheduled classes 

from the total school week. However, there were issues with this data 

also, often due to information being out of date or due to restrictions of 

the system which necessitated workarounds. For example, there were 

differences between the teachers’ FTE fraction obtained during the audit 

and that represented in the timetables. In addition, SIS timetables were 

often out of date or did not contain tweaks such as a period having being 

given to another teacher to balance DOTT, or teachers sharing a class, or 
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taking a class fortnightly. One principal commented that the SIS data was 

more likely to be correct at the beginning of term than the end, and at the 

beginning of the year than the end, as people got used to the timetable 

and it didn’t seem critical to update the system. Sometimes the timetable 

system required cheats to obtain particular outcomes, for example certain 

classes required a teacher to be attached to them to allow reporting even 

though the formal classes were over. For part time teachers, the actual 

figure for DOTT is difficult to determine as in most cases their at-school 

time is indistinguishable from their own time and can only be assumed to 

be the fraction specified. Often their face to face teaching is spread over 

more days than the minimum making it practically impossible to 

determine DOTT from the system data.  

Timetabled DOTT was identified for 997 teachers, with DOTT of 214 

teachers omitted from the analysis. Those excluded were 33 of 78 pre-

primary teachers whose DOTT was unable to be ascertained from the 

available records, 64 deputy principals who were mostly non-teaching, 21 

teachers with a flexible timetable such as GIR specialists, 29 teachers with 

a part time fraction of 0.2 or less, 13 teachers who worked in two levels of 

teaching making their DOTT too complicated to calculate for our purposes, 

16 teachers who had a non-contact or non-teaching role, and 38 teachers 

for whom there was insufficient or conflicting data. 

Originally, we attempted to identify standard DOTT separately from L3 or 

HOD entitlements but there was patchy support for this in terms of 

identification on timetables. Therefore, any time that was not timetabled 

for face to face teaching was included in a single DOTT figure.   

DOTT entitlement calculation  

To calculate teachers’ DOTT entitlement, we started with the base 

minimum as identified in Table 3-1 for teachers teaching pre-primary, 

primary and secondary classes.  

• For part time teachers we multiplied this entitlement by the FTE 

fraction 

We added DOTT for: 

• HODs – 0.3 of the nominal teaching week (reduced in line with FTE 

fraction) 

• L3 teachers – 0.1 of teaching week for teachers over 0.4 FTE fraction 

(not reduced by fraction) 



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 26 

• Graduates (first and second year of teaching) – 0.05 of teaching week 

on top of normal allowance1 

The actual length of the school week is immaterial to the calculation; we 

used 1550 for primary teachers and 1600 for secondary and pre-primary 

teachers.  

For the calculation the following were excluded:  

• Deputy Principals – the majority of these were non-teaching and those 

who did teach generally had a minimal load.  

• Teachers of 0.2 FTE or less were generally excluded, as they were 

normally relief or specialist teachers and often did not receive DOTT or 

their DOTT was not timetabled. Where DOTT was clearly timetabled 

their data was retained. 

• Teachers teaching at more than one level of school either pre-primary 

and primary or primary and secondary – as this made their DOTT 

calculation too complicated. 

• Teachers with a flexible timetable, primarily teachers with one-on-one 

teaching, coaching and support roles such as literacy and numeracy 

support teachers. 

Some sample calculations are shown below.  

                                       

1 Anecdotally this is for teachers on 0.5 FTE and above and is reduced for teachers 

with lower FTEs.  
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Table 2-10: Example DOTT and Face to Face teaching calculations 

 DOTT minimum Face to face max Total 

Secondary teachers  

Calculated from School week less Face to face contact 

1.0 FTE  320 1280 1600 

0.8 FTE  320x0.8 = 256 1280x0.8 = 1024 1280 

HOD  320x(1.0–0.3) + 1600x0.3  

=      224         +     480     

=  704 

1280x(1.0–0.3)  

= 896 

1600 

0.8 FTE HOD  320x(0.8–0.8x0.3) + 1600x0.3x0.8  

=         179.2        +        384       

=  563.2 

1280x(0.8–0.8x0.3)  

= 716.8 

1280 

Primary teachers  

Generally directly from timetables (individual or DOTT) 

1.0 FTE  230 1320 1550 

0.8 FTE  230x0.8 = 184 1320x0.8 = 1056 1240 

L3 230x(1.0-0.1) + 1550x0.1  

=      207       +     155   

=  362 

1320x(1.0–0.1)  

=   1188 

1550 

0.8 FTE L3  230x(0.8-0.1) + 1550x0.1  

=     161        +     155 

=  316 

1320x(0.8–0.1)  

=    924 

1240 

1.0 FTE Grad  230 + 1550x0.05   

= 230 + 77.5   

= 307.5 

1320 – 1550x0.05  

= 1320 – 77.5 

= 1242.5 

1550 

0.8 FTE Grad  230x0.8 + 1550x0.05  

=   184  + 77.5 

= 261.5 

1320x0.8-1550x0.05 

=1056    -    77.5 

=  978.5 

1240 

The HOD, L3 and Graduate reductions in face to face maximums and DOTT minimums are 

based on the maximum face to face (1280 for pre-primary and secondary teachers or 1320 

minutes for primary teachers) 

Activities 

As noted in the Data collection section, information about as many as 

possible activities attended by teachers was sought. The information was 

wide ranging and varied in completeness, depending on availability and 

comprehensiveness of the documentation, the number of activities at the 

schools, and the memory of the admin interviewee. We collected 

information about more than 200 events and 200 meetings: with the 

whole staff meetings and parent meeting there were 600 activities listed in 

total. For each activity, and particularly for out of hours events, we 



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 28 

obtained a list of teachers attending, the length of the event, and whether 

attendance was voluntary or not. All activities were entered into a 

spreadsheet and then linked to a separate spreadsheet combining both 

activities and teachers. It appeared from the audit interviews that the 

amount of time spent on these activities varied greatly between teachers 

and between schools. An analysis of individual teachers’ commitments was 

considered essential due to this variation, as reporting all events as 

though all teachers in a school might attend would over-represent teacher 

commitments while not reporting events that only a few teachers attended 

would underestimate the commitments of some teachers.  

In calculating events that included an overnight component, chiefly camps, 

the total duration of the event (in minutes) was calculated by subtracting 

half a day from the total number of days in the event and then multiplying 

the result by 24 for the number of hours, then 60 to convert to minutes. 

The half day was subtracted under the assumption that events would not 

generally commence exactly at the start of a school day, nor end at the 

exact end of a school day. To then determine how much of this time fell 

inside school hours, the length of the spanned school’s days were 

subtracted from the total. When one of these events spanned a weekend, 

the weekend was treated as out of school time. This gives a conservative 

estimate of workload and doesn’t take into account different arrangements 

where staff roster “on duty” times.  

In reporting, the compulsory activities attended by all or most of the staff, 

such as whole school staff meetings and parent teacher conferences or 

interviews, have been treated as a core component of the workload, while 

the additional activities have been treated separately.  

Data regarding individual professional development was not readily 

available. Qualitative information regarding who had access to professional 

development, and when, was sought from principals and teachers during 

the audit.   

Additional qualitative data 

Qualitative data was gathered regarding such topics as how the school 

organised DOTT, relief, assemblies and performance management, how 

parent contact was managed, whether class size was an issue, and the 

extent to which TOIL and internal relief were used. These provided 

responses in each of the areas as well as an overall understanding of 

particular issues at individual schools and how these might affect teacher 

workloads.  
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Survey 

As identified earlier, the survey collected key quantitative data regarding 

teacher face to face workload and their DOTT, as well as their out of 

school hours’ commitments. It also collected a range of information 

regarding facets of teachers’ workload, attitudes to different activities, 

suggestions for improvement, perceptions about workload and intentions 

for the future. Quantitative responses were cleaned and analysed; 

qualitative responses were coded for common themes. The data for the 

face to face workload and DOTT was collected in the survey with a view to 

comparing it with the same information from the audit. However, all the 

time estimation quantitative questions contained a significant amount of 

inaccurate data; therefore, since we had data for face to face and DOTT 

for most of the teachers at the audit schools, it was decided to focus our 

quantitative analysis of the survey on the out of hours workload estimates 

as this was the only source for this information. Particular information is 

provided for each of these outside school hours workload estimates. 

Weekdays outside school hours in a typical week 

Teachers were asked how many minutes they would spend in a typical 

school week outside of school hours on essential work related 

responsibilities. There were 933 responses ranging from zero to 3,000 

minutes. As these were responses from both part and full time teachers 

the responses from part time teachers were divided by their part time 

fraction to produce an equivalent full time out of hours work time.  

There were 139 responses that were 25 minutes or less; these were 

considered to have been mistakenly responded to in hours rather than 

minutes and therefore were multiplied by 60 (the six responses remaining 

under 25 were zeros which have been left as is). In addition, the data 

contained several outliers at the top end which are known to strongly skew 

the mean (for example, one person reported working 3,000 minutes or 10 

hours a day out of school hours in a typical week and three more reported 

1,800 minutes or 6 hours a day). As they are few, these have been 

retained to maximise the available data but since the data at both the 

upper and lower end appears to be suspect, the median has been used to 

represent the mid point, and the upper and lower quartiles have been 

reported to provide a measure of the range. These statistics for the 

original data and after the operations described above are shown in the 

table below.  
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Table 2-11: Number of minutes in a typical school week spent on work outside 

of school hours on weekdays 

 Raw data 

Corrected for 

part time 

With responses 

≤25 multiplied 

by 60 

Min 0 0 0 

Max 3000 3000 3000 

Mean 343 381 455 

Mode 300 300 300 

Lower quartile - 25 percentile 90 120 180 

Median 300 300 369 

Upper quartile – 75 percentile 540 600 600 

 Responses 933 933 933 

 Responses ≤25 minutes 139 137 6 

Minutes in a year (x 39.6 weeks 

in the school year) 11880 11880 14612 

Hours in a year 198 198 244 

 

The data-cleaning operations have a conservative effect on the estimate of 

teacher workload, (tending to increase rather than decrease it), raising the 

median from 300 minutes or one hour a day for five days to just under an 

hour and a quarter, a difference of 45.5 hours over the year2. The 

frequency diagram of the responses after these changes is shown in the 

results section in Figure 3-11. 

Weekends in a typical week during the term 

When teachers were asked how many minutes they would spend outside 

of school hours on essential work related responsibilities, at weekends in a 

typical week, 895 teachers responded with figures between zero and 

1,200. Again, responses were converted to a full-time equivalent by 

dividing through by teachers’ FTE fraction and then responses of 15 

minutes or below were deemed to have been incorrectly reported as hours 

and therefore multiplied by 60 to convert them to minutes. (Again, the 

remaining responses below 15 were zeros and left as is). High figures 

were left in, though apparently over estimates, due to the difficulty of 

                                       

2 69 minutes x 39.6 weeks per year = 2732 minutes or 45.5 hours in a year 
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determining a natural break point in the data. Again, the median and 

quartiles are reported as the best representations of the data.  

Table 2-12: Number of minutes in a typical school week spent on work outside 

of school hours on weekends 

 Raw data 

Corrected for 

part time 

With responses 

≤15 multiplied 

by 60 

Min 0 0 0 

Max 1200 1750 1750 

Mean 171 194 232 

Mode 120 120 120 

Lower quartile - 25 percentile 60 60 120 

Median 120 167 185 

Upper quartile - 75 percentile 240 300 300 

 Responses 895 895 895 

 Responses ≤15 minutes 170 170 55 

Minutes in a year (x37 term 

weekends) 
4440 6179 6845 

Hours in a year 74 103 185 

 

The data-cleaning operations have a conservative effect on the estimate of 

teacher workload raising the median from 120 minutes or two hours a 

weekend up to just over three hours a weekend. This represents a total of 

6,845 minutes worked during the weekend over the 37 term weekends. 

The frequency diagram of the responses after these changes have been 

made is shown in the results section in Figure 3-12 .  

Time in holidays 

When teachers were asked the total number of hours they spent in 

holidays on work related activities, 919 respondents provided figures 

ranging from zero to 30,240 hours. The data was converted to a full-time 

equivalent by dividing through by teachers’ FTE fraction. As for previous 

questions it appears that some people responded using the wrong unit, in 

this case minutes rather than hours as requested. Ninety-one of the 

responses were 500 hours or more. The reasonable maximum number of 

hours for teachers was estimated at around 450 which was obtained by 

reducing the 87 days between all terms by four weeks annual leave and 
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multiplying the remaining 59 days by some 7.6 hours (daily hours in a 38 

hour week).  Therefore, responses of 500 and over were assumed to be 

minutes and therefore divided by 60.   

Table 2-13: Number of hours outside school terms spent on school work  

 Raw data 

Corrected for 

part time 

With responses 

≥500 divided 

by 60 

Min 0 0 0 

Max 30240 30240 504 

Mean 398 443 73 

Mode 20 50 50 

 Lower quartile 24 30 25 

 Median 50 55 50 

 Upper quartile 115 125 100 

 Responses 919 919 919 

 Responses >480  90 95 1 

Minutes in a year (x37 term 

weekends) 
3000 3300 3000 

Hours in a year 50 55 50 

 

Other quantitative questions 

Quantitative data was gathered using scaled questions regarding teachers 

ability to use their DOTT effectively, the extent of their relief teaching, 

their perceptions of different duties and any changes to workload in the 

last five years, particular workload concerns and suggestions for reducing 

workload pressures, and their intentions regarding changing their teaching 

load or leaving the teaching profession within the next two years.   

Qualitative questions 

In addition, open ended questions were asked regarding barriers to using 

DOTT time effectively, things that teachers would change about their out 

of hours work related tasks, contributors to any changes in workload, 

things that would reduce workload pressure and workload issues 

specifically related to their learning area. In addition, comments were 

elicited regarding the amount of internal relief teaching undertaken and 
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about their reasons for changing their teaching hours. The responses were 

analysed for themes and coded and frequencies reported.   

Subgroup analysis 

Tests for significant difference between subgroups (t-tests or ANOVAs) 

were calculated for the following dependent variables (the first six derived 

from the audit data, the last three from the survey):  

• difference between actual DOTT and DOTT entitlement 

• school hours 

• staff meetings 

• parent meetings 

• yard duty 

• events 

• out of hours work on weekdays 

• out of hours work on weekends 

• out of hours work in holidays 

However, analysis showed that the two primary components of teacher 

workload, school hours and teachers’ ‘informal’ out of hours work 

accounted for 95%3 of their annual workload. The before school hours 

attendance, out of hours staff meetings, parent teacher meetings and yard 

duty accounted for the remaining 5% and therefore differences for many 

of these by sub group are inconsequential.  

Subgroups tested in the analysis were:  

• Location (country or metro) 

• School type (large primary, small primary, education support, 

secondary, DHS) 

• Independent (yes or no) 

• Teaching level (pre-primary, primary, secondary, education support, 

combination) 

                                       

3 See Table 3-20 
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• Job group (deputy principal, category 3 and above administrators (eg. 

HOD/HOLA), level 3 teacher administrators, senior teachers, education 

support and other teachers) 

It was noted that since the first three of these subgroups describe 

characteristics of a school rather than a teacher, ANOVAs or t-tests of 

these variables would likely be affected by the lack of variance associated 

with having many teachers from the same school with identical values. 

This is particularly an issue for independent public schools since there 

were only a small number in the audit. Therefore, results should not be 

generalised to all independent public schools. Similarly, the number of 

education support teachers is small and only drawn from a small number 

of schools and therefore results should be treated cautiously. In addition, 

it was noted that school hours, staff meetings and parent meetings were 

similarly school dependent and therefore significance calculations are 

likewise suspect and should be taken as a guide of possible trends. Further 

study should be made of any particular areas of interest. 

The table below shows the sub-groups and how they were defined in the 

analysis.  
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Table 2-14: Subgroup definitions for audit and survey analysis 

Sub group Population/audit*  Survey 

Location   

• Country  

• Metropolitan 

• School database  

Schools type school category  

• Ed support (all levels) • All  classes of ES school  

• District High • All schools with year 7 and below as well as 
above year 7, including Community 
Colleges  

 

• Small Primary schools  •  Including PS3 & PS4, JPS, ECE and 
Remote community schools 

 

• Large Primary schools • PS 5 and PS 6  

• Secondary  • Including Ag Colleges, HS, Senior Campus, 
SHS 

 

Job group From teacher database: Job Group field 

& senior teacher & L3 data 

Survey demographics 

• DP • Designated DP • Selected DP  

• HODS, HOLAS etc • Designated SM  • Selected L3 Teacher 
administrator  

• L3 teachers (all schools) • Designated L3 • Selected L3 Teacher 

• Senior teachers (all schools) • Designated Senior teachers  • Selected Senior teacher 

• Ordinary teachers  • Designated OT • Selected classroom teacher 
(School not Ed support) 

• Ed support teachers  • Designated ES or OT working in Ed Support 
school (not L3, Sen, DP) 

• Selected classroom  teacher 
(school ed support) 

• Graduate (survey only)  • Selected Graduate teacher 

School level Teacher database: Using Position 

description field 

Survey demographics 

• Secondary (inc DHS; DP, 
HOD, L3, OT etc)  

• Teacher Secondary, subject teachers, Prog 
cords, HODS, Vice principal, DP or 
teacher in secondary school, lecturer 

• Teaches Yrs 8 to 12 only 

• Primary (inc RSC, DHS; DP, 
L3, OT etc) 

• Anyone designated a Primary teacher or 
working in a primary school (except 
PrePrim or ECE) 

• Teaches Yrs 1 to 7 only 

• Preprimary • Teacher PrePrimary, Teacher Early 
Childhood or Teacher preschool 

• Teaches Kindy or Preprimary 
only 

• Education support  • Teacher education support, plus all 
teachers in an Ed Support school  

• Works in an Ed support school 

• Combination (PS and HS; PS 
and PP; ALL) 

• District High School Teachers unable to be 
categorised by position description: 
Teacher, LOTE, ESL, Support, Ab Ed 

• Preprimary/primary combinations not 
included as they are only assigned one 
category 

• Teaches more than one of pre-
primary, primary or 
secondary or works in a DHS 
and levels not known  

Independent Public   

• Yes 

• No 

• List of independent schools 2010  

*based on teacher data from departmental data of 25 Oct 2010 and school database 
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2.4 Limitations 

The agreed timeframe precluded extensive development and testing of the 

survey and audit tools. The provision by teachers of their DOTT 

entitlement and face to face teaching time in the survey, as well as their 

time spent on school work out of hours, was always going to be difficult. 

In developing the questions regarding these items we were guided by the 

feedback from the two teacher focus groups. Unfortunately, regardless, 

the data was unexpectedly inaccurate causing difficult decisions regarding 

whether and how to clean the data or whether to omit the data. Our 

decision, as detailed above, was to retain as much of the data as possible 

and take a conservative approach to interpreting it and then reduce bias 

from outliers by using medians and interquartile ranges to indicate mid 

points and ranges.  
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3. FINDINGS  

Q1. WHAT IS THE NATURE OF DUTIES BEING UNDERTAKEN BY 

TEACHERS?  

Most teachers’ primary activity is face to face teaching, which is structured 

into teaching timetables. This face to face time is supplemented by time 

without students, which is used for supporting the teaching process, for 

example for planning classes, preparing materials, and processing 

outcomes from the classes. Apart from this, teachers meet to work 

together on their teaching, as well as taking various roles in the planning 

and implementation of aspects of teaching. As members of the school 

community they may take on roles in the running of the school, perhaps 

taking a place on one or more committee. In addition, they generally take 

a turn supervising students around the school during recess and lunch 

breaks (yard duty). Teachers of necessity communicate with parents 

especially at the younger ages. Teachers may also attend school events.   

This section describes these different types of duties that make up a 

teacher’s workload.  

Teachers have an unusual working relationship. Teachers carry out their 

work both within formal school operating hours and also at other times.   

The school and individual teacher timetables are developed to conform to 

the following guidelines:  

• A maximum number of face to face teaching hours4 for teachers 

• A minimum allowance for teachers5 to carry out supporting activities 

known as Duties Other Than Teaching or DOTT 

• A minimum number of hours of instruction for students6  

These are tabled below.  

