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Executive Summary of the Findings:  

Remote Work Pilot Programs Assessment 

 

The Remote Work Pilot Programs in seven units at Memorial University (Grenfell 

Campus, Human Resources (Payroll Unit), Office of Development, Research Grant & 

Contract Services, Office of the Vice-President Administration & Finance, School of Graduate 

Studies, and Technology Transfer & Commercialization Office) were examined for the 

impacts on key employee job-related attitudes, behaviors, and the units’ performance.  The 

Remote Work Pilot Programs were implemented approximately around July 20212.  The 

assessment started January 1, 2022 and was completed by the end of March 2022.  Across 

the seven units, there are 78 individuals involved (16 supervisors/managers/associate 

directors/directors3 and 62 employees).  A total of 68 interviews were completed (88% of 

supervisors, 83% of employees), and these interviews were completed by the end of 

February 2022. Client surveys, which assessed the perceived impact on service for clients, 

were completed by March 1, 2022. 

Unlike the first Remote Work Pilot Program with the Office of the Chief Risk Officer (May 

2018 to October 2019), all of the current remote programs were initiated in the middle of 

the COVID-19 pandemic.  As such, all of Memorial University employees and supervisors 

had ‘training by fire’ in remote-work technologies and approximately 17 months of remote 

experience before the pilots began.  By the time of assessment, most participants have had 

23-24 months experience of remote work (new hires might not have had this much 

experience).  This prior experience has had a significant impact on attractiveness, 

expectations, initial comfort and overall evaluation of the programs.  The pandemic forced 

remote work for the entire university community and has had significant implications on 

work processes and communications, which also appear to have influenced the experiences 

within the remote work pilot programs. 

Thus, many of the recommendations and lessons from the OCRO Remote Work Pilot 

Program assessment either have been addressed by the organizational responses to the 

pandemic, or may no longer apply. In this executive summary, I highlight the themes that 

emerged from the interviews and highlight key lessons.  The full report includes all of the 

                                                            
2 The precise start dates are not clearly known by all units/employees and some may have started a 
bit earlier than July.  The ambiguity is due to the overlap with COVID-19 pandemic public health 
measures.  However, for the assessment purposes, I used July 2021 as the reference point for the 
“start of the program” for interviewees. 
 
3 From this point forward, I shall use the term supervisor to capture the various titles like manager, 
associate director, director.  The key factor is all these roles shared a supervisory role and had at least 
one direct report in the remote work pilot program.  
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themes from the interviews, the client survey feedback, and the integration of these 

findings with research and practitioner literature.    

 

Motivation and Satisfaction 

While the participants’ reasons to participate in the first remote work pilot program in 

2018 varied with from a pull force, curiosity, to push force, the participants in the current 

remote work programs were not curious about what remote work would be like.  They 

already had significant experience with it.  Rather, the vast majority reported a pull-force 

due to a desire to continue with the known benefits for remote work (either full-time remote 

or hybrid4). Some people (17%) reported that their participation was not necessarily 

voluntary, but that was because they entered the remote program after it had been 

established.  These individuals noted they were happy to go with the remote program (in its 

offered format), thus it was not involuntary or forced upon them.   

In addition, while half of the pre-pandemic pilot participants had returned to campus 

before the end of their pilot, only a select few (~3) noted returning to campus (or spending 

more time on campus) would be desirable for them.  The reasons were individualized (one 

for work-life balance, two for nuances of the job).  Despite these few individuals’ desire for 

more time on campus, 100% of participants are in favour of the Remote Work Program 

continuing: 98% want it to continue in its current form in their unit; 2% wants it to continue 

with minor adjustments (more flexibility).  Participants were also asked if their assessment 

would change if the pandemic was no longer an issue (i.e., everyone could safely return to 

full density without PPE or concerns for health and safety). Every participant still 

recommended the Remote Work Programs continue. In fact, the response has been very 

consistent and a resounding, “Yes, absolutely yes!”  The unity in responses is a stark 

contrast to the recommendations expressed in MUNL’s pre-pandemic pilot, where the 

responses varied greatly (29% in favor of the program continuing with some specific 

changes, 52% were interested in a more flexible remote work program, 5% discontinue 

outright, and 14% with no opinion).   

The satisfaction with the current Remote Work Pilot Programs is very high (average 

score 9.4 out of 10, sd 0.75, range 7.5-10 for employees, and average score of 9.4 out of 

10, sd 0.71, range 8-10 for supervisors).  This satisfaction has either remained constant 

throughout the Remote Work Pilot Program (82% for employees, 90% for supervisors) or 

                                                            
4 The term “hybrid” refers to the blend of remote work and on‐site work; the ratio of remote and on‐site can vary 
significantly from rarely remote to rarely on‐site.  Hybrid does not refer to the dedication of resources, like a 
guaranteed private on‐site office in hybrid remote work arrangements.  On‐site workspace is often described as 
office design, layout, swing space, shared space, or hoteling. 
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improved (18% for employees, 10% for supervisors).  Again, this differs from the pre-

pandemic remote pilot, where satisfaction declined during the pilot for many participants. 

 

Job-Related Attitudes and Behaviours 

In terms of impact on supervisor and employee job-related attitudes, there has been 

minimal impact overall.  Job satisfaction has had no change (63% for employees, 50% for 

supervisors) to small improvement (37% for employees, 50% for supervisors) with the 

program.  Organizational commitment (affective, normative and continuance) have not been 

affected by the program (91-96% of employees, 90% of supervisors reported no effect).  

For a small percentage of employees, the remote work program improved organizational 

commitment.  Conversely, for a small percentage of supervisors, the remote work program 

decreased organizational commitment.  Perceived organizational support, for the most part 

remains unchanged (75% for employees, 50% for supervisors) or improved (21% 

employees, 20% for supervisors), but for a very small group (4%) of employees, and a 

relatively larger group of supervisors (30%) it has gotten worse. 

In terms of impact on supervisor and employee job-related behaviors, the program has 

had, on average, either no effect or improved job engagement (employees: 63% no 

change, 37% improved; supervisors: 50% no change, 40% improved, 10% decreased) and 

performance (employees: 65% no change, 35% improved; supervisors: 60% no change, 

30% improved, 10% decreased).  On average, coordination and amount of knowledge 

shared remained the same or increased slightly.  Employees considered the ease of 

knowledge sharing to basically be the same (52% no change, 37% easier, 11% harder), but 

supervisors felt it was either the same (40%) or harder (60%). These results are similar to 

the pre-pandemic pilot program as well. 

All of the above noted effects are independent of unit.  There are two areas where the 

effects of the remote programs appear to be dependent on the unit: the quality of 

relationships, and possibly the amount of serendipitous knowledge sharing. With respect to 

relationship quality, 21% of the employees and 20% of the supervisors perceive a decrease 

in relationship quality, 25% of employees and 20% of supervisors perceive no change, and 

55% of employees and 60% of supervisors perceive an improvement of relationship quality.   

However, when we consider units’ Remote Work Pilot Programs, there are procedural 

differences that account for some variance of these effects.  Units have improved quality of 

relationships where: supervisors have daily or weekly whole-unit meetings; sub-unit team 

weekly meetings; regular one-to-one meetings with their direct reports; work “buddies” for 

daily support and problem solving; and there is a Facebook group available for unit 
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members to engage in coffee-room-chatter (not for work-related discussions). One 

consideration to note, though, is that daily check-in meetings without a purpose, team-

building discussions, or problem-solving work carry risk of the following unintended 

consequences: perceptions of patronization, loss of professional trust, and loss of key 

productivity time if it is at the exact same time every workday.  That said, most feel these 

daily check-in meetings are helpful for improving access to supervisors to tackle emerging 

problems after the meeting ends, and provide the opportunity to see everyone and chat 

prior to the start of the meeting.  Units where these additional communication efforts are 

absent have either no change or a perceived weakening / distancing of relationships. 

Serendipitous knowledge sharing has the most varied effect with 40% of the employees 

and supervisors reporting a decrease, 36% of the employees and 20% supervisors reporting 

no change, and 24% of the employees and 40% of supervisors reporting an increase.  It 

appears as though there may be a unit effect based on processes in place to improve 

communications.  Again, the analyses suggest that the same procedures in place for 

maintaining and enhancing communications (and relationships) also support serendipitous 

knowledge sharing.  The Facebook group offering, however, is not linked to serendipitous 

knowledge sharing as communications are a personal nature there, not work-related. 

When we compare the relationship quality and serendipitous knowledge sharing results 

to the pre-pandemic pilot in the OCRO unit, it is clear that the negative effects felt by the 

participants of the first pilot study appear to be removed or reversed by these additional 

communication processes in the units. Supervisors and units who proactively sought to 

implement regular and productive communications with their whole unit and their individual 

direct reports have significantly mitigated or reversed these negative experiences. 

 

Pandemic Effects 

As noted earlier, the pandemic also has played a role in altering the experiences within 

the Remote Work Pilot Programs.  Specifically, the following are major factors, which have 

enhanced satisfaction and performance: 

1) Everyone experienced rapid ‘training by fire’ on all remote communications technologies 

(e.g., Skype for Business, WebEx, Zoom, VPN, remote access). While the ‘training by 

fire’ was stressful for some, most employees reported feeling very supported by their 

supervisors and unit.  The overall tone is that units were up and running smoothly 

within a couple of days to a couple of weeks. 

2) Many task-related processes were overhauled to become digital (i.e., fast transition 

from paper-based processes with wet signatures, to paperless processes with digital 
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signatures). The pandemic helped remove structural friction for this change and allowed 

for a rapid evolution, which significantly impacted employee and supervisor satisfaction 

and efficiency.  In general, this one change has made remote work much more feasible 

and more effective. 

3) There has been some removal of the stigma surrounding remote work (e.g., “working 

from home means wearing pyjamas and not working”).  This is because everyone 

noticed they were working from home, professionally, and the unit was continuing to 

perform well with everyone at home. However, this still exists within the University 

community and language used, especially with “return to work” language as public 

health measures ease.  This “return to work” implies people have not been working to 

date, when it is very clear they have been working very effectively and proficiently. 

4) The pandemic and the lockdown into remote work forced supervisors to rethink how 

they interact and support their employees, especially with the stress and uncertainty of 

the pandemic. This has helped in terms of bringing workplace health and wellness, 

especially mental health, to the forefront.  There are many organizational and societal 

benefits associated with healthier workplaces.  This significant benefit needs to 

continue. The analyses also suggests this needs to move up the organizational chain for 

unified messaging and action from upper management to provide better support for the 

university’s middle management who worked very hard to protect their employees and 

university during the pandemic. 

 

Benefits of Remote Work (Pandemic & Remote Work Programs) 

Other benefits of remote work, which the pandemic highlighted but did not cause, are 

the primary reasons for the strong satisfaction and support for the continuation of the 

Remote Work Program.  These benefits are the following:  

1) Performance improvements. 

2) Flexibility in time of day (within limits, with hours ranging from 7:30am-5:30), location 

(office, home, elsewhere if needed), and timing of breaks. 

3) Work-life balance improvements with working from home are significant.  Remote work 

is associated with a notable reduction in stress, increased free time on the weekends 

and evenings, improved energy at the end of the workday.  For example, the ability to 

toss in a load of laundry during a mini-break has a significant effect on personal life 

without affecting the total hours of work time. There were additional work-life balance 

benefits like being able to see more of one’s family while working, which was highly 

treasured. 
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4) Removal of commuting and transition time. This is not just the drive time, but also the 

removal of the traffic stress, weather and road conditions stress, rush to transition out 

of the home and into the office, and the additional cognitive workload to plan and 

prepare the transition of location.  All of these nuances create a different mental state, 

which primes the start of the workday with more stress and anxiety.  Employees who 

lived great distances and those who live very close to campus noted the benefits of 

removal of commute time. 

5) Improved wellness in terms of exercise, quality of meals, and sleep.  In addition, some 

noted lower financial stress due to savings in gas and snack/meal money. The improved 

sleep (or ability to recover from a poor sleep) is a significant factor for Memorial 

University and the province as sleep is associated with improved focus, productivity, 

better use of time, reduced cyberloafing, improved safety behaviors, improved 

supervisory behaviors (insufficient sleep is associated with abusive supervision, which in 

turn affects employee sleep), and physical and mental health.   

6) Equity and inclusivity, which includes improved accessibility and accommodations for 

mental and physical health challenges, as well as better inclusion of distally located 

employees.   

7) Improved work environment, which includes more natural light, more comfortable 

setting, and fewer distractions. 

8) There is a reduction in the use of sick leave to tend to one’s own health or the health of 

a dependent (either eldercare or childcare).  Most participants have noted they are able 

to continue to work from home when in the past they would have to use official sick 

leave.  They are able to continue with their work tasks and get the work done that day 

with the flexibility offered in the remote work programs. 

9) Improved workplace relationships and better access to supervisors and coworkers 

(although this was not a uniform experience). 

10) Improved recruitment and retention – the remote work program is a benefit that aids in 

recruiting new employees and helps keep the current employees.  It also has the 

potential to broaden the available labour market to outside the metropolitan area or 

province.  

11) Reduced footprint (both environmentally with less driving, and organizationally). The 

high density of employees within limited office space is mitigated and units have the 

potential to grow again (pending budgetary considerations). 
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Recommendations 

The following recommendations are for the current and for future remote work 

programs at Memorial University. 

1) Provide remote work program opportunity to all units. There is very clear, 

unanimous support for the continuation of the remote program. The effects of the 

remote programs are clearly positive for the university, unit, and individuals involved in 

terms of performance, morale, health and wellness, recruitment and retention.  There 

are some challenges, which are well known, but there are units in the Memorial 

University remote work pilot program that have shown these are not predestined.  

Rather, there are procedural and cultural ways to overcome these challenges and 

benefit the individuals, unit and university more. Recent opinion polls with knowledge 

workers shows a strong preference for having access to some form of remote work 

arrangement.  It is strongly advised that Memorial University clearly articulates support 

for remote work and remove any distributive injustice within the university in terms of 

access to this workplace benefit for employees and supervisors.  If the university opts 

to proceed with pilots for each new unit to enable flexibility of changes, it is important 

to clearly articulate the end-date of the ‘pilot’ and when it would convert to ‘permanent’ 

remote work.  The ambiguity around end-dates and whether pilot means remote work 

could be permanently revoked after trying it, adds uncertainty and stress for some 

employees. 

2) Consider the fit of offerings: this includes fit with job requirements and flexibility of 

offerings to best fit the unit and the individuals.  For the fit with job requirements, it is 

important to question the assumptions of whether in-person presence is a bona fide 

occupational qualification for job performance.  The pandemic has provided society the 

opportunity to test those assumptions.  It is also important to consider fit with the 

individual and unit; not all employees want to work remotely, and there is a wide range 

of preferences in the ratio of remote (e.g., one day a week or month remote to full time 

remote).  Even jobs that have a high component of ‘need to be on campus’ may benefit 

with the occasional remote day for administrative or creative work requirements of the 

job. 

3) Promote intra-unit communications: provide meaningful opportunities for planned 

and impromptu conversations among employees, and between employees and their 

supervisor.  This is critical for maintaining and enhancing workplace relationships and 

serendipitous knowledge sharing. 
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4) Manage workplace stress:  In particular, be aware of technostress and reduce 

techno-invasion (promote the Right to Disconnect after work hours), reduce over-

performance cues (do not use of awareness systems as management surveillance, be 

aware of language which implies not working when at home), and focus on removing 

strain on middle management. 

5) Design and consider swing space needs for the remote work program.  Key 

issues include availability of space when working on-campus, storage space for personal 

belongings, privacy for phone conversations or meetings, ergonomic adjustability of the 

space, and layout to promote productivity and/or interpersonal interaction (depending 

on the unit’s needs). 

6) Technology recommendations:  Replace Skype for Business (which is at end of life, 

but heavily used by some units) with software that provides same functionality 

(awareness system, text chats, video/call) to promote impromptu discussions (e.g., MS 

Teams). Provide all required technology without assuming employee has personal 

access to it (e.g., cellphones for VPN push notifications). Provide soft-phones (computer 

app) to provide remote work phones without requiring employees have two phones. 

Budgeting for remote work technologies should be considered at the university level, 

not unit level to prevent “the haves and the have nots” inequity in access to remote 

work programs across units. 

7) Provide training to employees and supervisors.  This includes awareness training 

on tax exemptions for housing costs associated with work, awareness training on 

benefits and challenges of remote work (provide a “realistic job preview” for remote 

work), skills training for information technology and software applications for employees 

and supervisors, and remote leadership skills training for supervisors. 

8) Clarity on policies like snow days. It is important to provide remote workers time to 

also deal with snow removal, just like the campus does, to provide emergency access in 

case of workplace health incident (remote location).  While many employees reported 

enjoying being able to continue working, it is also important there is the same “delayed 

opening” to provide time for occupational health and safety. 

9) Be cognizant of regressing to old habits. As the university moves forward from the 

pandemic, one challenge that faced the original pilot that wasn’t experienced as much 

in the current pilot programs was the challenges associated with a mixed-presence 

office (also referred to as a “hybrid office”) where there are some employees working 

remotely full time, and some employees working on-campus full time.  It will be 

important for units to consider ways to continue the inclusion of remote workers into 
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mixed-presence meetings to maintain the benefits of accessibility and inclusivity for 

remote workers into the workplace so they do not revert to being the ‘fly on the wall’ 

with video conferencing monitor to the side, or ‘eavesdropping’ on the one-way speaker 

phone.  

 

 In conclusion, the current remote work pilot programs have benefitted greatly from 

the pandemic and previous lessons learned from the original pilot program. The results are 

clearly in support of continued remote work, and Memorial University has examples of how 

to make it even better from this round of pilot programs.  It is important Memorial 

University embrace this known advantage and promote this opportunity for its members.  
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Remote Work Pilot Program Assessment Report 

 

The following is the report for the assessment of the Remote Work Pilot Program at 

Memorial University of Newfoundland & Labrador.  In this report, an overview of the pilot 

programs, the methods for the evaluation along with the results of the analyses, and the 

recommendations to Memorial University shall be presented. Included in the analyses and 

discussion are several comparisons: (1) between the first pilot program (pre-pandemic) and 

the current pilots (mid-pandemic), (2) among current pilot programs, and (3) some early 

pandemic “reactive” remote work versus “proactive” remote work (formally organized for 

possible permanent arrangement). A brief synthesis of this document is presented above in 

the Executive Summary. 

 

1.0  Summary of the Remote Work Pilot Programs 

Memorial University has had a total of eight remote work pilot programs to date.  The 

first was completed prior to the COVID-19 pandemic (May 2018-October 2019) in the Office 

of the Chief Risk Officer (OCRO), and it was initiated and announced to the members of 

OCRO by the Chief Risk Officer prior to any discussion with the Associate Director or other 

supervisors.  By the time of assessment, participants had had 15-17 months of remote work 

experience (less if they had already transferred back into on-campus work arrangements).  

The OCRO remote work pilot program had some employees who were deemed eligible and 

some deemed ineligible to participate in the pilot.  The eligibility designation was based on 

the type of job (e.g., security, parking were ineligible). A total of 21 people were involved 

(17 eligible and 4 ineligible; 14 employees and 3 supervisors).  

The other seven remote work pilot programs were in the following units: Research Grant 

& Contract Services (32 individuals involved, including employees and supervisors), School 

of Graduate Studies (23 individuals involved), Human Resources Payroll Unit (9 individuals 

involved), Technology Transfer & Commercialization Office (5 individuals involved), Grenfell 

Campus (4 individuals involved), Office of Development (4 individuals involved), and Vice-

President Administration & Finance (2 individuals involved).  These remote programs were 

all implemented in the middle of the COVID-19 pandemic.  As such, all of Memorial 

University employees and supervisors had ‘training by fire’ in remote-work technologies and 

approximately 17 months of remote work experience before the pilots began.  By the time 

of assessment, all participants have had 23-24 months experience of remote work.   

 



 

14 | P a g e  
 

The original pilot program’s purpose was to illustrate the following commitment to 

Memorial University employees (see Appendix A.1 for Terms of Reference): 

Memorial University is committed to providing programs designed to engage 
employees and help balance their work, personal, and family responsibilities.  This 
pilot program will assist in meeting business and sustainability objectives while 
satisfying the growing needs of employees to improve their overall quality of life.  
Remote work is an opportunity to offer flexible work arrangements between 
Memorial University and its employees, and to utilize technology to help reduce the 
requirement for physical space on campus. 
 
