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Executive Summary 
 

● A majority of staff are overall dissatisfied with the speed of the University’s response 
to health and safety issues related to working from home as well as communication 
related to this issue.  

● Half of staff surveyed do not feel supported by the University in working from home 
since the beginning of lockdown.  

● Female members of staff were significantly less likely than male members of staff to 
feel satisfied with the speed of the University’s response and its communication 
around H&S issues, and were significantly less likely to feel supported by the 
University in working from home. This indicates that female members of staff need 
tailored and increased support from the University while working from home and 
when campus reopens, to ensure that gender inequalities are not exacerbated in 
terms of staff development and outcomes.  

● The most frequently cited issues related to working from home were lack of 
equipment, poor management response and communication, and lack of space.  

● Staff may not be coming forward to voice their concerns about working from home 
because of fears over job security. Management at all levels need to communicate 
proactively with staff to ensure that their home working environment and well-being is 
satisfactory. It should not be the responsibility of staff to ensure that the University is 
fulfilling its statutory duties.  

● Staff should be guided through the process of completing a health and safety 
self-assessment for their home workstation. If they are flagged up as ‘high risk’, they 
should be contacted by Health & Safety to discuss ways to remedy the situation. 

● £50 is inadequate to ensure that staff are working from home safely and should be 
increased. Line managers should communicate with staff to make them aware of 
support available and furthermore, to approve such requests. 

● Staff were generally negative about teaching in person in the next academic year as 
they were unable to determine the pedagogical basis for the decision in a context of 
continued risk from COVID-19. 

● Responses indicated that staff would not support a ‘one size fits all’ approach to the 
30% model - these decisions need to be taken on the basis of specific modules, 
courses, and disciplines, as well as taking on board the individual circumstances of 
staff.  

● Staff are extremely concerned about the workload implications of the 30% model and 
identified a range of supports which will be needed in order to mitigate negative 
impacts on well-being. 
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Participants 
 
256 staff members completed the survey (52% female). All pay grades were represented in 
the sample however the largest groups were senior lecturers (43%) and associate 
professors (26%). Thirteen percent of respondents were currently ‘shielding’ due to 
COVID-19 while 17% of respondents indicated that they had current caring responsibilities 
or lived with someone currently ‘shielding’ due to increased vulnerability to COVID-19.  
 
Perceptions of University Response to COVID-19 
 
Participants were asked to respond to two statements on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly 
disagree, 5 = strongly agree) to assess the University’s response to COVID-19, specifically 
whether the University had addressed health and safety issues related to working from 
home. Responses to these statements are provided in Figures 1 and 2. As can be seen, 
respondents seemed to be slightly more negative about communication from the University 
rather than the speed of the response.  
 
Figure 1 

 
 
Figure 2 
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Staff were also asked whether they felt supported by the University in working from home 
since the beginning of lockdown. Responses to this question are displayed in Figure 3.  
 
Analyses also revealed that female staff were significantly less likely than male members of 
staff to report that the University response had been quick, that the communication from the 
University had communicated effectively, and that they felt supported by the University while 
working from home.  
 
Perceptions of Working from Home 
 
Respondents were asked whether they perceived their home workstation to be safe. The 
responses to this question are displayed in Figure 4. A content analysis was conducted on 
responses to open questions asking them to explain their answers to this question. The most 
commonly cited problem identified by staff was lack of suitable equipment (42%). This 
frequently referred to lacking chairs, desks, monitors and computers suitable for long-term 
working, and this was often described as exacerbating pre-existing health conditions or even 
creating new ones. The following responses are typical of this issue:  
 

I was only given guidance when I asked for it.  I do not have a home office.  I have 
borrowed a chair.  I am working from one small screen (laptop) at my dining table. 
My back, wrists, neck and eyes are suffering.  I had such a bad migraine last week 
that I had to go to A&E in an ambulance as the paramedics thought I could be having 
a stroke.  I am sure this was exacerbated by stress and screen time. 
 
Carried out University assessment and was categorised as high risk but no action 
taken by the University. I have no desk space and work on the dining table. This is 
causing me back, shoulder and neck pain and my carpal tunnel is getting worse. 
 

It is clear from these responses that the University has not been proactive enough in 
ensuring the wellbeing of its staff.  
 