                                       

4 Teachers (Public Sector Primary and Secondary Education) Award 1993, 

section 13  

5 Ibid, Section 14 

6 Configuration of the school day, 5 November 2009, version: 2.0 
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Table 3-1: Specified limits for teaching, DOTT and student instruction 

 
Max Face to Face 

per week 2010 
DOTT/wk 

Minimum 

instruction for 

child per week 

Minimum 

instruction per 

day 

Minimum 

daily 

attendance 

Kindergarten   11 hrs (15 hrs in 

some districts) 

NA 335 minutes 

per day  

PrePrimary 21 hrs & 20 min = 

1280 min 

320 min 25 hrs & 50 min = 

1550 min 

4 hrs & 10 min 

= 250 min 

or 1675 per 

week7 

Primary 22 hrs = 1320 min 230 min    

Lower 

Secondary 

21 hrs & 20 min = 

1280 min 

320 min    

Upper 

secondary 

21 hrs & 20 min = 

1280 min 

320 min Flexible Flexible  

 

Scheduled weekly workload is fairly well set, being compulsory and 

timetabled, incorporating face to face teaching, DOTT and yard duty. 

Added to this are the less frequent, compulsory staff meetings and parent 

meetings and conferences. Less easily defined and generally applying to 

only part of the staff are additional meetings, such as collaborative subject 

meetings, year level meetings, and administrative meetings. However, this 

only defines a portion of the teacher’s workload and is usually 

supplemented by additional time for planning and preparation of classes 

etc. In the following sections we discuss first the scheduled and then the 

unscheduled aspects of teacher workload.   

3.1 Scheduled school week workload 

Face to face  

Schools choose operating hours to provide the minimum specified 

instruction time for students. The majority of teachers spend the majority 

of this time in classrooms facilitating student learning. Accepting that face 

to face teaching is for most teachers the generator of supporting work, a 

limit has been agreed to on the maximum face to face hours teachers 

should deliver.  

Timetabling a school to fulfil all the requirements in Table 3-1, before even 

thinking about individual subject and teacher requirements and including 

                                       

7 Award, Part 3. 
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breaks is highly complicated. Different characteristics of schools can make 

the task more or less difficult. Larger schools may have greater flexibility 

due to the overall larger number of resources but also have considerably 

higher complexity. Federally funded support positions can also provide 

flexibility by increasing the teaching resources. Location can affect 

community assets and resources which may assist or restrict opportunities 

for student events through the availability of volunteers or other 

resources.  

DOTT time 

Face to face hours are less than school operating hours so as to provide 

teachers with some time to carry out their supplementary duties during 

the formal school day. According to clause 12 of the Award8, this DOTT 

time is provided for: 

(a) instruction of students; 

(b) supervision of students; 

(c) preparation of lessons; 

(d) marking of students’ work; 

(e) reporting to parents; and 

(f) other activities and duties undertaken to enrich the educational  

experiences of students or to ensure the efficient management of 

the school. 

DOTT time is organised differently in different types of schools and at 

different levels of schooling as follows.  

Pre Primary  

Pre-primary and Kindergarten teachers tend to work for four days in the 

classroom: on the fifth day their class is taken by a relief teacher allowing 

them all or most of the day for their other duties (DOTT). Whereas, for 

some schools the relief teacher’s 64 minutes of DOTT is clearly shown, 

perhaps thanks to a specialist music or art teacher being clearly 

scheduled, generally relief teachers may be simply shown to be in the 

classroom for the day they relieve (or may not appear at all), and from 

anecdotal evidence may or may not get DOTT. Sometimes the explanation 

                                       

8 Teachers (Public Sector Primary and Secondary Education) Award 1993 
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is that “the pre-primary teachers sort it out amongst themselves”, other 

times it’s suggested that the main teacher does the preparation for the full 

week so the relief teacher doesn’t need DOTT, at other times it was 

suggested that it would be ludicrous to give relief teachers DOTT because 

then someone would have to relieve the relief teacher and “where would it 

end”?  

Figure 3-1: Normal configuration of DOTT for pre-primary teachers 

 

Interestingly, pre-primary teachers’ minimum DOTT allocation is 320 

minutes, which is one-fifth of 1,600 rather than the 1,550 minutes 

minimum instruction for primary school students. This means that pre-

primary teachers in primary schools with contact time below 1,600 (which 

is most of them) who get a day off will have less than the mandated 320 

minutes of DOTT a week; however, the short fall is 10 minutes or less and 

their face to face is also reduced.   

Primary  

Primary teachers generally receive their DOTT time when specialist 

teachers, such as physical education or music teachers, take their class. 

Full time primary school teachers are supposed to have a minimum DOTT 

of 230 minutes. A school might calculate the rate of DOTT as a proportion 

of the minimum hours of primary school for a child, 1550 minutes a week. 

Often a primary school will calculate the rate of DOTT as 46 minutes for 

each day of a teacher’s FTE, or 64 minutes for a pre-primary or secondary 

teacher. While there is considerable flexibility in specifying period lengths 

in many of the primary schools, providing the right amount of DOTT on the 

correct day where teachers are sharing timetables, is very challenging. 

The DOTT allowance might also be converted into periods, which causes 

issues when the number of minutes of DOTT and the period lengths don’t 

match.  

 

 

DOTT

310 

1550 minutes per week 

Face to face  

1240 
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Figure 3-2: Normal configuration of DOTT for primary teachers 

 

Secondary  

In secondary schools, face to face teaching time and DOTT is generally 

allocated in periods, or classes – where a class consists of say four or five 

periods a week. Thus a normal load might be 20 out of 25 periods a week, 

or four classes, each of four or five periods each. Depending on the length 

of periods in the timetable, this will usually result in over or under 

allocation of DOTT. This may be addressed in a number of ways: teachers 

may balance their loads over the semesters, they may be compensated by 

having their yard duty reduced, they may share the class, they may take 

one of the periods fortnightly instead of weekly etc, or they might be 

compensated when the year 11 and 12 students stop attending at the end 

of the year, freeing resources.  

Figure 3-3: Normal configuration of DOTT for secondary teachers 

 

Comparison between timetabled DOTT and entitlement 

Once the DOTT entitlement from the audit data had been calculated, the 

difference between the timetabled DOTT and the entitlement was 

calculated for teachers with the following result. Overall, 858 or 85% of 

teachers apparently received their correct DOTT entitlement or more 

(allowing for up to a 20 minutes discrepancy due to period length etc). 

DOTT Face to face  

1280 

DOTT 

DOTT 

DOTT 
Total 

DOTT= 320 

DOTT 

 
1550 minutes per week 

Face to face  

1320 

DOTT 

DOTT 

DOTT 
Total 

DOTT= 230 

1600 minutes per week 
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Another 70 or 7% were under-DOTT by up to 60 minutes, and 69 or 7% 

overall were under-DOTT by more than 60 minutes a week (thus 14% 

under-DOTT altogether). This is illustrated below.  

Figure 3-4: Comparison of timetabled DOTT to calculated DOTT minimums 
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In fact the proportion of under-DOTT teachers is likely to be very much 

less than shown above since when we recontacted schools randomly to 

query the under-DOTT for teachers the following reasons for the seeming 

under-DOTT were explained:  

• teachers timetables showing more periods than actual 

• teachers balancing out DOTT over semesters 

• part-time fraction incorrect 

• change in timetable for acting HOD not yet shown 

In fact, from some twenty instances of significant under-DOTT 

investigated, only one was found to actually exist. This involved a 

graduate starting late in the year and missing out on their extra DOTT 

entitlement due to an oversight. 

This confirms the impression received from both administrative and 

teaching staff during the audit: administration staff claimed to be 

scrupulous about calculating and providing DOTT to staff, and teachers 

generally agreed that they received their entitlement. 
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Reasons for the low levels of under DOTT were:  

• part time teachers working only long days in a school which has long 

and short day lengths 

• part time teachers working low DOTT days 

• teachers receiving their DOTT on short periods 

• period length not compatible with DOTT calculation 

Where we were told of incorrect data, it was updated; however, DOTT 

balanced over semesters was left as is and a number of schools were not 

queried due to time constraints on the project. Therefore, the under-DOTT 

figures overstate the under-DOTT proportion. 

On the opposite side, nearly half of the teachers (493, 49%) were 

receiving more DOTT than their entitlement (not counting those over-

DOTT by 20 minutes or less). There were a number of reasons given for 

this. Some teachers had just a small amount of over-DOTT for similar but 

opposite reasons for the small under-DOTTs, that is:  

• part time teachers working only short days 

• part time teachers working high DOTT days 

• teachers receiving their DOTT on long periods 

• period length not compatible with DOTT calculation 

Some of the reasons for larger amounts of over-DOTT were teachers being 

given a provision for:  

• VET or WPL supervision 

• year or subject coordination or teacher in charge duties 

• coordinating a program  

• curriculum development  

• dealing with ongoing staffing issues 

• year book and photo archive 

• coordinating instrumental music teachers 

• AIEO role 

• maintaining equipment 

• teaching in more than one subject area 

• marketing 
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• network administration 

The amount of time provided for, for example, a year coordinator varied 

from school to school.  

In addition, as described in the methodology, these statistics did not 

include the deputy principals (64, 5%), those with flexible timetables (21, 

2%) and those who had been identified as non-teaching or non-contact 

(16, 1%); these teachers would have had limited or no timetabled face to 

face teaching time. Also excluded were 13 teachers (1%) who taught more 

than one level of students, therefore having a complicated DOTT 

entitlement, some pre-primary teachers whose DOTT was not explicitly 

stated in the school timetables (33, 3%), relief teachers (29, 2%) and 38 

teachers for whom there was insufficient data (3%) (see Figure 3-5). 

Included in the non teaching/non contact categories were teachers with 

roles such as librarians, student services administrators, relief 

coordinators, and a behaviour management coordinator. Included in the 

flexible timetable category were teachers with roles such as Getting It 

Right, ITAS, SAER, SEAC, and literacy specialists as well as teachers 

providing one-on-one flexible programs.   

What stood out during the audit were the lengths to which most schools 

went to get DOTT time right. Where teachers didn’t have the correct 

amount of DOTT timetabled, there were often individualised plans for 

paying it back – for example a teacher who was short by a small amount 

might get a period of extra DOTT once every three weeks; another part 

time teacher who lived some distance from the school took the DOTT 

every second week by choice so as to be able to work a whole day rather 

than a half. A teacher who worked at a number of schools might have 

arranged more DOTT to be timetabled at one than the other.  

The extent to which DOTT was an issue for teachers varied from school to 

school and teacher to teacher. For example, in schools where teachers 

were a little under-DOTT, administrators only made arrangements to 

organise the balance if a teacher complained, with most teachers 

accepting that the timetable was the best that could be achieved in the 

circumstances.  
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Figure 3-5: DOTT entitlement summary including unknowns and unspecifieds  

 Timetabled DOTT compared with entitlement

Below DOTT, 139, 

11%

Above DOTT, 493, 

42%

Approx on DOTT, 

365, 30%

Combination, 13, 

1%

Unknown, 38, 3%

Preprimary, 33, 3%

Relief, 29, 2%

Flexible, 21, 2%

Non teaching/ 

contact, 16, 1%

Deputy principals, 

64, 5%

n=1211

 
Note that Figure 3-4 graphs only the Above DOTT, Approx on DOTT and Below DOTT 

sectors of this graph 

Yard duty 

In most schools yard duty was shared out in an “equitable” way. This 

generally meant that as close as possible every teacher was given the 

same number of minutes of yard duty. Some teachers were exempt 

perhaps because they were seen to already do extra, such as physical 

education teachers who held training sessions at lunch or after school. 

Also part-time teachers’ allocations were reduced in line with their 

teaching fraction. Pre-primary teachers often organised their yard duty 

separately amongst themselves. In some schools, administrative staff or 

Education Assistants helped out, reducing the requirement for teachers. In 

high schools, yard duty was used as a balancer of DOTT where necessary; 

teachers who were under DOTT might be exempted from yard duty. On 

the other hand, underload teachers might be scheduled for additional yard 

duty to reduce the load on teachers with higher teaching loads.  

The distribution of yard duty time is shown in the graph below (Figure 

3-6). It shows that two-thirds of teachers (808, 67%) had yard duty of up 

to one hour per week, about a fifth had none (221, 18%), and the 

remainder between an hour up to an hour and a half (182, 15%).  
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Table 3-2: Yard duty requirements for teachers  
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3.2 Other school business 

As well as the regular weekly face-to-face teaching and supporting tasks, 

there are a number of additional duties carried out by teachers.  

Assemblies 

Schools hold a number of assemblies inside school hours. In some schools 

teachers were expected to attend assemblies during their DOTT time, 

while other schools either scheduled their assemblies when none of the 

teachers had DOTT, or did not expect teachers on DOTT to attend. Where 

assemblies did clash with DOTT, primary schools had more difficulty 

releasing teachers who generally had to accompany their class, compared 

with secondary schools where only a minority of teachers were required 

for supervision. Specialist teachers in primary schools were less often 

required to attend assemblies as they didn’t have a home class of their 

own.  
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Table 3-3: Admin and teachers views on requirement for teachers to attend 

assemblies in DOTT 

 Admin staff Teachers 

Yes 6 5 

Mostly 0 2 

Expected 3 2 

No 22 19 

NA 5 5 

Total 36 33 

 

Some schools went to considerable lengths to minimise disruption to 

DOTT: in one school specialist teachers took classes to assembly, releasing 

the classroom teacher. Another school arranged for only half the teachers 

to attend each assembly, so they halved the number of DOTT sessions 

affected. In a third school, admin staff took the students for an extended 

assembly allowing all the teaching staff time to meet collaboratively. This 

is indicative of the diversity of approaches adopted. 

Incursions/excursions  

Incursions or excursions involve the class teacher and may include other 

teachers or volunteer parents. In some schools incursions and excursions 

are carefully arranged so that they don’t coincide with DOTT or if they do, 

sometimes quite elaborate arrangements are made to reduce the 

imposition on teacher DOTT. In other schools it was accepted as 

completely legitimate that teachers on DOTT would help with incursions or 

excursions; in other schools such requirements were strongly resented. 

Whole of school staff meetings 

Teachers are obliged to attend up to two whole of school staff meetings of 

an hour each per term out of school hours. The large majority (32, 89%) 

of audit schools took advantage of this and held these two meetings per 

term. Most of these were the specified 60 minutes long (27), with the 

remaining five being about 30, 45, 75, 90 and 105 minutes long.  

Nine of these 32 schools also held weekly communications meetings, five 

of which were 20 minutes long, the others 15 minutes (2 schools), 25 

minutes (1 school) and 60 minutes (1 school). Another of these 32 schools 

held weekly half-hour learning area meetings, another school held a 
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whole-school training meeting during the year of 240 minutes over and 

above those scheduled on school development days, and a third school 

held six emergency staff meetings during the year each 15 minutes long. 

Of the four schools which did not hold out-of-school-hours whole-school 

meetings each term, two held weekly staff meetings (one 30 minutes, the 

other 60 minutes long), one had fortnightly alternating staff and collegial 

meetings (60 and 105 minutes respectively), and one had five additional 

planning days in the year (on top of the normal school development days, 

using relief staff). 

For most of these meetings, teachers were expected to (and usually 

wished to) attend though it was also understood that some times or some 

people could not attend, either from being on duty or for personal reasons. 

Most schools organised for meetings to be minuted and for the main points 

to be circulated so everyone would have the information from the meeting.  

In some cases, schools considered that the meetings were in school hours 

when they were scheduled on the short day, or half-in half-out where they 

started early and went past the normal end of school time. However, these 

have been counted as outside school hours in our analysis as early closing 

is achieved through reducing breaks.  

Figure 3-7: Time spent on whole of school meetings per term outside hours, 

n=36 
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Collaborative meetings 

Teachers in some schools met in collaborative meetings. These were 

sometimes inside school hours and sometimes outside school hours. Some 
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schools went out of their way to arrange collaborative DOTT for teachers 

of the same subject or year. However, this met with different levels of 

success. One principal had made it compulsory for teachers to attend one 

regular collaborative meeting but teachers resisted this; whereas in 

another school, teachers regularly met to work together and considered it 

the normal way to work. In yet another school, teachers would have liked 

collaborative DOTT, but it hadn’t been timetabled into their school. Some 

teachers were required to attend a number of these collaborative meetings 

as they taught a number of different year levels or subjects. Normally, 

teachers recognised this as an important and helpful part of their work; 

however, in one school a teacher believed that she didn’t have to attend 

and therefore had stopped going to the meetings in spite of the fact she 

had found them useful. Data regarding individual teachers’ meetings was 

not able to be identified during the audit since there were many meetings 

organised by groups of teachers.  

Administrative meetings 

Another type of meeting was administrative meetings. For example, most 

schools mentioned finance committee meetings, but there were usually a 

number of other committee meetings such as school grounds meetings, IT 

meetings, occupational health etc.  Apart from the finance committee, 

most of these committees were voluntary and varied from regular to only 

occasional. Sometimes membership of committees was more at the 

compulsory end of the scale than voluntary, but generally teachers joined 

committees on topics they were interested in and felt as though they were 

all doing their share. In most schools, teachers who didn’t want to attend 

were able to decline to be involved. ‘Parents and Friends’ meetings were 

rarely attended by teachers, and school council meetings normally had 

only one volunteer teacher attending. Some of the committees and 

meetings in this category are listed below.  



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 50 

• Admin  • HOD/operational planning 

• Behaviour management • ICT 

• Community link • Interagency eg. Child Protection 

• Cost centre • Leadership 

• Curriculum  • Marketing 

• Engagement • OHS committee 

• Executive • Pastoral care 

• Expert review group • Rewards committee 

• Finance  • Risk management  

• General business • Student services 

• Grounds/playground • Waste wise 

• Health • Workload committee 

  

Parent meetings 

Whole school  

According to the School Education Act Employees’ (Teachers and 

Administrators) General Agreement, teachers are required to “conduct up 

to two informal interviews/meetings with parent/carers outside the normal 

school day or normal operating hours each year to discuss students’ 

progress”. In practice there are a variety of ways schools reported 

arranging to interact with parents, including: 

• Parent information sessions • Portfolio & afternoon tea 

• Learning journey • Report presentation night 

• Open nights/open classroom • Conference (IEPs, BM, etc) 

• Parent interview days • IEP Meeting (education support centres) 

• Meet and greet afternoon • Case Conferences (education support centres) 

 

The vast majority of these activities are compulsory (103 of the 122 or 

92% of those recorded). Conferences were compulsory in all schools and 

almost all school events, in and outside school hours, were as well; 

however in a few schools, teachers were expected, but not compelled to 

attend while in others, their attendance was voluntary. The majority of the 

latter were activities specific to a particular Year group (e.g. Year 11 

parent information night; kindy learning journal), and so either required 

only some, rather than all, teachers of that year to attend, or were 

organised by the teachers voluntarily because they considered it 
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worthwhile and a good opportunity to meet with and provide feedback to 

parents. 

Those activities that are compulsory for most teaching staff include open 

nights, learning journeys, parent interviews, open classroom and 

conferences, and for teachers in education support centres, IEP meetings 

and on-going case management. In a few cases, while not considering it 

compulsory, teachers said they attended report presentation nights and 

open nights because they felt it was expected of them. The distinction 

between ‘voluntary’ and ‘expected’ was often blurred.  

One primary school did not have scheduled all-school parent nights or 

interview times, and teachers made their own arrangements to meet with 

parents. The teachers interviewed said they contact parents, particularly 

as and after reports are sent out, and arrange to meet parents before or 

after school, or when possible, during their DOTT.  

The amount of time allocated to these activities, and whether they were 

scheduled for inside or outside normal school hours varied considerably. 