Working remotely provides many benefits.  It can allow employees to manage better 
work/life balances, reclaim commute times, increase productivity, reduce 
absenteeism, and increase job satisfaction and motivation.  It also helps reduce 
Memorial University’s requirements for office space and maintenance, as well as 
parking and traffic congestion on campus (p. 1).  
  
The first Remote Work Pilot Program was (officially) a voluntary program, as was the 

choice to return to on-campus, with the exception that the program or participation in it 

could be “terminated at any time with reasonable notice, if it is determined that the needs 

of the organization or the employee are not being met” (Terms of Reference, April 2018, p. 

1).  Thus, if an employee’s performance was not meeting organizational needs, the 

participation in the remote work program could be terminated by the employer.  Similarly, if 

an employee found the work arrangement did not meet their5 needs, they could similarly 

terminate their participation in the remote work program. 

Aside from voluntariness of participation and the terms for termination of program, 

there were a few additional factors that were key in the Remote Work Pilot Program that 

deem highlighting.  First, as per the eligibility, privacy and confidentiality requirements, 

individuals needed to ensure they had appropriate space in their home and would maintain 

privacy and confidentiality in their at-home workspace. Second, as per the moving and 

dismantling requirements, participants were responsible (operationally and fiscally) for their 

move and set-up at home, and back to on-campus. Furthermore, they must return their 

remote work equipment within 72 hours of terminating participation in the remote work 

program.  Third, remote workers were expected to not have a physical presence on-campus 

unless they required “physical” meetings at which point they must be on-campus.  An 

exception to this was EHS employees were scheduled to have two on-campus workdays per 

week.  Their interactions with colleagues were thus expected to be via computer-mediated 

communications (e.g., phone, Skype, text, chat, email).  

                                                            
5 For gender inclusivity purposes, the generic “they”/”their” will be used for singular third person 
instead of “s/he,”  ”his/her”. 
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The specifics of the program as per the Terms of Reference and the Remote Work 

Agreement may be found in Appendix A.1. 

The second round of Remote Work Pilot Programs did not have specific Terms of 

Reference with purpose written down like the first pilot.  However, the discussions within 

the units regarding the remote work leveraged the benefits and known experiences of the 

pandemic-response remote work.  The timing of these pilot programs occurred at the same 

time that other employees were starting to return to campus from pandemic-response 

remote work.  Instead, the second round of pilots focussed more on the logistics of 

implementing a ‘possibly permanent’ form of remote work, with criteria clearly articulated 

between supervisors and employees in the Remote Work Agreement document (see 

Appendix A.2), and the Ergonomic Self-Assessment (see Appendix A.3) and Occupational 

Health & Safety Checklist (see Appendix A.4).   

 

2.0  Program Assessment Methods 

The program assessment examined the impacts of the Remote Work Pilot Programs for 

the key stakeholders of the program: unit members (employees and supervisors), and 

Memorial University (clients of the unit).  The focus was solely on the implications of the 

program and should never be used as a component of any individual’s performance 

appraisal or unit performance appraisal.  While individuals’ or the unit’s performance may 

be impacted by the program (positively or negatively) these changes are only extrapolated 

to the program and not to the individual or unit.  To that extent, there shall be no individual 

identifying information provided within the report or presentation and data shall be analysed 

in the aggregate.   It was also decided that the assessment of the current remote programs 

should follow the same protocols and contain the same questions as the original pilot 

program assessment to enable better comparison of effects (e.g., pandemic effects, inter-

unit differences in procedures or protocols). 

In particular, the pilot program’s impact on the following were investigated: 

- Individual job-related attitudes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 

perceived organizational support),  

- Individual satisfaction with the Remote Work Pilot Program,  

- Individual job-related behaviors (job engagement, in-role job performance) 

- Intra-unit performance (knowledge sharing, task interdependence, and socio-

emotional ties), and  

- Organizational impacts (client satisfaction).  
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The financial analysis of the program was deemed to be outside the scope of this 

assessment and in the purview of the Office of Vice-President (Administration & Finance) for 

both rounds of assessments (as decided in the August 12, 2019 and November 23, 2021 

meetings).  The assessment for the current programs commenced December 22, 2021 with 

recruitment efforts and was scheduled to be completed by May 30, 2021 (pending no 

significant barriers to data collection).   

 

2.1 Methodology for the Remote Work Pilot Program unit members’ 

assessment 

For accountability, accuracy and inclusivity purposes, interviews were conducted with 

all involved unit members (employees and supervisors).  In the original pilot program, both 

eligible and ineligible members were asked for interviews for a full picture of the 

implications of the Remote Work Pilot Program.  The current programs, however, only had 

participating employees and their supervisors interviewed.  Members of the units were 

informed by a unit supervisor about the upcoming interviews, but the actual interview 

requests and scheduling was done directly by the program assessor (Dr. D. Ford). 

Interviews were done individually with the program assessor and took place at a 

time and location convenient to the participants. (Note: the original pilot program had a 

blend of phone, and in-person interviews, with in-person interviews held at the individual’s 

location of choice; due to public health measures for the pandemic, current participants 

were interviewed via Zoom or by phone when videoconferencing technology failed.)  

Permission to participate in interviews during work hours was provided by the Office of the 

Vice-President (Administration & Finance).  Interviews for the original pilot program took 

place from September 6, 2019 to October 9, 2019, with a total of 21 interviews completed 

(100% response rate).  Interviews for the current pilot programs took place from January 

13, 2022 to February 25, 2022 with a total of 68 interviews completed (87% response rate, 

4% were on leave during assessment, and 9% opted to not participate). 

The original pilot (OCRO) assessment’s interviews lasted between 30 to 75 minutes.  

Individuals who had supervisory roles took longer than most and individuals who were not 

eligible typically took 30 minutes. Length of time was reflective of the number of questions 

relevant to their role and experience with the program.  The interviews for the current pilot 

programs took 35 to 95 minutes.  Again, supervisors typically took more time (65-95 

minutes) and employees took less time (35-65 minutes). 

Handwritten notes were taken during the interviews to allow for recall of 

respondents’ answers.  No audio or video recordings were taken to enhance confidentiality.  
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Confidentiality was deemed critical to support open and honest answers, regardless of the 

nature of the interviewee’s opinions.  Participants were also encouraged to send any 

additional thoughts or feedback after the interviews via phone or email, which several 

participants did. 

The interviews started with participants describing their typical work day, and the 

types of duties their job entailed.  (See Appendix B for the interview schedule.) For the 

original assessment (OCRO), the interview transitioned to whether or not the individual was 

eligible, if they had participated in the program, and their current status (e.g., continuing 

with remote work or back on-campus).  Non-eligible participants were asked if remote work 

was something that interested them (e.g., would they participate if they had the option).  

For the current assessments, the interview transitioned to discussing the voluntariness of 

their status in the remote program, the nature of their remote work status (e.g., the 

amount of time spent in remote work), and their experiences with remote work prior to the 

pilot program.  For example, experiences during the initial pandemic response was 

discussed along with any prior experience to remote work (either at another organization or 

another unit).  In both assessments, participants were asked about their expectations of the 

program, and whether the expectations were met.  The remaining questions were identical 

from the original pilot assessment.  Sources of the measures are referenced.   

Next all participants were asked questions regarding key job-related attitudes: job 

satisfaction (Cammann et al., 1979), satisfaction with the program (developed in the 

original pilot assessment for context), organizational commitment (specifically, affective 

commitment, normative commitment, and continuance commitment; Allen & Meyer, 1990), 

and perceived organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986).  The questions for the 

attitudes came from substantiated measures in organizational behavior research, and 

participants were asked to provide a rating for each question (1-10, with 10 being “to a very 

great extent”).   They were then asked if these attitudes had changed at all (positively or 

negatively) during the Remote Work Pilot Program.  Any changes noted were discussed and 

coded as either positive (improved) or negative (made worse). 

The measured attitudes were chosen based on their positive relationships with 

healthy organizational behaviors, such as organizational citizenship behaviors (going above 

and beyond one’s job to help the organization and colleagues), job performance, job 

engagement, and knowledge sharing (e.g., De Vries et al., 2006; Morin, et al., 2011; 

Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006; Zhong et al., 2016).  Similarly, they are negatively related to 

costly behaviors like absenteeism (missing a workday, either partly or fully), turnover 

(leaving the organization), sabotage (either damaging physical property of the organization 
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or undermining a colleague’s work efforts), neglect (underperforming in one’s job), and 

workplace interpersonal mistreatment (harassment, bullying, ostracism) (e.g., Bowling & 

Beehr, 2006; Dalal, 2005; Somers, 1995). Any changes in these attitudes could serve as an 

early signal of changes in work behaviours, either positively or negatively, that were not yet 

captured in the assessment. 

Next, all interviewees were asked questions about their work-related behaviors. 

Questions from the existing measures in the literature were used as much as possible to 

ensure valid measurement.  Specifically, participants were asked about: their level of job 

engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2006), job performance (questions derived from goal setting 

theory and perceptions of performance; e.g., Latham et al., 2007), knowledge sharing (Ford 

& Staples, 2010; Martiny, 1998), task interdependence (Staples & Webster, 2008), and 

socio-emotional behaviors (qualitative question developed for context).  Again, they were 

asked if the Remote Work Pilot Program had impacted their behaviors at all.  

Job engagement is not a behavior, per se, but it is the experience of work for 

individuals.  It is a motivational concept, and employees who are highly engaged in their 

work tend to be more innovative in their work, persist in the face of challenges, and 

experience more positive affect while doing their job (e.g., Kahn, 1990; Saks, 2006).  

Employees who become disengaged, become more robotic in nature of job performance, 

and it can precede other costly behaviors like absenteeism, and turnover (e.g., Ford, 2008; 

Kahn, 1990).  Typically higher job engagement is a positive thing; however, there is a 

dimension of job engagement that may be problematic within a remote work setting.  This 

dimension is absorption, which is the extent to which the individual gets engrossed in their 

work, forgets everything else around them, lose track of time, and experience difficulty 

detaching themselves from the task/work.  While this dimension does help with a sense of 

“flow” in the day, it could also make work/life balance more challenging as there is no need 

to rush out the door to get home.  Thus, these questions were considered as a double-

edged sword and lower scores on ‘ability to detach oneself’ were considered as more 

positive than higher scores.  

Job performance was measured from a perceptual basis.  No “objective” measures 

(like formal performance appraisals) were used for several reasons.  The primary reasons 

were: (1) formal performance appraisals can be rife with criterion deficiencies (e.g., 

behaviors missed by the assessor) and criterion contamination (e.g., perceptual biases) 

(e.g., Schwind et al., 2016), (2) many had never had a formal performance appraisal, and 

(3) the purpose of the assessment was to assess the program’s effect, not to measure an 

individual employee’s performance against a performance standard.  It should be noted that 



 

19 | P a g e  
 

some units members had specific performance metrics.  OCRO had Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs) and they were able to reference these in their own assessment of their 

performance.  Other units had metrics, but participants (employees and supervisors) didn’t 

use any specific labels in the interviews.  Rather, they referenced them in general to 

substantiate their perceived performance.  Employees also used informal feedback from 

supervisors to anchor their assessment of job performance.  Thus, performance from a 

subjective perspective (albeit weighted with descriptive examples) was sufficient for this 

assessment.  Finally, supervisors were also asked to provide their perspective of job 

performance changes during the program, and clients were asked about performance 

indicators.   Thus, an informal 360-degree performance assessment was garnered. 

Knowledge sharing is a critical behavior for organizational survival and growth; yet it 

often falls outside the scope of in-role task performance (Kelloway & Barling, 2000).  As 

such, this behavior was assessed separately from job performance.  Interviewees were 

asked if the program had altered the manner and amount of knowledge sharing and ease of 

receiving knowledge; if so, how did it change.  They were also asked it the program altered 

serendipitous knowledge sharing.  Serendipitous knowledge sharing is also known as water-

cooler knowledge sharing.  It is the sharing of information/expertise that occurs naturally 

through informal conversations.  These are not intentional or planned exchanges of 

knowledge; rather they simply occur due to chance interactions. 

Task interdependency was assessed because remote work may make it more 

challenging to coordinate work tasks if they require in-person coordination.  Thus 

interviewees were first asked it they needed to coordinate their efforts with others to do 

their job.  If they did, then they were asked about whether the program impacted their 

ability to coordinate their work efforts with others to achieve their required performance. 

Interviewees were also asked about whether there were changes in the quality of the 

relationships between OCRO members.  Research on teams highlight that there are two key 

outputs of teamwork: task outcomes (getting the job done), and socio-emotional 

(friendships, trust, nurturance of teammates) (e.g., Allen & Hecht, 2004).  However, when 

teams are no longer co-located, there have been questions on whether or not it impacts the 

team outcomes.  Warkentin et al. (1997) conducted a study to examine this very question.  

They found that virtual teams are able to achieve the same task outcomes and face-to-face 

teams, but that they did not achieve as many socio-emotional outcomes as the face-to-face 

teams when the teams had a short-term project, and reported lower satisfaction as a result.  

However, when virtual teams had significantly more time together, they “caught up” to the 

face-to-face teams on the socio-emotional outcomes (e.g., Chidambaram, 1996; Gaudes, 



 

20 | P a g e  
 

2003).  Thus, remote workplace teams eventually achieve the same socio-emotional 

outcomes as co-located teams.  Similarly, providing training on distributed communications 

also helps to improve perceptions (Warkentin & Beranek, 1999).  

For the original pilot study, the situation is a bit different.  The team was initially co-

located and then became a mix of virtual and co-located.  Thus, there are pre-existing 

relationships, but they lacked experience with sustained computer-mediated 

communications to maintain and build the relationships.  As such, the conclusions of the 

previous research would not be fully generalizable to this context.  Furthermore, for the 

current pilot programs, many were co-located first with pre-existing relationships, but they 

also had sustained computer-mediated communications prior to the start of the remote 

work pilot programs. In fact, most non-essential workers had transitioned to sustained 

remote work and computer-mediated communications due to public health measures (not 

just pilot program members, but all Memorial University employees and non-essential 

workers outside of Memorial University). Thus, the current pilot programs also have a 

different situation than the research and original pilot program. 

Supervisors were then also asked to provide their opinion on these behaviors seen 

within their unit (to get another perspective beyond self-reports).  Specifically, they were 

asked about their employees’ performance, the unit’s performance, knowledge sharing, task 

interdependence and coordination, and social relationships. 

Finally, all interviewees were asked to report any critical (good or bad) incidents 

experienced in the Remote Work Pilot Program, benefits and past or current challenges.  

Participants were also asked about their overall perceptions of the program, and if they 

would recommend it continue.  For the current pilot programs, participants were also asked 

to imagine a world where COVID was no longer a health threat: organizations could return 

to full density, no PPE, and no worries about exposure risks for anyone.  They were then 

asked if they would feel the same about the remote program as they do currently.  At the 

end of the interview, interviewees were provided with an opportunity to ask the assessor 

any questions they may have. 

While the interview schedule was followed for the most part, some participants opted 

into more free-flow discussion, and time was a consideration for some.  Thus not all 

participants received all of the questions.  All interviewees were given the opportunity to ask 

the assessor about any of their questions, and were asked about their recommendations, 

benefits and challenges.  Beyond that, time dictated how many of the other questions were 

asked. 
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2.2 Methodology for the clients’ assessment  

A short online survey for Remote Work Pilot Program clients was developed for the 

original pilot assessment (OCRO), and was revised for the current pilot programs. The 

questions were first listed in the assessment proposal and confirmed with the Vice-President 

(Administration & Finance). (See Appendix C for the survey template.)  In the survey, 

clients were first asked if they were aware of the Remote Work Pilot Program.  Next, clients 

were asked about the modes of communication used with the pilot program unit’s members, 

and their preferred mode of communication.  This was to examine if there was a mismatch 

between actual versus preferred modes, as that may impact client satisfaction (e.g., misfit 

between expectations and reality; Zeithaml et al., 1988).  They were then asked if the 

mode of communication had changed and if so, how.  For the original assessment, this was 

a simple comparison of pre-remote work pilot program and post remote work pilot program.   

For the current pilot programs, however, there was a confounding factor of the pandemic.  

Thus, an additional set of questions was added to assess change in modes of 

communication during the initial pandemic phase (March 2020 to June 2021).  This set of 

questions (see Q4, Q5, Q39, Q40) was asked prior to the questions regarding the remote 

work pilot program’s effect on communications (see Q 42, 43, 44, 45).  

The remainder of the survey asked questions to rate various aspects of client 

service, and if there was a perceived a change during the time of the Remote Work Pilot 

Program.  If there was a perceived change, a series of follow-up questions were asked to 

assess whether the change was for the better or worse, and to describe the change 

qualitatively.  The aspects of client service assessed were the following: 

a. Helpfulness in addressing client needs;  

b. Ease of obtaining resources needed; 

c. Degree to which needs were met; 

d. Timeliness of response; and 

e. Professionalism of response. 

Finally, clients were provided an opportunity to provide any additional feedback 

regarding the Remote Work Pilot Programs in an open-ended question.    

The survey was originally reviewed by an expert on customer service and 

commitment (Dr. T. Jones, Associate Professor (Marketing & Strategy), Faculty of Business 

Administration, Memorial University of Newfoundland) in 2019 (OCRO client survey) to 

ensure content validity and completeness. 

There was a separate survey developed for each unit that had external clients to the 

unit. For each unit, the survey was personalized with the unit’s name, and the classification 
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of client representative question was tailored. One of the current pilot programs only has 

internal clients (Grenfell Campus pilot), thus client impact was already captured by 

interviewing supervisors so no client survey was released for that remote work pilot 

program. 

A list of client representatives was provided by the supervisor(s) within each of the 

pilot programs, and the assessor emailed these clients, inviting them to complete the 

survey.  A single reminder email was sent one week after the initial invitation. Response 

rates varied, but response levels were good to excellent.  The original pilot (OCRO) had a 

response rate of 75%, and data collection ran from October 1st to October 23rd, 2019.  The 

data collection for the current pilot programs ran from February 15th to March 1st, 2022.  

The response rates were the following:  RGCS – 67% (12 out of 18 invitations); SGS – 39% 

(36 out of 93 invites); Payroll – 83% (5 out of 6 invites); TTCO – 63% (5 out of 8 invites); 

Office of Development – 69% (11 out of 16 invites); VP Administration & Finance Office – 

50% (3 out of 6 invites). 

 

2.3 Ethics considerations in data collection 

As this is a program review and will not be used for any academic research or 

publications, ethics clearance were not required (see Point 3 of MUN ICEHR Ethics 

Application Screening Tool).  However, ethical best practices for the data collection and 

reporting were incorporated throughout.  These included: 

 Voluntary, informed consent: potential participants were informed of the purpose of 

the interview/questionnaire, their rights to refuse to participate and their rights as 

participants (such as not answering questions and to leave mid-interview if they so 

desired); 

 Confidentiality: individual responses do not have identifying information and data 

was analysed and reported in the aggregate; 

 Identification and acknowledgement of risks associated with the research: With 

program reviews, there are social and financial risks for employees who provide 

candid, negative feedback.  To that extent, participants’ confidentiality from 

supervisors and administration is critical to protect individuals from potential job-

related risks.  Control and access of the raw data is a critical part of this, and in the 

case of ATIPP Act, redaction of any and all potentially identifying information of a 

participant is key.  In addition, there are risks associated with supervisors’ 

perceptions of their direct reports when asked to provide feedback on their 

performance and to reflect on changes that may have resulted from a pilot program.  
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To minimize this risk, the questions focussed on the implications of the program and 

not the individual employees per se. 

 Debriefing and participant benefits: All members of participating units in the current 

remote work pilot programs are to receive a copy of the Executive Summary of the 

program assessment.  

 

3.0  Results 

The interviews were examined for commonalities, and unique insights or experiences.  

Next, comparative analyses were conducted.  The first was between the current remote 

work pilot programs and the pre-pandemic remote work pilot program to identify ways in 

which the pandemic and resulting shifts in society may have impacted the outcomes for 

participants, units and Memorial University.  The second was between the current remote 

work pilot program units to identify if there are some procedural or cultural factors that are 

associated with better outcomes for participants, units and Memorial University. The results 

are presented below in order of discussion in the interviews. 

 

3.1 Participation rates and reasons 

The current remote work pilot programs have a near 100% participation rate; the 

only nuance to this participation rate is that some supervisors have opted to have a full-

time on-campus presence (when the pandemic public health measures have permitted).  

