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who should have firsthand knowledge of
reasonable estimates of the work they
perform are authorized to sign certifica-
tions.

Another basis for the objections to the
requirements of paragraph J.6 is the
volume of paperwork resulting from the
personnel activity report. The ‘‘reason’’
given for the selection of that alternative
is that there is an apparent prohibition
(although nobody has explained why) of
the use of the monitored work-load alter-
native for nonprofessional and nonpro-
fessorial employees, and therefore two
systems would be required. This ‘‘rea-
son’’ does not appear to support the
selection, since many institutions al-
ready have the elements of both alterna-
tives in their nonprofessional and non-
professorial (nonexempt) payroll sys-
tems.

An analysis of the two effort distribu-
tion systems prescribed by Circular A-21
indicates few, but important and signifi-
cant, differences. Briefly, the personnel
activity reports ‘‘reflect an after-the-fact
reporting of the percentage of activity of
each employee.’’ Reports for profession-
al and professorial staff are to ‘‘be pre-
pared each academic term, but no less
frequently than every six months.”” Each
report will be signed to confirm that the
distribution of activity represents a rea-
sonable estimate of the work performed
during the period.

The monitored work-load system
(paragraph J.6¢), on the other hand, is “‘a
system of budgeted or assigned work-
load . . . incorporated into the official
records of the institution . . . because
practices vary among institutions and
within institutions as to the total activity
constituting full workload—when ex-
pressed in measurable units, such as
contact hours in teaching—the system
will be based on a determination for each
individual reflecting the ratio of each of
the activities which comprises a total
workload of the individual. ... The
system will provide for a modification of
an individual’s salary or salary distribu-
tion commensurate with any significant
change in the employee workload or the
ratio of activities comprising the total
workload.”’ Certification of the reason-
ableness of the distribution will occur
at least annually for those employees
whose distributions have not changed
during the year, while a certification
concerning charges up to the date of
change will accompany each change no-
tice initiated during the year. Certifica-
tions of reasonableness will be signed by
the employee or a responsible official
having firsthand knowledge of the work.

When one observes the implementa-

tion of the two alternatives at a number
of institutions, it is apparent that the
monitored work-load alternative is the
more desirable for a number of reasons:

1) Many institutions already have a
system of budgeted distributions for pro-
fessional and professorial employees
that accounts for 100 percent of their
activity, so adoption of the monitored
work-load system may merely require a
refinement of those existing systems.

2) The monitored work-load system
requires a signed statement of reason-
ableness only annually compared to a
requirement of semiannual statements
for personnel activity reporting.

3) The monitored work-load system
provides a means (usually by the control-
ler function) for the institution to auto-
matically monitor charges that exceed or
fall below certain predetermined thresh-
olds established within the system to
ensure reasonably accurate distribution.

4) There are few, if any, apparent
faculty objections or opposition to the
monitored work load.

5) In total, the amount of paperwork
generated by the monitored work-load
system is considerably less than that
which results from the use of personnel
activity reports.

Several major institutions (Syracuse
University, University of Rochester,
University of Oklahoma, University of
Michigan) already have implemented
monitored work-load systems. Others
are in the process of adopting such sys-
tems.

In summary, the monitored work-load
alternative, which in reality is a payroll
budget validation system, focuses the
responsibility for both budgeting and val-
idation upon deans, department heads,
and other supervisory staff and upon the
controller’s department. It is, therefore,
suggested that institutions consider
adopting the monitored work-load alter-
native in order to meet the requirements
of OMB Circular A-21. It appears that
something satisfactory exists without in-
sisting on complete elimination of effort
reporting.

J. D. TEBBENHOFF
Eastern/Central Regional Office,
Office of Naval Research,
666 Summer Street,
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Erratum: In the news story *‘A firing over formal-
dehyde’” (News and Comment, 7 August 1981, p.
630), the subheadline attributed to Peter F. Infante
(Occupational Safety and Health Administration)
the position that formaldehyde is a human carcino-
gen whereas, in fact, his belief is that it is an animal
carcinogen. The story also incorrectly reported that
mobile home residents are exposed to levels of
formaldehyde as high as 10 parts per million (column
one, line 28, p. 631). According to a National Acade-
my of Sciences report, the correct level is 4.2 parts
per million.
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