Table 3-12 below shows that half (18) the schools had none of the parent 

contact time scheduled inside school hours; whereas six schools had no 

parent contact time scheduled outside school hours. As mentioned above, 

one school included in both these statistics did not hold any scheduled 

parent meetings during the year at all. We included here any parent event 

that required all teachers to attend, even when they didn’t conform to the 

definition above to get an idea of the workload in this area (for example, 

we included information nights which do not discuss student progress). 
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Table 3-4: Time per year spent on interacting with parents inside and outside 

school hours in scheduled contact 

Time per annum Number of Schools with 

time outside hours 

Number of schools 

with time inside hours 

0  6 18 

>0 to ≤1hr 4 3 

>1 to ≤2hr 7 2 

>2 to ≤3hr 4 3 

>3 to ≤4hr 2 6 

>4 to ≤5hr 1 2 

>5 to ≤6hr 5 2 

>6 to ≤7hr 1 - 

>7 to ≤8hr 4 - 

>8 2 - 

Total number 36 36 

Total time for all schools 8750 3485 

Average time per school 243 (about 4 hours) 97 (about 1.5 hours) 

 

Thus, overall 72% of timetabled whole school parent interaction was 

scheduled out of school hours.  
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Figure 3-8: Time spent on all school structured parent interaction per year 

inside and outside hours 
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Part school 

There are also some parent meetings and information sessions which are 

compulsory for some and not others. For example, presentations to Year 7 

and subject selection information will require the attendance of key 

secondary school staff such as the principal, deputy principal, HODs 

and/or year coordinators. Similarly, conferencing is compulsory for only 

the teacher of the student concerned, and certain administrative staff (for 

example, the principal or deputy principal). 

It should be noted that time spent with parents in conferences (IEPs, 

behaviour management, special needs) has not been included as most 

schools were unable to quantify the amount of time teachers spent on 

these. It was clear that the amount varied considerably from school to 

school, some teachers indicating that they had many of these, others 

saying only a few each year. For example, one deputy principal of a 

metropolitan primary school estimated they had approximately 80 

conferences a year, each taking up to 90 minutes. A teacher in another 

metropolitan primary school also said that they have to hold a lot of 

conferences as they have many ‘at risk’ students with learning and 

behavioural difficulties but was unable to quantify this. Remote primary 

schools commented that it was extremely time consuming trying to 

organise conferences for IEPs given that psychologists and other agencies 

specialists were required to attend. It should also be noted that where 
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possible, these conferences take place inside school hours, and in some 

cases the school provides relief for teachers to attend them so they do not 

take up their DOTT time.  

The type of school appeared to have some effect on the types and level of 

parent interaction; however, we did not audit sufficient schools to be able 

to generalise the findings. Some observations were: 

• parents of younger children interacted regularly for a couple of minutes 

with teachers at drop off or pick up 

• teachers often organised their own information sessions with parents  

• schools sometimes closed early and then opened later for the parent 

evening, counting that opening time as inside school hours 

• special education schools were less likely to use the formal whole 

school format, rather they relied on case conferences 

• students with learning difficulties within mainstream schools or with 

behavioural issues necessitated additional case conferencing 

• the time spent with parents varied widely but usually teachers 

requested time with parents rather than parents initiating contact 

Performance management  

Of the 36 schools audited, two had not conducted performance 

management in 2010. In 29 of the schools (81%) at least some of the 

performance management sessions were carried out during DOTT time.  

Fourteen of these schools only used DOTT time, six also used relief 

teachers to release teachers to attend, another seven scheduled the 

meetings during DOTT or after school, and two schools used a combination 

of DOTT time, relief teachers and after school. Five schools only scheduled 

their performance meetings during the school day and released teachers 

to attend using relief teachers. Schools used a combination of formal and 

informal performance meetings and involvement varied between none and 

four sessions over the year. In secondary schools performance 

management of teachers was usually delegated to Heads of Department 

and the rigour of performance management might vary from department 

to department. The meetings were usually scheduled in DOTT time 

because it was the easiest way to fit them in. Rigorous information 

regarding performance management meetings was not available but would 

only be expected to require a couple of hours of time out of school hours 

per teacher per year.  
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Project work 

Project work was not a focus of the audit: we attempted to verify that 

teachers were receiving their Level 3 0.1 FTE entitlements; however, this 

was rarely identified separately to DOTT on timetables. Therefore, we 

bundled all non face to face entitlements together and over or under 

provision of non face to face time has been combined in the comparison 

between timetabled and entitlement DOTT earlier in this section. As 

reported, investigation into over-DOTT identified a variety of projects, 

often with specific number of hours attached to them, whether curriculum 

development, administrative or reporting such as developing the school 

year book, developing a business case etc. Especially, in secondary 

schools where there were teachers who were under load, these projects 

were an opportunity to use a resource for a specific necessary project, 

freeing up teachers who might have otherwise had to overload to achieve 

them.   

Events and activities 

The level of in and out of school activity varied considerably from school to 

school, a product of external context and culture. In some country areas, 

for example, students were bussed in, prohibiting after school activities for 

students. Similarly, the timetables for educational support schools were 

tied to the bus schedule.  

Expectations often varied, possibly tied to socio-economic status as well as 

history and other context. Thus, for example, in some regional areas 

parents wanted their children back on the farm after school and did not 

support extracurricular activities or events, whereas in other areas the 

school had a history of providing a variety of activities and students and 

teachers were expected to continue this tradition.   

Generally, sports carnivals occurred inside school hours though they might 

begin earlier and continue past normal school hours, especially if travel is 

involved.  
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Examples of events and activities from the three main school types are as 

follows: 

Large primary school Small primary school Secondary school 

• walk to school • Poetry night • Yr 12 School Ball 

• Xmas Concert • Reading Aloud • Yr 12 Breakfast/Speech 

• Fete • Reader's Theatre • Yr 12 Evening 

• Art Exhibition • Breakfast Club • Country week sports 

• Overseas trip • After school sport  • Cadet Unit 

• Athletics • Yr 7 Camp • Camps x 4  

• Band Festival • Prep for School Camp • Phys Ed Camp x 8 

• Country Set Up • Prep for interschool • Student council camp 

• Bush Dance • Disco • Y10 Ball School 

• Yr7 Camp • Music Practice  

• Senior Music Concert   

• Opus Concert   

• Dance Evening   

 

Many events necessitated additional work by one or more teachers for 

organisation, some requiring a committee. Thus, teachers might be part of 

camp, fete, or carnival planning or help with homework or breakfast club. 

While there was pressure to lead or attend events in some schools and for 

particular events (such as graduation nights) this appeared to be in the 

minority: generally, attendance and involvement in out of hours events 

was voluntary. Overall, for the 27 schools for which there was 

comprehensive information about events, 45% of all the teachers attended 

at least one out of hours event: conversely, over half (55%) did not attend 

any at all during the year.  
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Figure 3-9: Proportion of teachers in the school attending one or more out of 

hours events; n=27 
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The actual time spent by teachers per year on attending events is shown 

in Figure 3-10 below. The 55% of teachers who do not participate 

dominate the graph, and 25% spend less than 0.4 of a standard 38 hour 

week (or two days) over the school year. At the top end of the scale, 16% 

of teachers spend more than a week attending out of hours events – these 

most often include one or more camp. (Remembering that these have 

conservatively been calculated assuming that teachers are on call 24 

hours a day while attending). Other slightly less time consuming activities 

include music and drama events. Feedback from teachers indicated that 

for some teachers such events come with the territory (for example sports 

events), others volunteer because they enjoy the activity, and others do 

so because it gives them an opportunity (such as an international trip).  
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Figure 3-10: Time spent attending events outside school hours over the year 

(including holidays); n=687 
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Professional development 

The amount of professional development undertaken by teachers was not 

obtained during the audit because the data was not readily obtainable. 

However, the teachers who were interviewed during the audit were asked 

generally about their professional development. These interviews indicated 

that the level of professional development differs from teacher to teacher 

and school to school. Often teachers proposed workshops that they 

wanted to attend, while at other times principals or heads of department 

recommended attendance. Professional development sessions that all staff 

in a school were required to attend were sometimes incorporated into the 

hour long whole of school meetings. This could be training such as how to 

use an epipen etc. Graduate teachers and those going for a Level 3 had 

specified modules to attend. Some teachers were able to attend the 

activities they had nominated while others had been turned down; others 

felt that they had had opportunities in the past and it wasn’t currently a 

priority for them. Some teachers were resentful that some professional 

development required longer days from them, others relished the 

opportunity provided by the school paying for their development and 

where necessary the associated travel and accommodation costs.  
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3.3 Unscheduled out of school hours 

The previous sections discussed activities that were either part of teachers’ 

in-school hours work or scheduled out-of-school-hours (often showing in 

the school term calendars). However, a key component of teacher 

workload is the teaching support duties they carry out that exceed the 

DOTT time timetabled within the normal school week. To estimate the out-

of-school-hours teaching related work carried out by teachers they were 

asked in the survey to report this time in three parts: during a typical 

week on week days, on week ends and between terms. As discussed in the 

analysis section, there was a large variation between reported times, with 

some being well outside possibility. Some of these were obviously errors 

of measurement unit; others were not so easy to interpret. As discussed in 

the analysis section, obvious corrections were made and some 

conversions, but we have reported medians, rather than means which are 

known to be susceptible to outliers. 

Overall, our best analysis of out-of-hours workload is shown in the three 

graphs below. All graphs show a clustering towards the lower end of the 

scale but with long tails. The time spent during the week and on the week 

ends have the largest potential to affect the overall workload of a teacher 

as they are repeated nearly 40 times per year.  

Figure 3-11: Time spent on school work outside school hours during a typical 

school week; n=933 
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* Corrected for part time and responses ≤25 minutes multiplied by 60  
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Figure 3-12 Time spent on school work during a typical weekend; n=895 
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Figure 3-13 Time spent on school work during all holidays; n=919 
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Amalgamating the three categories of informal out of hours work gives 

Figure 3-14. Note that this has been calculated by amalgamating 

individual teachers’ estimates not by adding the group statistics. Again this 

graph has a fairly long tail showing a wide variation in the amount of time 

teachers spend out of hours in informal support work.  

Figure 3-14 Total time spent on informal school work outside of school hours; 

n=875 

Total additional time spent on school work outside school hours in a year
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Q2. HOW MANY HOURS DO TEACHERS WORK PER WEEK? 

In question 1 we discussed the many facets of a teacher’s workload – in 

this section we will bring these together to quantify teacher workload. We 

reorder the activities, focussing on the time worked. This means that we 

present the figures for school hours, but then omit discussion of activities 

that are included within that time, such as assemblies. Thus, we present 

the activities and workload in terms of: 

• inside school hours 

• ‘formal’ out of school hours duties, that is, scheduled activities carried 

out with others 

• ‘informal’ out of school hours work typically done alone 

Table 3-5: Summary of activities 

Category Duty 

Inside school hours Face to face teaching 

DOTT 

Assemblies 

Incursions/excursions 

Whole of school staff meetings 

Collaborative meetings 

Administrative meetings 

Parent meetings 

Performance management  

Project work 

Events and activities 

Professional development 

Formal outside school  Yard duty 

Whole of school staff meetings 

Administrative meetings 

Parent meetings 

Events and activities 

Informal outside school  During the week 

Weekends 

Holidays  
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In this section subgroup differences in means (used in the analysis of 

variance or ANOVA) are reported for location, school type, Independent, 

teaching level and job group. These means are all tabled in Appendix I. 

Note that school type and teaching level have some overlap. Note too that 

statistical significance may be affected in some cases by outlier data as 

noted previously; however, trends are clear. In any case, it needs to be 

remembered that all these figures are estimates and should be taken as 

guides, For the major components of the workload, maximums, minimums 

and quartiles have been tabled for teaching level within the text.  

3.4 Inside school hours 

As shown in Table 3-1, the minimum total instruction time for students is 

1,550 minutes per week or 250 minutes per day, setting a minimum for 

timetabled school hours. This doesn’t directly constrain teachers’ hours as 

a single teacher doesn’t need to be with a student for the whole of the 

minimum required instruction time (and in fact can’t because of DOTT). 

The Award states that the “minimum daily attendance requirement for a 

full-time employee is five hours and thirty-five minutes unless otherwise 

agreed by the principal”, which is 335 minutes a day or 1,675 minutes a 

week. However, this figure was not mentioned at any time by any 

teachers or principals. In practice, teaching periods and DOTT are 

normally timetabled within the school’s operating hours and most people 

seem to be focused on the maximum face to face teaching and minimum 

DOTT times in defining school hours. 

Operating hours   

Mimimum school week 

Of the 25 primary audit schools, all but five conformed to the minimum 

school week length. On the other hand only one of the 14 secondary 

audited schools was below the minimum school week. The school week 

length clustered around the maximum face to face teaching times plus the 

minimum DOTT: 1,550 minutes for primary teachers and 1,600 minutes 

for secondary teachers. 
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Table 3-6: School week length2 – audit schools 

 School week 

length 

 (minutes) 

Number of 

primary 

schools 

Difference to 

minimum 

(minutes) 

Number of 

secondary 

schools 

 1630  +80 1 

 1625  +75 1 

 1615 1 +65  

 1605  +55 1 

 1600 3 +50 6 

 1590 1 +40 1 

 1575 2 +25 1 

 1565 1 +15  

 1560 2 +10 1 

 1555 1 +5  

MINIMUM 1550 9 0 1 

 1540 4 -10 1 

 1525 1 -25  

  25
1
  14

1
 

1
 The total number of schools is 39 as three district high schools counted as 

both primary and secondary; two of the three had different operating hours for 

their primary and secondary sections. Of the three education support schools, 

two are counted with the primary schools and one with the secondary schools 

based on enrolments.  

2 
Not including break or lunch times  
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Minimum school day length 

For all schools the length of the school day was above the specified 

minimum, including for the short day.  

Table 3-7:  Length of school days – all audit schools 

   Frequency 

 Day length 

(minutes) 

Most or all 

days 

Short day 

 340 1  

 330 3  

 325 7  

 320 8  

 315 8  

 310 11  

 305 1 1 

 300  3 

 295  3 

 290  2 

 285  1 

 280  6 

 270  1 

 265  1 

MINIMUM 250 - - 

  39 17 

* Total schools is 39 as three district high schools have been counted as both primary and 

secondary schools. Two of the three had different operating hours for the two levels of 

schooling. One school had three different school day lengths – only the longest and 

shortest are counted in this table. 

Subgroup differences 

Subgroup means are shown in Appendix I. Regional schools appear to be 

open a little longer than metro schools but the amount is inconsequential 

(1,580 compared with 1,576). In terms of type of school, the average 

school week is about the same for teachers at large and small primary 

schools (1,558 and 1,555 minutes respectively) and that the average 

school week for education support and secondary schools is about 35 

minutes higher per week (at 1,591 and 1,590 respectively). The school 

week for teachers at district high schools is on average 1,582, somewhere 
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between the two extremes and probably shows the effect of averaging 

primary and secondary teachers at these schools. In terms of teaching 

level, the average school week of secondary and education support 

teachers mirrors the type of school they’re in. On the other hand, pre 

primary and primary teachers have average school weeks of 1,557 and 

1,558 minutes respectively. Teaching at an independent pubic school or 

being a graduate has little effect on the school week.  

Table 3-8: School hours by teaching level  

 

Pre 

primary 
Primary Secondary Ed support Overall

2
 

 minutes per week 

Min 1525 1525 1540 1550 1525 

Max 1615 1615 1630 1625 1630 

Mean 1557 1558 1590 1591 1577 

 Lower quartile 1540 1540 1575 1588 1550 

 Median 1550 1550 1600 1600 1575 

 Upper quartile 1565 1575 1600 1600 1600 

 Responses 78 397 695 28 1211 

Median minutes in  

a year (x39.6)1 

61380 61380 63360 63360 
62370 

Median hours in a year 1023 1023 1056 1056 1039 

1
Use 39.6 to include school development days 

2
Subgroups do not add to ‘overall’ as 13 combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups. This table is based on teachers not schools so that school hours are weighted 

by the number of teachers in each school.  

Attendance before and after school 

The daily school hours can be stretched by the requirement for teachers to 

be on site before and after school. This time may be used for preparation 

of the day but is generally specified for supervising students in classes or 

in play areas and pick-up areas. It may also, particularly in pre-primary 

and primary classes, be taken up with interactions with parents.  

Of our audit schools, a quarter of the principals didn’t specify a particular 

start time for their staff, while the most common time (39% of schools) 

was 15 minutes before the bell with 20 minutes being the highest.  
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Figure 3-15: Time teachers are required before the start of school; n=36 

Teacher required time before school start

5 minutes, 2, 

6%

10 minutes, 4, 

11%

no set time, 9, 

25%

20 minutes, 7, 

19% 15 minutes, 

14, 39%

n=36

 

Teachers of 20 of these schools agreed with the principal’s interpretation; 

however, in the remaining schools, teachers were more varied in their 

perception of their principals’ expectations. There was a strong belief that 

a previous requirement that teachers be on site 15 minutes before was 

still in force.  

The main determinant of the required start time for teachers was whether 

there was a need for them to provide duty of care for the students. In 

schools where classrooms were opened before the first bell, teachers were 

required in the classrooms to supervise them. In other schools, where 

classes remained closed, a smaller number of teachers might supervise 

the play areas reducing the need for all teachers to be at school early. 

Teachers (such as specialists) who do not have a home class might not be 

required before school starts.  

Fifteen minutes is a representative number for schools that do specify a 

start time before the first school bell. If the schools with no set time are 

set to zero, the average is 11 minutes for the 36 schools, reducing 

marginally to 10 minutes once the number of teachers in each of the 

schools is taken into account (see Table 3-9).  

Subgroup differences 

The before school attendance requirement provided by the principal was 

applied to all the teachers in the audit schools to give an estimate of the 

additional times teachers might work over the year. By teaching level, 

education support teachers appeared to have the highest before-school 

requirement, while secondary teachers had the lowest.  
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Table 3-9: Time spent on before school attendance by teaching level1 

 

Pre 

primary 
Primary Secondary 

Ed 

support 
Overall

3
 

 minutes per day 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 20 20 20 20 20 

Mean 12 12 9 16 10 

 Lower quartile 10 10 0 15 3 

 Median 15 15 5 20 15 

 Upper quartile 15 15 15 20 15 

 Responses  78 397 695 28 1211  

Median minutes in a 

year: x5 (to a week) 

x38.42 (to a year) 

2880 2880 960 3840 2880 

Median hours in a year 48 48 16 64 48 

1
 This table is based on teachers not schools so that school hours are weighted by the 

number of teachers in each school.  
2 

Use 38.4 to exclude school development days.  
    

3 
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups.  

3.5 Formal outside school hours 

Yard duty  

As indicated earlier, yard duty varies for teachers within a school from 

none at all to a maximum of an hour a day; however, for most teachers it 

adds about a half hour a week to their workload.  

Subgroup differences 

In terms of location, teachers in rural areas had on average a significantly 

higher load of yard duty (52 minutes per week) compared to those in the 

metropolitan region (32 minutes per week). Similarly, teachers in small 

primary schools did significantly more yard duty (on average 51 minutes 

per week) while teachers at education support schools did significantly less  

(on average 11 minutes per week) (see Appendix I). This was supported 

by comments during the audits that education support staff would share 

yard duty with the teachers. Teachers at large primary schools and 
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secondary schools had less yard duty. Teachers at district high schools had 

a similar amount of yard duty to small primary schools (49 minutes per 

week) while teachers at both large primary schools as well as at secondary 

schools had an intermediate amount (37 minutes per week) which can be 

explained by the larger number of teachers available to share the yard 

duty in the larger schools.   

Similarly, when viewed by teaching level (see Appendix I.2) teachers in 

education support schools again carried out significantly less yard duty 

than did other teachers at only 11 minutes per week, while primary level 

teachers had the highest average at 44 minutes per week. Teachers at 

independent schools appeared to do a little more yard duty (34 minutes 

compared with 29 minutes per week) but this was not statistically 

significant.  

Table 3-10: Time spent on yard duty outside hours by teaching level 

 
Pre 

primary 
Primary Secondary 

Ed 

Support 
Overall

2
 

 minutes per week 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 160 200 300 60 300 

Mean 42 41 37 11 38 

 Lower quartile 15 15 20 0 15 

 Median 38 35 30 0 30 

 Upper quartile 60 60 55 8 58 

Responses 78 397 695 28 1211 

Median minutes in a year 

(x38.41)  1459 1344 1152 - 1152 

Median hours in a year 24 22 19  19 

1
Use 38.4 to exclude school development days 

2
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups  

 

Whole of school staff meetings 

The table below shows the statistics for the meeting time outside hours 

component as this is the only portion that contributes to the overall 

workload calculation. This table uses teachers rather than schools as the 
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unit so that school characteristics are weighted by the number of teachers 

in a school.  