The units varied, however, in terms of the type of remote work offering, ranging from full-

time remote (working off-campus five days a week: 30.5% of participants), hybrid6 with 

only one day a week or one day a month at the office (16.9% of participants), 50/50 hybrid 

(working an alternating schedule of 2 days / 3 days per week on and off campus: 38.5% of 

participants), hybrid with an emphasis on on-campus (one day per week to one day per 

month at home: 7.7%), to full time at the office (no remote work: 6.2%). Participants were 

asked if they liked their arrangements, and with the exception of three participants, all 

noted they liked their arrangement.  The three who were not completely satisfied with their 

current arrangement, noted they wanted to be on-campus more (two participants; 3.1%) or 

would like more flexibility in which days they work remotely (one participant: 1.5%).  It 

should be noted that the two who noted they wanted to be on campus more did have that 

                                                            
6 The term “hybrid” refers to the blend of remote work and on-site work; the ratio of remote and on-
site can vary significantly from rarely remote to rarely on-site.  Hybrid does not refer to the dedication 
of resources, like a guaranteed private on-site office in hybrid remote work arrangements.  On-site 
workspace is often described as office design, layout, swing space, shared space, or hoteling. 
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option within their remote work pilot program; however, the public health measures at the 

time were forcing more off-campus work.  

In comparison, the original pilot program had some members who were not eligible, 

and those who were eligible had mixed results in their desire to continue working remotely.  

In total, 17 (18 including the former Chief Risk Officer) OCRO employees and supervisors 

were eligible to participate in the program, 14 of whom participated (15 including the 

former CRO).   Of the 14 current members who participated in the remote work program, 6 

continue in the program, with another one “not currently participating.”  The remaining 7 

had opted to return to work on-campus by the time of assessment.  The OCRO pilot had a 

cut-off requirement that participants must be a minimum of 50% off-campus to participate 

in the remote program.  Many participants did not meet that criteria, despite wanting to 

have more flexibility, like the hybrid with one day a week to one day a month off campus. 

Participants of the current pilot programs were asked if they felt participation in the 

remote work pilot programs was voluntary.  Interestingly, 83.1% of the participants who 

responded to this question noted it was voluntary for them, and that they were wanting to 

participate in the remote work pilot program.  The remaining 16.9% noted that participation 

wasn’t necessarily voluntary, rather, they were hired at the time the remote program was 

already implemented.  That said, all but one individual said they were happy to hear about 

the remote work program and were happy to work remotely.  One participant noted they 

were quite concerned about the feasibility and success of working remotely, especially as a 

new employee to the unit; however, they found the onboarding so inclusive and successful, 

it fully changed their opinion on the remote work program.  

Participants of the program were asked why they chose to participate.  The main 

response (98.5%) was that participants had already experienced remote work, via the 

pandemic, and they wanted to continue with the benefits they experienced during the 

pandemic-response remote work.  Thus, all but one of the participants reported a pull force 

to remote work.  No one reported being curious about remote work, because they had all 

experienced it previously (either in the same job/unit during the pandemic, in another 

job/unit during the pandemic, or in a previous organization).  One participant (as noted 

above) reported a push force; however, it should be noted that the push came from 

pandemic public health measures not the remote work pilot program or unit involved. 

An interesting theme of some responses, however, was that some participants did 

not know what form of remote work to choose.  While supervisors of the remote work pilot 

programs were reported as very clearly supporting flexibility and personal preferences in 

units where this was an option, there was an unspoken issue of coworker and supervisor 
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perceptions for some.  Specifically, some noted that they made their choice based on what 

would likely be perceived as the “best” one for being a “team player” or “good employee.”  

Ultimately, choices were amended to best fit the person’s work preferences and needs, but 

the very initial choice of type of remote work (full-time, type of hybrid) was a bit trickier to 

choose. In some units, there was less flexibility of options for employees.  For employees in 

those units, the decision process was a bit easier initially, although less personalized to 

individual needs or preferences. 

In contrast, the original pilot program with OCRO had more variety in reasons for 

participating.  Specifically, participants reported one of three reasons:  

(1) Pull Force: The remote work appealed to them and their preferred work style.  

These individuals felt a strong pull force to participate in the program as they saw 

clear benefits for them, professionally and personally.  These benefits included 

things like a less distracting work environment, better control of confidential 

conversations, and, for some, the removal of work-related stressors (e.g., 

commute during winter, interpersonal stressors, increased control over work, and 

improved work/life balance). 

(2) Curiosity: The remote work program was something new.  As something new, 

this group of participants felt it was something they could try and see how it 

worked for them.  This group was more conservative in expectations and they 

could be described as open to seeing what it was like. 

(3) Push Force: The remote work pilot program was not truly voluntary.  Rather, this 

group of participants felt a push force to participate.  The push factors to start 

working off-campus varied from being explicitly told or feeling forced to 

participate by higher-ups, needing to avoid negative issues, or feeling the need 

to free up physical space to enable the move of the OCRO to a new facility.  This 

group had the lowest expectations, but were still willing to cooperate and give it 

a try.  

3.2 Benefits experienced with remote work 

Participants in the current remote work pilot programs were asked to identify what 

benefits they are experiencing in the programs.  While many benefits were also experienced 

during the pandemic-response remote work, the benefits were also noted during the pilot 

programs.  The following benefits were raised (presented in order of most commonly cited 

to least commonly cited): 

1) Performance (54%) – participants noted an improvement in their productivity or 

ability to do their job due to: 
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a. University transitioned from paper-based processes to paperless processes 

(25%) – this one was pandemic-response related benefit; however, its 

effects continued to impact productivity in the remote work pilot program. 

b. Better work environment (as noted below; 24%) 

c. Better time of day for their focus (e.g., before 8:30am/9:00am or after 

4:30/5:00pm; 18%) 

d. Improved work processes within the unit(s) (15%) – some units improved 

efficiencies through VPN shared file system, coordination of work tasks, 

and improved transparency of the day’s / week’s / month’s 

tasks/challenges. 

e. Ease of transitioning into work without anxiety or stress (this was noted 

by individuals who have long commutes, and those with very short 

commutes; this is more about the preparation and transition between 

spaces; 7%)  

f. Better technology at home (4%) 

g. More job autonomy (3%) 

2) Flexibility (34% simply noted “flexibility”) 

a. Time of day (e.g., for some with dependent-care challenges, supervisors 

provided them with flexibility of time of day schedule to manage 

dependent-care while still completing job tasks that day; 46%)  

b. Timing and duration of breaks (e.g., mini-breaks were most commonly 

reported which occurred more naturally between transitions between job 

tasks as opposed to the time  on the clock; also people reported being 

more active in the mini-breaks than longer breaks at the office which were 

predominantly either spent at the desk or sitting in another location; 

21%) 

c. Location of work (e.g., at home, at parents’ home, office; 16%) – this 

includes ratio of remote versus on-campus  

d. Choice of communication channel (e.g., text, phone, videoconference, 

email; 15%) 

3) Wellness (21% simply noted improved wellness, including mental health) 

a. Improved work/life balance (44%) 

i. Removal of commute time (34%) 
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ii. Ability to complete house-work tasks during mini-breaks and lunch 

breaks throughout the day freed up significant time in the evenings 

and weekends (32%). 

iii. Improved ability to disconnect from work (including reduced need 

to work after hours and reduced worry about work after hours; 

28%). 

iv. Ability to see and be around their family members (24%), even 

while being productive for work, improved their connection and 

relationship (this was noted particularly for those with 

children/teenagers). 

b. Decreased anxiety and stress overall (40%)  

i. Removal of the stress/anxiety of the “rush against the clock” to 

transition between home and office (and return) (25%) 

ii. The remote work pilot project also helped mitigate health risks 

associated with potential exposure to COVID-19 (for them or a 

vulnerable family member; 16%) – while this is a health benefit, it 

also helped reduce stress and anxiety associated with the 

pandemic and family health.  

iii. Reduction of financial stress due to savings in gas (commute) and 

food costs (on campus) (13%) 

iv. Removal of stress and anxiety associated with the drive/walk into 

campus (traffic, weather, safety; 10%) 

c. Improved sleep (or ability to recover from a poor night’s sleep; 29%) 

d. Increase in exercise (26%) – this includes the ability to go for walks in the 

morning or after work instead of commuting times, ability to exercise 

during lunch without worrying about showering/appearances after lunch 

due to access to wardrobe/shower at home 

e. Improved nutrition due to more available nutritious options in the kitchen 

than vending machines, vendors, or grab-and-go lunches from home 

(19%) 

f. Improved energy by the end of the workday (4%) 

4) Sick leave and personal leave time (35%) – participants noted being able to 

continue working and put in a full day’s work when, previously, they would have 

had to use a day of leave.  

5) Work environment benefits 



 

28 | P a g e  
 

a. Reduction of interruptions (34%) 

b. Better physical comfort, including better/more options for chairs and 

privacy / access to washrooms for dealing with physical need 

accommodations (18%) 

c. Better emotional and physical safety (16%) 

d. Reduction of noise (12%) 

e. Better lighting including natural light, not fluorescent lighting (6%) – this 

includes a health benefit of reduced Seasonal Affective Disorder symptoms 

f.  Reduction of politics or drama (1%) 

6) Relationships and access to people 

a. With increased full-unit virtual meetings, some participants noted having a 

much better awareness of all their coworkers, what they do and who they 

are (16%) 

b. Many participants noted an increase in ease of connecting with a coworker 

or supervisor to solve an issue or to get information from them; whereas 

before, they might not have been as easily accessed due to lack of 

physical colocation or meeting schedules (15%) 

7) Recruitment and retention 

a. Improved morale (16%) 

b. Benefit to aid retention and hiring (10%) - participants and supervisors 

noted that the remote work program was a significant benefit that aided 

them staying and decline recruitment tactics by other organizations or 

aided them in hiring new employees. 

c. Remote work program exemplifies and builds trust (4%) 

d. Broadening labour pool for talent (3%) – some supervisors noted that the 

remote work pilot program increased the size of the labour market for 

hires given that potential employees were not confined to the cities/towns 

around the campuses. 

8) Equity and Inclusion  

a. Previously remote coworkers who were physically displaced (e.g., different 

floor of the building, different building, different campus) now were 

perceived as more of an equal and included in the discussions (15%) 

b. With everyone communicating electronically (video), and everyone in their 

home-space, there were comments that supervisors were more 

approachable and “in the same boat” (13%) 
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c. Accessibility (9%) – individuals with mental health, physical health, 

mobility challenges reported remote work aided them to be more 

productive and included 

d. Providing the remote work option to staff helped remove some inequity 

that was perceived previously between faculty (who have always had 

flexibility in remote work) and staff (who never had that flexibility for 

remote work) (6%) 

9) Diminished footprint and savings 

a. Space footprint within the unit (10%) – provides physical room for growth 

of unit(s), provided budget considerations. 

b. Financial savings in general expected (9%) 

c. Environmental carbon footprint with reduced commuting and number of 

cars coming to campus, also able to reduce number cars the family owns 

(7%).  For some, able to reduce amount of consumerism / environmental 

impact for clothing. 

d. Significantly reduced paper usage (1%) – noted environmental and 

financial savings. 

 

Regarding the last benefit of diminished footprint and savings, it should be noted 

that in the literature, organizations may invest in remote work for the promise of fiscal 

savings and smaller footprint with employees out of the physical structure (e.g., Kurland & 

Bailey, 1999).  The financial savings, however, are not always garnered (e.g., Bernardino, 

1996).  There are costs associated with remote work, and space may or may not be saved 

pending the type of remote work arrangements.  

Participants in the original remote work program (OCRO) noted the following 

benefits: improved performance (better ability to focus on work and improved quality of 

work), person-job fit (self-identified introverts, social needs met elsewhere, preference for 

quiet workspace), and reduced workplace stress (including situational stressors like winter 

commutes).  While some participants note that the ability to balance work-life issues is a bit 

easier with remote work, this factor was not a motivating factor for continuing with remote 

work. Prior to the pandemic, dependent care was not deemed a benefit of remote work; 

rather dependent care was deemed a detractor and was associated with increased work-life 

stress. Dependent-care includes children and the elderly.  For some members, pets could be 

included in this category as an increased stressor, while for others pets had the opposite 

effect and helped reduce workplace stress.  This aspect of dependent-care was a significant 
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shift from pre-pandemic to mid-pandemic remote work pilot programs.  In 2022, 

participants of the remote work pilot program noted the remote work provided them with 

more flexibility and made it easier for dependent-care, which reduced work-life stress for 

them, particularly if children had to stay home due to COVID-19 symptoms or being a close 

contact. 

 

3.3  Challenges experienced with remote work 

Participants of the current remote work pilot programs were asked about what 

challenges they had experienced (either currently or previously, including the initial 

transition time during pandemic-response remote work).  A broader perspective was taken 

to capture any challenges that may exist for future units transitioning into a formal remote 

work program, but also to see if there were any pandemic-specific effects.  Relative to the 

number of benefits, the amount of challenges reported were significantly lower.  Most noted 

there weren’t any challenges (40% of participants), but upon reflection some could identify 

one or two things that might have needed rectifying (or were rectified).  The following are 

the main themes of challenges presented by the current remote work pilot program 

participants (percentages noted are percent of all interviewees):  

1) Technology and software issues 

a. VPN access and set-up were the number one challenge (15%) 

b. No work phone lines (and there was a preference to not have a second 

cellphone; 12%) 

c. Employees had to use personal resources (at least initially during the 

pandemic-response phase, during the remote work pilot program, this was 

mostly resolved; 12%) 

d. Learning curve (9%) and IT support (10%) – for some units they needed 

expertise outside the unit 

e. Sourcing technology (supply chain and unit budget issues; 9%) 

f. Awareness systems (Skype for Business) can act like Big Brother (6%) 

(Note: the majority of employees and supervisors actively communicate it 

is not for monitoring purposes except for very benevolent reasons.) 

g. Network crashed (this impacted all Memorial University employees, not 

just those on the remote work pilot program; 6%) 

h. Digital divide – there were two forms of digital divide noted: social digital 

divide (i.e., not everyone had access to a personal computer or a personal 

cellphone to work the VPN push verification; 4%), and regional digital 
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divide (VPN does not work on the infrastructure in rural Newfoundland; 

3%). 

i. Type of technology / software available by Memorial University (e.g., 

Skype for Business is at end of life, MS Teams and Google Suite are not 

supported; 3%) 

j. Client units don’t have the resources required to do their job properly, 

which then impacts the unit’s performance (this is associated with 

pandemic-response remote work not clients who are on a remote work 

pilot program; 3%) 

2) Policies, Procedures and Operations 

a. Significant increase in workload (9%) (Note: this however, was not 

attributable to the remote work pilot program; rather it was due to lack of 

sufficient personnel (leaves, turnover without replacements), or due to 

increased work due to the pandemic itself.) 

b. Inconsistent application of the snow days policy (this applies to OH&S as 

well as remote work employees need to clear the snow for emergency 

access into their workspace; 4%) 

c. Daily meetings or some on-campus initiatives may negatively impact 

performance and stress levels (4%), but others see value in these as well. 

d. Some work processes needed changing to address task flow in remote 

work (the pandemic tended to most of this; 3%) 

e. One day at the office per month without a clear purpose adds stress 

(3%); big transitions of location of work arrangements is stressful (1% - 

note these are associated with public health measures of pandemic-

remote, on-campus, repeated; this does not apply to regular hybrid work 

arrangements).  

3) Occupational Health & Safety 

a. Screen time and “Zoom fatigue” (this is fatigue that accompanies a lot of 

time on videoconferencing, regardless of the software name; 6%) 

b. Ergonomics (3%) and set-up (3%), including access to safety equipment 

(e.g., fire extinguishers, first aid kits; 1%) 

c. Increased sedentary, indoor life (not getting outside; 3%) 

 

All but four challenges were reported by fewer than 10% of the respondents.  The 

four that received 10%-15% of the responses were all technology related: VPN set-up and 
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access, no work phone lines at home, employees had to use personal resources, and access 

to IT support.  

Challenges were also noted by supervisors that were slightly different in nature than 

those faced by the units as a whole or as an employee.  Interestingly, no supervisor 

indicated there were “no challenges” (unlike employees who frequently noted no 

challenges).  The challenges supervisors reported experiencing were interrelated, and, 

together, paint a picture of workplace stress that is not directly attributable to the remote 

work pilot program, but also to other organizational factors at play.  While many employees 

noted that there was an increase in workload (which supervisors also noted), this workload 

increase was due to insufficient staffing loads, pandemic-responses and pandemic-related 

new work tasks. Interestingly, many employees noted that the remote work provided them 

with some buffer to be able to manage the increased workload, and they also commented 

that they felt very supported by their supervisors (e.g., reminders to not do overtime, 

feedback that they are performing well).  Employees were receiving a unified message from 

their direct supervisors, managers, directors that work-life balance is important, and to only 

work during regular work hours.  This has been associated with a significant decrease in 

stress levels and improved overall wellbeing for employees.  This in turn is associated with 

maintained or increased productivity, reduced sick days. 

However, supervisors have experienced an increase in their workload for all the 

same reasons as their employees (pandemic, low labour supply), but also the complexity of 

managing a unit remotely does require some more effort and time, particularly during the 

initial phases.  This comes from a change in supervisory style/technique, increased number 

of meetings (albeit easier to attend due to loss of travel time between meetings), and 

reworking of internal processes to increase employee and unit effectiveness.  While the 

employees have support from their supervisors to promote work-life balance, the 

supervisors do not have the same level of support from upper management.  There is a 

perception of mixed messaging regarding work-life balance, work intensification versus 

feasible workloads, and insufficient resources and training provided to support the 

supervisors in their jobs. In addition, there is a perceived mixed messaging from upper 

management regarding the support for the remote work pilot program, which then results in 

additional work strain as the middle management works to promote the remote work 

program for their employees’ productivity and mental health.  Compounding this workload 

issue is the loss of vacation time due to changes in Human Resources policies.  This in effect 

removed another form of support, which supervisors lost while addressing threats to the 

organization (pandemic and insufficient staff levels). 
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For the original, pre-pandemic remote work pilot program, there were some similar 

themes, but there were some other challenges that the pandemic appear to have minimized 

or removed.  The challenges were mostly highlighted in the participants’ decision to return 

to campus. The main factors were the following (as noted in the original assessment 

report): 

(1) Inconvenience and Lack of Proper Space: When on-campus, there was a lack of 

proper workspace and lack of appropriate space for confidential phone calls.  

This inconvenience resulted in wasted time and feelings of not belonging nor 

welcomed on-campus.  Thus, it was better to return formally and to get back a 

formal space.  Some of the inconveniences were also in the logistics of finding a 

parking spot mid-day, carrying more stuff with them for all their client meetings, 

etc.  Similarly, scheduling and coordinating work was more challenging given 

they did not have proper space for on-campus work.  Determining how to make 

the best use of their workday, with these constraints, was unduly challenging.   

(2) Confirmed Lack of Fit: Some participants noted a lack of fit between the work 

arrangement and their job.  This is somewhat related to the inconvenience 

reason listed above, but it differs in that it is based on the perceptions of the 

purpose of the job and how the participants felt they could not do their job 

properly from a remote site.  To do their job properly, they felt they must be on 

site, even when not doing scheduled field/site visits. 

(3) Work-Life Balance Stress: The lack of differentiation between home-life and 

work-life was challenging and resulted in a misfit between the person and the 

job-environment.  With work always in the house, some participants found it 

harder to “get away from work,” especially on the weekends.  As such, the divide 

in the physical space made it more appealing to return to campus.  Alternatively, 

life stressors spilled over more into work whilst working from home for some 

individuals.  Again, returning to campus permitted a better segregation of work-

life balance. 

(4) Missed Face-Time: Being on campus provided participants more face-time with 

their colleagues and clients.  Being able to walk the campus, see people and to 

say hello was missed when working remotely.  Feelings of being “out of the loop” 

were also a component of this lack of face-to-face time. 

(5) No Longer Met Criteria: On April 8, 2019, a meeting was held during which the 

former Chief Risk Officer announced a new criteria for participating in the 

Remote Work Pilot Program, the participant must be off-campus at least 50% of 
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their work-time.  This led many to believe they were no longer qualified to 

participate, which resulted in a return-to-campus decision. 