Figure 3 
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The next most commonly cited issues were lack of support/communication from the 
University (18%). Staff mentioned the lack of support available for getting set up with home 
working, e.g. getting suitable equipment and learning new online systems. Where support 
was provided, it seemed to be a case of having to fight for it: “I had a X injury last year and i 
was referred to OH for that, i have not heard anything from them or my manager has not 
raised this as a risk for me. I feel it is completely driven by me, no support from 
management. “ Staff also reported a lack of recognition from management of the increased  
 
stress experienced as a consequence of working from home. Staff do not have the space to 
voice the significant impact working from home is having on their mental health: “The 
support from the university is not in place or slow to help address issues such as the need 
for more flexible management support and support for mental health issues. As a result, 
there has been lots of anxiety amongst staff worrying about various issues (from getting sick 
to losing jobs) but having no one to talk to about it.” Communication from the University was 
also described as generic and failing to engage with staff on a personal basis or to address 
mental health issues. Little communication was reported as coming from line managers, as 
the following excerpt typifies: “I have received generic information form leading staff from the 
University at large (eg: Vice-chancellor) but almost no communication from my school or 
department. My line-manager/Head School has not asked about my situation at any point, 
nor suggested anything to improve it or address it”. This is a serious issue - management at 
all levels need to recognise the implications of working from home on mental health and 
need to take concrete steps to address this if working from home is to continue.  
 
The third most frequent issue mentioned by staff was lack of space (14%). This was 
particularly an issue for staff living in house-shares and those with children and partners 
working also from home. This response is typical: “There is one kitchen table on which the 
four of us at home work. It is a bit high and I am sitting on a bench. If I have a webinar or 
meeting, I have to use my bedroom and just perch on the bed. I don't have a wrist support. I 
would be hesitant to complain however, as I would worry about losing the right to work from 
home in the future.” This was not the only instance where staff reported anxiety at  
 
Figure 4 
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communicating their difficulties with working from home for fear of either losing their jobs or 
their working from home entitlement.  
 
Other commonly cited issues experienced by staff were IT problems, particularly to do with 
unreliable broadband access (5%), lack of childcare and the difficulties of homeschooling 
(5%), lack of financial support for purchasing essential equipment (5%), and having a noisy 
work space (3%).  
 
Only 10% of staff had accessed financial support from the University in order to purchase 
essential equipment (£50). When asked to explain their reasons for not doing so, the 
majority of staff reported being unaware of the offer. Many others reported that the figure 
(£50) was inadequate given the amount of equipment which was necessary to purchase. 
Line managers may also not be aware of the financial support which they should be 
extending to their staff: “I’ve asked my line manager about it but he has not replied”, “I have 
requested costs towards printer ink and it was declined”. 
 
Only 11% of staff have completed a workplace health and safety assessment. Of those who 
completed this, many reported having been flagged as high risk through the Kingston 
University self-assessment module but no action being taken to address this: “I completed 
Kingston's online health and safety home workstation assessment in April and was noted as 
high risk but no action has since been taken. I informed my line manager who said they 
didn't know how the referral process worked in the current circumstances. My partner who 
works for a different university (in professional services) has had an appropriate chair, desk 
and keyboard couriered to him.” Others reported not completing the assessment as they felt 
it was a box-ticking exercise with no follow-up or reported lack of time to complete the 
exercise.  
 
Perceptions of Campus Re-Opening 
 
Staff were asked about the extent to which they were worried about various issues related to 
campus reopening. The percentages of those who stated they were ‘very worried’ about 
each of these issues are displayed in Figure 5. As can be seen, while staff are worried about 
each of these issues, the issues which they are most concerned about are heavy workload 
(75%), timeliness of senior management decision making (71%), and passing COVID-19 
onto someone else at home (62%).  
 
On using public transport to get to campus, 65% of staff reported using public transport to 
get to work. Of these, 65% reported needing to make two or more changes on their journey 
to work.  
 
Staff were also asked the following question: “Please, imagine the next academic year has 
started and you are back teaching. What do you think the University should do to support 
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you with a safe and healthy working environment?” Responses to this were various but a 
content analysis showed the following themes: 
 
1. Campus needs to be clean and personal protective equipment should be provided 

 
The most commonly cited concerns were the need for the campus to be safe and clean. 
Staff discussed the need for a more regular cleaning rota. They also expressed concerns 
about the ventilation of rooms. Personal protective equipment needs to be provided e.g. face 
shields, masks, and hand sanitization points should be everywhere on campus. Staff also 
discussed the need for a University wide test, track, and trace scheme as well as for social 
distancing to be strictly enforced on campus.  
 
2. Management needs to communicate effectively and listen to staff 
 
There was widespread concern expressed about the timeliness of decision making as well 
as proper consultation with staff and UCU. There was a clear desire expressed for 
management to listen to and engage properly with the concerns of staff. Clear and 
transparent guidance from management was requested at all times as well as some 
evidence of strategic decision making.  
 