Subgroup differences 

The table of means in Appendix I shows that the time spent in out-of-

hours whole staff meetings is significantly less for teachers at secondary 

schools (594 minutes per year) and significantly more for teachers at 

district high schools (1,500 minutes per year). However, the overall size of 

this component of workload is small. The time spent on out-of-hours staff 

meetings is also significantly higher for teachers at independent public 

audit schools (1,436 minutes per year) compared with teachers at non-

independent public schools (800 minutes per year)(at least for teachers in 

the school in this sample). It also appears a little higher for regional 

schools compared with Perth metropolitan schools. The time spent by 

education support teachers on these meetings was significantly higher 

(1,049 minutes per year) and significantly lower for secondary teachers 

(620 minutes per year). See also Appendix J. 

Table 3-11: Time spent on whole of school staff meetings outside hours, 

minutes per year 

 
Pre 

primary 
Primary Secondary 

Ed 

Support 
Overall

1
 

 Minutes per year 

Min 480 480 480 0 0 

Max 2888 2888 2888 1280 2888 

Mean 942 878 620 1049 737 

 Lower quartile 480 480 480 1220 480 

 Median 480 480 480 1220 480 

 Upper quartile 1280 1280 570 1220 720 

Responses 480 480 480 1220 1211 

Median minutes in a year  480 480 480 1220 480 

Median hours in a year  8 8 8 20 8 

1
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups  
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Parent meetings 

As discussed earlier, the time spent by teachers on meeting with parents 

varied strongly; however, the overall effect on the workload is generally 

small.  

Table 3-12: Teacher time spent on meetings with parents outside school hours 

 
Pre 

primary 
Primary Secondary 

Ed 

Support 
Overall

1
 

 Minutes per year 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 1200 1200 450 480 1200 

Mean 178 204 297 69 252 

 Lower quartile 60 60 210 0 120 

 Median 120 120 330 0 210 

 Upper quartile 150 150 360 0 360 

Responses 120 120 330 0 1211 

Median minutes in a year  120 120 330 0 1211 

Median hours in a year 2 2 6 0 4 

1
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups  

 

Subgroup differences 

The time spent by teachers at education support schools meeting parents 

outside school hours is significantly lower (69 minutes per year) than 

other teachers as most of their meetings are during school hours; on the 

other hand, the time spent by teachers at district high schools on this 

activity is significantly higher (367 minutes per year) (see Appendix I). 

Considering teachers teaching level, as above education support teachers 

spent considerably less time (69 minutes per year) on meeting parents 

outside of school while secondary teachers spent  significantly more (297 

minutes per year). The time spent by teachers at the independent public 

schools was significantly higher than non-Independent schools. HOLAs 

spent the most time meeting parents (308 minutes per year) compared to 

other jobs and education support teachers least (138 minutes per year). 

See also Appendix J. 
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Events 

As discussed earlier, the time teachers commit to attending and organising 

events varies widely. However, in spite of there being pressure in some 

schools to participate in out of school events (positive collegiate pressure 

“we all do something” to top-down “I felt I couldn’t say no” type 

pressures), more than half of teachers do not expend time in this type of 

activity.  

Table 3-13: Time spent on out of hours events2 

 

Pre 

primary 
Primary Secondary 

Ed 

support 
Overall

1
 

 minutes per year 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 9350 19980 13100 5484 19980 

Mean 310 984 1540 995 1115 

 Lower quartile 0 0 0 0 0 

 Median 0 0 120 0 0 

 Upper quartile 0 510 1455 150 540 

Responses 67 342 239 28 687 

Median minutes in a year  0 0 120 0 0 

Median hours in a year 0 0 2 0 0 

1
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups  

2 
Data for 27 schools for which data was available 

Subgroup differences 

The time that teachers spend at events is the second most variable 

component of workload after the informal out of hours work. Since the 

median overall is zero, more than half of teachers are not required to 

attend outside hours events. On the other hand, the upper limit is very 

high – generally for teachers who choose to take students on one or more 

camps. In this case, the high limit is not a reflection of possible inaccuracy 

of the extreme data (though, as described earlier, a conservative 

algorithm was used to calculate length of overnight events) but instead 

reflects true differences in time spent by teachers. However, the high 

upper limit still has the effect of biasing the mean so that it is not a good 

measure of the typical teacher.  
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Bearing in mind these limitations on using the mean, they can still be used 

to identify likely subgroup differences. Thus, teachers in regional schools 

tended to spend significantly longer (almost double) their metropolitan 

counterparts at out of hours events: 1,531 minutes a year compared with 

832 (see Appendix I). In terms of school type, teachers at small primary 

schools spent the longest (1,932 minutes per year), significantly more 

(and nearly four times) teachers in large primary schools (539 minutes). 

Whether the school was an independent public school or not was the only 

measure that did not significantly affect the time teachers spent on out of 

hours events, though teachers at independent schools tended to spend a 

little less (950 compared with 1,157). Pre-primary teachers spent very 

little time (310 minutes per year) at these events, compared with the 

significantly higher 1,540 minutes put in by secondary teachers. By job 

group, Level 3 teachers (2,969) and HODs (2,877) spent significantly 

longer at events: nearly three times as long as other teachers (964) and 

senior teachers (965), education support teachers (1,088) and deputy 

principals (1,001).  

3.6 Informal outside school activities 

Workload on weekdays outside school hours in a typical week 

Teachers reported spending a median of 369 minutes a week or about one 

and a quarter hours a day on school related tasks outside of school hours, 

with an interquartile range of 40 minutes a day to two hours a day (see 

Table 3-14). There was a small proportion of teachers reporting spending 

over 4 hours a day working out of hours in a typical week. (Note: each 

300 minutes a week is equivalent to an hour a day and 11,880 minutes 

over a whole year).  

Subgroup differences 

Teachers in regional schools tended to spend significantly longer during 

the week (an average of 486 minutes per week) compared with their Perth 

metropolitan counterparts (438 minutes per week) (see Appendix I). In 

addition, HODs spent significantly more out of hours time during the week 

(570) and education support teachers significantly less (300). Deputy 

principals (485 minutes per week) and senior teachers (475 minutes per 

week) also tended to spend more time per week than other teachers (422 

minutes) whereas level 3 teachers on average spent slightly less (407 

minutes per week). Teachers in district high schools tended to spend more 

time outside school hours per week (480 minutes) on school work, 
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followed by teachers in secondary schools (469 minutes per week); 

teachers at education support schools tended to spend less time (326 

minutes). However, these differences were not statistically significant. 

Similarly, teachers at independent public schools tended to spend a little 

less time (400 minutes per week) than their non-independent counterparts 

(458 minutes) and pre-primary teachers tended to spend longer (496 

minutes per week) and education support teachers less time (327 per 

week) than other teachers. 

Table 3-14: Time spent on weekdays outside school hours in a typical week 

 

Pre 

primary 
Primary Secondary 

Ed 

support 
Overall

2
 

 minutes per week 

Min 60 0 0 30 0 

Max 1800 1720 3000 1200 3000 

Mean 496 431 469 327 455 

 Lower quartile 300 180 200 86 180 

 Median 465 400 360 300 369 

 Upper quartile 625 600 600 480 600 

 Responses  48 323 517 20 933  

Median minutes in a 

year1 (x 39.6) 
18414 15840 14256 11880 14612 

Median hours in a year 307 264 238 198 243 

139.6 term weeks in a year 
2
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups  

Workload on weekends in a typical week during the term 

On top of the work during the week, teachers reported spending an 

additional median of 185 minutes, or just over three hours working over a 

typical weekend. The interquartile range was two to five hours (see Table 

3-15).  

Subgroup differences 

Appendix I shows the subgroup means for the time teachers spend during 

weekends during the term: none of the subgroup differences were 

statistically significant. Location made little difference (metropolitan 

teachers spent 234 minutes per weekend compared to 228 minutes for 
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regional teachers). Teachers in secondary schools tended to spend longer 

(242 minutes) and education support teachers less (185 minutes). In 

terms of teaching level, teachers of pre-primary students tended to spend 

longer (274 minutes per weekend). Teachers at independent public 

schools again tended to spend a little less out of school time (216 minutes 

per weekend compared with 233) and HODs again tended to spend more 

time (258 minutes per weekend) and education support teachers less (154 

minutes).  

Table 3-15: Time spent on weekends during the term by teaching level 

 

Pre 

primary 

Primary Secondary Ed 

support 
Overall

1
 

 minutes per week 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 1100 1750 1200 360 1750 

Mean 274 221 240 185 232 

 Lower quartile 150 120 120 105 120 

 Median 240 180 200 180 185 

 Upper quartile 337 300 300 288 300 

 Responses  42 313 498 18 895  

Median minutes in a 

year: (x 37 weekends in 

a year) 

8880 6660 7600 6660 6845 

Median hours in a year 148 111 127 111 114 

1
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups 

Workload in holidays 

During school holidays teachers reported working a median of 50 

additional hours, with an interquartile range of 25 to 100 (see Table 3-16).  

Subgroup differences 

Again, the variation in teachers time spent during the holidays was very 

high, so that differences between subgroups were not statistically 

significant. The means in Appendix I show location had virtually no effect 

on the average time (75 hours over the year for regional teachers 

compared with 72 for metropolitan teachers). Teachers at district high 

schools tended to spend a few more hours a year (81 hours) and teachers 
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at large primary schools marginally less (68 hours). Teachers at 

independent public schools tended to spend less time during the holidays 

(64 hours) compared with their non-Independent counterparts (74 hours). 

Teaching level similarly made little difference (78 hours for pre-primary 

teachers compared with 70 for primary); job group a little more (87 hours 

for level 3 teachers compared with 63 hours for deputy principals) but still 

not statistically significant.  

Table 3-16: Time spent out of term time by teaching level 

 
Pre 

primary 
Primary Secondary 

Ed 

support 
Overall

1
 

 hours per year 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 456 450 504 260 504 

Mean 78 70 75 73 73 

 Lower quartile 30 25 24 25 25 

 Median 47 50 50 50 50 

 Upper quartile 90 89 100 100 100 

 Responses  45 318 513 18 919  

Median minutes in a 

year: x60  
2820 3000 3000 3000 3000 

Median hours in a year 47 50 50 50 50 

1
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 Combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups 

Total out of school hours workload 

These three out-of-school-hours time categories have been tabled below 

along with the total time. Note that the total has been calculated from 

individual teachers’ responses and not from the aggregate statistics. 

Therefore the totals for the out of hours worked is lower than the sum of 

the time worked during weekdays, weekends and out of term as different 

teachers work more at different times.    

As mentioned earlier, the total out of school hours workload was summed 

for teachers individually so statistics for the total are not the sum of those 

for the parts as different teachers spent more and less time in each of the 

different time categories. The total reported was very variable from zero 

to (an impossible) 2,365 hours in a year. If the median of 460 hours per 
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year is distributed over the approximately 40 term weeks it adds around 

11 hours per week or a little over two hours a day.     

Table 3-17: Additional work related time for teachers outside of school hours 

 

Weekdays 

during term 

(minutes per 

week) 

Weekends 

during term 

(minutes per 

week) 

Out of term 

time (hours per 

year) 

Total out of 

hours work 

time (hours per 

year)
1
 

Min 0 0 0 0 

Max 3000 1750 504 2365 

Mean 455 232 73 520 

Mode 300 120 50 443 

 Lower quartile 180 120 25 288 

 Median 369 185 50 460 

 Upper quartile 600 300 100 683 

 Responses 933 895 919 875 

Minutes in a year 

(x 39.6 weeks in 

the school year) 

146122 68453 3000 27588 

Median hours in 

a year 
244 185 50 460 

1 
total figures aggregated from calculation using data for each teacher  

2
  x 39.6 term weeks in a year 

3
  x 37 weekends in term time 

Note that these figures do not include any additional time that teachers 

might work in non-typical weeks during the year. Thus, this figure may be 

understated by additional hours worked at peak periods of the term or 

year such as planning, assessment and reporting time. On the other hand, 

some teachers and schools clearly handled the extra pressure at these 

times doing less of other things (teachers) or providing extra DOTT 

(schools) as necessary.   

Subgroup differences 

As for its component parts, the total informal out of hours time spent by 

teachers was not statistically significantly different for any subgroups. 

However, teachers in regional schools tended to spend a little more than 

their metropolitan counterparts (540 hours per year compared with 509) 

on informal out-of-school-hours work. Teachers at secondary schools 
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tended to spend longer (537 hours per year) and teachers at education 

support schools less (411 hours). Teachers at independent schools tend to 

spend less time overall (478 hours) compared with those at non-

independent schools (523 hours). Considering teaching level, pre-primary 

teachers tend to spend the most time (580 hours per year) and education 

support teachers the least (411 hours). HODs and HOLAs tended to spend 

more time (621 hours) and education support teachers less time (363 

hours) each year. (Although the means are considerably different, 

statistically they are not significantly different which implies there is 

considerable variation within each of the categories).  

Table 3-18: Total time spent out of hours by teaching level 

 

Pre 

primary 

Primary Secondary Ed 

support 
Overall

3
 

 hrs per year 

Min 146 0 36 53 0 

Max 1940 1525 2365 974 2365 

Mean 580 496 535 411 479 

 Lower quartile 364 288 287 272 288 

 Median 521 457 460 396 460 

 Upper quartile 736 653 695 462 683 

 Responses  40 305 489 18 875  

Median minutes in a 

year: (x60)  
31260 27420 27600 23760 27600 

Median hours in a year 521 457 460 396 460 

 

 

3.7 Comparison to a standard 38 hour week 

In this section we compare the teacher workload to the workload of an 

employee working a standard 38 week.  

Over a year, a standard 38 hour week arrangement consists of 1,756 

hours as calculated in Table 3-19 below. 
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Table 3-19: Calculation of standard working year and teaching year hours for 

2010 

STANDARD YEAR  Number per year 

Full year  365 days 

Less: annual leave  20 days 

    weekends  104 days 

    public holidays  10 days 

Total working days  231 days 

Total working weeks  46.2 wks 

at 38hrs/wk  1756 hrs 

 

As presented in section 2.3 an approximation of the minimum hours at 

school in a year is 1,023 hours for a primary teacher and 1,056 for a 

secondary teacher (including school development days). However, Table 

3-20 shows that once all activities have been taken into account teachers 

work an estimated median of 1,578 hours a year with an interquartile 

range of 1,341 to 1,851 hours a year. (Care should be taken when 

interpreting the table as there are different units incorporated above the 

double line to link back to previous tables; however units below the double 

line have been standardised to hours per year).   

Thus, the upper quartile of the workload range is approximately 91% of a 

standard 38 hour workload.  On the other hand, the variation is very large 

and if all the maximums are taken together and assumed to be worked by 

the same person this figure is 3,247, more than double the upper quartile 

figure and 233% of the standard week. This figure is likely to be an 

overstatement since, as indicated in the analysis section, some of the data 

points at the extremes are suspect. In addition, there is no reason to 

believe that any particular person would have the heaviest workload in all 

categories. Whereas the total informal out-of-hours work time statistics 

were based on the totals for individual survey respondents, the total in 

Table 3-20 is a simple total of the statistics for the components some of 

which are derived from audit teacher data and the balance from survey 

respondents. The comparison between the 38 hour workload and the 

teacher workload with its separate components is illustrated in Figure 

3-16. 
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Table 3-20: Total time spent by teachers on school related work during 2010 

 Scheduled school activities   

 
Normal 

school hours  

15 minute 

start up 

Whole school 

staff meetings 

outside school 

hours 

All teacher 

parent meetings  

outside school 

hours 

Yard duty  

(Voluntary) 

out of hours 

events  

Informal out 

of hours work 

time  

Total 

 
MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES 

per DAY 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

HOURS per 

YEAR 
 

Min 1525 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Max 1630 20 2888 1200 300 19980 2365  

Mean 1577 10 737 252 38 1115 520  

Lower quartile 1550 3 480 120 15 0 288  

Median 1575 15 480 210 30 0 460  

Upper quartile 1600 15 720 360 58 540 683  

Minutes in a year 623701 28802 480 210 11522 0 27588 92580 

 HOURS per YEAR 

Min 1007 0 0 0 0 0 0 1007 

Max 1076 64 48 20 192 333 2365 4098 

Mean 1041 33 12 4 24 19 520 1653 

Lower quartile 1023 10 8 2 10 0 288 1341 

Median 1040 48 8 4 19 0 460 1578 

Upper quartile 1056 48 12 6 37 9 683 1851 

1
 using 39.6 as the multiplier to include school development days; 

2 
using 38.4 as the multiplier to exclude school development days 
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Figure 3-16: Visual representation of the comparison of estimated teacher workload to a standard 38 hour week workload 
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Another view is provided in Table 3-17 showing the two primary 

components of workload (normal school hours and informal out of hours 

work) and the remaining smaller contributions to workload amalgamated 

together. The lower quartile, median and upper quartile are shown 

illustrating the considerable disparity in workload that teachers 

experience.  

It is important to remember that the informal out of hours workload was 

estimated in terms of typical workload and does not attempt to include the 

additional hours required in heavy workload periods. That these periods 

were handled more or less successfully by different teachers and schools 

was apparent from the audit interviews, with some schools managing to 

organise relief to free teachers up for report writing (for example), 

whereas in other schools teachers felt overwhelmed by the work required 

in the reporting period. The additional time spent has not been quantified.  

Figure 3-17: Median and quartile total hours for teachers compared to annual 

hours for 38 hour week 

Total hours 

1023 1040 1056

30
79 112

288

460

683

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

1800

2000

Lower Quartile Median Upper Quartile

Informal Out of
Hours Work

Other Scheduled
School Activities

Normal School
Hours

Total hours 

38 hour week

 

The important characteristic of teacher workload is that it is constrained 

by school terms. Therefore, as we showed earlier, whereas an employee in 

a standard work situation would carry out their work over 231 days, the 

majority of teachers’ work is constrained by school terms to 198 days of 

the year. If the full amount was spread over term time only, it would 

require teachers to work almost 9 hour days. In reality, teachers work 

during holidays and weekends, so the equivalent load per day would be 

lessened.  
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Subgroup differences 

Bringing together the subgroup figures from the previous tables and 

Appendix J, provides the following summary of hours by subgroup (Table 

3-21). This shows pre-primary teachers tend to have the highest 

workload, and teachers at education support schools the lowest overall, 

but only by about an hour and a half a week. This variation is much less 

than that between individual teachers. A significance calculation has not 

been carried out since, as explained above, these totals do not relate to 

actual teachers but are amalgamated from both audit and survey data. 

The median figures for the subgroups are shown graphically in Figure 

3-18.  

 

Table 3-21: Total time spent by teachers on school related work during 2010; by 

sub group 

 

Pre 

primary 

Primary Secondary Ed 

support 
Overall

1
 

 hrs per year 

Min 1161 1015 1060 1076 1007 

Max 3396 3184 3971 2269 4098 

Mean 1697 1622 1678 1553 1653 

 Lower quartile 1431 1355 1358 1388 1341 

 Median 1626 1560 1567 1536 1578 

 Upper quartile 1879 1812 1859 1616 1851 

1
Subgroups do not add to Overall as 13 Combined teachers have been omitted from the 

subgroups 
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Figure 3-18: Median total hours for teachers compared to annual hours for 38 

hour week; by subgroup 
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Q3. WHAT ACTIVITIES ARE CAUSING CONCERN AND ADDING 

UNDULY TO WORKLOAD? 

DOTT 

One potential area of concern for teachers is DOTT. As mentioned earlier, 

most teachers received their DOTT entitlement and considerable care was 

taken by school administrators to plan for this. This care was reflected in 

the large majority of teachers (681, 73%) generally reporting in the 

survey being able to use their DOTT for activities related to teaching most 

or all of the time. Conversely, just over a quarter of teachers (253, 27%) 

reported using their DOTT for activities related to teaching only some of 

the time or rarely (see Figure 3-19).  

During the audit, schools were found to have fairly definite cultures around 

lost DOTT. In most schools principals were strongly supportive of 

preserving DOTT where possible, however some were a little less so.  

In most cases schools try to balance who loses DOTT. To help out, 

especially in small or regional schools, teachers swap DOTT around, 

combine classes or have administrative staff relieve rather than interrupt a 

teacher on DOTT.  

There was some confusion regarding what DOTT was for; some teachers 

resented meeting during this time, others regarded this as one of their 

duties and didn’t have a problem with it. All in all, the teachers we 

interviewed generally agreed that they received their DOTT entitlement 

and that lost DOTT was paid back, with some teachers indicating that they 

received extra DOTT to start with and so it wasn’t an issue.  

