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To whom it may concern,

Please find below feedback and alternative proposals from the Computer Science Professoriate on the FN2 Dynamic Workload Model.
 
The baseline allocation
a) The CS Professoriate finds the proposed method for calculating additional workload impractical and ethically dubious. If, for example, someone obtains an external award for a research role, then they will only receive one-third of the time allocation in the first year of the research but will still be attempting to deliver on the basis of being fully funded. Funded research roles should be managed within the School on an individual basis in order to handle start / stop effects and ensure researchers are not overloaded or adversely affected during or at the start of any new major activity by the proposed 3 year rolling average.
b) Clarity is required as to how workload allocation will work for joint appointments, where staff are employed across 2 departments.

Q1 Core Workload Tax 
There is no consensus among the Computer Science Professoriate on this issue. Individual responses will be provided. 
 
Q2 Dynamic Workload Ceiling 
The CS Professoriate finds the proposal is unethical, potentially fraudulent, and runs the risk of causing significant reputational harm to the University. R&T staff would be acting unethically, perhaps even fraudulently, in seeking funding beyond the cap that would not be allocated to them. The University risks misleading funders by claiming money for more than 80% of researcher time and then top slicing this and spending it on other researchers not connected to the funded research. This seems like a major problem. Time secured on external grants is time the funder has costed against named investigator(s) and research staff. Reassigning it to other staff distorts the relationship between the grant, the investigator, and the costed work. If bought-out time is re-allocated, the University will be claiming costs from the funder for an investigator at a rate that does not match the cost actually incurred by the person doing the work. The question arises, have funders agreed to this? This proposal also raises questions of cost integrity that funders — and auditors — are likely to view unfavourably. It may put future grants at risk and cause significant reputational harm to the University.
 
Q3 Workload Over The Ceiling
The proposal to redistribute funding that takes a researcher over the 80% ceiling is unacceptable for reasons described in our response to Q2. The CS Professoriate proposes an alternative model that works in other sectors: a workload ‘savings account’. This model records any surplus, which can subsequently be ‘drawn down’ by the individuals involved, e.g., as research leave, reduced teaching load, or protected writing time in subsequent years. This has several advantages over the proposed model:
· It recognises that the additional work was done by a specific individual, and returns the benefit to that individual.
· It does not raise the cost-recovery issues occasioned by Question 2.
· It provides a transparent, auditable record of over-work, which is itself useful management information.
· It aligns the incentives of the individual, the School, and the University.
Whatever mechanism is adopted, the underlying point is the same: the model should be honest about the reality of academic workload, rather than treating sustained over-work as either invisible or as a resource to be redistributed.
 
Q4 Inclusion of PGR in Core Workload
The Computer Science Professoriate holds nuanced views on this issue, and individuals will respond accordingly. However, we do agree that where PGR supervision is funded externally, then it should be counted above and beyond the 25% baseline allocation, not included within it. 
 
Q5 Inclusion of RKE Related Services Rendered Activity
The CS Professoriate is of the view that this should sit outside the workload model on the basis that it has not previously been in the workload model. The 50 day limit and School approval ensure it does not prejudice other activity. 
 
Q6 Excluded Activities
No comment.
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The Computer Science Professoriate 
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