3. Allow home working, face-to-face teaching should only be done where absolutely 

necessary 
 
While staff acknowledged the drawbacks with online teaching, they were also clear that face 
to face teaching should be avoided except absolutely necessary. Much of this was driven by 
concerns about commuting to the University. 
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4. Provide proper support for academics  
 
Various support needs were identified by staff. Firstly, in terms of academic support, they 
reported needed extensive and ongoing support to deliver online teaching. Secondly, they 
cited needing support with administration and teaching and particularly mentioned the need 
for HPL support in order to ensure effective online delivery as well as avoiding excessive 
workload. Thirdly, there was a call for financial support to purchase necessary equipment to 
set up a safe home workstation. And finally, staff need considerable investment in mental 
health support in order to mitigate the negative effects of long-term home working on stress 
and well-being.  
 
5.    Communicate with staff as individuals 
 
Staff want management to engage with them as individuals. This means conducting 
individualised risk assessments, taking account of individual circumstances (particularly, 
childcare and those ‘shielding’) and offering flexibility in working patterns as a consequence 
of these particular circumstances.  
 
Perceptions of Blended Learning (the 30% Model) 
 
Staff were asked to give their views on a proposed model for teaching block 1 of the next 
academic year, which would entail 70% contact hours online and 30% via face to face 
teaching on campus. Content analysis of the free text response showed that 9% of 
respondents gave support or cautious support to the proposal. The remaining 91% indicated 
a range of concerns with the proposal. Seven themes were identified in the analysis, which 
are described below.  
 
Protection of Staff and Students  
 
The primary concern throughout the responses was the need to prioritise the protection of 
staff and students from COVID-19 throughout any decision-making around campus 
re-opening. There were specific concerns raised about students and staff exposing 
themselves to unnecessary risk by travelling on public transport, staff who are particularly 
vulnerable to COVID-19 infection, and the difficulties of enforcing social distancing on 
campus. These statements typifies the responses here:  
 

This is a nightmarish situation. Staff who are vulnerable will feel forced to endanger 
our lives, either because of managerial pressure, or because we would be unfairly 
burdening our colleagues—who are still vulnerable (everyone is) but do not have a 
legal exemption. This could lead to stigma directed towards disabled staff, or anyone 
who is unable or unwilling to contribute to the 30% in-person threshold. 
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In-person contact will not be safe for staff or students. We should not be doing it just 
to provide value for money for the students.  We will probably have a second wave 
by October. 
 
Its (the proposed model) appropriateness will depend on the prevalence of the virus 
at the time.  
 

There was a further concern raised about ensuring the equal treatment of staff and students 
if campus is to be re-opened. Particularly salient here was the need to not disadvantage 
students who choose not to attend face to face teaching for whatever their reason: 
 

It will be crucial to ensure that students and staff who need to use public transport to 
reach the campus will not be disadvantaged. Currently, students with less financial 
resources (and less space in their home) are disproportionately affected. 
 

Overall, respondents were concerned about the risks posed by campus reopening to both 
staff and students. This was especially the case for staff who did not perceive face to face 
teaching as necessary given their specific disciplinary backgrounds and the continued risk 
posed by COVID-19.  
 
Need for Rationale and Consultation 
 
Staff expressed a lack of understanding of the 30% figure, with some stating that it seemed 
arbitrary and based entirely on economic considerations.  
 

This is an opaque number that suggests the University is more concerned about 
appearances than it is about staff and student health and safety. 

 
Staff also emphasised the need for both staff and students to be consulted properly to 
ensure that the model is appropriate and what all parties want. There was a strong desire for 
management to not just consider teaching in terms of feasibility but instead to meaningfully 
consult with staff and students in order to find a solution which is realistic during a global 
pandemic. 
 
One Size Will Not Fit All 
 
Staff disagreed with the overall blanket policy of 30% face to face teaching and 70% online 
teaching. For most respondents, all online teaching was deemed appropriate while others 
(particularly those in studio/lab-based disciplines) required more face to face teaching. Staff 
mentioned the possibility of making this figure work on a module or a course basis. They did 
not want a blanket rule imposed on them, especially if the rationale for this decision was not 
explained to them or it did not seem necessary given the extraordinary conditions, as the 
following statement typifies:  
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I'm not sure how this would work for all courses, particularly practice based aspects. 
As my teaching can be delivered online and I would be facing a long and complicated 
commute during peak hours, I would feel safer delivering materials online. 

 
It is clear from the responses that a 30% blanket rule will not be welcomed by staff, 
especially if there is the sentiment that it is being done purely for economic reasons. Staff 
need to be given a good reason to risk their health by taking public transport and coming to 
campus and the obvious source of this needs to be the specific pedagogy and requirements 
of their discipline.  
 