Teachers interviewed during the audit most commonly identified providing 

internal relief as the main mechanism for losing DOTT. Some issues with 

DOTT were where it was perceived that behavioural problems were 

consuming too large a proportion of their time. The way the lost DOTT was 

paid back was sometimes seen to be problematic: for example, if it was 

unscheduled, perhaps from making use of a relief teacher covering an 

absence, it might be hard to make the best use of the time as the teacher 

hadn’t planned for it. 

The admin staff and teachers interviewed at audit schools were asked if 

their school recorded lost DOTT and also whether lost DOTT was paid 

back. 

Of these schools, 14 said they recorded teachers lost DOTT, so they could 

be paid back at another time. Another 14 said they did not, while two said 
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they didn’t record it as they never lost it. In the majority of schools, 

paying back lost DOTT was arranged as a matter of course regardless of 

whether they recorded it or not; with principals, deputy principals and 

teachers indicating that in 19 of the audited schools lost DOTT was ‘paid 

back in full’, and in six it was ‘mostly’ paid back. Where lost DOTT wasn’t 

recorded either the teachers or administrative staff kept track of it 

informally. In one school, the administrator indicated they provided 

additional DOTT on an ongoing basis so that if a teacher has to lose it they 

are usually in front anyway. On the other hand, in line with teachers’ 

observations, at one school where they recorded lost DOTT, the admin 

staff admitted they only paid back the DOTT if teachers asked for it as it 

was difficult to arrange relief staff. 

In other schools, lost DOTT was either partially paid back or not at all. 

Interviewees in seven schools said it was paid back ‘sometimes’ and in two 

schools ‘not at all’. This system was described succinctly by the 

administrator at one of these schools as “they lose it.” 

Most commonly, lost DOTT was paid back by arranging extra time using 

external or internal relief or relief by admin staff. Comments from 

administrators included that recording DOTT was not necessary as 

teachers were already getting extra.  

Figure 3-19: Extent to which DOTT is used on activities related to teaching, 

learning and assessment 

DOTT focused on activities related to teaching

All of the time, 

284, 30%

Most of the 

time, 397, 43%

Rarely, 45, 5%

Some of the 

time, 207, 22%

n=933
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The request to list up to three main barriers to using DOTT effectively was 

taken up by 85% of the survey respondents (820 teachers)9, respondents 

identified administrative tasks (302 responses, 13% of all barriers 

nominated10) which included such things as paper work, photocopying, 

data entry and surveys. Managing behavioural issues and the associated 

meetings and paperwork was the second area nominated (240 responses, 

12%) followed by other duties and roles such as program or year 

coordinator, HOLA or teacher in charge or other programs (195 responses, 

10%). General interruptions, (154 responses, 8%), IT issues (141, 7%) 

and parent contact (136, 7%) also impinged on their DOTT (see Figure 

3-20).    

Figure 3-20: Barriers to using DOTT effectively identified by teachers 
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What is clear from responses regarding teachers’ workload is that the 

number of hours teachers’ work above school operating hours vary a great 

deal and so do their attitudes to their work. This is certain to be being 

affected by the school context as well as the management and culture, the 

                                       

9 Respondents were asked to nominate one or more barriers and a total of 2031 

barriers were nominated by 820 teachers: 854 first choices, 689 second choices 

and 488 third choices. All nominated barriers have been amalgamated regardless 

of the order in which they were listed. 

10 Could also express this as 37% of the 820 teachers who nominated a barrier.  
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student characteristics, the teacher’s experience etc as well as their 

expectations.  

The figure below shows that the majority of teachers judge whole of 

school staff meetings, classroom planning and preparation, student 

assessment, professional development, mentoring or coaching, 

extracurricular events and reporting on students as taking a fair and 

reasonable amount of their out of hours time. At the same time there is a 

substantial minority who do not think the time they spend on these tasks 

is fair and reasonable. What we don’t know is whether these less happy 

teachers spend longer at the tasks and therefore find the time 

unreasonable or whether those teachers who do not think the time is fairly 

spent simply have a much lower expectation of the time they should spend 

out of school hours. 
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Figure 3-21: Extent of agreement that time spent on task is fair and reasonable 

demand on out of school hours time 
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The areas teachers are least likely to judge a fair and reasonable demand 

on their out of hours time are administrative tasks such as cost centre 

management, selection panels, data entry and analysis, and other 

reporting, as well as dealing with behavioural issues such as behaviour 

management and working on Independent Education Plans and 

Independent Behaviour Plans. An unfortunate pattern is that there is a 

higher proportion of teachers disagreeing strongly to each of the items 

than agreeing strongly, except for the classroom planning and preparation 

and student assessment.  
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Change in workload 

Over half the teachers believed that their workload had increased a lot 

over the last five years (477 responses, 59%), and another fifth (166, 

21%) considered that it had increased a little. On the other hand, a fifth 

said it had stayed the same or decreased (see Figure 3-22).  

Figure 3-22: Teachers perception of changing workload  

Workload compared to 5 years before

Increased a 

lot, 477, 59%
Increased a 

little, 166, 21%

Decreased a 

lot, 21, 3%
Decreased a 

little, 59, 7%

Stayed the 

same, 79, 10%

n=802

 

Contributors to changes in workload 

The main contributors to increases in workload were changes to curriculum 

or assessments (353, 23%), more administrative work (319, 21%) and 

taking on more responsibility (173, 11%). Increased expectations and 

accountability (144, 9%) and student behavioural duties (85, 6%) were 

also important. For respondents whose workload had decreased this was 

most commonly because they had become more efficient or gained 

experience (87, 55%), changed school or role (37, 24%) or for a personal 

reason (24, 15%) (see Appendix K.4).  

Desired changes 

The change teachers would most like to make to their out-of-hours work 

related activities would be to reduce their out of school time workload. 

This was nominated by about one-third of teachers (386, 32%). Others 

would like recognition or pay for work done out of hours (188, 15%), 

others would like less administrative or clerical work and to have 

additional assistance (98, 8%). Six percent of teacher respondents (75) 

wanted to spend less time on central issues such as policy program or 
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system changes, while five percent of respondents  (61) would like better 

resources, skills and support, and another five percent (56) would like 

more or more effective DOTT time (see Appendix  K.3).  

These themes were reiterated in response to a request for any other 

things they could think of to reduce workload pressure: teachers asked for 

more support staff (169 responses, 20%), less in the way of curriculum 

and assessment requirements (141, 17%) and more time in the day for 

responsibilities (128. 15%). Less frequently they asked for a greater focus 

on teaching students (80, 9%), less administration (54, 6%), improved 

funding (50, 6%), effective behaviour/classroom management systems 

(50, 6%) and smaller class sizes (47, 6%) (see table in Appendix K.5).   

On the other hand, when teachers were asked to select from an existing 

list three items to help reduce workload different options were chosen (see 

Table 3-22).  

Table 3-22: The three items which would most help reduce workload pressure  

Type of help Percent 

l. Smaller class sizes 60% 

i. More DOTT time 55% 

j. Curriculum and assessment resources 38% 

f. Additional education assistants 30% 

a. Expert support (eg literacy specialist, ESL, IT, preparing funding applications) 29% 

g. Clerical support 22% 

h. Changing the way my school applies the staffing formula 18% 

k. Professional development to build my expertise 18% 

e. More student services support 13% 

d. Flexible timelines from the Curriculum Council 8% 

b. More psychologists' hours 7% 

c. More nurse hours for hands-on nursing 2% 

 300%
1
 

1
 percentage of three choices added together   
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Figure 3-23: Workload issues related to the learning area or year level teaching 

area 

Workload issues related to learning area or year 

level teaching 

Yes, 581, 67%

No, 290, 33%

n=821

 

About two-thirds of the teacher respondents indicated that they had 

workload issues related to their learning area or their level of teaching 

(581, 67%). Issues related to the curriculum were the most common (131 

comments, 18%), followed closely by the additional responsibilities outside 

of teaching (112 comments, 15%), differing levels of time and task 

requirements (104 comments, 14%) and the need for additional resources 

or support (95 comments, 13%) (see table in Appendix K.6). 

Changing hours 

When asked whether they intended to continue teaching the same hours, 

just over three quarters of teachers who responded (697, 76%) intended 

to continue teaching the same hours in the next two years (see Appendix 

K.7). On the other hand just under a fifth (162, 18%) were intending to 

reduce their load for personal reasons (95, 44% of reducing comments), 

to reduce workload pressure (56, 26%) or to reduce stress (33, 15%). 

Only 55 (6%) were intending to increase their load, generally to increase 

their income (23, 43%), because their personal circumstances had 

changed (18, 34%) or because they have been trying to find full time 

work any way (7, 13%).  



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 93 

Figure 3-24: Contemplating changing teaching hours in next two years 

Contemplating changing teaching hours

Yes - part time 

to full time, 55, 

6%

Yes - full time 

to part time, 

162, 18%

Staying the 

same, 697, 

76%n=914

 

 

Over a third of the responding teachers (50, 39%) reported seriously 

contemplating leaving teaching in the next two years due to workload 

pressures. About a third of those seriously contemplating leaving reported 

feeling generally stressed and burnt out from workload pressure, while 

another fifth were assessing their options. The next most common 

comment was that teachers felt undervalued and under-resourced in the 

face of unreasonable expectations. Others wanted to spend more time 

with family or were contemplating retiring (see Appendix K.8).    

Figure 3-25: Seriously contemplating leaving teaching in next two years 

Seriously contemplating leaving teaching in next 

two years

Yes, 50, 39%

No, 77, 61%

n=875
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Forty-one percent of respondents (390) made a total of 581 additional 

comments about workload (see Appendix K.9). Overall workload and 

expectations was the main theme for (161 comments, 28% of comments), 

with 68 comments (12%) indicated teachers felt underpaid for the number 

of hours worked, and about the same number felt undervalued (59, 10%). 

Some teachers felt that too much time was needed to be spent on children 

with behavioural issues or special learning needs (44 comments 8%).  
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Q4. ARE THERE OTHER ASPECTS OF SCHOOL STRUCTURES 

THAT IMPACT ON WORKLOAD? 

Internal relief 

Half of the schools audited paid for some internal relief in 2010: four small 

primary schools, three large primary schools, two district high schools and 

eight secondary schools. None of the three education support schools use 

paid internal relief, nor did six of the small primary schools, seven of the 

large primary schools, one of the district high schools, or two of the 

secondary schools. (Unpaid internal relief provided by under-load teachers 

is not included in this discussion). 

The majority of schools that had used paid internal relief had used very 

little. All the primary schools (small and large) had paid for between two 

and 88 hours in the year. The secondary schools used between 50 and 

600 hours, the lowest and highest on this scale being regional schools, 

both of which have difficulty accessing external relief. Six of the eight 

secondary schools using paid internal relief fell in the range of 400 to 600 

hours. 

Schools that do not use, or use very little paid internal relief manage using 

external relief, having admin staff provide relief, or in some of the larger 

secondary schools, contract one or more teachers specifically to provide 

relief. 

The number of hours teachers spent providing internal relief in 2010 was 

low for most teachers in most schools; however, for some teachers in 

some schools it was much higher. In small primary schools, it ranged from 

an average of 0.47 to 1.42 hours in the year per teacher for all but one 

school, where illness of a key staff member in a school in a regional area 

where external relief was difficult to obtain led to teachers doing an 

average of 17.7 hours. In large primary schools, the range of hours per 

teacher per year was 0.04 to 1.77, in district high schools 0.4 to 9.8 and 

secondary schools, 1.19 to 30. Once again, it was a regional school which 

had the highest hours due to a lack of availability of external relief. 

Teachers supported the information gained from the audit in their 

responses to the online survey with more than half (56%) indicating that 

they rarely or never had to do internal relief and more than another third 

saying only sometimes (37%) (see figure below). 
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Figure 3-26: Extent of internal relief undertaken 

Extent of internal relief

Never, 207, 

22%

Rarely, 324, 

34%

Sometimes, 

354, 37%

Often, 71, 7%

n=956

 

As could be expected, those who rarely carried out internal relief were also 

the group most likely to agree that the amount they undertook was 

reasonable (86%) whereas the group who often had to do internal relief 

were split (47% reasonable; 52% unfair) as shown in Table 3-23. 

Table 3-23: Attitude towards internal relief load compared with extent of 

external relief undertaken 

 Attitude towards internal relief load 

 reasonable unfair  missed total 

Extent of 

Internal 

Relief n % n % 

valid

n n % n 

Never -  - -  - 207 -  -  207 

Rarely 256 86% 40 14% 296 28 9% 324 

Sometimes 241 72% 95 28% 336 18 5% 354 

Often 32 47% 36 53% 68 3 4% 71 

Total 529 100% 171 100% 700 49 7% 749 

 

The low level of comment regarding internal relief also matched the 

relative lack of an issue in this area, with only about a quarter of 

responding teachers making comment (224 teachers, 23%). The biggest 

issue with internal relief was that even when it wasn’t frequent, it 

interfered with plans (85 comments, 34%). However, teachers were 

mostly positive about it seeing it as part of working as a team and 
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appreciating being paid (85, 34%). They also identified that they only 

have to do it as a last resort (45, 18%), and understood that it was hard 

to get relief if the school was regional, remote or small (23, 9%). A small 

number of teachers noted that they were given the right to refuse to do 

internal relief (6, 2%).  

The main issues teachers had with internal relief were if it was seen to be 

unfairly distributed (15, 6%) or be a cost cutting exercise (5, 2%). Two 

teachers indicated that they had refused, or would like to refuse, to do any 

internal relief (see Appendix H). 

Class sizes 

Principals generally reported that schools were organised so that class 

sizes conformed to maximum class sizes. For some schools, it is a problem 

for a short time at the beginning of the year but student numbers drop. In 

some secondary schools, a few classes might be oversized but this is seen 

to be offset by other undersize classes. Where classes do go over size, 

schools offer additional support staff, negotiate with other teachers to take 

additional students, or restructure classes. 

Teacher survey respondents agreed with principals, with the large majority 

reporting that their classes were either below (386 responses, 41%) or at 

(479 responses, 50%) maximum size. Only a small minority (82 

responses, 9%) indicated their classes were a little over class maximums 

while four reported their classes at considerably over the maximum class 

size.  

Figure 3-27: Conformance of class sizes to maximums 

Class sizes compared to maximums

Below max, 

386, 41%

At max, 479, 

50%

Considerably 

over max, 4, 

0%

A little over 

max, 82, 9%

n=951
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Time off in lieu (TOIL) 

Time off in lieu can be used to balance extra work outside of school hours. 

Generally, it is felt that most out of hours activities are within the scope of 

teachers’ jobs or that teachers have volunteered and time off in lieu is not 

necessary. Two thirds of schools (26) do not give TOIL and those that do, 

do so rarely – on an ‘ad hoc’, ‘case-by-case’ basis. Administrators said it 

was too hard to arrange because of all the paperwork. At one large 

metropolitan secondary school the deputy principal said they used it for 

some staff, utilising the student-free days after year 11 and 12 students 

left after exams to pay back time. The most common cases of TOIL being 

given were for teachers who had taken students on camps for several 

days. At one school it was given mostly to SAER support staff, and at 

another for deputy principals. 

Clerical support 

Less than half of the L3 teacher administrators said they get specific 

clerical support. Rather, they usually have access to a shared resource. 

Though this elicited some discontent when raised it did not appear to be a 

major source of concern.  In some cases the support had been provided in 

the form of welcome administrative assistance for cost centre 

management.  

Figure 3-28: Allocation of specific clerical support to L3 Teacher Administrators 

Specific clerical support for L3 teacher 

administrators

Yes, 50, 39%

No, 77, 61%

n=127
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Generally teachers were satisfied that their face to face and DOTT time 

were in line with their entitlements. Principals of all schools were very 

aware of teachers’ DOTT entitlements and providing teachers their 

entitlements was clearly a planning imperative. Small variations were 

tolerated for example, where there was a mismatch between school period 

lengths and DOTT. On the whole, teachers judged whole of school staff 

meetings, classroom planning and preparation, student assessment, 

professional development, mentoring or coaching, extracurricular events 

and reporting on students as taking a fair and reasonable amount of their 

out of hours time. However, at the same time there is a substantial 

minority who do not think the time they spend on these tasks is fair and 

reasonable.  

The areas teachers were least likely to judge as being a fair and 

reasonable demand on their out of hours time are administrative tasks 

such as cost centre management, selection panels, data entry and 

analysis, and other reporting, as well as dealing with issues such as 

behaviour management and working on Independent Education Plans and 

Independent Behaviour Plans. 

The culture of a school seemed to have considerable impact on the 

preservation of DOTT and provision of extra DOTT at high load times, the 

expectations on teachers to attend out of hours events and other school 

commitments, teachers’ views regarding such attendance, teachers and 

principals definition of appropriate activities for the use of DOTT, and 

ultimately teachers satisfaction with their workload.  

The median number of hours worked by teachers was lower than a 

standard 38 hour week workload; however, overall workload varied 

strongly. Teachers moderated their workload by reducing their working 

fraction, and in some cases minimising the events and activities they 

participated in. In most schools teachers recognised the efforts their 

administrative staff went to to assist in managing their workloads, to 

ensure the correct provision of their DOTT entitlements and to provide 

additional DOTT when possible. However, there were schools whose 

context or personnel or history had resulted in less collaborative cultures 

and higher perceived or actual workloads.  

Considering teachers’ attitudes and practices, while most teachers 

accepted that their workday was not constrained to school hours, and 

were comfortable with the range of activities that makes up a teacher’s 

workload, the attitude was occasionally encountered that any formal out of 

school hours activity was an imposition. An extreme illustration of this was 

a teacher who refused to attend collaborative meetings after school 
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because she didn’t feel she ought to have to, regardless of the fact that 

they were directly related to classroom teaching and that when she had 

attended them she found them useful. Similarly, some teachers appeared 

to hold the view that they should not have to perform activities not 

directly related to classroom practice and in particular that DOTT time 

should be completely their own to use.  

As indicated earlier, most principals were very supportive of their staff and 

were proactive in providing additional DOTT when they could. However, 

there were a small number of schools where teachers were expected to 

attend events and have high visibility in their community to an extent not 

required in most other locations. Perhaps in some cases principals need to 

work to reduce community and parent expectations on teachers where 

their involvement does not contribute strongly to actual teaching and 

learning.  

The variation of out of hours workload appears to be the biggest issue with 

regards to high teacher workloads; therefore, while the identification of 

teachers with higher than average workload and/or high dissatisfaction 

with workload should be made as a part of normal staff management 

practices it might need to be a made a focus. This means that teachers 

who have high workloads, need professional development in particular 

areas, or need to explore expectation mismatch with their principal are 

identified and specific issues resolved.  
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Appendix A: Key Industrial relations  

This appendix includes for convenience the relevant sections of the School 

Education Act and Teachers (Public Sector Primary and Secondary 

Education) Award 1993.  

 

SCHOOL EDUCATION ACT EMPLOYEES’ (TEACHERS AND 

ADMINISTRATORS) GENERAL AGREEMENT 2008 - THE 

 

AG 24 of 2008 

 

 
PART 3 TEACHERS 

14 TEACHERS – DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

This clause is to be read in conjunction with Part 3 – Teachers of the Award. 

 

14.1 (a) Each Teacher’s workload is negotiated at the school level within parameters provided 

in the Act. 

 

(b) No Teacher will be required to perform an unreasonable or excessive workload 

during the school year. 

 

14.2 (a) Teachers cannot be required to attend outside of the normal school day or normal 

operating hours more than two (2) whole of staff meetings of a maximum one hour’s 

duration per term. 

 

(b) The agenda, venue, frequency and timing of scheduled whole of staff meetings will 

be determined in full and proper consultation with staff.  Equity considerations such 

as family responsibilities, professional and personal development commitments and 

the flexible hours arrangements will be considered in the decision making process.  

The final responsibility to ensure meetings occur rests with the Principal. 

 

(c) Staff who cannot attend a scheduled staff meeting will be provided with access to 

agendas, minutes and tabled documents. 

 

14.3 A part-time Teacher cannot be required to attend a staff meeting on a day the Teacher would 

not ordinarily work.  Where the Principal requests a part time Teacher to attend on a day the 

Teacher would not ordinarily work, and the Teacher agrees, the Teacher will be paid for the 

time they are required to attend and their travel time to and from the meeting. 
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14.4 (a) Teachers are required to conduct up to two (2) informal interviews/meetings with 

parent/carers outside the normal school day or normal operating hours each year to 

discuss students’ progress. 