 

None of the challenges, which had motivated OCRO participants to return to campus, 

appears to apply with the current remote work programs. With the pandemic, the lack of 

parking spaces (when permitted onto campus) was no longer an issue.  This issue may 

become relevant again when more return to campus (students, other staff, faculty, 

administration). All participants had an assigned desk (either shared, an extra floating desk, 

or their own from before the remote work program), so they did not have the issues 

associated to being “homeless on campus.”  The confirmed lack of fit was not reported by 

any participants in the current pilot programs; this may be due to self-selection with the 

prior experience with the pandemic-response remote work.  Two individuals wanted more 

time on-campus, but their official remote work arrangements were aligned with that 

preference.  Instead, the public health measures were creating the temporary misfit. 

The work-life balance was not an issue for the current participants, except perhaps 

the supervisors whose workload increased significantly.  Instead, participants reported 

improved work-life balance and improved personal time.  Many reported how supportive 

their supervisors were for creating and maintaining the work-life balance.  Missing ‘face 

time’ with colleagues was noted by a few participants; however, many noted that with 

videoconferencing, buddy systems, regular unit meetings, this was not an issue.  The 

pandemic may have also altered people’s comfort with the use of videoconferencing 

software to replace impromptu face-to-face chats.  Finally, the lack of meeting criteria has 

not been an issue with the current remote work pilot program participants as most units do 

not have a prescribed minimum (the exception is SGS which has a 50-50 hybrid, with some 

built-in flexibility). 

 

3.4  Program impact on employee and supervisor job-related attitudes 

For both assessments (OCRO and current pilots), unit members’ job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, and perceived organizational support were measured.   

Employees’ attitudes were examined separately from attitudes of supervisors in 

consideration of the fact that supervisors have different job responsibilities from employees, 

but employees may also have less control over their work conditions than supervisors. Mean 

comparison analyses were conducted with the current pilot programs to test if there were 

any significant differences between supervisors and employees on their attitudes.  There 

were no significant differences between these two groups except for perceived 
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organizational support (t = 2.574, df = 57, p = 0.013, equal variances assumption valid, 

effect size (Cohen’s d) = 0.893); supervisors reported lower perceived organizational 

support than employees. 

  

3.4.1 Supervisors’ attitudes. The current remote work pilot program members 

who have supervisory responsibilities reported moderately high levels of job satisfaction on 

average (neutral to very positive).  The remote work pilot program negatively impacted job 

satisfaction for 20% of the supervisors, had no impact for 60% and improved their job 

satisfaction for the other 20%.  Overall, as a group, supervisor’s job satisfaction was overall 

not effected by the remote work pilot program. Similarly, the OCRO members who have 

supervisory responsibilities reported moderately high levels of job satisfaction on average.  

All supervisors had positive feelings towards their job.  The Remote Work Pilot Program had 

a wide range of effects on OCRO supervisors’ job satisfaction.  For one supervisor, it 

significantly reduced job satisfaction, for another it significantly increased job satisfaction 

and for a third it had small negative effect.  Three supervisors felt it had no effect on their 

job satisfaction.  The average impact of change was a small reduction of job satisfaction, 

but this was not likely significantly different from zero change. 

In terms of organizational commitment, the current pilot supervisors reported 

moderately high affective organizational commitment (ranging from slightly below neutral to 

very high), and there was slightly positive normative commitment on average (ranging from 

very low to moderately high).  In the OCRO pilot, there were very high levels of affective 

organizational commitment and normative commitment.   

Affective commitment is an emotional bond to the organization, and is represented 

by comments like “I love MUN,” “I feel like a part of a family here” (e.g., Allen & Meyer, 

1990).  Affective commitment is the best type of organizational commitment as it is 

positively related to a lot of good behavioral outcomes (high performance, more citizenship 

behaviors, less turnover and absenteeism).  It is also positively related to organizational 

trust (e.g., Bussing, 2002), which in turn helps buffer the organization from negative 

consequences of any violations of expectations (e.g., Robinson, 1996).  The current pilot 

program has had very little effect on supervisors’ affective commitment (90% reported no 

change of their affective commitment, while 10% reported an increase in their affective 

commitment due to the pilot).  For the OCRO pilot, the remote work pilot reduced the 

majority of the supervisors’ affective commitment, the remaining experienced no effect on 

their affective commitment.  No one with supervisory responsibilities in the OCRO pilot 

reported an increase in affective commitment due to the program.   



 

36 | P a g e  
 

Normative commitment is felt obligation towards the organization (Allen & Meyer, 

1996).  It is also positively related to performance and negatively related to turnover, but it 

is not related to citizenship behaviors. Normative commitment is usually not affected by 

organizational initiatives, and that is also the case as seen here.  In the current pilot 

programs, 90% of the supervisors noted no change in normative commitment and 10% 

reported a decrease. The Remote Work Pilot Program in the OCRO unit had no effect on 

supervisors’ normative commitment. 

Continuance commitment is a costly type of commitment; it is where organizational 

members feel stuck and have no alternative than to stay with their current organization 

(Allen & Meyer, 1996).  Ideally, this type of commitment should be low.  High continuance 

commitment is associated with low turnover, but also higher neglect, absenteeism, and 

complaints.  On average, the current pilot supervisors reported moderately low continuance 

commitment, which mirrored the OCRO supervisors moderately low levels of continuance 

commitment.  In the current pilot programs, 90% of the supervisors reported no change in 

continuance commitment and 10% reported a decrease in continuance commitment.  For 

the OCRO pilot, the implementation of the Remote Work Pilot Project had a very small effect 

on increasing continuance commitment, on average, but the vast majority reported no 

change due to the program.  No OCRO supervisor reported a reduction of continuance 

commitment. 

Perceived organizational support has two components to it: the organizational 

member’s contributions are valued by the organization, and the organization cares about 

the organizational member’s well-being (Eisenberger, et al., 1986).  These are perceived by 

the organizational member and can be impacted by organizational initiatives that go above 

and beyond what is legally required.  Higher levels of perceived organizational support are 

ideal as this is associated with higher affective commitment, performance, citizenship 

behaviors, and trust. Supervisors in the current pilot programs reported slightly positive 

(just above neutral) perceived organizational support (ranging from none at all to very 

high).  In contrast, the OCRO supervisors reported, on average, moderately high levels of 

perceived organizational support.   

In terms of effect, theoretically, this attitude should have had the most positive 

impact by the remote work program, and the results of the current pilot program 

supervisors supports that there was the most change felt.  However, for current pilot 

program supervisors, only 20% reported an increase in perceived organizational support.  

Half (50%) reported no change on perceived organizational support, and 30% reported a 
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decrease in perceived organizational support.  This finding reflects the responses in the 

challenges reported by supervisors (e.g., lack of support, loss of vacation time). 

For the OCRO pilot program, all supervisors were in unanimous agreement that the 

Remote Work Pilot Program had zero impact on these perceptions of organizational support.  

This indicates that Memorial University is not capturing the full benefit of remote work 

programs for their supervisors (although there were 20% who felt improvement, with 

respect to the caring of well-being aspect).   

Finally, supervisors in the current pilot programs were extremely satisfied with the 

remote work pilot programs on average (ranged from very satisfied to extremely satisfied), 

and 90% reported no change in this assessment during the span of the pilot and 10% 

reported improved satisfaction.  This is very different from the OCRO supervisors’ 

experience, who were slightly dissatisfied with the Remote Work Pilot Program on average.  

Individual responses in OCRO pilot ranged from extremely dissatisfied to extremely 

satisfied, but the majority were slightly dissatisfied to moderately dissatisfied with the 

program as it was implemented. 

In addition to the overall analyses of the current pilot program experiences versus 

the first pilot, a group means comparison was conducted to see if there were significant 

differences between the units regarding supervisor attitudes for the current pilot programs.  

The results indicate that there are no significant differences between units (p>0.05) for all 

of the attitudes except for job satisfaction (F(4,9)=5.464, p=0.045); however group sizes 

were too small to conduct post hoc analyses.  Eyeballing the data suggests there is one unit 

that is lower than the others, but for confidentiality reasons further details shall not be 

provided.  When examining the relevance of this difference and the reported impact of the 

remote work program is taken into consideration (50% reported no effect, 50% reported 

improvement of job satisfaction with remote work), then this difference appears to be due 

to other factors than the remote work pilot program.  

 

 3.4.2 Employees’ attitudes.  While supervisors had the highest scores in 

satisfaction of remote work program, affective and normative commitment (only the latter 

two for OCRO supervisors), employees had the highest scores in satisfaction of remote work 

program, perceived organizational support, affective commitment and job satisfaction (only 

the latter two for OCRO employees).  Job satisfaction was rated very high on average, with 

range of neutral (5) to very great extent (10). This was similar to the OCRO results.  

However, in the current pilot, employees noted their job satisfaction was not impacted by 

the remote work pilot (63%) or improved by the program (37%).   OCRO employees, on 
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average, reported no effect on job satisfaction; however, the majority of the employees did 

note their satisfaction was impacted by the program.  Again, like the OCRO supervisors, 

there were employees who felt their job satisfaction was lowered and others who felt it was 

enhanced by the program.  Only 36% felt there was no impact on job satisfaction.   

The affective commitment was, on average, very high for both current pilot 

employees and OCRO pilot employees.  For current pilot employees, an overwhelming 

number stated there was no change (91%), 2% noted it declined and 7% noted it 

increased.  The program again had different impacts on affective commitment for OCRO 

employees, with three (21%) feeling it was enhanced and four (29%) employees feeling it 

was hindered by the program.  Half of the OCRO employees felt that the Remote Work Pilot 

Program had no effect on their feelings of affective commitment at all. 

Current pilot employee normative commitment was slightly above neutral, and 

represented the full range from not at all to very great extent.  OCRO employee normative 

commitment was slightly to moderately high, which was lower than the supervisors’ 

normative commitment, but still a healthy level for the organization. The current pilot 

employees reported the remote work program did not impact their normative commitment 

(96%), while a very few indicated it was improved (4%).  Conversely, the vast majority of 

the OCRO employees (79%) felt that the Remote Work Pilot Program had no effect on their 

normative commitment, the remaining (21%) felt is reduced their feelings of normative 

commitment slightly.  As such, on average, the program was reported to have a negative 

impact on normative commitment for OCRO pilot, but no to negligible change for the current 

pilot employees.    

Current pilot employee continuance commitment was moderately low on average, 

with a wide range from not at all to very great extent, with 94% of the employees claiming 

no effect by the remote work program and 6% reporting higher continuance commitment.  

The OCRO pilot had equally low continuance commitment to the supervisors’ continuance 

commitment.  Again, the majority (79%) felt their continuance commitment was not 

affected by the program; however, on average it was slightly increased (although this is not 

likely different from zero).   

For perceived organizational support from the employees’ perspectives, the results 

are consistent between current pilot and OCRO pilot, such that there was moderately high 

agreement that the organization cares about their contributions, and moderately high 

agreement that the organization cares about their well-being.  Although, the concern for 

well-being ranged significantly (from not at all to extremely high).  However, that’s where 

similarity ended.  For the OCRO pilot, there was a range of opinions on how the Remote 
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Work Pilot Program impacted perceptions of perceived organizational support.  On average, 

the program had no effect on this job-related attitude; however, from an individual 

perspective, some felt it diminished (21%) while others (29%) felt it was enhanced.  The 

rest felt there was not change.  Conversely, for the current pilot employees, 75% reported 

no change, 4% reported a decrease in perceived organizational support, and 21% reported 

an increase.  This trend also differs from the current supervisors’ experience (where 30% 

reported decrease, 50% no change, and 20% increase).  This suggests employees’ well-

being is being supported better than that of the supervisors. 

Finally, current pilot employees were extremely satisfied with the remote work pilot 

program (range moderately satisfied to extremely satisfied); whereas the OCRO employees 

were, on average, slightly satisfied with the program as it was implemented (ranging from 

strongly dissatisfied to strongly satisfied).  Vast majority of the current employees reported 

no change in their satisfaction during the pilot program (91%), 2% reported a decrease in 

satisfaction of the program, and 7% reported an increase in satisfaction. 

In addition to the overall analyses of the current pilot program experiences versus 

the first pilot, a group means comparison was conducted to see if there were significant 

differences between the current pilot programs’ units regarding employee attitudes.  The 

results indicate that there are no significant differences between units (p>0.05).  This 

should be interpreted with caution as the group sizes were very small, some with only one 

employee.  That said, all of the groups have very similar averages, with the exception of 

continuance commitment, which had two outliers but the other five units had very similar in 

score in between the two.  Given continuance commitment was not affected by the remote 

work program (96% reported unaffected), these outliers are likely be due to other factors 

than the remote work program. 

  

  3.4.3 Summary for attitudes. In summary, the current units with the Remote 

Work Pilot Programs are, on average, in a healthy state with respect to job-related attitudes 

(similar to the Office of the Chief Risk Officer), with the exception of the moderate score and 

reported decreases for perceived organizational support by supervisors.  It was remarkable 

to hear so many organizational members speak so highly of their organization and their 

unit.  There is a lot of good job-related attitudes and good will in the units (including the 

pre-pandemic pilot in OCRO).  Like before, these results should be commended.  

On average, there was not a lot of change due to the Remote Work Pilot Program. 

Indeed, for the employees, job-related attitudes either remained the same (vast majority) 

or improved (4-37% participants across different attitudes reported the improvement).  
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Very few employees noted any decrease (two employees for perceived organizational 

support, one for affective organizational commitment).  There was more decreases for 

supervisors in the current pilot programs and some increases, with the (vast) majority 

noting no change.  The biggest impact for the current pilot programs was felt in job 

satisfaction for employees and supervisors, and perceived organizational support for 

supervisors. 

The lower score and reduction of perceived organizational support for supervisors is 

an early indicator of important organizational issues that the supervisors are facing.  When 

supervisors discussed changes in perceived organizational support, they related back to the 

issues surrounding mixed messages, workload and associated lost vacation time, and lack of 

support.  These are not specific to the remote work program (workload was more to do with 

pandemic work and insufficient staffing); however, the lack of training for leading in a 

remote environment is related to remote work programs.  

 

3.5 Program impact on employee and supervisor job-related behaviors 

Members of remote work pilot programs were asked questions about their job 

engagement, job performance, changes in both, and then changes in knowledge sharing 

behaviors, task interdependence, and social relationships.  Due to time constraints, not all 

supervisors were asked all of these questions; however, emphasis was put on asking about 

previously relevant issues (serendipitous knowledge sharing and quality of social 

relationships). Unlike the job-related attitudes, which for the most part remained 

unchanged, interviewees noted more changes in the behaviors, many positive but some 

negative.  Again, supervisors and employees were analysed separately. 

  

3.5.1 Supervisors’ behaviors. Current pilot program supervisors reported 

moderately high job engagement, with a range from slightly above neutral to very high 

engagement.  Half of the supervisors (50%) reported that the remote work program did not 

alter their job engagement, 10% reported it reduced their job engagement, and 40% 

reported it improved their job engagement.  Thus, overall, the remote program has had a 

neutral to positive effect on supervisor job engagement.  Supervisors of the first pilot 

program had reported slightly high to very high job engagement, which on average was 

high job engagement, with no impact on supervisors’ job engagement (four reported no 

change, 1 reported a slight decrease and 1 reported an increase).   

With respect to perceived job performance, supervisors reported moderately high in 

performance (7 out of 10), with a range from slightly above neutral to very high. While the 
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majority (60%) felt the remote work program did not impact their performance, 10% felt it 

diminished their performance and 30% reported the remote work pilot helped improve their 

performance. The supervisors’ performance score was significantly lower than the 

employees’ perceptions of employee performance (t=3.322, df=57, p=0.002, Cohen’s d = 

1.153).   In the original pilot study (pre-pandemic), supervisors felt their job performance 

was on average moderately high (ranging from good to excellent), with 67% reporting no 

effect on their own job performance from the program, but 33% felt their own job 

performance was worse during the time period of the pilot project.   

For task interdependence and ability to coordinate one’s work, 40% of the 

supervisors felt there was no change, 20% reported there was an improvement, and 20% 

reported there was reduction.  This is slightly different from the OCRO pilot, where there 

was general consensus that the there was no change (or no significant change) to task 

interdependence and ability to coordinate one’s work.   

For knowledge sharing, there was consensus that the manner in which knowledge 

was shared had changed, but that’s where the agreement ended.  For some units, 

supervisors noted an increase in amount of knowledge shared, no change in ease of 

knowledge sharing, and an increase (or no change) in serendipitous knowledge sharing. For 

other units, there was either no change or decrease in the amount of knowledge shared, 

decrease in the ease of knowledge sharing, and no change or decrease in serendipitous 

knowledge sharing.  Serendipitous knowledge sharing is the flow of knowledge (which is 

useful to the recipient) when the two individuals are not intentionally seeking to receive or 

share that knowledge.  It emerges from casual conversations and is unplanned in nature 

(e.g., Martiny, 1998).    

This divergence of experiences may be related to the processes and communication 

practices in use within the units.  This will be discussed in more detail in the 

recommendations section.  However, it is worthy of noting that the latter results (the 

decrease) mirror the results of the pre-pandemic pilot study in terms of amount shared 

(formally or serendipitously), while the former (the increase) has the opposite effect.   

Finally, the impact of the Remote Work Pilot Program on the socio-emotional 

components (i.e., the quality of the relationships between unit members) also had divergent 

responses from supervisors and units.  Unlike the original pre-pandemic pilot study, where 

there was consensus that the socio-emotional aspect had gotten worse during the 

timeframe of the Remote Work Pilot Program, the current pilot programs had varied 

experiences.  The majority of supervisors (60%) reported an improvement in social 

relationships, 20% reported no change, and only 20% reported a reduction in social ties. 
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In the original pilot study, the majority of examples provided were associated to the 

lack of co-locality.  The OCRO unit had a very strong social component; it could be 

described as having a strong sociability culture (Goffee & Jones, 1996) in which coworkers 

befriend each other.  There were Sandwich Fridays where colleagues would gather for a 

Manna’s Bakery sandwich order.  This stopped during the past year with the Remote Work 

Pilot Program.  In addition, the large group meetings stopped due to technical difficulties 

with Skype.  The technical frustrations led to the cessation of these meetings.  Thus, there 

is a qualitative loss of relationship quality that has occurred during the timeline of the 

Remote Work Pilot Program.  Whereas, the units in which supervisors reported an 

improvement of social relationships noted communication practices and social practices that 

were absent in the original pilot.  Examples include: daily or weekly full-unit meetings on 

WebEx, “buddy system” where employees are paired up with a coworker and encouraged to 

check in with them regularly, social media group dedicated to the unit and social posts (no 

work posts are posted) which replaces the watercooler/breakroom chats, regular meetings 

or accessibility to supervisors for employees, virtual socials at the end of the week, out-of-

work socials outside of work when safe to do so with public health measures, and virtual 

celebrations of life events for unit members. 

 

 3.5.2 Employees’ behaviors. The responses from the employees mirrored that of 

the supervisors, with some slight nuances. Employees reported experiencing moderately 

high job engagement with the same range of responses as supervisors (slightly above 

neutral to very high engagement).  In terms of the impact of the Remote Work Pilot 

Program for the current pilot program employees, 63% felt it was unaffected by remote 

work program, while 37% felt it improved.  No employee reported their job engagement as 

decreasing due to the remote work program.  This differed from the initial pilot program, 

where the same percentage felt there was no change (65%) but 14% felt it reduced their 

job engagement and only 21% felt the program improved their job engagement. 

Employees of the current pilot reported significantly higher job performance (x̅=8.5, 

with range of 4.25-10.0) than the supervisors (x̅=7.1, with range of 6-9.5) (t=3.322, 

df=57, p=0.002, Cohen’s d=1.153).  None of the employees reported a reduction in job 

performance due to the remote work program; instead, 65% reported no change, and 35% 

reported improvement. This differed from supervisors a little such that 10% reported a 

decrease in performance, while 60% reported no change, and 30% reported improvement.  

In comparison, 43% of the employees in the original pilot reported an improvement in their 

job performance, 7% reported a reduction, and 50% noted no change.  In both the current 
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and the original pilot programs, employees who felt their job performance improved noted 

that they were able to focus better during the Remote Work Pilot Program, and did not 

experience as much stress.  Stress, specifically distress, is associated with a decrease in job 

performance (e.g., Ford et al., 2011) and health issues (e.g., Eddy et al., 2017), which in 

turn reduce productivity due to presenteeism (e.g., Hemp, 2004) or sick leave. These 

results mimic the academic research, which suggests remote work can be associated with 

higher job performance compared to the cubicle work environment due to workplace 

distraction mitigation (e.g., Congdon et al., 2014).     