Perceptions of Online Teaching 
 
Overall, staff were positive about delivering all of their teaching online, except in disciplines 
where there was a genuine need for face to face teaching e.g. studio/lab-based disciplines:  
 

My view is that for disciplines like soft-sciences (social sciences, business, law etc.), 
arts and humanities, the entire delivery should have been online and the limited 
campus space available after implementing 1m/2m social distancing rule should be 
used to teach those disciplines (like hard-sciences that need lab work etc. or need 
face to face teaching for accreditation purposes) 
 
I don't think there should be a specified percentage of time, and it ought to only be 
absolutely necessary for practical workshops where students need access to and 
demos on equipment etc. 

 
However, staff also expressed concerns about teaching online related to student 
engagement, intellectual property rights, potential of abuse by students, internet issues, and 
lack of support or training (to be discussed below).  
 
Perceptions of Face-to-Face Teaching 
 
As already indicated, staff were generally not supportive of face-to-face teaching due to what 
they perceived as the unnecessary risk posed to staff and students without clear pedagogic 
benefits. Staff working in lab/studio-based disciplines wanted more face-to-face contact for 
the most part. One specific issue raised around face-to-face teaching was student 
engagement: 
 

The students will not turn up for a 1 or 1.5-hour session when many students 
commute up to 2 hours. This is also very stressful as I teach large classes and there 
could be up to 7-9 different small classes, with members of staff leaving and not 
being replaced and reduced HPL this will be a difficult year. 
 

The pedagogic benefit of small group teaching was sometimes questioned, especially in the 
event of low attendance which was understandable:  
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Whilst I agree that some teaching should be in person if restrictions allow, there are 
downsides to very small group teaching in some circumstances, with students not 
able to learn from each other, and In these instances online tools may work better. In 
addition, with small groups if attendance is low because some students are 
(understandably) anxious to travel, this further limits sharing of knowledge and 
development of key skills due to lack of interaction. Feel that we need student input 
as to whether they will be willing to return to campus. 

 
Again, the need to meaningfully consult with students about whether they would feel 
comfortable coming to campus is emphasised, as is the pedagogic basis for any decisions 
taken regarding campus re-opening.  
 
Workload Issues 
 
Significant concerns around workload were salient throughout the responses. Staff were 
fearful of increased workload due to pivoting to online delivery, repeating teaching sessions, 
needing to work outside contract hours and taking on extra teaching due to other staff 
shielding and unable to come to campus.  
 

To engage fully with students online (live lecture/tutorial delivery) and then on top of 
this, the required 30% contact will require 'teaching bubbles', increasing workload 
and overall contact time (electronic and in person) considerably.Concerned for those 
modules where there may be multiple 'at risk' academics on the teaching team 
unable to attend, resulting in additional contact and pressure for remaining academic 
staff.  
 

Workloads concerns were particularly salient among staff with caring responsibilities:  
 

One concern is that I will not have the capacity to put in extra long hours once the 
decision is finally made - I have to work around caring responsibilities. Therefore the 
longer I have to prepare the better. My major concern is that schools may have to 
shut completely again, and in any case are highly unlikely to be fully operational by 
September. In addition, colleagues may need to isolate. I have considerable anxiety 
that an avalanche of work is about to drop at any moment that I will simply not have 
capacity to deal with. 
 

This statement emphasises the need for effective and timely decision making, which is 
justified in clear pedagogical terms, in order to facilitate the specific circumstances of staff 
members who will struggle most with the increased workload which is anticipated this year.  
 
Need for Support 
 
While staff are cognisant of the increased workload likely to go into the new academic year, 
they also identified particular supports which could address the negative impact.  
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Chief among these was teaching support, in the form of support with online teaching (e.g. 
good quality training), HPL support, and financial support to equip staff with the equipment 
needed to continue to work from home.  
 

These decisions need to include more input from course teams - so far there has 
been no collating of the various T&L activities undertaken by the course in our 
department and so it is not clear how the university is planning to support this 
teaching. Appropriate support for authentic online learning is vital - both technical 
support and pedagogic strategies. In the move to emergency remote teaching in 
March there was no support from any School or Faculty T&L leaders - course teams 
were left entirely on their own to work out how to continue to deliver good teaching 
for their students.  
 
I want clear budget allocation for more HPL hours to support online marking, repeat 
practicals etc. in recognition of increased workloads. 

 
There was also a concern expressed about the need to safeguard research time: 
 

Reasonable as long as staff have facilities at home (including bandwidth) to make the 
arrangement work well and do not have to use research time to adapt their resources 
and content. 

 
These issues all need to be addressed satisfactorily by the University in order to ensure that 
staff do not feel overwhelmed by increased workload in the new academic year. Any 
recognition of the extra work carried out by support will be partial if these supports are not 
provided and are likely to have significantly negative impacts on staff well-being. 
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