 

(b) The agenda, venue and timing of these meetings will be determined in full and proper 

consultation with staff.  The final responsibility to ensure meetings occur rests with 

the Principal. 

 

14.5 Payment or time off in lieu (TOIL) may be considered for agreed work undertaken outside of 

official student instruction time for such activities as school camps, music and drama festivals 

and performances; and parent interviews in excess of those specified in clause 14.4. 

15 TEACHERS – FACE TO FACE TEACHING 

For the purpose of internal relief, nothing in Clause 13 – Teachers - Face To Face Teaching of the 

Award prevents a Teacher from agreeing to teach hours that exceed the weekly maximum. 

16 TEACHERS – DUTIES OTHER THAN TEACHING (DOTT) 

TIME 

When a Teacher chooses to exercise the option provided for in Clause 15 – Teachers - Face To Face 

Teaching of this Agreement, the weekly allocation of DOTT will decrease corresponding to the face to 

face teaching in excess of the weekly maximum specified in Clause 14 – Teachers - Duties Other Than 

Teaching (DOTT) Time of the Award. 

17 TRAVEL TO UNDERTAKE NORMAL TEACHING DUTIES 

(SPECIFIC EMPLOYEE GROUPS) 

The Employer recognises that some employees are required to travel to undertake their normal teaching 

duties.  The Employer will explore time off in lieu arrangements or the payment of an allowance to 

compensate employees for travelling time undertaken outside normal working hours. 

18 CLASS SIZE 

18.1 It is recognised that class sizes have implications on teacher workloads.  The Parties are 

seeking to encourage schools to consider class size as a priority in school planning and staff 

deployment.  

       

18.2 In forming classes, schools are to plan not to exceed class sizes as per Table A – General Class 

Sizes but, where it can be achieved within available school resources; schools are to attempt to 

reduce class sizes in line with Table B – Notional Class Size Target. 

 

 



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 103 

Year 
TABLE A 

General Class Sizes 

TABLE B 

Notional Class Size Target 

K 20    20 

P 25  

(non purpose built centres) 

23  

(non purpose built centres) 

P 27 

(purpose built centres) 

25 

(purpose built centres) 

K/P 20 – 27** 20 – 25 ** 

K/P/1 20 at any one time  20 at any one time  

1 – 3 24 ∞ 24 ∞ 

4 – 7 32 30 

Mixed Years  

[Applies to Yr 4 – 7] 

31 29 

8-10 32 29 

11-12 25 25 

Practical  16 - 22 16 - 22 

 

** It is recommended that in a K/P 20 – 27 class, there are no more than 20 students in a class 

at any one time. 

 

∞ It is recommended that in a 3/4 class, there are no more than 23 students in a class at any one 

time 

 

18.3 Schools will seek to keep class sizes at or below those in Table A.  It is recognised, however, 

that school and student needs may require variation from these class sizes, provided that: 

 

(a) Teacher(s) requested to accept a class size greater than those referred to in Table A 

can utilise the grievance procedures if they feel aggrieved by any proposed variation; 

and 

 

(b) implementation is to be within available physical and human resources. 

 

18.4 When planning class sizes, each school must manage its class sizes within its own school 

based resources.  In aiming to achieve the “notional class size” target, schools may seek advice 

from the District Office if necessary. 

 

18.5 Where schools have been able to form class sizes consistently lower than the sizes identified in 

clause 18.2 these schools should attempt to maintain, during the life of the Agreement, the 

reduced levels by continuing to apply available school resources to that effect. 

 

18.6 The annual audit report on class sizes will be provided to EREC for information and 

consideration.   

  

18.7  Inclusion  

 

In order to support the effective inclusion of students with special needs, adjustments will be 

made to class sizes within the available resources provided to each school and current 

guidelines.  

 



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 104 

The guidelines are to be developed by the Employer within three (3) months of the registration 

of this Agreement.  

 

18.8 Physical and Outdoor Education 

 

(a) The Parties acknowledge the teacher/student ratios contained in the Organisational 

Guidelines for Physical and Outdoor Education as best practice. 

  

(b) Change to the guidelines outlined in clause 18.8(a) will only be as agreed between the 

Parties.  

 

18.9 Targeted Reduction in Class Sizes – Classroom Behaviour Management and Discipline 

Strategy 

  

(a) Primary 

 

(i) It is agreed that the delivery of education programs to years 4 to 7 students 

will be enhanced by targeted reductions in the maximum class size. 

  

(ii) The schools targeted in the Department’s behaviour management and 

discipline strategy will continue to maintain as a maximum the reduced class 

sizes achieved. 

  

(b) Secondary 

 

(i) It is agreed that the delivery of education programs to years 8 and 9 students 

will be enhanced by targeted reductions in maximum class size.    

  

(ii) It is agreed that the schools targeted in the Department’s behaviour 

management and discipline strategy will continue to maintain as a maximum 

the reduced class sizes achieved.  

 

Year Class Size 

8 28 

9 28 

 

PART 4 SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 

22 SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS – DUTIES AND 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

22.1 Each Head of Department (HOD), Head of Learning Area (HOLA) or Program Coordinator is 

entitled to a minimum of 0.3 FTE per week for undertaking administrative duties. 

 

22.2 Each secondary school will be resourced to provide 90 minutes per week clerical support per 

HOD.  This is to be distributed by the Principal in consultation with the HODs at the school.  
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22.3  Laptop remote access is available to School Administrators where suitable facilities exist at 

home. 

 

22.4 No School Administrator will be required to perform an unreasonable or excessive workload 

during the school year. 

 

Teachers (Public Sector Primary  

and Secondary Education)  

Award 1993 
 

“Normal School Day or Normal Operating Hours” means the normal duration of the 

school day based on the start and finish times as determined by the Principal (as the 

delegate of the Employer) – the minimum daily attendance requirement for a full-time 

employee is five hours and thirty-five minutes unless otherwise agreed by the 

Principal; 

 

PART 3. – TEACHERS 

 

12. – TEACHERS – DUTIES, RESPONSIBILITIES AND ATTENDANCE HOURS 

 

(1) Consistent with clause 6(3), the Parties acknowledge that the duties and 

responsibilities of Teachers consist of a number of elements, including: 

 

(a) instruction of students; 

 

(b) supervision of students; 

 

(c) preparation of lessons; 

 

(d) marking of students’ work; 

 

(e) reporting to parents; and 

 

(f) other activities and duties undertaken to enrich the educational 

experiences of students or to ensure the efficient management of the 

school. 

 

(2) While much of teachers’ work needs to be undertaken at school during official 

student instruction hours, the Parties acknowledge that a proportion of 
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teachers’ work is undertaken outside the normal school day or normal 

operating hours, either at school or off-site. 

 

(3) The Parties agree that teachers will continue to be required to undertake 

supervision of students outside official student instruction hours in order to 

fulfil each school’s duty of care to its students. 

 

(4) Teachers are required to undertake, outside official student 

instruction hours, the following: 

(a) staff meetings; 

(b) parent/carer interviews and parent/carer meetings; and 

(c) supervision of students. 

 

(5) The Parties recognise that informal parent/carer interviews with individual 

teachers occur from time to time.  The Parties agree that up to two (2) meetings 

with parents/carers, to discuss students’ progress, can be required of all 

teaching staff outside student instruction hours each year.  The agenda, venue 

and timing of these meetings will be determined in full and proper consultation 

with staff. The final responsibility to ensure meetings occur rests with the 

Principal. 

 

(6) Arrangements for the undertaking of duties outside the normal school day or 

normal operating hours will be the subject of consultation.  Any Teacher who 

is aggrieved about any requirement to undertake duties outside the normal 

school day or normal operating hours may choose to access Clause 66 – 

Dispute Settlement Procedure of this Award. 

 

13. – TEACHERS – FACE TO FACE TEACHING 

 

(1) A Teacher shall not be required to teach in excess of the maximum standard 

number of hours per week of face to face teaching. 

 

(2) A Teacher is required to teach up to a maximum number of hours of face to 

face teaching as follows: 

 

(a) Secondary –  21 hours and 20 minutes per week 

 

(b) Primary –  22 hours and 10 minutes per week 

 

(c) Pre-Primary –  21 hours and 20 minutes per week 
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(3) Effective from the commencement of the 2009 school year, the maximum 

number of hours of face to face teaching is as follows: 

 

(a) Secondary –  21 hours and 20 minutes per week 

(b) Primary –  22 hours per week 

(c) Pre-Primary –  21 hours and 20 minutes per week 

 

(4) Effective from the commencement of the 2011 school year, the maximum 

number of hours of face to face teaching is as follows: 

 

(a) Secondary –  21 hours and 20 minutes per week 

(b) Primary –  21 hours and 50 minutes per week 

(c) Pre-Primary –  21 hours and 20 minutes per week 

 

(5) All contact/form classes will be considered face to face teaching time for the 

purpose of calculating teachers’ face to face teaching hours. 

 

14. – TEACHERS – DUTIES OTHER THAN TEACHING (DOTT) TIME 

(1) In addition to face to face teaching hours, the following periods of time 

(exclusive of recess and lunchtime) are provided to teachers to perform other 

than face to face teaching duties within the normal school day or normal 

operating hours: 

 

(a) Secondary –   320 minutes per week 

(b) Primary –  220 minutes per week 

(c) Pre-Primary –   320 minutes per week 

 

(2) (a) Effective from the commencement of the 2009 school year and in  

addition to face to face teaching hours, the following periods of time 

(exclusive of recess and lunchtime) are provided to teachers: 

 

(i) Secondary –   320 minutes per week 

(ii) Primary –  230 minutes per week 

(ii) Pre-Primary –   320 minutes per week 

 

(b) Effective from the commencement of the 2011 school year and in 

addition to face to face teaching hours, the following periods of time 

(exclusive of recess and lunchtime) are provided to teachers: 

 

(i) Secondary –   320 minutes per week 

(ii) Primary –  240 minutes per week 

(iii) Pre-Primary –   320 minutes per week 
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(3) It is recognised the purpose of DOTT time is to undertake duties other than 

face to face teaching as provided in clause 12(1) of this Award.  The priority 

use of DOTT time is for teachers to focus on teaching, learning and 

assessment. 

 

PART 4. – SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 

 

16. – SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS – DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

(1) Consistent with, and without limiting clauses 6(3) and 12(1), and subject to 

clause 16(2), the duties and responsibilities of Principals include the following: 

 

(a) responsibility for the effective educational leadership of the school; 

(b) effective operation of the school; 

(c) the establishment and management of administrative and operational 

systems and resources including financial and physical resources; 

(d) responsibility for the welfare and wellbeing of staff; 

(e) supporting systemic succession planning, raising career aspirations and 

potential of staff; and 

(f) ensuring the school is operating according to departmental policy. 

 

(2) Consistent with and without limiting clause 6(3), the duties and responsibilities 

of primary school Deputy Principals include: 

 

(a) as the most appropriate role, that of a specialist or support Teacher; and 

(b) other duties and responsibilities as determined by the Principal 

following consultation with the primary school Deputy Principals. 

 

(3) Time for Administrative Duties 

 

Level 4 and above Principals, within existing allocated school resources, are 

not required to undertake any face to face teaching responsibilities. 

 

(4) School Administrators with a teaching responsibility will receive pro rata 

DOTT time based on the actual teaching component. 

 

(5) Consistent with and without limiting clause 7(3), the duties and responsibilities 

of all School Administrators, include: 
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(a) the selection criteria; 

(b) the requirements of any relevant duty statement; and 

(c) ensuring the operational effectiveness of the school, including planning 

and preparation so that the instructional year is fully utilised for the 

teaching/learning program. 

 

(6) School Administrators can be required to undertake duties and responsibilities 

referred to in clause 12(1) outside the normal school day or normal operating 

hours, either at school or off-site. 

19 GRADUATE TEACHERS 

 

19.1 Graduate Teacher Allowance 

 

(a) Effective from February 2008, Graduate Teachers in their first two (2) years of 

employment will receive an allowance of $1,600 per annum. 

 

(b) All Graduate Teachers who commenced employment with the Department in 2007 

will also receive the graduate allowance of $1,600 for a further year in 2009. 

 

(c) The annual Graduate Teacher allowance is paid according to the term of employment.  

Payment of the Graduate Teacher allowance will be made as soon as practicable after 

commencement of employment. 

 

19.2 The Graduate Teacher induction program has three components: 

 

(a) Graduate Teacher Release Time 

 

(i) In the first year of teaching, additional non-contact time of 0.05 FTE per week 

will be provided to each Graduate Teacher. 

 

(ii) While it is expected that this time allocation is available to graduates on a 

regular basis, it can be accumulated over no more than a term to accommodate 

different contexts and needs. 

 

(iii) The release time can be used for purposes in accordance with Clause 14 – 

Teachers - Duties Other Than Teaching (DOTT) Time of the Award and to 

provide release for participation in professional learning activities. 

 

(b) Graduate Teacher Professional Learning Program 

 

(i) Over the first two (2) years of teaching, Graduate Teachers are required to 

participate in a structured graduate professional learning program facilitated by 

the Professional Learning Institute. 

 

(ii) Part time Graduate Teachers have access to the program and may complete it 

over a longer timeframe. 
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(iii) An additional two (2) days teacher relief each year is available to schools to 

support the participation of each graduate in the program. 

 

(c) Graduate Teacher Support  

 

(i) In the first year of teaching, each Graduate Teacher is provided with regular in-

class and mentor support.  This is provided by employees, trained in 

mentoring, instructional practice and classroom management. 

 

(ii) A range of models for collegial support will be developed by the Professional 

Learning Institute, in consultation with the Union, districts and schools, to 

accommodate different contexts and needs. 

 

(iii) The minimum resource allocation is 1 FTE per 30 Graduate Teachers. 
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Appendix B: Configuration of the School Day - Policy 

Configuration of the School Day 5 November 2009 

5.1 DETERMINING THE CONFIGURATION OF THE SCHOOL DAY Principals must:  

� consult with the school council, other schools in the local area and wider 
school community on the configuration of the school day; and  

� confirm that the configuration of the school day:  

� is in the best interests of students and considers such matters as 
the geographical and cultural nature of the school community; 
and  

� takes account of duty of care responsibilities; and  

� conforms to the minimum hours of instruction for the day and 
week, which are as follows:  

 

� Kindergarten program (s. 24) - subject to Regulation 27, a 
child enrolled at a public school in a kindergarten 
program is to be provided at least 11 hours instruction 
during each week in which the school is open for 
instruction.  

� Pre-primary program (s. 25) - subject to Regulation 27, a 
child enrolled at a public school in a pre-primary 
program is to be provided:  
− at least 25 hours and 50 minutes instruction during 

each week in which the school is open for 
instruction; and  

− at least 4 hours and 10 minutes instruction during 
each day in which the school is open for 
instruction.  

� Primary program (s. 26) - subject to Regulation 27, a child 
enrolled at a public school in a primary program is to be 
provided:  
− at least 25 hours and 50 minutes instruction during 

each week in which the school is open for 
instruction; and  

− at least 4 hours and 10 minutes instruction during 
each day in which the school is open for 
instruction.  

� Lower Secondary program (Years 8-10) - subject to 
Regulation 27, a child enrolled at a public school in a 
secondary program is to be provided:  
− at least 25 hours and 50 minutes instruction during 

each week in which the school is open for 
instruction; and  

− at least 4 hours and 10 minutes instruction during 
each day in which the school is open for 
instruction.  

� Senior Secondary program (Years 11-12) - the hours of 
instruction for senior school students in Years 11 and 12 
are flexible and the principal should determine the 
appropriate hours with reference to the specific child’s 
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education program and the Objects of the School 
Education Act 1999.  

Guidelines  

The hours of instruction for Kindergarten will change to 15 hours in some districts in 2010 and 
will change to 15 hours for all districts by 2013 as part of the Australian Government’s 
universal access program.  

Teachers must undertake, outside of official student instruction hours, duties such as:  

� staff meetings and other school meetings;  

� parent interviews and parent report meetings; and  

� supervision of students.  

Guidelines  

Matters for consultation may include:  

� start and finish times;  

� the start, finish and duration of recess and lunch breaks for students; and  

� the programming of staff meetings if they involve a change in the schedule for 
students.  

 

Form class in secondary schools can be an additional time on top of the required 25 hours 
and 50 minutes if the school wishes to have a form time.  
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Appendix C: Independent schools 2010 

Ballajura Community College John Curtin College of the Arts 

Beaumaris Primary School Kingston Primary School 

Belmont City College Lake Grace District High School 

Bletchley Park Primary School Manea Senior College 

Campbell Primary School Mindarie Senior College 

Canning College Nedlands Primary School 

Carson Street School Neerigen Brook Primary School 

Comet Bay Primary School Roseworth Primary School 

Corrigin District High School Rossmoyne Senior High School 

Duncraig Senior High School Sevenoaks Senior College 

Durham Road School South Halls Head Primary School 

Esperance Primary School Warriapendi Primary School 

Highgate Primary School  

  

Clusters  

Challis Early Childhood Education Centre  

Challis Primary School  

Coorow Primary School  

Perenjori Primary School  

Three Springs Primary School  

Ashdale Secondary College  

Ashdale Primary School  

Madeley Primary School  

Landsdale Primary School  
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Appendix D: Steering Committee members 

 

Alan Dodson, Director Evaluation & Accountability  

Keith Dodd, Director Labour Relations 

Anne Gisborne, State School Teachers’ Union 

Graeme Repper, State School Teachers’ Union 
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Appendix E: School characteristics 

E.1Population figures by job type, location and school type 

 OT ES Senior  L3 HODs/etc DP Total 

Country        

Small Primary 824 3 208 21 1 55 1,112 

Large Primary 1,235 2 588 73 1 141 2,040 

Secondary 908 12 442 47 222 81 1,712 

District High 915 2 260 30 19 123 1,349 

Ed support  96 36 2  2 136 

Country total 3,882 115 1,534 173 243 402 6,349 

Metro        

Small Primary 1,261 8 762 45  137 2,213 

Large Primary 3,143 16 1,961 221  389 5,730 

Secondary 1,739 31 1,399 163 484 148 3,964 

District High 320 10 118 26 48 32 554 

Ed support  260 125 3  26 414 

Metro total 6,463 325 4,365 458 532 732 12,875 

Total        

Small Primary 2,085 11 970 66 1 192 3,325 

Large Primary 4,378 18 2,549 294 1 530 7,770 

Secondary 2,647 43 1,841 210 706 229 5,676 

District High 1,235 12 378 56 67 155 1,903 

Ed support  356 161 5  28 550 

Total 10,345 440 5,899 631 775 1,134 19,224 

Population figures based on database  
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E.2  Population characteristics -  Teacher type vs school size and region  

 OT Senior 

OT* 

L3 HODs/etc DP Senior 

ES* 

ES Total 

Country         

Primary 99 17 5  9   130 

Secondary 124 34 3 29 11  2 203 

District High 36 5 2  5   48 

Ed support       4 4 

RCS 5       5 

Country total 264 56 10 29 25  6 390 

Metro         

Primary 188 113 11  20   332 

Secondary 222 153 20 58 15 2 2 472 

Ed support 1 1   1 6 17 26 

Metro total 411 267 31  36 8 19 830 

Total         

Primary 287 130 16  29   462 

Secondary 346 346 23 87 26 2 4 675 

District High 36 36 2  5   48 

Ed support 1 1   1 6 21 30 

RCS 5 5      5 

Total 675 323 41 87 61 8 25 1220 
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Appendix F: Teacher workload survey 

This is the hardcopy version of the survey placed on line. The online 

version varies in some formatting details.  

__________________________________________________________ 

 

As a requirement of the School Education Act Employees’ (Teachers and 

Administrators) General Agreement 2008, the Department of Education 

has contracted Shelby Consulting to carry out an audit and quantification 

of teacher workloads. As part of this exercise we are asking all teachers at 

a sample of schools to complete a survey.  This should only take you 

around 10 minutes to complete and your responses will provide a valuable 

contribution to accurately quantifying current teacher workload and issues. 

We therefore ask that you spare the time to respond to the following 

questions by xxxx November 2010.  