For task interdependence, again the majority (59%) of the current pilot program 

employees found the remote work program to have no effect; however, 27% found it 

improved coordination of task interdependence, and 14% reported it made it harder.  

Conversely, the OCRO employees found the Remote Work Pilot Program to have zero effect.  

It may have impacted the mode of communication used in the coordination, but the actual 

effort and effectiveness was left unaffected by the program.  The differences between 

current employees and pre-pandemic employees is that some units’ supervisors significantly 

redesigned internal processes and the university switched from paper-based to paperless. In 

addition, some units implemented more full-unit meetings during the pandemic-response 

remote work. These three factors were associated with improved collaboration and 

awareness of other colleagues’ work.  There was no commonality among the current 

employees who noted it was more challenging (i.e., they did not belong in a single unit) 

except for the preference of an in person “pop-in.” 

For knowledge sharing, employees reported, on average, an increase in the amount 

of knowledge sharing during the timeframe of the Remote Work Pilot Program (71% no 

change, 25% increase, 4% decrease).  This was better results than the original, pre-

pandemic pilot where 50% noted no change, 36% employees noted they shared more 

knowledge now that the program was in effect, and 14% reported sharing less.  Perceptions 

on the effect of the remote work pilot program on serendipitous knowledge sharing mirrored 

those of the supervisors: 36% no change, 35% reported an increase, and 40% reported a 

decrease.  Interestingly, the OCRO pilot also had strong agreement between employees and 

supervisors, but the effects were different from the current pilots as noted earlier.  The 

OCRO employees noted that due to the lack of colocation, they didn’t talk to each other as 

much without a planned intent / agenda, and there was less overhearing of others’ 

conversations to trigger serendipitous knowledge sharing.   

For socio-emotional components (e.g., quality of relationships), current pilot 

employees’ perceptions matched the supervisors, such that the majority (55%) reported an 
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improvement of social relationships with coworkers than prior to the remote work, and 25% 

reported no change in quality of relationship.  Only 21% of the current pilot reported a 

decrease in the quality of social relationships with their coworkers.  This is markedly 

different from the pre-pandemic pilot, where 21% felt that there were some positive 

improvements in relationship quality recently, 14% reported no change, but the remaining 

65% noted a reduction in the quality of the relationships during the lifetime of this pilot 

program.   For the pre-pandemic pilot, there might have been a separate factor might have 

been a major contributing factor; however, the lack of social events and lack of physically 

seeing each other was noted and attributable to the Remote Work Pilot Program and the 

lack of co-locality at the Facilities Management Building.   

Conversely, in the current program, the units that had implemented more frequent 

video meetings, social events or social media groups noted a clear improvement in 

relationships. Several participants noted that they knew their coworkers much better now 

because prior to the remote work pilot program, their coworkers were not collocated with 

them, and they would never see them or know what they did.  However, with the regular 

full-unit meetings, they now knew them much better.  In addition, the ‘buddy system’ 

helped create connection to the workplace and coworkers.  Even new employees all 

commented that they felt they were able to meet and get to know their coworkers and feel 

connected to the group.  There were units in the current remote work pilot programs that 

did not have these new procedures and they reported similar findings in reduced social 

connection as the original pilot.  Thus, it is clear that remote work is not deterministic in the 

nature of work relationships, but rather it is the quality and consistency of communication, 

inclusivity of everyone, and social opportunities that determine the social connection and 

health of the work relationships.  As noted in the previous assessment, the quality of 

relationship between the supervisor and employee, and the quality of the relationships 

between co-workers for teleworkers (i.e., remote workers) is an important factor in 

predicting the productivity of the remote worker (Neufeld & Fang, 2005). 

 

 3.5.3 Summary for behaviors.  As noted in the original assessment, there are two 

key behavioural outcomes for the members of any organization or team: task performance, 

and socio-emotional outcomes of member support and team/group well-being (McGrath’s 

Time-Interaction-Performance Theory; McGrath, 1990; Warkentin et al., 1997).  

Organizations, especially knowledge-based ones like universities, also rely heavily on 

knowledge creation and dissemination (i.e., sharing – both intentionally and 

serendipitously).  Both the supervisors and employees agreed that while they were able to 
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do their jobs as well (if not perhaps a bit better), the biggest challenge for the current 

remote work pilot programs was reduction in serendipitous knowledge sharing and lowering 

of the quality of relationships among some units. While these effects were significant in the 

pre-pandemic pilot program, these results were not consistent for the current pilot 

programs.  Indeed, for four of the seven units, the opposite trend (an increase) was noted.   

For the other three, units, they had either an increase and decrease reported by their 

members, or a decrease and no change by their members.  These units had not altered 

frequently the met online, and/or they had a mix of eligible and not eligible members in the 

larger unit (another common factor with OCRO). 

During the original assessment, it was mentioned that the criticality of these two 

factors (knowledge sharing and socio-emotional outcomes) relate to the nature of the job.  

If the job is task independent where one person’s output does not impact another’s, and the 

quality of work and innovativeness is from individual expertise, then the reduction in 

serendipitous knowledge sharing is not critical.  However, if the job tasks are dependent and 

require coordination, along with collaborative creative problem solving for innovation, then 

these program impacts becomes much more important.  From the descriptions of the job 

tasks and task outputs, it is clear that the majority of job performance is based on 

individual expertise, with some minor coordination required.  This is likely why the 

significant reduction in serendipitous knowledge sharing has not been reflected in a 

reduction in job performance. 

However, with the current pilots, there were units whose members’ job tasks were 

highly interdependent and knowledge based.  With the adjustments to how the unit worked, 

met, and how frequently they met, the negative effects previously noted were not 

experienced.  Instead, they were improved. 

The issue of eligible/ineligible mix within units is an interesting one that will need 

further reflection by Memorial University.  If the individuals working on-campus are there 

voluntarily and that is their preference, and if the individuals working off-campus are doing 

so voluntarily (i.e., their preference), then there should not be any issues regarding 

perceived inequity or organizational injustice.  However, if there are perceptions of 

unfairness (lack of access to wanted opportunities) then this injustice could impact 

knowledge sharing and relationships (via conflict) and other behaviours within the 

workplace (for example reduced organizational citizenship behaviours; Greenburg, 1993). 

The other point of consideration is the modes of communication and frequencies.  If 

the unit proceeds as “business as usual” and assumes remote workers will have equal 

opportunity for knowledge sharing, there will most likely be the decrease in knowledge 
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sharing and reduced social connection.  Accessibility is more than simply having physical 

access to a building (although that is a significant issue), accessibility and inclusivity is also 

about having access to communication and information, access to each other, and access to 

opportunities.  Remote workers do not have the physical accessibility to pop-ins or hallway 

chatter.  Even in meetings, which are held in-person on-campus with a speakerphone or 

remote video on a sidewall, remote members might not have access to contribute their 

voice (literally, with one-way speakers, remote members’ comments will not be heard if the 

room is talking) or feel included if the on-campus participants are side-on or back toward 

the camera/screen.  Supervisors will need to be cognizant of these issues as status-quo 

operations appear to result in negative consequences for serendipitous knowledge sharing 

and social relationships.    

 

3.6 Program impact on unit performance 

The program impact on unit performance was examined from several angles: 

qualitative comments regarding the surprises and critical moments (both positive and 

negative); supervisors’ impressions of impact on performance, knowledge sharing and 

relationships of their area; and client feedback on unit performance during the timeframe of 

the Remote Work Pilot Programs. The former two will be described as the internal 

perspective, and the latter will be described as the client perspective. 

 

 3.6.1 Internal perspective. Supervisors were asked questions about perceptions of 

performance, knowledge dissemination, coordination and socio-emotional factors in their 

unit.  Some supervisors highlighted the impact of the program for the unit when they were 

also discussing their own behaviors.  If they did not address it on their own, follow-up 

questions were asked to get at their perspective of their direct reports and the unit.  

 In terms of direct reports’ job performance, there was unanimous agreement that 

the program did not negatively impact the job performance.  Rather, the majority reported 

that direct reports’ job performance was improving as a result of the remote work pilot 

program.  The remaining 42% reported there was no change (see figure below).  The 

original remote work pilot project also had no negative effects on employee performance; 

however, there was more belief they were performing as well as before the remote work 

program.   
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In terms of the unit’s ability to achieve its goals, the results were the same with the 

majority of supervisors reporting an improvement in unit performance, and the remaining 

(42% noting no difference; see figure below).  This again is a bit different from the original 

pilot, where the majority of supervisors felt this remained unchanged, and a couple of 

supervisors felt there was a slight negative impact.  For that pilot, there was a reduction in 

real-time, face-to-face communication (either virtually or in-person) and a development of 

silos due to lack of co-location. 
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Similar to the results from the employees’ interviews, supervisors perceived that as a 

whole, their unit was either having more serendipitous knowledge sharing (67%), or less 

(33%), but no one noted “no change” (see figure below). This diverged from the results of 

the original pilot program, where supervisors of eligible units for the remote work found 

there was a decrease in the serendipitous knowledge sharing within their units.  However, 

when asked if their direct reports were getting the knowledge they needed to do their jobs, 

the majority felt they were.  Thus the reduction of serendipitous knowledge sharing did not 

appear to impact the individuals’ job performance, and likely not the unit’s performance 

overall.  For the current remote work pilot programs, the increase in serendipitous 

knowledge sharing might explain a portion of the employee and unit performance 

improvements.  It also appears for those current units that are experiencing a reduction of 

serendipitous knowledge sharing, it is not negatively impacting the employee or unit job 

performance at this time. 

 
Supervisors in the initial pilot study in OCRO reported that the ability for the unit to 

coordinate tasks and for the supervisors to coordinate their direct reports was, on average, 

negatively affected.  The negative impact was not regarding the ability to meet unit goals or 

client needs.  Rather, it was more in terms of ensuring fair distribution of the “extra” work 

(i.e., managerial discretionary tasks) among their direct reports, and a lack of tools or 

training provided by MUN to enable supervisors to be successful in managing remotely.  

However, for the current remote work pilot program supervisors, the coordination was 

either not changed (64%) or improved / easier (27%) (see figure below).  One supervisor 
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noted that coordinating task interdependences was more challenging to manage with the 

remote work pilot program, but they also did a significant overhaul of the internal processes 

to improve internal efficiencies.  This challenge may be more related to the internal 

processes change than the remote work pilot program itself.  That said, these changes were 

associated with significant improvement in performance, serendipitous knowledge sharing 

and social relationships.  This may be a cost for those benefits. 

 
Finally, in the original pilot study (OCRO), the socio-emotional component was noted 

as being negatively affected during the timeframe of the Remote Work Pilot Program.  While 

most focused on the lack of the social component and loss of Sandwich Fridays and the 

casual face-to-face talks, one issue was raised that is relevant and important to note. As 

noted in the original assessment document,  

“When direct reports are physically present, supervisors are able to see the person 
and get a sense of the individual’s state and well-being.  They are able to see the 
non-verbal cues that perhaps the individual is stressed or ill.  They are able to see 
changes in behavior and, as a result, may be able to have a discussion with them or 
direct them to help (e.g., Employee Assistance Programs, sick leave, or day off for 
illness).  With a remote work program, the organization should ensure there are 
barometers for employee well-being as a part of Occupational Health & Safety. 
Remote work does not preclude this, but it is something that the organization would 
need to consciously implement.”  

 
It appears that all of the units’ supervisors took to heart the importance of wellness 

discussions and check-ins, as that was noted by all supervisors and most employees. In 

addition, several units implemented more regular full-unit virtual meetings, one-to-one 
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meetings with supervisors and/or “buddies,” and more frequent task-based/project-based 

meetings.  In addition, one unit implemented a social media group for unit members to post 

social and personal chatter as they would in the break room / watercooler / hallways.  As a 

result, supervisors of the current remote work pilot programs reported an improvement 

(75%) or no change (17%).  Only one supervisor felt there might be a decrease in social 

ties in the unit during the remote work pilot program. 

 
All interviewees (employees and supervisors) were asked to report any surprises that 

arose from the Remote Work Pilot Program, and any critical incidents (either positive or 

negative incidents).   Transcripts of interviews were also re-examined to see if any general 

comments arose that were not reported in the analyses above.  Most of the themes were 

already covered by the benefits and challenges. The original pilot study had three general 

themes: (1) logistics, (2) experiences at home, and (3) general opinion of the remote work 

pilot program.  These themes also emerged with two key differences.  First, 32% of the 

participants noted they had no surprises because they were already into the “remote work 

groove” due to the pandemic.  Second, there was a distinction between pandemic-related 

surprises and surprises from remote work.   

The biggest pandemic-related surprise was how quickly Memorial University 

transitioned from paper-based processes to paperless (noted by 28% participants).  There 

was general consensus that without the pandemic, this transition would have taken a lot 

longer or might never have happened. The other pandemic-related surprise was how clients’ 

expectations for modes of communication and meetings also changed, which later 



 

51 | P a g e  
 

contributed to the success of the remote work program (noted by 6% of the participants). 

In addition, some participants noted that the very initial transition to remote work 

(pandemic-response) was surprisingly smooth (28%) or chaotic (3%), and only a few 

participants commented they were surprised they had to train their family members to 

respect their working time (4%).  No one had to train their family members to respect their 

remote work during the actual pilot program.  In recognition of the smooth transition into 

remote work (both during the initial pandemic response, but also during the start of the 

formal remote work pilot program), 18% of the employees gave praise to their supervisors 

and the IT support they had received, “They deserve a lot of kudos for helping make this a 

successful transition.” 

Returning to the original three themes, the remaining surprises related to logistics, 

experiences at home, and general opinions of the remote work.  Logistics received the most 

comments, and included comments about how challenging it was to secure the required 

resources (13%); how the onboarding and creation of social connections was intentional 

and very positive (7%); how VPN access should be automatically given to all employees; 

and hoteling (available desk and storage space) is going to be needed if offices are released 

after the pilot ends.    

A couple of participants noted that they found the multicommunications (participants 

in the meeting simultaneously communicating in the video meeting, chats, and texts) that 

happened during video meetings bordered along disrespectful or bullying, or distracting 

from the focus of the meeting. Cameron and Webster (2011) found that when individuals 

used text while having another conversation with someone else (in person) it was perceived 

as uncivil if the texts were tangential to the topic of the in-person conversation.  However, it 

was perceived as beneficial if it was leveraging the multicommunicating person’s contacts to 

solve the problem being discussed.  This suggests that some videoconferencing etiquette 

could be trained so people are aware of the costs of tangential multicommunications.  

Similarly, participants noted they were surprised with the lack of university training 

regarding remote work.  Some suggestions for offerings are: an online informational module 

on how to claim household expenses as work expenses for the remote worker, functionality 

of WebEx and other software to maximize its benefits, and remote leadership.  There was 

also concern about how the organization may implement significant organizational change 

while employees are working remotely.  Some of the concerns for this were more based on 

effectiveness of video communications and perceived focus of those in the meeting.  Again, 

this speaks to some awareness training on virtual communications. Finally, one participant 
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noted that the pilot program gave people a chance to try it, and back out without losing 

face.   

The experiences at home theme had three factors to it for the current remote work 

pilot programs.  The first is that some were surprised that they had to order employees to 

stop working and to disconnect from the computer during personal hours (7%).  Some had 

assumed there would be an issue with slacking, but they found the opposite to be the 

concern.  Related to that, some were surprised they were receiving emails at all hours 

(3%); however, this was primarily not from unit employees as it was understood that work 

was to be done during work hours.  Rather these came from other units and superiors.  The 

third surprise, noted by a couple of participants, was that major changes in work 

arrangements was quite disruptive.  It altered their work tempo, flow, affect negatively, and 

increased their stress.  These major changes, however, were not specific to the remote 

work program, but due to pandemic responses (hybrid or on-campus to full-time off-

campus, back to campus, back off campus).  This concern was not raised by participants in 

planned hybrid work arrangements. 

The final theme, general opinion of the remote work pilot program, highlights the 

general love of the remote work program.  Interestingly, 9% of the participants shared 

stories about how they had a lot of trepidation or were even terrified about transitioning to 

remote work, especially during the outbreak of the pandemic.  However, they noted how it 

“opened my eyes” and that they now love remote work.  Another 9% noted how much they 

love the remote work program and are grateful for it (without first experiencing 

trepidations).  These participants’ comments are noteworthy because of the level of 

affection and emotional attachment they express toward the program.   

Finally, one of the surprises captured the concept of inclusivity.  There were benefits 

already discussed regarding inclusivity (improved inclusion in discussion and decision 

making of remotely located employees; improve awareness and understanding of one’s 

coworkers), but this quote captures another nuance.  “Equity and inclusivity also manifests 

in how people work.”  To that end, the remote work program provides equity for different 

forms of work styles, as well as different physical and mental health needs as noted in the 

benefits section. 

Before concluding the interviews, all participants were asked if they would 

recommend the remote work pilot continue.  There was 100% agreement that Memorial 

University should continue with the remote work pilot.  Indeed, it was recommended by 

many that it should be extended throughout the university to remove any inequity of access 

to this much-loved benefit.  This is a stark contrast to the original remote work pilot 
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program, where 29% in favor of the program continuing with some specific changes, 52% 

were interested in a more flexible remote work program, 5% discontinue outright, and 14% 

had no opinion.  Conversely, the current pilot participants frequently replied with 

“Absolutely! Yes!” or “Yes, absolutely!”  Indeed a couple of participants went on to say, “It’s 

the best thing MUN has ever done for its employees!”  “MUN is doing something right!”  

While others noted that if Memorial University were to take away the remote work pilot 

program, that decision would be very poorly received and would likely precipitate turnover 

and be a regression of “approximately 15 years.”  It was abundantly clear from all 68 

interviewees, that the remote work pilot program was a success and should continue and be 

offered to others. 

 

 3.6.2 Client perspective. A survey was distributed to a sample of clients for all but 

one of the units involved in the pilot programs.  One remote pilot program (i.e., Grenfell) 

did not have a client survey as the service was internal to the unit, and feedback from a 

“client” perspective was already garnered from supervisors.  Clients were representatives of 

those who received service from those in the remote work programs, and included students 

(SGS only), faculty, variety of staff from other units, and external bodies. Supervisors 

provided input into the selection of the client samples.  The following is a breakdown of 

target sample sizes and response rates for the units:  

 Office of Development - 16 clients were invited and 11 responses were 

received (69% response rate);  

 HR Payroll Unit - 6 clients were invited and 5 responses were received (83% 

response rate);  

 Research Grant and Contract Services - 18 clients were invited and 12 

responses were received (67% response rate);  

 School of Graduate Studies - 93 invitations were sent and 36 responses were 

received (39% response rate);  

 Technology Transfer & Commercialization Office - 8 clients were invited and 5 

responses were received (63% response rate); and  

 VP Finance & Administration Office - 6 clients were invited, 3 responses were 

received (50% response rate).   

 

     Client respondents took an average of 5 minutes to complete the survey, with a range of 

2 to 43 minutes.  There were three participants who took extra time to complete the survey 
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(one took 1.5 hours, and the other two 43-49 hours). All participants’ responses were kept 

in the analysis.  

Participants were asked questions about: 

 Their awareness that the mentioned unit was involved in the Remote Work 

Pilot Program,  

 Their actual and preferred modes of communication with that unit,  

 Whether communications changed from March 2020 to June 2021 (start of 

pandemic) and from July 2021 to now, and  

 Their opinions on the helpfulness, ease of obtaining resources from the unit, 

degree to which needs were met, timeliness of responses, and 

professionalism of responses, and whether there had been changes in these 

since July 2021. 

 

Across the units, 77% (unweighted average; range of 40%-100% across units) of 

the clients were aware of the remote work pilot program in the unit; 10% (0-20%) 

suspected; and 13% (0-40%) were unaware of the unit’s pilot program. 

The client participants reported using multiple modes of communication with the 

units involved, including: email (unweighted average: 100%), WebEx (unweighted average: 

85%; range between units: 78-100%), phone (68%; 53-80%), Skype chat function (36%; 

0-82%), Skype videoconferencing (28%; 0-82%), face-to-face communication (25%; 0-

46%), text by cell phone (23%; 0-67%), Zoom (10%; 0-27%).  The clients’ preferred mode 

of communication was predominantly email (unweighted average: 51%; range between 

units: 20-78%), followed by WebEx (18%; 8-36%), face-to-face (12%; 0-33%), Skype 

videoconferencing (11%; 0-27%), Skype chat function (7%; 0-40%), phone (3%; 0-11%), 

Slack (2%; 0-10%), Zoom (1%; 0-8%).  (For a synthesis based on unit, please see 

Appendix D.) 