Your response is important to the value of the survey because a good 

response rate is essential for accurate results.  

Thank you for taking the time to assist us with the survey.  

 

The survey code is a unique identifier whose relation to your name is 

known only to the Principal for administering the survey. Its purpose is to 

help us follow up responses via schools to maximise the response rate. 

Once the survey is closed the code will be removed from responses before 

analysis begins.  

Survey code: _______________________    

 

Background information 

To help us ensure we have an accurate sample, please complete the 

following:   

1) What position do you currently hold?  Select one.  

Admin:  

Deputy Principal � L3    �L4  �L5  
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�  L3 Teacher Administrator (HOLA, HOD, Program Coordinator)  

Teacher: 

�  L3  

�  Senior  

�  Classroom  

�  Graduate (1st or 2nd year) 

2) What classes do you teach?  Please tick all that apply. 

� Kindy    

� Pre-primary    

Primary   � Yr 1    � Yr 2    � Yr 3    �Yr 4    � Yr 5    � Yr 6    � Yr 7 

� Lower secondary    

� Upper secondary   

IF ANY OF YR1 TO YR7 IS TICKED ASK THE FOLLOWING OTHERWISE GO 

TO NEXT QUESTION 

3) Are you a specialist teacher? � Yes �  no  

If yes, please indicate your learning area? (this could be a drop down box) 

� Physical education 

� Music 

� Visual arts 

� Languages other than English 

IF EITHER OF LOWER OR UPPER SECONDARY IS TICKEDASK THE 

FOLLOWING OTHER WISE GO TO NEXT QUESTION 

4) (Secondary teachers) Please indicate your learning area/s? Please tick 
all that apply  

� English 

� Mathematics 

� Science 

� Society and Environment 

� Technology and Enterprise 

� Health and Physical Education  

� The arts 



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 119 

� Languages other than English 

5) Are you currently working  � full time      
                         � part time, If part time, what 

proportion______FTE 

6) How many years have you been teaching? � <5    � 5-10   � 11-20     
� >20  

7) Would you say generally your class size(s) is (are):  

� below maximum size    

� at maximum size 

� a little over the maximum class size  

� considerably over the maximum class size 

Teaching schedule 

This section asks about your typical schedule for a typical term during 

2010.   

8) In a typical school week how many minutes are you allocated classes 

for face to face teaching? __________minutes 

9) In a typical school week how many minutes of DOTT are you 
allocated? ____________minutes 

10) Would you say that you use your DOTT time to focus on activities 
related to teaching, learning and assessment :  

� rarely     

� some of the time  

� most of the time 

� all of the time   

11) What barriers, if any, are there to you using your DOTT time 
effectively?(list up to 3)       
    

1) ______________________________________________________ 

2) ______________________________________________________ 

3) ______________________________________________________  
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12) To what extent do you undertake internal relief teaching? 

�  never  

�  rarely  

�  sometimes  

�  often   

13) (IF RARELY SOMETIMES OR OFTEN) Do you think that the amount 
of internal relief teaching you undertake: 

�  is reasonable  

�  unfairly adds to your work load 

Please comment: 

_________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________ 

Work outside of school hours 

14) In a typical school week how many minutes would you spend 
outside of school hours on essential work related responsibilities?  

On week days?   _____________________minutes 

At week ends? _______________________minutes 

15) Over the year how many hours would you spend during vacation 

periods in work related responsibilities? _____________________   
(hours over whole school year)  

16) In a typical week, what would be a MINIMUM amount of time (in 

minutes) needed to spend on work outside school hours to do an 
effective job? _______________minutes 

17) In a typical week, what would be a FAIR AND REASONABLE amount 

of time (in minutes) to spend outside school hours on work related 
responsibilities? ______________minutes 
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This section asks about the tasks you have undertaken outside school 

hours this year.  

 
18) To what extent do you agree that 

the time you spend on this task is a fair 

and reasonable demand on your out of 
school  hours time?  

 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

I don’t do 

this outside 

school  

hours 

a. Classroom planning/preparation � � � � � 

b. Modifying curriculum � � � � �  

c. Student assessment � � � � �  

d. Data entry and analysis  � � � � �  

e. Student reporting to parents � � � � �  

f. Communicating with parents    

(interviews, phone, etc) 
� � � � �  

g. Work on IEPs/IBPs � � � � �  

h. Whole of school staff meetings � � � � �  

i. Collaborative staff meetings � � � � �  

j. Coordinating whole or part school 

responsibilities or projects 
� � � � �  

k. Taking part in whole or part school 

projects or activities. 
� � � � �  

l. Extracurricular events or activities 

(sports carnivals, trips, competitions)  
� � � � �  

m. Behaviour management � � � � �  

n. General pastoral care  � � � � �  

o. Mentoring/coaching of students or 

other teachers 
� � � � �  

p. Professional development � � � � �  

q. Administration  (eg.cost centre 

management, school annual reports) 
� � � � �  

r. Other reporting � � � � �  

s. Selection panels � � � � �  

t. Fundraising   � � � � �  

u. Tutoring � � � � �  

v. Performance management (yours � � � � �  
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or your subordinates) 

w. Student subject selections  � � � � �  

What would you like to change about the work related tasks or activities 

you undertake out of school hours? (list up to 3)    
    

1) ______________________________________________________ 

2) ______________________________________________________ 

3) ______________________________________________________  

 

19) Compared to 5 years ago would you say that the time you spend on 

work related tasks outside of school hours has: 

�  increased a lot 

�  increased a little 

�  stayed the same  

�  decreased a little 

�  decreased a lot 

�  I’ve been teaching less than 5 years 

20) If there has been a change, what have been the main contributors 
to the change in your workload? (List up to 3) 

a ____________________________________________ 

b ____________________________________________ 

c ____________________________________________ 

21) Indicate the letters of up to three items from the following list that 
you think would most help reduce workload pressure: 

 a. Expert support (eg literacy specialist, ESL, IT, preparing funding 

applications) 

 b. More psychologists’ hours 

 c. More nurse hours for hands-on nursing  

 d. Flexible timelines from the Curriculum Council  

 e. More Student Services support 

 f. Additional Education Assistants 

 g. Clerical Support 

h. Changing the way my school applies the staffing formula 
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i. More DOTT time 

j. Curriculum and assessment resources 

k. Professional development to build my expertise 

l.  Smaller class sizes  

i.  ___________     ii.   _________     iii.   ____________ 

22) What else do you think could reduce workload pressure? 

_________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________  

23) i.  If you are a L3 teacher administrator, are you allocated specific 
clerical support?  

�  Yes  �  No   �  Not a level 3 teacher administrator  

ii, If yes, approximately how many minutes are you allocated  in a 

week? ____minutes 

iii. If yes, approximately how many minutes do you actually receive in 

a typical week?   __________ minutes 

24) a. Do you feel there are workload issues specifically related to your 

learning area or year level teaching area? �  Yes  �  No.     

b. If yes, what are they? 

_________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________  

25) Are you contemplating changing your teaching hours within the next 

two years:  

�  Yes - part time to full time   �  Yes - full time to part time  

�  No - staying the same 

 

If increasing or decreasing your hours, what is the main reason for the 

change? _________________________________ 

26) Are you seriously contemplating leaving teaching within the next 
two years due to workload pressures?    �  Yes  �  No 

Please comment: 

_____________________________________________ 
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27) Do you have any other comments regarding workload?  

_________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to assist us with the survey.  
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Appendix G: Survey response rate  

Group 

Number 

of 

schools N n  

% 

return 

Metro small primary schools 9 162 68 42% 

Metro large primary schools 14 438 151 34% 

Metro secondary schools 11 763 346 45% 

Metro education support schools 4 36 16 44% 

Metro district high schools 1 70 45 64% 

Country small primary schools 10 67 42 63% 

Country large primary schools 6 219 85 39% 

Country secondary schools 7 334 142 43% 

Country education support schools 2 12 4 33% 

Country district high schools 6 114 58 51% 

Total 70 2,240 962 43% 

Metro  39 1,494 631 42% 

Country  31 746 331 44% 

Total 70 2,240 962 43% 

Small primary schools 19 229 110 48% 

Large primary schools 20 657 236 36% 

Secondary schools 18 1,097 488 44% 

Education support schools 6 48 20 42% 

District high schools 7 184 103 56% 

Total 70 2,240 962 43% 

 

 



Shelby Consulting Final Report 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 126 

Appendix H: Response frequency – fair demand on out 

of hours time 

Q. what extent do you agree that the time you spend on this task is a fair 

and reasonable demand on your out of school hours time? 

 
Strong

ly 

agree 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

I don’t do 

this outside 

school  

hours 

a. Classroom planning/preparation 111 185 463 172 0 

b. Modifying curriculum 197 288 322 68 68 

c. Student assessment 112 207 468 139 20 

d. Data entry and analysis  173 297 339 60 76 

e. Student reporting to parents 131 240 439 92 43 

f. Communicating with parents    

(interviews, phone, etc) 
120 234 423 62 104 

g. Work on IEPs/IBPs 154 313 305 43 122 

h. Whole of school staff meetings 74 187 583 68 34 

i. Collaborative staff meetings 91 241 483 63 65 

j. Coordinating whole or part school 

responsibilities or projects 
136 281 383 54 90 

k. Taking part in whole or part school 

projects or activities. 
131 272 431 58 53 

l. Extracurricular events or activities 

(sports carnivals, trips, competitions)  
90 171 477 67 137 

m. Behaviour management 170 284 288 43 156 

n. General pastoral care  90 198 452 45 153 

o. Mentoring/coaching of students or 

other teachers 
67 172 493 52 154 

p. Professional development 98 218 509 78 34 

q. Administration  (eg.cost centre 

management, school annual reports) 
167 297 240 27 204 

r. Other reporting 130 329 308 28 137 

s. Selection panels 97 203 167 17 447 

t. Fundraising   106 190 232 25 377 

u. Tutoring 73 162 262 36 393 

v. Performance management (yours 

or your subordinates) 
125 244 327 31 205 

w. Student subject selections  91 183 218 25 403 
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Appendix I: Quantitative responses  

I.1: Subgroup means by school characteristics 

  Location School type   Independent  All      

  Metro Rural 
Large 

prim 

Small 

prim 

Ed 

support 
Sec DHS Yes No min max mean 

25 

%ile 
median 75 %ile 

TEACHERS IN AUDIT SCHOOLS              

Maximum n (audit teachers) 824 387 340 126 28 671 46 140 1071 1211 1211 1211 1211 1211 1211 

School hours mins/wk 1576 1580 1558 1555 1591 1590 1582 1572 1575 1525 1630 1577 1550 1575 1600 

Staff meetings mins/yr 728 755 888 739 1049 594 1500 1436 800 0 2888 737 480 480 720 

Parent meetings mins/yr 256 244 196 171 69 296 367 400 160 0 1200 252 120 210 360 

Yard duty mins/wk 32 52 37 51 11 37 49 34 29 0 300 38 15 30 60 

FTE   0.84 0.90 0.83 0.78 0.79 0.90 0.88 0.83 0.86 0.10 1 0.86 0.80 1.00 1.00 

Maximum n (less 214 n/a) 682 315 253 99 23 596 26 140 1071 997 997 997 997 997 997 

Difference mins/wk 75 136 9 18 6 146 108 59 99 -463 1280 95 -5 20 112 

Maximum n (27 schools) 409 278 305 93 28 215 46 140 547 687 687 687 687 687 687 

Events mins/yr 832 1531 539 1932 995 1526 1433 950 1157 0 19980 1115 0 0 540 

TEACHERS IN SURVEY SCHOOLS              

Maximum n (survey teachers) 631 331 241 110 20 488 103 67 895 962 962 962 962 962 962 

Weekday  (n =933) mins/wk 438 486 429 447 326 469 480 400 458 0 3000 455 180 369 600 

Weekend  (n =895) mins/wk 234 228 235 229 185 242 192 216 233 0 1750 232 120 185 300 

Holidays  (n =919) hrs/yr 72 75 68 70 73 74 81 64 74 0 504 73 25 50 100 

Total outside  (n =875 hrs/yr 509 540 503 506 411 537 513 478 523 0 2365 520 288 460 683 

Shading denotes a significant difference at the 95% significance level 
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I.2: Subgroup means by teacher characteristics 

  Teaching level Job group  GRAD1 All 

  
 Pre 

primary  
Primary  Sec  

Ed 

support  

Combin

ation  

Other 

teachers  

Senior 

teachers  

Level 

3  
DP HOD  ES  Yes No mean 

TEACHERS IN AUDIT SCHOOLS              

Maximum n (audit teachers) 78 397 695 28 13 672 328 43 58 87 23 40 1171 1211 

School hours   min/wk 1557 1558 1590 1591 1560 1576 1576 1576 1576 1591 1598 1576 1577 1577 

Staff meetings   min/yr 942 878 620 1048 754 764 689 662 801 631 978 691 738 737 

Parent meetings   min/yr 178 204 297 69 167 243 260 297 238 308 138 245 252 252 

Yard duty   min/wk 24 44 38 11 31 39 36 45 47 37 19 52 38 38 

FTE   0.82 0.83 0.90 0.79 0.71 0.83 0.89 0.89 0.99 0.98 0.83 0.95 0.86 0.86 

Maximum n (less 214 n/a) 67 342 239 28 11 414 160 16 40 35 22 33 654 997 

Difference   min/wk -17 15 148 6 0 84 80 84 - 238 26 26 97 95 

Maximum n  (27 schools) 67 342 239 28 11 414 160 16 40 35 22 33 654 687 

Events   310 984 1540 995 1137 964 965 2969 1001 2877 1088 1308 1105 1115 

TEACHERS IN SURVEY SCHOOLS              

Maximum n (survey teachers) 49 334 533 20 26 388 300 48 44 80 12 89 n/a 962 

Weekday  932 min/wk 496 431 469 327 482 422 475 407 485 570 300 450 n/a  454 

Weekend  894 min/wk 274 221 240 185 170 242 215 245 187 258 154 250 n/a 232 

Holidays   918 hrs/yr 78 70 75 73 61 73 66 87 63 82 81 84 n/a 73 

Total outside  874 hrs/yr 580 496 535 411 479 503 516 520 498 621 363 537 n/a 520 

Shading denotes a significant difference at the 95% significance level 
1  ‘Graduate’ analysed as a separate characteristic for the audit but included in Job Group for survey respondents   
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Appendix J: Subgroup total hours calculations 

J.1: Total time spent by Pre-primary teachers on school related work during 2010 

 Scheduled school activities   

 
Normal 

school hours  

15 minute 

start up 

Whole school 

staff meetings 

outside school 

hours 

All teacher 

parent meetings  

outside school 

hours 

Yard duty  

(Voluntary) 

out of hours 

events  

Informal out 

of hours work 

time  

Total 

 
MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES 

per DAY 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

HOURS per 

YEAR 
 

Min 1525 0 480 0 0 0 146  

Max 1615 20 2888 1200 160 9350 1940  

Mean 1557 12 942 178 42 310 580  

Lower quartile 1540 10 480 60 15 0 364  

Median 1550 15 480 120 38 0 521  

Upper quartile 1565 15 1280 150 60 0 736  

Minutes in a year 613801 28802 480 120 14592 0 31260 97579 

 HOURS per YEAR 

Min 1007 0 8 0 0 0 146 1161 

Max 1066 64 48 20 102 156 1940 3396 

Mean 1028 38 16 3 27 5 580 1697 

Lower quartile 1016 32 8 1 10 0 364 1431 

Median 1023 48 8 2 24 0 521 1626 

Upper quartile 1033 48 21 3 38 0 736 1879 

1
 using 39.6 as the multiplier to include school development days; 

2 
using 38.4 as the multiplier to exclude school development days 
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J.2: Total time spent by primary teachers on school related work during 2010 

 Scheduled school activities   

 
Normal 

school hours  

15 minute 

start up 

Whole school 

staff meetings 

outside school 

hours 

All teacher 

parent meetings  

outside school 

hours 

Yard duty  

(Voluntary) 

out of hours 

events  

Informal out 

of hours work 

time  

Total 

 
MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES 

per DAY 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

HOURS per 

YEAR 
 

Min 1525 0 480 0 0 0 0  

Max 1615 20 2888 1200 200 19980 1525  

Mean 1558 12 878 204 41 984 496  

Lower quartile 1540 10 480 60 15 0 288  

Median 1550 15 480 120 35 0 457  

Upper quartile 1575 15 1280 150 60 510 653  

Minutes in a year 613801 28802 480 120 13442 0 27420 93624 

 HOURS per YEAR 

Min 1007 0 8 0 0 0 0 1015 

Max 1066 64 48 20 128 333 1525 3184 

Mean 1028 38 15 3 26 16 496 1622 

Lower quartile 1016 32 8 1 10 0 288 1355 

Median 1023 48 8 2 22 0 457 1560 

Upper quartile 1040 48 21 3 38 9 653 1812 

1
 using 39.6 as the multiplier to include school development days; 

2 
using 38.4 as the multiplier to exclude school development days 
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J.3: Total time spent by secondary teachers on school related work during 2010 

 Scheduled school activities   

 
Normal 

school hours  

15 minute 

start up 

Whole school 

staff meetings 

outside school 

hours 

All teacher 

parent meetings  

outside school 

hours 

Yard duty  

(Voluntary) 

out of hours 

events  

Informal out 

of hours work 

time  

Total 

 
MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES 

per DAY 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

HOURS per 

YEAR 
 

Min 1540 0 480 0 0 0 36  

Max 1630 20 2888 450 300 13100 2365  

Mean 1590 9 620 297 37 1540 535  

Lower quartile 1575 0 480 210 20 0 287  

Median 1600 5 480 330 30 120 460  

Upper quartile 1600 15 570 360 55 1455 695  

Minutes in a year 633601 9602 480 330 11522 120 27600 94002 

 HOURS per YEAR 

Min 1016 0 8 0 0 0 36 1060 

Max 1076 64 48 8 192 218 2365 3971 

Mean 1049 29 10 5 24 26 535 1678 

Lower quartile 1040 0 8 4 13 0 287 1358 

Median 1056 16 8 6 19 2 460 1567 

Upper quartile 1056 48 10 6 35 24 695 1874 

1
 using 39.6 as the multiplier to include school development days; 

2 
using 38.4 as the multiplier to exclude school development days 
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J.4:  Total time spent by education support teachers on school related work during 2010 

 Scheduled school activities   

 
Normal 

school hours  

15 minute 

start up 

Whole school 

staff meetings 

outside school 

hours 

All teacher 

parent meetings  

outside school 

hours 

Yard duty  

(Voluntary) 

out of hours 

events  

Informal out 

of hours work 

time  

Total 

 
MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES 

per DAY 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

MINUTES 

per WEEK 

MINUTES per 

YEAR 

HOURS per 

YEAR 
 

Min 1550 0 0 0 0 0 53  

Max 1625 20 1280 480 60 5484 974  

Mean 1591 16 1049 69 10 995 411  

Lower quartile 1588 15 1220 0 0 0 272  

Median 1600 20 1220 0 0 0 396  

Upper quartile 1600 20 1220 0 8 150 462  

Minutes in a year 633601 38402 1220 0 02 0 23760 92640 

 HOURS per YEAR 

Min 1023 0 0 0 0 0 53 1076 

Max 1073 64 21 8 38 91 974 2269 

Mean 1050 51 17 1 6 17 411 1553 

Lower quartile 1048 48 20 0 0 0 272 1388 

Median 1056 64 20 0 0 0 396 1536 

Upper quartile 1056 64 20 0 5 9 462 1616 

1
 using 39.6 as the multiplier to include school development days; 

2 
using 38.4 as the multiplier to exclude school development days 
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Appendix K: Qualitative responses 

K.1: What barriers if any are there to using your DOTT time effectively 
(List up to 3)? 

 

First 

response 

Second 

response 

Third 

response 

Responses 

1, 2, 3 

compiled 

Themes n % n % n % n % 

A - Administrative or general tasks (paperwork, 

clerical, photocopying, data entry, surveys) 147 17% 89 13% 66 14% 302 15% 

B - Managing/addressing student behavioural issues 

including associated paperwork and meetings with 

parents, psych, therapist, LSC, outside agencies, case 

conferences 99 12% 95 14% 46 9% 240 12% 

M - Other duties and roles (such as program or year 

coordinator, HOLA, teacher in charge, yard or 

detention duty, extra curricular activities; PD) 74 9% 62 9% 59 12% 195 10% 

I - Interruptions, distractions, disruptions (by other 

staff including taking phone calls and messages for 

staff members, and general noise) 93 11% 38 6% 23 5% 154 8% 

C - IT related issues (lack of access or availability, 

internet issues, addressing problems) 47 6% 60 9% 34 7% 141 7% 

P - Parent contact, communication and interruptions 

(phone, meetings and in person chats) 48 6% 54 8% 34 7% 136 7% 

D - Relief classes,  internal relief or lack of relief staff 64 7% 30 4% 25 5% 119 6% 

R - Attending to student needs and addressing student 

interruptions 50 6% 45 7% 27 6% 122 6% 

S - Staff/teacher issues (assisting, mentoring, 

managing, collaborating, planning, communication and 

organisation, WACOT and TAFE requirements) 30 4% 55 8% 31 6% 116 6% 

F - General internal meetings (with principal, 

committees, staff and admin) 47 6% 39 6% 30 6% 116 6% 

W - Lack of/poor access to/maintenance of resources 

and equipment (ie ordering and repairing, too far from 

office, waiting in queue to use photocopier) 19 2% 33 5% 49 10% 101 5% 

L - Lack of a dedicated area or space to work/shared 

offices and/or specialist teacher in the room where 

working (DOTT time with kids in the room) 39 5% 31 4% 20 4% 90 4% 

Q - Timetable issues; DOTT time only in short blocks 

so difficult to get anything done 26 3% 18 3% 8 2% 52 3% 

E - Whole of school assemblies, events, activities or 

related rehearsals and organisation 19 2% 8 1% 12 2% 39 2% 

H - Emails (reading and responding) 12 1% 12 2% 7 1% 31 2% 

N - None; deputy, principal or admin so no DOTT time 11 1% 2 0% 1 0% 14 1% 

O - General lack of time/ large workload 8 1% 6 1% 4 1% 18 1% 

T - Change over time inefficient (late, difficult, 

inconvenient) 10 1% 5 1% 2 0% 17 1% 

V - Personal issues (unmotivated, overwhelmed, 

procrastinating, tired, sick, hungry) 11 1% 7 1% 10 2% 28 1% 



Shelby Consulting 

Audit and quantification of teacher workloads in WA public schools 134 

 

First 

response 

Second 

response 

Third 

response 

Responses 

1, 2, 3 

compiled 

Themes n % n % n % n % 

Total responses 854 100% 689 100% 488 100% 2031 100% 

Total respondents to this question 820 85% 672 70% 465 48%   

No comment 142 15% 290 30% 497 52%   

Total survey respondents 962 100% 962 100% 962 100%   

 

K.2: Comment regarding amount of internal relief undertaken 

Themes n % 

b-Takes away from/interferes with other responsibilities (such as prep, planning 

marking, special programs, collaboration), adds to workload and intrudes on own 

valuable DOTT time; assumed available at times (term 4 when upper level classes 

are out) 85 34% 

d-Positive comment (school good with relief or employs externals, ok at moment, 

reasonable, important to support colleagues, payment is incentive, ok if not on a 

full load) 50 20% 

a-Rarely do it or asked to do it; only done if underloaded; asked as last resort, 

emergency, if other relief is unavailable or teacher is sick 45 18% 

h-Staffing issue dependent/availability (regional, remote, small school); difficult to 

organise relief; don't employ or have limited access to external relief teachers 23 9% 

j-Relief is unfairly distributed (taken by some more than others, some teachers 

with smaller workload seem to get less relief, only ok if upper levels are out in 

term 4) 15 6% 

e-Often unplanned or unscheduled, with unfamiliar class, last minute or with little 

or no warning which means lost DOTT 14 6% 

f-Voluntary; we have a choice whether to do it; have given specific times I am 

available 6 2% 

l-Internal relief is a cost saving exercise; happens only when funding seems to run 

out to pay external relief 5 2% 

i-Usually given exact DOTT time or time is typically paid back 3 1% 

c- I refuse it or would like to 2 1% 

Total responses 248 100% 

total respondents to this question 224 23% 

No comment 738 77% 

Total survey respondents 962 100% 
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K.3: What would you like to change about the work related tasks or 
activities you undertake outside of school hours (List up to 3) 

  First ask Second ask Third ask 

Responses 

1, 2, 3 

compiled 

Themes n % n % n % n %  

a-Would like to spend less or no out of school time on work 

related tasks (such as reporting, assessment, marking, lesson 

planning, cost centre management); have more time during 

school hours to complete such work 229 37% 105 28% 52 23% 386 32% 

b-Would like payment/remuneration, TOIL and/or recognition 

for work done out of school hours 105 17% 58 16% 25 11% 188 15% 

c-Would like to spend less time on admin tasks (eg emails, 

data entry, phone calls & paperwork); more admin assistance 43 7% 30 8% 25 11% 98 8% 

m-Would like to spend less time on DoE issue or issue 

relating tp policy, curriculum, program, syllabi or course 

changes and modifications; system changes  30 5% 29 8% 16 7% 75 6% 

t-Would like better access to resources or related training and 

skills (accessing system from home) and support for 

maintaining resources and equipment 19 3% 21 6% 21 9% 61 5% 

h-Additional or more effective DOTT or relief teachers/time to 

complete tasks; flexible timetable; pupil free days to 

complete tasks 36 6% 11 3% 9 4% 56 5% 

g-Would like more, relevant, useful or better professional 

development (PD) or career opportunities during school hours 22 4% 17 5% 11 5% 50 4% 

e-More structured or effective use of school or staff meeting 

time; meetings during school hours; less meeting time or 

paid for meetings outside of school hours 24 4% 19 5% 5 2% 48 4% 

u-Student focused comment (regarding learning, teaching, 

pastoral care) 13 2% 8 2% 13 6% 34 3% 

j-Generally, would like more support (specialists, staff or 

teachers) or mentoring 15 2% 14 4% 8 3% 37 3% 

q-Bureaucracy comment; streamlining or simplifying process 

and procedures; system changes 18 3% 9 2% 9 4% 36 3% 

o-Would like to spend less time on student 

behaviour/behaviour management related comment; IBPs 12 2% 10 3% 11 5% 33 3% 

p-Parent related comment 11 2% 15 4% 6 3% 32 3% 

d-More/better/compulsory collaborative meeting time with 

staff/teachers during school hours; group moderation time 13 2% 6 2% 7 3% 26 2% 

k-"One off" comment (including fewer meetings or 

collaborative planning) 5 1% 12 3% 5 2% 22 2% 

s-Would like to see more even/equitable distribution of 

teacher workload 7 1% 2 1% 5 2% 14 1% 

i- Happy with how it is; am PT so it is manageable; more 

experience equals less time spent on tasks 7 1% 5 1% 1 0% 13 1% 

f-Reduced responsibilities outside of specific learning area 3 0% 1 0% 0 0% 4 0% 

Total responses 612 100% 372 100% 229 100% 1213 100% 

total respondents 588 61% 358 37% 213 22%   

blank 374 39% 604 63% 749 78%   

total 962 100% 962 100% 962 100%   
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K.4:  If there has been a change, what have been the main contributors 
to the change in your workload? (List up to 3) 

Contributors to increases 

  First ask Second ask Third ask 

Responses  

1, 2, 3 

compiled 

Themes n % n % n % n %  

b-New or changes to curriculum, or syllabi without sufficient 

resources (involving reports, preparation, assessment criteria 

or modification; national curriculum and testing; NAPLAN; 

systemic changes, COS, outcomes based changes) 200 31% 89 17% 64 17% 353 23% 

f-More administrative work (paperwork, reports, planning, 

assessment, portfolios, marking, emails, data entry) 131 20% 123 24% 65 18% 319 21% 

e-Greater (general) responsibilities, teaching load or tasks 

(teaching outside learning area, taking two classes, cost centre 

management, up skilling, PL/PD, whole school/general 

meetings, busier school days) 63 10% 74 15% 36 10% 173 11% 

d-Higher expectations and demands for accountability & 

performance (to DoE, school, parents, staff) often involving 

more paperwork. 66 10% 42 8% 36 10% 144 9% 

a-changed school or role/ job at school (student advocate; 

specialist teacher; from classroom teacher to DP; greater 

mentoring or managing of staff; head of committees; different 

subject area; different year group, reduced classroom teaching) 50 8% 21 4% 12 3% 83 5% 

m-Lack of support (from DoE, district office, staff, ed asst, no 

HOLA, DOTT time used for relief) and/or resources 12 2% 30 6% 34 9% 76 5% 

h-Student behavioural duties including case conferences, BMIS 

and related paperwork, outside agency meetings 25 4% 36 7% 24 7% 85 6% 

c-Working with student-specific issues and general student 

needs, sometimes after hours including work placement 

learning, GATE students, changing number of students in class, 

large class sizes, pastoral care, mentoring students, VET 23 4% 26 5% 19 5% 69 4% 

p-Working with special needs students, developing IEPs or 

lessons for mixed skilled classes, ESL, challenged kids, low 

literacy levels,  11 2% 10 2% 28 8% 49 3% 

l-Computer related comment (online reporting, online learning, 

technology, IT issues) 20 3% 20 4% 16 4% 56 4% 

k-Parent related comment 8 1% 17 3% 20 5% 45 3% 

q. becoming more involved in my job, desire to do better, 

greater commitment, collaborating more, using more resources 7 1% 7 1% 1 1% 16 1% 

r-personal reasons - work takes longer because: I have 

children at home; am fatigued and stressed; doing a graduate 

degree; getting older 6 1% 0 0% 2 1% 8 1% 

i-"One off" comments (fully selective school, changing 

timetable, independent status, OBE, grant applications, 

transient student population, BER comments (Building the 

Education Revolution)), union issues, political correctness, fear 

of unknown, confused priorities) 17 2% 15 3% 6 2% 43 3% 

t- going from PT to FT or am now PT but have to put in more 

time to keep up 2 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 0% 

o-Extracurricular &  out of school activities (eg camps, sports) 11 2% 0 0% 4 1% 15 1% 
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  First ask Second ask Third ask 

Responses  

1, 2, 3 

compiled 

Themes n % n % n % n %  

Total responses 647 100% 510 100% 368 100% 1525 100% 

total respondents 705 73% 537 56% 366 38%   

blank 257 27% 425 44% 596 62%   

total 962 100% 962 100% 962 100%   

 

Contributors to decreases 

  First ask Second ask Third ask 

Responses  

1, 2, 3 

compiled 

Themes n % n % n % n %  

g-Have become more efficient or gained experience, knowledge 

and resources; more familiar and better at my job/role; better 

time management; better collaboration with other teachers 49 62% 26 53% 12 41% 87 55% 

s- change of position or role at school or change of school 

(mainstream to special ed, secondary to primary), not or no 

longer classroom teacher (support staff, librarian, relief or 

specialist teacher, VET); less extracurricular responsibilities 17 22% 12 24% 8 28% 37 24% 

j-Personal comment (had a baby, fatigue/tired, getting older, 

family time, desire to progress career, reduce stress, ) 7 9% 9 18%        8 28% 24 15% 

n-Going from full time to part time or decreasing hours 5 6% 1 2% 1 3% 6 4% 

u- union comment 1 1% 1 2% 1 3% 3 2% 

Total responses 79 100% 559 100% 397 100% 1525 100% 

total respondents 705 73% 537 56% 366 38%   

blank 257 27% 425 44% 596 62%   

total 962 100% 962 100% 962 100%   
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K.5: What else do you think could reduce workload pressure? 

Themes n % 

c-More support staff and staff support and better communication among staff 

(including clerical, admin, teachers, specialists, nurse, psychologists, experts, 

ICT, school liaison, youth workers, markers, ESL, SAER, teacher/ed assistants) 169 20% 

e-Comments regarding curriculum and assessment resources; curriculum 

changes (which then affect outcomes, assessment and reporting requirements, 

syllabi, and course outlines); streamlining processes; policies and procedures; 

curriculum content; NAPLAN comments 141 17% 

l-More time in day to complete school related tasks and responsibilities (outside 

of teaching); being paid for after hour work; TOIL time for extra hours put in (ie. 

extra curricular activities; extra DOTT; less demands for meeting deadlines; 

provision of school timetable at beginning of year; allow for individual planning 

on PD days; better use of no contact days; more pupil free days; more flexibility 

in working conditions 128 15% 

d-Greater focus on teaching students, providing student support services and 

attention to students with low skill levels and special needs 80 9% 

a-Less paperwork, documentation and administrative tasks (for excursions, 

surveys, emails, IEPs, data entry) 54 6% 

b-Better or improved funding, [access to] resources and available facilities 50 6% 

m-Effective behaviour/classroom management systems, strategies and support 

in place 50 6% 

g-Smaller class sizes; reducing FT load; shorter periods; separated classes; 

teaching in area of expertise only 47 6% 

k-More time for teacher, inter/intra school collaboration and sharing of best 

practices; team teaching; mentoring; upskilling and professional development 

(during school hours) 46 5% 

f-Respect or acknowledgement of workload 30 4% 

h-More equitable distribution of workload; clear, realistic staff expectations 28 3% 

j-Parental comment (more support services, greater parental accountability) 18 2% 

o-Personal comment (working from home, more gym time, etc.) 4 <1% 

Total responses 845 100% 

total respondents 536 56% 

blank 426 44% 

total 962 100% 
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K.6: If yes, what are the workload issues specifically related to your 
learning area or year level area? 

Themes  n % 

i-Curriculum related comments including resources, planning, assessments, 

reporting, portfolios, implementation, new and changing course, national curriculum, 

NAPLAN , overcrowded curriculum, IPS, performance management 131 18% 

c-Additional responsibilities outside of teaching (including extracurricular activities, 

sports, excursions, camps, organising graduation, carnivals, rehearsals, concerts, art 

exhibits, choir, PE) that occur during outside of work and DOTT hours, unpaid, and 

put extra pressure/demands on time 112 15% 

l-Differing levels of time and task requirements such as planning, preparation, 

assessment, workload and expectation between class (kindy, primary, secondary, 

lower, upper) and subject levels (ie practical classes like science, home ec, 

horticulture requiring more set up, resources, clean up and prep time); work not 

evenly distributed 104 14% 

g-Needing additional staff, support, resources or facilities; need for mentoring; PD; 

shared resources and collaboration 95 13% 

h-Marking (especially English teachers) 61 8% 

j-Challenged by varying classroom levels; special needs kids and required resources 

for such; SAER children; ESL; individual and modified learning programs 57 8% 

e-Managing staff, providing staff support and maintaining, repairing and ordering 

resources for staff; cost centre responsibilities including budgeting; whole of school 

planning and management 43 6% 

b-Behaviour management, low SES students or emotional/social issues; pastoral 

care 36 5% 

a-Increased administrative/clerical tasks (data, emails, paperwork, excursions, 

policies….) 31 4% 

o-Large classes 17 2% 

d-Student support services and placement related issues (travel, finding 

employers….); VET coordination;  16 2% 

m-Sharing classrooms; split level classes; PT or tandem teaching; combined classes 12 2% 

f-Generalist diversity of subjects challenging; multiple subjects in same classroom 7 1% 

p-Parental contact 2 <1% 

Total responses 724 100% 

total respondents 577 60% 

blank 385 40% 

total 962 100% 
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K.7: Intended change to hours 

Intended change 

 n % 

Yes – part time to full time 55 6% 

Yes – full time to part time 162 18% 

No, staying the same 697 76% 

Total respondents to this question 914 100% 

No answer 48 7% 

Total respondents 692 100% 

 

If increasing or decreasing your hours, what is the main reason for the 

change? 

Themes  n % 

b-Personal reasons or circumstances (including family, maternity leave, 

free time, hobbies, getting burnt out, better work/life balance, health, 

sanity, security, study) 109 40% 

d-Workload pressure too much; lighten workload; inequitable workload 56 20% 

c-Specifically to reduce stress 34 12% 

e-Financial reasons (for example, typically, if going from PT to FT 

because need more money) 24 9% 

f-Retirement or age 19 7% 

h-Staffing issues/lack of support 10 4% 

i-Working or wanting to work FT 9 3% 

g-“One offs” (such as “prefer to have my own class”) 8 3% 

a-Received or working toward promotion/change of position/increased 

role 6 2% 

Total qualitative responses 275 100% 

total respondents 214 22% 

blank 748 78% 

total 962 100% 
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K.8: Are you seriously contemplating leaving teaching within the next 
two years due to workload pressure? 

 n % 

Yes 228 26% 

No 647 74% 

Total respondents to this question 875 100% 

No answer 87 9% 

Total respondents 962 100% 

 

Comments from ‘yes’ respondents  

Themes n % 

b- recognise stress/workload pressure; system demands; burnt out/don't 

enjoy anymore 

93 34% 

d- would consider/possible/not sure/thinking about it/maybe; assessing 

options; looking for alternatives/applying for other jobs or at other schools 

or in other career fields 

50 18% 

j- feeling disrespected, undervalued and under-resourced; job insecurity; 

unreasonable expectations; inefficient system; bureaucracy 

46 17% 

e- personal: starting family of own; need to spend more time with my own 

family/partner; negatively affecting personal relationships 

24 9% 

a- looking at or approaching retirement/retiring age 16 6% 

t- yes, but need money or have financial obligations so can’t leave 15 5% 

m-poor student behaviour 14 5% 

n-should be paid more 13 5% 

u – yes - leaving 2 1% 

Total comments 276  

total respondents commenting 171  

blank 57  

Total ‘yes’ respondents  228  
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Comments from ‘no’ respondents 

Themes n % 

b- no but recognise stress/workload pressure; system demands 42 24% 

q-no, positive comment ( I love my job, I do what I can…) 34 19% 

r-no, but would consider/possible/not sure/thinking about it/maybe; 

assessing options; looking for alternatives/applying for other jobs or at 

other schools or in other career fields 

24 13% 

g- have, or thinking about, reducing hours or workload or changing 

positions (but often find I still put in too much time) 

21 12% 

i-no, have financial obligations so can't afford to leave 19 11% 

f-no, but this may change OR understand why people leave… 14 8% 

o-no, but thinking of early retirement; too close to retirement and benefits 

to leave 

10 6% 

s-no, but would like to for personal reasons: starting family of own; need 

to spend more time with my own family/partner; negatively affecting 

personal relationships 

7 4% 

f-no, but this may change OR new, so load will lighten OR understand why 

people leave… 

15 3% 

h-no, misc comments including lack of job security; want full time but 

unavailable; school closing; VET position limiting job opportunities 

4 2% 

k- leaving but not because of workload 3 2% 

Total comments 178  

total respondents 142  

blank 504  

Total ‘no’ respondents 646  
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K.9: Do you have any other comments regarding workload? 

 n % 

a-overall workload/expectation/accountability/pressure is too stressful 161 28% 

n-Too many extra or out of school hours devoted to school related tasks without pay; 

need more DOTT; salary does not reflect time put in; workload should reflect salary 

(and vice versa) 68 12% 

c-there is a (lack of) need to recognise, value (and invest in) us and our time; show 

appreciation/reward (verbal or financial) 62 11% 

m-Administration/ive comment; too many clerical duties (outside of teaching issues - 

let teachers teach!) 59 10% 

e-So much time spent on children with behavioural issues, special learning needs 

including ESL, BMP, BEP, IEP, GEP 44 8% 

d-Need more support (Administrative, relief, education assistants) and support 

staff (literacy, clerical, educational, IT) who are well trained and prepared; 

resources and facilities 39 7% 

g-Workload (and/or DOTT) distributions inequitable (should be more equitable) 34 6% 

h-Workload varies or it's improving; is necessary, reasonable or my own choice; 

comment regarding personal time management 34 6% 

i- Curriculum comment (too many curriculum related changes; overcrowded 

curriculum; national curriculum demands, NAPLAN…) 20 3% 

b-Need smaller class sizes; less learning areas; less classes in a day 13 2% 

f-Will or have decreased hours to reduce stress/pressure; only teach part time; need 

more flexibility in schedule 12 2% 

k-"One off" or misc comment 11 2% 

j-PD/PL/career development comment (lack of, timing of) 9 2% 

p-Positive comment 9 2% 

l-Parent comment 6 1% 

Total responses 581 100% 

total respondents 390 41% 

blank 572 59% 

total 962 100% 

 