The modes of communication are somewhat different from the first pilot study.  Pre-

pandemic, the modes of communication were email (100%), face-to-face (83%), phone 

(83%), text (42%), Skype videoconference (25%), Skype chat (8%).  In the current remote 

work pilot programs, WebEx has displaced face-to-face, phone is used a little less, Skype 

chat is used more, and other videoconferencing tools are used.    

Similarly, there has been a shift in preferences.  Email is still #1 preferred mode of 

communication (pre-pandemic: 58%).  However, there were only two other modes of 

preferred mode of communication: phone (25%) and face-to-face (17%).  No clients 

preferred videoconferencing or text/chat tools prior to the pandemic.  Now, using a phone is 
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less preferred than WebEx, Skype videoconferencing, and Skype chat function. Face-to-face 

communications is still approximately the same level of preference as before the pandemic. 

The clients’ actual mode of communications matched their preferences with the 

exception of one client whose unit did not offer face-to-face communications and that was 

their preferred mode of communication.  Clients also noted they used multiple forms of 

communication with the unit, in addition to their preferred mode.  When asked if their mode 

of communication had altered from the start of the pandemic to the start of the Remote 

Work Pilot Program, 58% (range 10-91%) of the respondents answered it had not changed, 

6% (0-18%) answered, “Maybe,” and 22% (0-40%) stated there was change during the 

program.  The majority who noted there was change or might have been change, indicated 

the change was neither better nor worse (18% of total participants; range 0-40% across 

units), 3% felt the changes were an improvement (0-9%), and 6% felt the changes were 

worse (0-18%).  However, once the Remote Work Pilot Program started, 81% (60-100%) 

noted there were no changes, with 1.5% (0-9%) replying with a “Maybe” and 17% (0-40%) 

noting there were changes.  Again, the majority (16% of all participants, 0-40%) noted the 

changes were neither better nor worse; 0.5% (0-3%) noted the changes were for the 

better, and 2% (0-9%) noted the changes were for the worse. 

 

Clients assessed how helpful the unit involved in the Remote Work Pilot Program was 

in addressing client needs since July 2021. The responses were very positive, with the 

average for each unit ranging from helpful (6) to extremely helpful (7), with an average of 

6.62 out of 7 (s.d. 0.37), and clients noted that the level of helpfulness either did not 

change or improved during the Remote Work Pilot Program. (See Appendix D for a summary 

of the results for each unit.) The ease of obtaining needed resources from the unit involved 

was rated, on average, moderately easy (͞x = 6.36, s.d. = 0.40) with the average for each 

unit ranging from 5.91 (moderately easy) to 6.80 (moderately to extremely easy).  All but 

two respondents agreed the ease of obtaining needed resources was either not affected or 

was improved by the Remote Work Pilot Program. Those two clients noted it was more 

challenging to access help by phone. 

The extent to which client needs were addressed was, on average, nearly to fully 

addressed (͞x = 2.72 (out of 3), s.d. = 0.32).  Units ranged from 2.27 (“most of the needs 

were met”) to 3.00 (“the needs were fully met”).  For all units but one, the Remote Work 

Pilot Program either did not affect this or improved it.  HR Payroll was noted as possibly 

doing worse on this dimension by three respondents during this time period for needs being 
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met, but the clients also noted that this was more likely due to staff shortage than anything 

related to the program.   

Timeliness of response to clients was rated as very timely (͞x = 4.15 (out of 5), s.d. 

= 0.33) with a range of moderately-to-very timely (3.64) to very-to-extremely timely 

(4.67).  All but one unit’s timeliness either stayed the same or improved by the Remote 

Work Pilot Program; RGCS had 1-2 clients who felt it got worse during this timeframe, but 

also some who felt it had improved.   

Finally, clients were asked about the professionalism of their interactions with the 

unit involved in the Remote Work Pilot Program.  The responses, on average were close to 

“extremely professional” (͞x = 6.80 s.d. = 0.25), with a range from “moderately 

professional” (6.4) to “extremely professional (7).  All but two respondents noted that the 

level of professionalism was not impacted by the Remote Work Pilot Program. Of those two 

respondents, one noted that with possible burnout from workloads, the nature of emails has 

become curt or passive aggressive; the other did not provide comments to specify how they 

felt it changed. 

Participants were provided the opportunity to give any additional feedback.  The 

following are some excerpts:  

 

“If anything, it's better. In large part because the forms of connectivity between [our 

unit] and [RWP unit] can now include informal communications that aren't email or 

require scheduling - ie, finding time to talk over the phone or webex. … If anything 

Remote Work has made [the RWP Unit] feel more accessible than ever before.” 

 

“I had no idea that [RWP Unit] was involved in a pilot work at home program, and I 

suspect the same would be true of almost any other department at MUN. As 

someone who is required to come on campus even though we work for an online 

Masters program, I am hopeful you will see the merit in allowing employees to work 

from home and will develop a policy re. working from home in the near future. I 

can't speak for everyone, but it improved my morale and allows me to be a more 

efficient worker (goodbye chatty coworkers). It was also a huge boost to my mental 

health (hello gardening on my lunch break). Be a leader, MUN, and show your 

employees you value them and trust they are capable, and perhaps even better 

suited, to work in a home-based environment.” 

 

“I really couldn't tell the difference. My colleagues have always been helpful.” 
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“I think it has proven successful. I felt at times that there was some uncertainty in 

how to go about things and we had to approach differently but this was more about 

adapting to change. I do feel that there is some value to periodic face to face contact 

as some employees seem to function better with this type of interaction but I do not 

think a full compliment of [RWP Unit] staff on campus at all times is required.” 

 

In summary, the sample of the Memorial University clients of the current remote 

work pilot programs, plus those of the original pilot program have had no negative impact 

with the Remote Work Pilot Program, that was directly attributable to the program other 

than two comments about phone access.  It is clear that the clients of these units hold them 

in high regard and are in support of the Remote Work Program. 

 

3.7  Summary of results 

In summary, the Remote Work Pilot Programs as implemented have had either no 

effect or a positive effect overall on the performance of the units and employees, both from 

an internal perspective but also from a client perspective.  The biggest impacts were felt on 

serendipitous knowledge sharing and the social interactions; however, unlike the original 

pilot program where these were reduced, the majority of units experienced an improvement 

on these factors, while a couple experienced a reduction like the original pilot program.  On 

average, there was no significant shift in the key job-related attitudes; however, for some 

individuals the Remote Work Pilot Program had positive effects.    

The unique situation of starting the remote work pilot program in the middle of the 

COVID-19 pandemic gave Memorial University some leverage for success in these pilots.  

The transition to paperless, the shifting expectations by clients, the improvements in 

supporting software (e.g., VPN, WebEx), and the ‘training by fire’ necessitated by the 

pandemic were key factors for these pilots’ success.  The initial pilot did not have these 

benefits, nor did the first pilot have the benefit of previous pilots for “lessons learned.”  For 

example, the big lesson like how the swing space created unintended consequences that 

have been found in other research, where the workers without permanent space shift their 

identification with the organization and can feel unwelcomed / homeless at work (Höpfl & 

Hirst, 2011).  As the pandemic morphs and public health measures lift, and Memorial 

University moves forward, this homelessness will still need to be considered for hybrid 

arrangements or when remote working employees do come onto campus for work. 
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4.0  Recommendations 

In this section, I provide recommendations to Memorial University of Newfoundland 

regarding any remote work program, included in these recommendations may be some that 

apply to the current remote work pilot programs.  I am not providing any unit-specific 

recommendations as it may be inappropriate to point out some that may experience more 

challenges than others, and some units have very few employees involved (1-2 employees). 

 

4.1 Provide remote work programs to all units 

The first, and perhaps most important, recommendation is that Memorial University 

extend the remote work program to all units.  As mentioned earlier, there was 100% 

support for the continuation of the remote work program (with only two people suggesting 

slight changes – more flexibility).  This is a stark contrast to the initial pilot program where 

the responses varied greatly on opinion. 

The current remote work pilot programs had two significant advantages to the 

original remote work pilot: 1) Memorial University had learned from the first pilot and had 

implemented most of the lessons learned; and 2) the COVID-19 pandemic had forced 

remote work for all employees, which forced a critical transition to paper-less processes, 

provided rapid end-user training to all employees on technologies required for remote work, 

shifted much of societal expectations about remote work, and provided units in the remote 

work programs time to experience and get comfortable with remote work to realize the 

benefits associated with it.  As a result of the pandemic remote work experience, the 

number of benefits identified by employees and supervisors was much broader in scope 

than those experienced in the first remote work pilot program, and many of the significant 

challenges were not experienced by the current programs. 

Three benefits I wish to highlight particularly for Memorial University are the 

improved wellness (including sleep, exercise and nutrition), accessibility and inclusivity, and 

communications and relationships.  The improved work/life balance (e.g., Pratt, 1999), and 

constant (if not improved) performance (e.g., Gainey et al., 1999; Pratt, 1999) are self-

evident and, on their own, support the extension of the remote work to other units. In 

addition, supervisors have noticed a reduction in turnover, which is another known benefit 

and cost savings associated with remote work programs (e.g., Hyland, 1999). However, the 

other benefits are less obvious, but equally important for Memorial University, if not the 

province of Newfoundland & Labrador. 

Many participants noted an improvement in wellness: decreased stress, more relaxed 

work environment, more exercise, better nutrition and better sleep (or better ability to 
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recover from a poor night’s sleep) despite workloads remaining the same or increasing.  

These wellness factors are associated with a decrease in absenteeism, improved focus / 

workability, and improved performance (e.g., Grimani et al., 2019; Mullins et al., 2014).  In 

addition, the improved sleep is a significant factor for increased citizenship behaviours (e.g., 

Barnes et al., 2013), reduction in cyberloafing (e.g., Wagner et al., 2012), 

counterproductive work behaviours (e.g., Christian & Ellis, 2011), unethical conduct (Barnes 

et al., 2011), and improved workplace safety (e.g., Brossoit et al., 2019).  In addition, 

better sleep improves supervisor behaviour.  Specifically, insufficient sleep is associated 

with increased rates of abusive supervisor behaviours as reported by employees the next 

day (Tariq et al., 2020).  These abusive supervisor behaviours then negatively impact 

employees’ sleep (Tariq et al., 2020).  Thus, anything that supports employee and 

supervisor sleep is beneficial for the organization in terms of preventing workplace 

harassment and abusive supervision, improving occupational health and safety, attendance 

and improving performance.7 Given wellness also impacts society in terms of societal health 

(mental and physical) and cost structures for public health, supporting the quality and 

quantity of sleep not only benefits Memorial University, but may also benefit the province as 

well.    

The second benefit, improved accessibility and inclusivity, is important for equity.  

Many participants noted mental or physical health issues that were best accommodated with 

remote work.  The home environment (e.g., private bathroom, access to change of clothes, 

multiple types of chairs, freedom to move about while working, access to natural light for 

seasonal affective disorder management) and removal of the commute allowed for the 

removal of some triggers or barriers, while providing more aids to support productivity and 

focus.  As noted earlier in this report, job engagement is most likely to occur when the 

employee experiences meaningfulness of the job task, physical/psychological/emotional safe 

work environments, and have physical (health)/psychological (health and 

distractions)/emotional resources available to direct at the job task (Kahn, 1990).  Remote 

work provided many workers a safer work environment and one that helped minimize 

physical, emotional pains, or cognitive distractions.  (Please note, for those experiencing 

domestic violence, remote work does not necessarily provide a safer work environment for 

the employee, and needs to be a consideration as per Newfoundland & Labrador’s 

Occupational Health & Safety Legislation.) 

                                                            
7 Note: these claims are causal, and most sleep research investigating these relationships involve both 
field and experimental designs to test the causal relationship. 
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 In addition, to the engagement component of accessibility and inclusivity, is the 

physical access to work.  Memorial University has a strong commitment to ensuring 

accessibility (see: https://www.mun.ca/main/accessibility/); however, structural 

accessibility is a slow-moving process and requires budget resources.  Thus, while the 

commitment is there, the reality of physical accessibility is not quite there yet.  As such, 

remote work provides access for the individual when physical barriers are problematic.  

(Please note, this is not a recommendation to replace physical accessibility with remote 

accessibility; it is one tool in the toolkit to help remove barriers.)  Related to this is that 

remote work has permitted more inclusivity of the various campus employees.  As noted by 

one unit in particular, that the remote work gave the physically remote employee equal 

inclusion into discussions and decisions.  

Finally, the majority of remote work pilot program participants experienced an 

improvement of quality of relationships and the same or increase in serendipitous 

knowledge sharing.  These benefits were not experienced in the original pilot program, but 

there are several reasons that may explain this.  First, the original pilot had significant 

technological problems.  Participants were using Meraki for IT access, and Skype 

videoconferencing for group meetings, and there was very little end-user training for these.  

The unit as a whole gave up on the group meetings due to technological challenges.  There 

were also no other processes put into place to replace the previous hallway/lunch break 

conversations.  Conversely, the current pilots used VPN, Skype for Business for awareness 

and “door knocking” but then used WebEx for meetings and one-to-one conversations.  

Furthermore, supervisors in the units who experienced improved relationships and 

serendipitous knowledge sharing added in new processes to support communications with 

the unit.  In the first assessment, there was discussion about the limitations of remote work 

and the typical issues of weakening relationships and reduction in innovation / knowledge 

sharing.  Indeed that has been the traditional challenge with remote work, and still for 

many companies during pandemic-response remote work (e.g., Jung & Silva, 2021).  

However, as demonstrated at Memorial, remote work does not preclude excellent 

onboarding of new employees, developing, maintaining and enhancing relationships, casual 

conversations that birth new ideas or share knowledge.  Rather, it is the effort, processes, 

and culture surrounding the remote work that define this.  This is supported by research on 

virtual teams and remote leadership; the mode of communication/location of work is not the 

determining factor, it is how it is implemented (either in-person or remotely).   

One recent mainstream article summarized the issue of continuing remote work or 

not. In the article, the author highlights that these issues of reduced social networks and 
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reduced innovation is not due to remote work, but it is due to increases in workload (Molla, 

2022).  Again, this is supported by pre-pandemic research where perceived time pressure 

results in more knowledge hiding and less knowledge sharing (Connelly et al., 2014), and  

job engagement in in-role tasks positively predicts disengagement from knowledge sharing 

(e.g., too busy to share; Ford et al., 2015).   

Last, but not least, there is the consideration of the equitable distribution of benefits 

to all employees across the campuses and units.  Up until very recently, there has been 

remote work for all employees of Memorial University; however, the experiences appear not 

to have been equitable.  The remote work pilot program participants had fewer transitions 

onto and off campus due to pandemic public health measures, which may have reduced the 

amount of stress and uncertainty, which other employees experienced.   Furthermore, those 

on formal remote work programs appear to have gotten more resource support, and more 

processes put in place to support their work and unit communications.  Thus, they 

experienced better remote work than pandemic-response remote work.8  This currently is a 

source of inequity in the university.  As illustrated in the findings of this assessment, 

productivity is unchanged or improved, wellness is improved, better work/life balance, and 

relationships may also be improved.  This is a benefit to which all Memorial University 

employees should have access, provided they want it, and provided the job tasks allow it.  

This brings us to the next recommendation: fit.  

 

4.2  Fit of offerings 

Remote work is not a panacea, and there is no single form of remote work. Not every 

employee will want to work remotely, and not every employee who wants to work remotely 

wants to do so all the time.  There are two key considerations for fit of offerings: 1) fit with 

the job requirements, and 2) flexibility of offering for fit with individual and unit.  

First, ensure eligibility and fit with roles/jobs, but question the assumptions of old 

normal versus what the pandemic has shown to be possible.  Is being physically located on 

campus a bona fide occupational qualification? Is it genuinely required for the job tasks?  

For some jobs on campus, it is.  For example, the maintaining of technology that cannot be 

shut down (e.g., CREAIT), or campus security enforcement (OCRO) are bona fide 

occupational qualifications.  However, even for those involved with technology maintenance 

have job duties that may be best completed remotely where there are fewer distractions. 

Similarly, within the university, there is an assumption of the need for face-time, and 

                                                            
8 Memorial University employees who were not involved in a remote work pilot program were not 
directly interviewed.  This information is technically hearsay from pilot program participants. 



 

62 | P a g e  
 

person-present as the face for client contact, particularly with students.  However, as 

illustrated with the client surveys, email and WebEx are the current preferences.  There 

were 1-2 individuals per sample who preferred face-to-face as their mode of 

communication; however, these individuals were not students. 

Second, consider a range of options: full-time remote, hybrid (ranging from 1 day a 

month at the office to 1 day a month at home), to full-time at the office. Allow for flexibility 

in ratio of remote versus office time to ensure fit with roles, job responsibilities and 

individual needs. 

Finally, individual fit needs consideration.  This includes accessibility, 

accommodations (for physical and mental health) and inclusivity considerations.  Another 

form of accommodation is degree of flexibility of work hours and work location to aid those 

with dependents (childcare, eldercare, or both).  In all of the interviews, there was never 

any negative comments about coworkers needing more flexibility to manage dependent 

care.  Instead, there were many comments of support and understanding, which mirrors the 

Newfoundland and Labrador culture’s focus on community and family. 

Finally, individual fit consideration may also include fit for personality.  There was 

some discussion in the interviews and the literature regarding personality factors that may 

be associated with successful remote work.  Personality factors have been studied 

extensively for their impact on work motivation, performance, and success in leadership.  

For example, conscientiousness (one of the “Big 5” personality traits) has reliably been 

positively associated with performance (e.g., Bono & Judge, 2004; Witt et al., 2002). Work 

motivation is positively related to conscientiousness and negatively related to neuroticism 

(e.g., Judge & Ilies, 2002).  This does not change based on remote work versus on-site 

work.   Introversion and extroversion (a second “Big 5” personality trait) was discussed by 

interviewees and the link to preference for remote work.  Indeed there was a theme that 

extroverts seem to prefer either hybrid or on-campus, whereas, introverts seem to prefer 

hybrid to full-time remote from both assessments (current and original).   

Instead of personality being a reliable predictor, it is suggested in the literature that 

with dispersed teams (virtual / remote work) that people are more likely to make a 

fundamental attribution error and attribute things to a colleague’s personality than to a 

situational factor (e.g., Cramton, 2002).  Indeed, one interviewee from the original pilot 

assessment noted that with remote colleagues they were less likely to know about things 

going on in their colleagues’ lives.  They would know less about the situational factors that 

may explain current behavior.  This reiterates the importance of maintaining contact and 

quality communications with remote workers, especially between supervisor and remote 
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worker.  It is critical for supervisors to have these insights as remote workers’ future career 

development can be impacted with inaccurate attributions regarding performance.  This 

raises the next recommendation: communications. 

 

4.3  Promote intra-unit communications  

As mentioned earlier, some units experienced a weakening of relationships and 

reduction in serendipitous knowledge sharing, while others experienced an improvement in 

these.  There were two differences: 1) units that had a reduction had some employees who 

were not on the remote work pilot program and other(s) who were, and 2) units that had an 

improvement added additional communication processes to minimize the potential loss.   

The additional communication processes varied, but they all had the same effect of 

getting to see everyone, increase amount of communication, and provide opportunities for 

non-work-related discussions.  For example, one unit implemented a daily 9am meeting 

that would take approximately 5-10 minutes every workday.  During this videoconference 

meeting (WebEx), there is a role call and each person had the opportunity to identify any 

challenges or “heads-up” notifications for their coworkers.  Prior to the start, employees can 

sign-in for non-work discussions without supervisors present. Many employees look forward 

to these daily check-ins, and there are a couple who find the frequency of them disruptive 

to their work (i.e., best focus time for work is early morning).  A possible solution may be to 

alter time of day for the daily meetings (Mondays & Thursdays at 9am; Tuesdays & Fridays 

at 2:30pm) so that individuals who are “morningness” (those who are most productive in 

the morning hours) and those who are “eveningness” (those who are most productive in the 

afternoon hours) share the interruption times.  Alternatively, have a discussion with the unit 

to problem solve the ideal frequency and timing options for the daily meetings. (This 

recommendation applies to all units that seek to include regular meetings for check-ins.) 

Another unit implemented weekly full unit meetings on WebEx, and discussions 

regarding how everyone is doing and any heads-up notices would be provided.  They also 

have a mid-week meeting with smaller teams in the unit for specific problem-solving and 

planning discussions for that week’s work, a paired “buddy” system for support and check-

ins (and general help), and a Facebook group specific for non-work discussions and posts. 

The frequency of meetings and buddy-system are well liked by the employees and they find 

it the right balance between team coordination and unit coordination, while still getting their 

own work done.  It is important to note that frequency of meetings may be sensitive to the 

percent of time working remotely.  This unit may be able to get the same benefits as the 

first unit with fewer full-unit meetings because they are is 50/50 hybrid, while the first one 
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is full-time remote.  Regardless of the differences, both units’ members identified improving 

their knowledge and understanding of their coworkers, many of whom they didn’t really 

know prior to the remote work due to distal locations. 

The first unit also implemented a tactic that was presented in the initial assessment 

report; one that BMO used with its knowledge workers.  BMO brought their workers back 

through special days or events (every second Friday), and they continued with their 

telecommuting (remote work) program.  They wanted more face-to-face interactions to help 

facilitate more knowledge sharing and better relationships between colleagues.  They found 

these on-site gatherings helped with project management and team coordination and this 

approach was deemed successful from a knowledge management perspective (interviews in 

unpublished research; Staples & Ford, 2004).  This unit opted for a monthly on-campus day 

for everyone, during which professional development session would be offered, and ideally a 

social event.  The pandemic public health measures has interfered with these plans, but 

they were able to get in a couple of these days.  

An interesting issue with the one-day on campus is that is can be disruptive to the 

flow of work performance for the employees due to commute/change of location, and 

increase perceived stress/irritation/frustration.  To counteract this issue, the value of the 

day on-campus needs to be tangible for the employees to balance the stress of not being 

productive for their workload (see work intensification and work overload discussion for 

workplace stress in the next section).  Adjusting performance expectations for that day (and 

associated week) may help increase the interest in the one-day on-campus process. 

Similarly, having support for these one-day-on-campus events from upper management 

may help mitigate the stress of lost productivity for that day as it would help legitimize the 

day on campus.  

Another nuance that was successful across all units was the meetings and 

communications between employees and supervisors.  There was an overall feeling that 

supervisors were more accessible, more caring, and more supportive in these remote work 

pilot programs.  This is not achieved without a significant effort by the supervisors, and they 

all should be commended.  Part of this is the normalizing of videoconference meetings 

between supervisors and remotely working direct reports.  For employee wellness, video 

meetings between supervisors and direct reports should be done frequently (e.g., start of 

shift or every other day) to get more cues on the employee’s well-being and maintain 

relational ties.  The purpose of these should not be “Big Brother is watching and needing to 

check-in” but rather, they may help create more routine for the remote worker, create 

stronger ties between supervisor and remote worker, and help keep the remote worker “in 
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the loop.”  Rich communications between supervisors and their direct reports also has been 

found to help reduce feelings of social isolation (Fireman, 1999).  As such, the content 

should be a review of the key issues that arose the day / week before, and highlight critical 

output goals.  Discussions could also include informal performance feedback and career 

development discussions.  The pandemic has normalized this, but supervisors should be 

encouraged to continue this. 

 

4.4  Further reduce workplace stress 

There are many different forms of workplace stress, like time stress (insufficient 

hours to do what needs doing in a day), financial stress (insufficient pay, insufficient 

budget/resources to support employees), technostress (stress from the invasiveness, 

complexity, uncertainty, insecurity, overload of technology associated with work), over-

performance stress (cues that prompt the need to perform at above normal levels; e.g., 

Parker & Griffin, 2002), and work intensification (the increasing of number of tasks to be 

completed within the same timeframe; e.g., Bunner et al. 2018). The pandemic appeared to 

provide organizations the opportunity to have rapid technological advancement and end-

user training while Memorial University’s remote work pilot program supervisors were 

clearly mitigating the techno-invasion by promoting disconnecting after hours. 

However, there are three forms of stress that seem relevant to Memorial University 

(possibly as a whole and not just the remote work pilot programs): financial stress, work 

intensification, and still to a certain extent over-performance stress.  Financial stress has 

clearly been a long-term issue now for Memorial University as a whole due to significant 

budget cuts.  It is outside the purview of this assessment to provide recommendations on 

how to solve this issue.  That said, there are “cracks in the foundation” due to insufficient 

labour supply to do the work that the university must do.  This strain on resources also 

promotes increasing workloads as work that would have been completed by a position is 

allocated to remaining members in the unit.  The labour shortage can be covered for the 

short-term by overtime or work intensification; however, this is not a sustainable tactic over 

the long term.  Work intensification and work overload are associated with reduced 

organization-level safety performance (e.g., Bunner et al., 2018), emotional exhaustion and 

burnout (e.g., Korunka et al., 2015), higher turnover (e.g., Chuan-Chiew et al., 2018) and 

absenteeism.  Interestingly, the remote work program may have provided the employees 

some extra capacity to be able to handle the extra workload or work intensification, but it is 

still not a long-term sustainable solution (i.e., operating with a labour shortage). 
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As noted in the original pilot assessment, there are several cues that prompt over-

performance stress for remote workers.  What was evident in the current pilot programs 

was that supervisors were consciously addressing these issues for their employees; 

however, there were mixed signals from upper management.  In addition, there were some 

indications that employees from other units engaged in some of these cues to the remote 

work pilot program participants.  Thus, this recommendation is for university-wide 

consideration, at all levels, not just for supervisors of remote work programs.  Some of the 

recommendations for removing cues for over-performance stress (as mentioned in the 

original assessment) are:  

1) Create the awareness of the implications of “working versus at home” language 

and promote language that legitimizes the work completed remotely, like “Are 

you working from home or the office today?”   

2) Ensure social awareness cues are not part of performance measures; any 

surveillance measures of presence does not belong in a remote work program.  

Rather, output of work is the key metric.  This requires a shift from “Face Time 

Culture” to “Performance Culture.”  (It is noteworthy that there were instances 

where the awareness systems helped supervisors promote disconnection from 

work after hours.) 

3) Create cell phone usage expectations where callers quickly ask if available to talk 

(e.g., not with a client, on personal break, or driving); and promote health & 

safety for cell usage (e.g., pull over while driving to provide focus to the call or 

do not answer).  This recommendation did not apply as much to the current 

remote work programs as most people used text to check if someone was 

available for a chat before they would switch to videoconferencing.  Phone 

conversations were not as common as they were with the original program, which 

is likely due to the pandemic shifting choices of communication channels.   

 

An additional relevant solution is the reduction or removal of after hour emails.  

There is a growing trend to stop after-hours work emails to help protect work/life balance, 

quality and quantity of sleep, and reduce stress (Belkin et al., 2016; Boswell et al., 2016).  

Volkswagon started by implementing an organization-wide policy that it was not permitted, 

and now many European countries (including France) have legislation limiting/prohibiting 

off-work hours access to employees, which are called the Right to Disconnect (see for 

overview: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Right_to_disconnect).  Receiving an email after 

hours from a supervisor / higher-level manager sends a signal about hours of work that are 
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contrary to remote work program hours.  Most supervisors involved in the remote work pilot 

programs were conscious of this effect and sought to protect their employees from it; 

however, this is not a university-wide concept and can lead to over-performance stress or 

disrupted sleep.  

 

4.5  Swing space and resources 

As the COVID-19 pandemic public health measures cease, and work returns to 

“normal,” Memorial University and the units need to ensure the on-campus physical work 

space is addressed.  For those units with full-time remote work, this is less of an issue, 

unless there are expectations of remote workers being allowed to come to campus for work 

occasionally or be required to come to campus for on-campus team building events (see 

Remote Work Agreement – Appendix A.2).  Most units have maintained original office space 

and desks for employees who are on remote-work arrangements.  This provides optimal 

workspace for the employee when they return to campus, but does not garner and footprint 

savings for the university.  

SGS reconfigured their desks/offices to accommodate the 50/50 hybrid model, such 

that buddies shared the same desk at the office.  This results in dedicated space for when 

the employee is scheduled to be on-campus.  There is also some additional desk space 

available if someone has to come into the office when they are scheduled to be off-campus.  

This arrangement has worked well, and employees had no complaints about it.   

As the units and the university adjust footprints, the recommendations from the 

original assessment should still be considered.  Specifically, there should be sufficient 

capacity for the potential number of remote workers coming on-campus, proper ergonomic 

adjustments available to the workstations, sufficient privacy for confidential conversations, 

and storage space for personal items.  Without these, there can be costs of temporary lost 

productivity while floating between meetings, loss of identification with organization 

(homeless, outsider), loss of confidentiality (phone conversations in the hallway or directly 

beside another colleague), and ergonomic costs (workplace strain injuries).  As such, it is 

recommended that each employee who has the potential to be on-campus have access to a 

workstation and storage facility.  The workstation need not be a formally assigned desk (one 

per person), but it should be a space that is flexible enough to meet fluctuations in demand.  

A cabinet or bank of lockers would address the storage needs for remote workers. 

The design of the workspace may also impact productivity.  Open spaces and cubicle 

farms can negatively impact productivity due to distractions and lack of privacy (e.g., 

Bernstein & Turban, 2018), and the creative types of communications sought by IBM by 
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bringing back their employees often occurs behind closed doors like in a meeting room 

(Camerota, 2018).   

       

4.6  Technology recommendations 

Remote work is only feasible with information communication technologies (ICT), and 

access to the intranet/servers/software to conduct business processes. While there has been 

an evolution of technologies used at Memorial University (e.g., from the Meraki system and 

Skype videoconferencing for the initial pilot to VPN and a suite of communication 

applications (e.g., Skype for Business, WebEx), there are some factors that could aid in 

more organizational efficiencies.  These are highlighted next. 

Replace Skype for Business: One of the major forms of emergent forms of 

communication has been the Skype for Business application.  This application helps replace 

much of the in-person “pop-by” functionality.  For example, the awareness system 

component allows coworkers know if the person is around for a quick chat; the text 

functionality allows coworkers to “knock on the door” and check if the person is available for 

a longer discussion, then they can convert the text into videochat either via WebEx or 

Skype video.  However, Skype for Business is at end-of-life and will not be maintained by 

the service providers.  Instead, the company is recommending MS Teams as a replacement 

software (e.g., see https://docs.microsoft.com/en-us/lifecycle/announcements/skype-for-

business-online-retirement).  MS Teams is used by some Memorial University organizational 

clients, so that software may aid in client service; however, its videoconferencing 

functionality is not at the same level as WebEx (or Zoom).  Thus, I recommend that the CIO 

and IT Department examine replacement technologies (MS Team or other) that provides the 

same functionality as Skype for Business (specifically awareness system and text 

functionality).   

It is important to note that these additional functionalities can also have negative 

potentiality – the awareness system could be used for or perceived as micromanagement 

and surveillance (e.g., Zweig & Webster, 2002), and texts could be inefficient forms of 

communication if they are used for more substantive topics.  However, these risks do not 

outweigh the benefits, provided there is training and clear messaging from all of 

management that these are not to be used as surveillance or replacing “face-time” 

management control tactics. 

Provide all required technology for remote work: Consider accessibility to 

required technology and resources.  Do not assume all employees have access to the 

required technology and set-up at home or that they can afford these investments.  Some 
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specific technologies that was problematic for some were: headphones, speakers, camera, 

laptop, cellphone.  For example, cellphones are required for push notifications with VPN 

(DUO App and Cisco AnyConnect Secure Mobility); however, not all employees have a 

personal phone to meet this requirement, nor do some want a work cellphone (see next 

section). 

Phones: For units where there is a high volume of phone calls from clients as part of 

client service, having a soft-phone (i.e., one that is web-based and operates through the 

computer the same way as videoconferencing software) would relieve the issue of not 

having a work phone while working remotely.  Many employees figured out a work-around, 

like retrieving voice mail off their campus landline and blocking their phone number when 

returning client phone call, or forwarding their landline to their personal cellphone, while 

others were provided a work cellphone.  Some employees explicitly did not want a second 

cellphone, and preferred the work-around options.  However, it should be noted that the 

Remote Work terms for the current pilot preclude work voice mail on a personal cellphone.  

Thus the reliance on employees to provide a personal cellphone (for call forwarding or VPN 

push notifications) runs counter to the condition of no work voice mail on a private phone.   

 The use of soft-phone could resolve this issue of not requiring another cellphone for 

the employees, but also protect against the voice mail on the personal phones or delayed 

access and returning of voice mail.  An initial search highlighted some possible options 

(e.g., WebEx Calling, Genesys Cloud, Zoiper), but Memorial University’s CIO / IT 

Department would be better suited to investigate and identify best integration with existing 

systems. 

 Budgeting for required resources: This is a tricky one; however, if remote work 

programs are to be sourced by unit budgets, then Memorial University will propagate the 

“have and have-nots” distributive injustice in terms of access to remote work.  This should 

be discussed at the upper management level and not left to units to problem solve.  Once 

the solution is identified, it is recommended that the initial pilot programs are retroactively 

included into the budgeting considerations. 

 

4.7  Training for employees and supervisors 

Perhaps one of the largest challenges that the current programs faced was the lack 

of proactive training due to the efforts required to manage the COVID-19 pandemic.  While 

the pandemic provided a massive “trial by fire,” informal on-the-job training opportunity for 

all of Memorial University (including external clients), there was not the time nor resources 

for proactive training (how to maximize the use of the technology, how to best manage 
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one’s employees remotely).  In HR, it is common knowledge that training is best done 

methodically and proactively than non-systematically while on-the-job.  It is difficult to 

ensure what the employees are truly learning in “trial by fire” type training, as they may 

learn inappropriate work-around techniques or have incomplete learning.  Thus, on a go-

forward basis, Memorial University should examine ways to improve training for employees 

and supervisors.  Some key topics raised in the interviews are discussed below, but this 

should not be considered an exhaustive list.  

Train or communicate tax exemptions for home expenses: Improve 

communication on the income tax exemptions of remote work expenses.  This was 

recommended in the first assessment but has not been implemented as of yet (pandemic 

responses, rightly-so, have been the priority).  While the Remote Work Agreement notes 

financial responsibilities, it makes no mention of tax credit options for working in the home-

space.  This could be provided in BrightSpace as an instructional video, and reference to tax 

credits can be referenced in the Remote Work Agreement. 

Provide IT Training for remote workers: For example, how to set up the IT 

systems, how to change passwords effectively, how to work VPN).  It is important not to 

rely on internal IT support or informal knowledge within the unit as this creates inequity 

across units for remote work.  In addition, while most employees now have experience with 

WebEx, still consider end-user training on these platforms to provide flexibility to end-users 

and ensure full leveraging of the functionality of the platforms.  As noted in the initial 

assessment report, the best practice with any change of IT is to ensure there is end-user 

training to allow better end-user adoption of the technology (e.g., Compeau et al., 1995).  

Furthermore, insufficient end-user training can be associated with increased security and 

privacy risks for remote workers (e.g., Nurse et al., 2021).  Using and understanding the 

additional functionality within WebEx is particularly important for onboarding of new remote 

staff, collaborative and innovative problem solving (e.g., shared screen, remote control, 

multi-media sharing). 

Provide remote leadership training for supervisors: Provide remote leadership 

training for supervisors of remote workers to maximize professionalism, trust, employee 

development, and reduce threats to unit cohesion. As mentioned in the first assessment 

report, the Gardiner Centre may be able to assist in this recommendation as they have 

access to various experts in leadership and management.  They also now have remote 

sessions available, which supports professional development for remote workers. Content of 

these sessions should include ways for leaders to still be effective in leading their direct 

reports with less in-person contact, how to promote and support an effective work culture, 
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support quality relationship ties among employees and with supervisors, and awareness 

training of the over-performance stress cues (e.g., Contreras et al., 2020; Kelloway et al., 

2003; Koekemoer et al., 2021; Neufeld et al., 2010; Vijaykar & Karhade, 2021).   

In addition, the university should provide university-wide awareness training of what 

the remote program looks like, and what is known for benefits and challenges for all 

supervisors, managers, directors, and deans, like a realistic job preview before starting one 

in their unit.  This will help address some misconceptions borne from pandemic-response 

remote work, which may not be the same thing as proactive remote work programs.  It may 

also assist in removing some over-performance cues between units through better 

understanding and use of language (e.g., return to work implies past two years of 

pandemic-response remote work has not been work). 

 

4.8 Clarity on policies like snow days 

It is important to provide remote workers time to also deal with snow removal, just 

like the campus does, to provide emergency access in case of workplace health incident 

(remote location).  While many employees reported enjoying being able to continue 

working, it is also important there is the same “delayed opening” to provide time for 

occupational health and safety. 

 

4.9 Be cognizant of regressing to old habits 

Finally, As the university moves forward from the pandemic, one challenge that faced 

the original pilot that was not experienced as much in the current pilot programs was the 

challenges associated with a mixed-presence office (also referred to as a “hybrid office”) 

where there are some employees working remotely full time, and some employees working 

on-campus full time.  It will be important for units to consider ways to continue the inclusion 

of remote workers into mixed-presence meetings to maintain the benefits of accessibility 

and inclusivity for remote workers into the workplace so they do not revert to being the ‘fly 

on the wall’ with video conferencing monitor to the side, or ‘eavesdropping’ on the one-way 

speaker phone.   

 

 

5.0  Conclusion 

Now that the COVID-19 pandemic appears to be waning, many managers may want 

to pull back employees into the office; however, employees see the benefits of remote work 

and wish for it to continue (e.g., Molla, 2022; Jung & Silva, 2021).  In many ways, the 
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pandemic has shifted awareness, ability, and preference for remote work; it released the 

“genie from the lamp.”  Back in 2017 (before the pandemic), IBM ended their remote work 

arrangements and recalled their employees back to the physical office (Simons, 2017).  The 

reason they stated publicly was that they needed their employees to work more 

collaboratively, side-by-side for more impromptu innovation.  The process was reportedly a 

forced return within a specified timeframe, and the only other option was leaving the 

organization.  The result (as reported in the media) was an increase in turnover.  Employees 

who preferred the remote work opted to leave IBM and work elsewhere (if not start up their 

own company).   

Today, social media has several examples of organizations pulling their employees 

back into the office, and doing so poorly (e.g., one office building’s lobby had large posters 

“joking” that employees are missing their sweatpants, and that their dogs at home are 

missing them now).  According to the feed on those posts, it prompted (or would have 

prompted) some on-the-spot resignations.  A recent poll of 10,000 people by Advanced 

Workplace Associates (a management consultancy) reports that “just 3% of white collar 

workers want a full office return” and a “full 86% of employees want to work from home at 

least two days a week” and that these opinions held across age groups (Shaw, 2022). 

In the USA, the pandemic also brought with it the “Great Resignation” in which 

organizations saw large numbers of resignations (Wiseman, 2021; US Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2021). There was some really interesting research that examined the reasons for 

the great resignation (qualitative data analysis of a massive data set using AI), which found 

the Top 5 reasons were: 1) Toxic Culture, 2) Job Insecurity & Reorganizations, 3) High 

innovation, 4) Failure to Acknowledge Performance, and 5) Poor Response to COVID (Sull et 

al., 2022).  There has not been the same effect in Canada, but the legal context in Canada 

protects workers from toxic work culture a bit more than it does in the USA (e.g., 

occupational health and safety legislation on harassment and bullying in addition to human 

rights protection).  Furthermore, Canada, as a whole has had better responses to COVID for 

employee safety than the USA. That all said, there are hints that once people become more 

confident about the economy and lack of COVID public health interventions, we might see a 

similar increase in turnover (e.g., Bank of Canada Survey, c.f. Lundy, 2022), and that 

remote work availability may be a consideration point (Lundy, 2022). 

While managers in general might want to pull back employees, it is noteworthy that all 

of the supervisors involved in the remote work pilot programs at Memorial University are in 

full support of it continuing, as they see the benefits for their units and employees, including 

an improvement in morale.  They saw productivity stay the same or improve, despite 
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having to address pandemic-related workload or work intensification.  Employees 

experienced a significant decrease in stress, again despite the pandemic which research has 

shown to be a significant stressor (Sadovyy et al., 2021).  

In conclusion, it would be in Memorial University’s best interest to continue with the 

remote work programs, and provide access to this benefit for all who want it and see a fit 

with their job.  It would cost the university a lot more to try and put the “genie back in the 

lamp” than to harness its power and benefits. 
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A.4 – Current Remote Work Pilot Program’s Occupational Health & Safety Checklist 
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A.1 Office of the Chief Risk Officer 
Remote Work Pilot Program 

Terms of Reference 
April 2018 

 
Purpose 
The purpose of this document is to outline the requirements and provisions for employees 
within the Office of the Chief Risk Officer (OCRO) who are interested in and approved to work 
remotely for at least part of each work week during a pilot program. 
 
Overview 
Memorial University is committed to providing programs designed to engage employees and 
help balance their work, personal, and family responsibilities. This pilot program will assist in 
meeting business and sustainability objectives while satisfying the growing needs of 
employees to improve their overall quality of life. Remote work is an opportunity to offer 
flexible work arrangements between Memorial University and its employees, and to utilize 
technology to help reduce the requirement for physical space on campus. 
 
Working remotely provides many benefits. It can allow employees to manage better work/life 
balances, reclaim commute times, increase productivity, reduce absenteeism, and increase 
job satisfaction and motivation. It also helps reduce Memorial University’s requirements for 
office space and maintenance, as well as parking and traffic congestion on campus. 
 
Pilot Program Guidelines 
Remote work is a voluntary flexible work arrangement between Memorial University and 
employees within the OCRO. It is not a right or a reward and can be terminated at any time 
with reasonable notice, if it is determined that the needs of the organization or the employee 
are not being met. See the Termination of Remote Work Agreement and the Dismantling 
sections below for more details. 
 
Eligibility 
To be eligible to work remotely the following criteria must be met: 

 The work can be effectively and productively completed remotely without having to 
physically be at Memorial University. 

 The employee does not require close supervision. 
 The manager must be able to monitor work performance. Examples include deadlines, 

output, client feedback, system activity, KPIs, etc. 
 Working remotely cannot negatively affect the services offered to any internal or 

external clients or colleagues. 
 Working remotely should be cost effective. The set-up and operational budget needs 

to be available, budgeted and pre-approved. 
 The employee must have a safe, private, productive work location. 
 High-speed internet must be available. 
 The employee must be willing to agree to the terms set out in the Remote Work 

Agreement. 
 Memorial University is not responsible for any costs not specifically included in this 

pilot program. 
 
Approval 
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All employees who want to work remotely will need approval from the Chief Risk Officer and 
all parties must sign the Remote Work Agreement. 
 
Safety 
Remote workers must take the same safety precautions that one would normally take in an 
office setting and adhere to all of Memorial University’s safe work practices, standards, policies 
and procedures. 
 
Employees injured performing their work duties during a remote working arrangement must 
immediately report any incidents to their supervisor and complete the required incident 
reports. 
 
Workplace NL covers employees whether the illness or injury takes place at the designated 
workplace or the remote work place. Workplace NL adjudicates and determines benefit 
entitlement as per their policies and procedures. 
 
Scheduling and Availability 
Remote workers must be available and accessible to their internal and external clients and 
colleagues. The expectation for scheduling and availability are the same for remote workers 
and employees who work within a Memorial University facility. In addition to availability it is 
important to consider the following: 

 Diligence in calendar/schedule management, leave scheduling and approval is 
required. Protocols and expectations in these areas should be discussed and agreed 
upon by the remote worker and their supervisor and Dean/Director prior to approval 
to work remotely and cannot violate any leave policy or a collective agreement. 

 Checking and responding to voice mail in a diligent manner is expected. 
 Remote workers must be available to come into Memorial University facility upon 

request. 
 Mail must be addressed and sent to Memorial University location and not a remote 

workplace. If needed to be actioned by a remote worker, mail must be picked  up in a 
timely manner.  However, technology should be utilized as the most effective means 
for communications where possible. 

 If for some reason a remote worker is not able to work remotely for an extended period 
(e.g. due to local power outage, or loss of internet service), they should inform their 
supervisor and, if required, arrange to work from an alternative location (e.g.; 
Designated workplace or other Memorial University facility). 

 Memorial University expects all remote workers to interact with their fellow team 
members through team/group meetings and other events. As set out in the Remote 
Work Agreement, remote workers will make, at a minimum, periodic visits to the office 
for meetings, to network and interact with members of their team. Remote workers 
must arrange for workspace when making such visits. Remote workers are also 
encouraged to participate in organizational sponsored events. 

 Physical business meetings cannot be held in the remote workplace. Meetings should 
be via video or teleconferencing, as applicable. 

 All dependents have appropriate care independent of the remote worker. 
 Manage personal responsibilities in a way that allows successful completion of work. 
 On campus work activities (e.g. safety inspections, training delivery, etc.) take priority 

over remote working and client services cannot be hindered by remote work.  As such, 
remote workers will have to plan, schedule and balance their work activities between 
the remote work location and “on campus” to ensure adherence to this priority. 
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Utilities 
Any utility costs associated to working remotely will be at the employee’s expense. 
 
Renovations 
The set-up of an office will be at the employee’s own expense and not come at a cost to 
Memorial University, including physical installation of phone lines, internet access, or electrical 
upgrades. 
 
Office Furniture and Equipment 
Office furniture must be safe, ergonomic and meet Memorial University’s standards. The set-
up of an office will normally utilize the employee’s existing furniture and equipment and not 
come at an additional cost to Memorial University or the remote worker.  Specific details will 
be set out in the Remote Work Agreement. 
 
Standard Technology and Telecommunications Offerings 
Memorial University will supply the technology and telecommunications equipment, supplies, 
and support needed to work remotely.  All items will remain the property of Memorial 
University and must  be returned upon the termination of the Remote Work Agreement. 
 
Additional equipment (requiring approval) 
In some circumstances, additional equipment beyond technology and telecommunications 
may be available to remote workers. Before approval or issuance of these items, a cost/benefit 
analysis must be completed and written approval from the Chief Risk Officer.  As when 
working at a designated workplace, the equipment offerings provided by the organization 
must only be used for performing the duties associated with the remote worker’s position. 
Any standard Optional and Additional technology and telecommunications offerings are the 
property of Memorial University. To meet Memorial University’s security and standards, the 
procurement and set-up of these items must follow Memorial University’s policies and 
processes. 
 
Maintenance of Technology and Telecommunications Assets 
Memorial University will provide the service necessary to install, upgrade, and maintain the 
technology and telecommunications equipment provided by Memorial University. Remote 
workers shall follow existing support processes (e.g., help desk) for troubleshooting, 
maintenance and repairs to all technology and telecommunications equipment.  If the 
technology and telecommunications equipment needs to be physically accessed, the remote 
worker is responsible for safely and securely transporting the equipment to the Memorial 
University facility directed by the Help Desk. 
 
Office Supplies 
Remote workers should replenish office supplies during office visits. Office supplies must  be 
picked up by remote workers. They will not be mailed, couriered, or delivered. Pre-
authorization of all office related expenses by the remote worker’s supervisor and the 
applicable budget holder is required prior to incurring any expenses. 
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Insurance 
Memorial University’s insurance covers all Memorial University owned equipment and will 
continue to protect employees, including remote workers, for liability arising from their work 
for and on behalf of Memorial University. 
 
All remote workers must have general liability insurance on their remote work place.  As such, 
all remote workers should contact their insurance provider to advise that they are working 
remotely to ensure that their ‘homeowners’ or ‘renters’ insurance includes liability arising out 
of business engaged while working remotely. When speaking with your insurance provider it 
is important to note that “All Memorial University owned equipment are covered by Memorial 
University and do not need to be included on the remote worker’s insurance plan”.  Remote 
workers must provide a copy of their certificate of insurance confirming general liability 
coverage.  Any associated costs for this coverage is the responsibility of the remote worker. 
 
Moving 
If the remote worker moves during the term of the agreement, the existing Remote Working 
Agreement terminates and a new one will be required. The Remote worker is responsible for 
any moving and set-up costs. The costs associated with implementing and dismantling 
resulting from a move will be the responsibility of the remote worker and must meet the 
standards of the Remote Work Agreement. 
 
Privacy and Confidentiality 
All remote workers must adhere to all Memorial University policies. Ensuring security of data 
is important at all times, including when working remotely. All information security controls 
should be in place at all remote workplaces, including: 
 

 Conducting work electronically, where possible, versus printing paper copies. 
 Paper files should be stored at a Memorial University facility and not at a remote 

workplace. Employees working with paper should store and destroy files at a Memorial 
University facility. 

 Electronic files should be safely stored on Memorial University servers using password 
protection on mobile devices and computers. 

 Do not leave private information out in an open environment. 
 The only devices used to store information are those devices that Memorial University 

provided. 
 Electronic files should never be stored on a personal device. 
 Personal voice mail or answering machines should never be used for receiving and 

storing work related messages. 
 The remote worker for work related purposes should only use Memorial University 

equipment, resources, and material. 
 Conduct client confidential discussions by phone in private areas. 

 
Travel to Memorial University Facility 
The remote worker is responsible for any costs associated with travel to their designated 
workplace, including any trips to the office on any of the remote workdays. Travel on Employer 
Business policies still apply, but start at their designated workplace and not their remote 
workplace. 
 
 
Accessibility 
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Remote workplaces must be accessible for on-site visits by a Memorial University 
representative for safety inspections, investigations, equipment audits, and other business 
related matters upon 24 hours notice or an agreed upon time. 
 
Remote Work Agreement 
A copy of the Remote Work Agreement is placed on the employee’s Personal file.  The 
agreement should include specific details such as: 
 

 Regularly scheduled hours of work as agreed upon between the remote worker and 
their supervisor, including specific hours of remote accessibility and times where the 
remote worker will be working at a Memorial University facility.  

 An outline of communication arrangements between the remote worker and their 
supervisor including frequency, method and content. 

 An acknowledgement by the remote worker that they are available to come into a 
Memorial University facility as and when required.  

 A copy of the employee’s certificate of home/renter’s insurance confirming general 
liability coverage. 

 Assurance that the workspace will be maintained by the employee in a clean, safe, 
ergonomically correct and is subject to inspection. 

 
Upon approval of the Remote Work Agreement, the remote worker’s work area within the 
designated workplace may be repurposed. 
 
Amendment of Remote Work Agreement 
The Remote Work Agreement may be amended by mutual agreement of the parties. 
 
Termination of Remote Work Agreement 
Either party can terminate the Remote Work Agreement, in writing, with reasonable notice as 
determined by Memorial University. The agreement automatically terminates when: 
 

 Upon the expiry of the Remote Work Agreement; 
 The remote worker transfers to a new position. If the employee wishes to continue 

working remotely, a new Remote Work Agreement must be in place; or 
 If the remote worker moves, the existing Remote Work Agreement terminates and a 

new one is required. 
 

Dismantling 
Memorial University will not be responsible for any dismantling costs. Remote workers 
transitioning to work within a Memorial University facility must return the remote work 
equipment and supplies within 72 hours of termination of the Remote Work Agreement. 
Remote workers no longer employed by Memorial University must return the remote work 
equipment and supplies immediately upon termination of employment. 
 
 
Measures of Success 
In order to measure the success of the Pilot Program the Office of the Chief Risk Officer and 
participating employees will keep records and conduct analysis of various metrics, 
opportunities and challenges encountered during the Pilot Program.  Some of the things to be 
measured include, but are not limited to: 

 Time spent working at the Remote Work Location; 
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 Time spent working on campus; 

 Increases/Decreases to individual employee and team productivity; 

 Performance against work plans, including any positive/negative deviations; 

 Potential Costs savings (including if 208 Elizabeth Avenue was not required); 

 Client service standards; and 

 Employee satisfaction. 
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 REMOTE WORK AGREEMENT  
 
THIS AGREEMENT made by and between Memorial University of Newfoundland (hereinafter 
referred to as "the University"), (INSERT EMPLOYEE NAME) (hereinafter referred to as "the 
Employee").  
Pursuant to the terms of reference set out for the University’s Remote Work Pilot Project 
(hereinafter referred to as the “URWPP”), the University and the Employee mutually 
acknowledge and agree as follows:  
1. The Employee is a suitable candidate to work remotely, and both parties desire to permit 
such an arrangement. The Employee’s supervisor/manager and Director have reviewed the 
details of this remote work agreement and agree such an arrangement is beneficial.  
 
2. The parties both acknowledge and agree that the proposed remote work location has 
been inspected and is a suitable work location and meets all of the requirements of the 
URWPP, and other University policies.  
 
3. The Remote Work Agreement will commence on May 1st, 2018 and continue until 
November 30th, 2018 or until such time as the agreement terminates as outlined in the 
provisions of the URWPP. The parties acknowledge that at all times the Remote Work 
Agreement will be in compliance with the provisions of the URWPP.  
 
4. During the period covered by this agreement the Employee’s primary work location will 
be (INSERT EMPLOYEE ADDRESS), St. John’s, NL, with a secondary work location situated 
on the University’s property located at 208 Elizabeth Avenue, St. John’s, NL. 
Notwithstanding, the Employee acknowledges and agrees that they will be available to 
return to University facilities for regularly scheduled meetings and events, or as and when 
required by their supervisor and/or manager.  
 
5. The Employee’s normal work hours will be 8:30 AM to 4:30 PM from Monday to Friday.  
 
6. The Employee and their supervisor and/or manager will communicate regularly by 
electronic means and will continue to meet in person not less than monthly.  
 
7. The University will provide for installation (by the Employee) at the remote work location 
a Meraki Wireless Device/Router. The Employee may also utilize their existing computer, 
monitor(s), chair, telephone(s) and any ergonomic devices at their remote work location, if 
so desired. All other furniture and equipment will remain at the secondary work location for 
use during visits to campus.  
 
8. The Employee is responsible for all costs associated to working remotely including, but 
not limited to, high speed internet, utilities, general liability insurance on the remote work 
location and travel to or from the University.  
 
9. The Employee acknowledges that they have arranged for general liability insurance at 
their remote work location and in doing so the Employee advised their insurance provider 
that “All Memorial University owned equipment is covered by Memorial University and do 
not need to be included on the remote worker’s insurance plan”.  
 
10. The Employee agrees that privacy, confidentiality and ensuring the security of data is 
important at all times and, as such, will conduct all work related activities and business at 
the remote work location in the same fashion as would be expected on University premises.  
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11. The Employee agrees to maintain their workspace at the remote work location in a 
clean, safe and ergonomically correct condition; which is subject to inspection.  
 
12. The Employee agrees that the remote workspace will be accessible for on-site visits by a 
Memorial University representative for safety inspections, investigations, equipment audits, 
and other business related matters upon 24 hours notice or an agreed upon time.  
 
13. The Employee agrees that, other than for scheduled workplace inspections, they will not 
receive work related visits from customers or colleagues at the remote work location.  
 
14. Either party can terminate the Remote Work Agreement, in writing, with reasonable 
notice as determined by Memorial University. The agreement automatically terminates as 
per clause 3 on January 4, 2019, or when the remote worker transfers to a new position or 
if the remote worker moves. If the employee wishes to continue working remotely after 
expiry of this agreement, a new Remote Work Agreement must be in place;  
 
15. The Employee agrees to release and hold harmless Memorial University of 
Newfoundland, it’s agents, servants and employees for any and all claims (excluding those 
that are covered by worker’s compensation ) that he has, or may in the future have, against 
Memorial University of Newfoundland, it’s agents, servants and employees, or, from any 
and all claims for any loss, damage, injury or expense that he may suffer as a result of this 
agreement due to any cause whatsoever, including negligence, gross negligence, breach of 
contract, or breach of any statutory or other duty of care, on behalf of the University.  
 
This agreement is dated at St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador on this ___ day of April, 
2018.  
 

PER: __________________________  
__________________________    (Employee)  
WITNESS  
 
 

PER: __________________________  
__________________________    (Supervisor)  
WITNESS 
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A.2 – Current Pilot Program 

Work From Home Pilot Agreement 
 January  2021 

Administrative Information 
 

Employee Name: 

_______________________________________ 

Position: 

_______________________________________ 

Department/Unit: 

_______________________________________ 

Designated Workplace (if required): 

_______________________________________ 

Remote Workspace Location/Address: 

_______________________________________ 

Date to begin remote work pilot:  

_______________________________________ 

Date of remote work pilot ending (1 Year):  

_______________________________________ 

 

Work Schedule:  Employees working remotely should have designated working hours so that co‐

workers, clients, and other stakeholders know when they can best engage with the Employee on work‐

related matters (i.e. 8:30 A.M. – 4:30 P.M., Monday – Friday).  At the request of the Employee and 

subject to operational needs, flexibility is encouraged, please identify the agreed upon work schedule in 

the space below: 

 

University Equipment: An Employee who is working remotely may be utilizing university equipment 

from their Remote Workspace, if so, please identify equipment details in the space below:   
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General Terms 
 

All Employees of the University, including those working remotely, must be familiar with and adhere to 

all University policies. Additionally, to ensure the best interests of the University, all Employees, faculty 

and students, the following general terms of agreement will apply to any Remote Work Agreement. 

 

Health & Safety 

 A health and safety checklist will be completed by the Employee and reviewed by their 
supervisor prior to commencing Remote Work. Employees working remotely must 
adhere to the same safe work practices, standards, policies and procedures that are 
expected at their Designated Workplace. 

 An Ergonomics Self‐Assessment must be completed by the Employee for each 
workstation used and signed copy returned to the Employee’s supervisor.  If a request 
for a workstation review is necessary, the Employee will complete the request form and 
send directly to the Ergonomist (process identified within the Self‐Assessment).  

 In‐person meeting or appointments are not permitted at the Remote Workplace. 

 Remote Work is not considered practical substitute for dependent care and other dependent 
care arrangements must be in place upon commencement of any Remote Work Arrangement. 

 If an Employee working remotely is injured while working, the employee must report the 
incident or accident in accordance with the University’s reporting process. The Employee’s 
supervisor and/or appropriate University representative should be notified immediately.   

 

Information Technology and Telecommunications Equipment 
 Technology and telecommunications equipment and support will be provided by the University 

based on an assessment of requirements. 

 All equipment provided will remain the property of the University and must be returned upon 
termination of the Remote Work Agreement or termination of employment. 

o This equipment will need to be managed safely and securely as outlined in the 
information management and privacy protection section below. 

o Support will be provided through the Information and Technology Services (ITS) service 
desk to maintain the equipment.   If the equipment needs to be physically accessed, the 
Employee is responsible for safely and securely transporting the equipment to a location 
as directed by the ITS service desk. 

 The equipment provided is to be used solely for performing Remote Work. 

 High speed internet access must be made available by the Employee. 
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Information Management and Privacy Protection 
Ensuring security of data is always important, including when working remotely. All information security 

controls should be in place at all Remote Workspaces, including: 

 

 Using remote connections (i.e. Meraki); remote desktop or VPN when accessing university 
systems (i.e. Banner, On‐Base, Outlook, etc.)  

 Conducting work electronically, where possible, and minimizing printing paper documents. 

 Storing paper files at the Designated Workplace and not at a Remote Workspace.  
o Employees who must print documents at their Remote Workspace or work with paper 

should store and destroy files at the Designated Workplace.  
o Electronic files should be safely stored on University servers using password protection 

on mobile devices and computers. 

 Maintaining private information in a secure location and not out in an open environment. 

 Electronic files should never be stored on a personal device. 

 Personal voice mail or answering machines should never be used for receiving and storing work‐
related messages. 

 University equipment, resources, and material may only be used for work‐related purposes. 

 Conducting confidential discussions in the privacy of a Remote Workspace. 
 

Insurance 
 The University’s insurance will protect Employees working remotely for liability arising from 

their work for and on behalf of the University. However, this does not extend to the liability 
stemming from an individual’s personal property as the University cannot control the safety and 
security of private property. 

 All remote workers are required to have adequate insurance on their Remote Workspace and 
will inform their insurance provider of the Remote Work Arrangement to ensure their 
homeowner or renter insurance includes liability for Remote Work.  

 Prior to the commencement of Remote Work, Employees must confirm with their unit head that 
general liability insurance coverage is in effect on their remote workspace. Any costs associated 
for this coverage is the responsibility of the Employee. 

 Incidents which may result in insurance claims must be reported to the University immediately.  

 

Financial 
 Costs related to establishing a Remote Workspace that adheres to the health, safety, and 

technological requirements set forth in this arrangement will be the responsibility of the 

University. 

 The Employee is responsible for any travel expenditures related to a Remote Work Agreement 
including travel to and from their Designated Workplace. 

 The Employee is responsible for all maintenance costs related to the Remote Workspace 
(i.e. utilities, internet connection, etc.) 

Specific Terms 
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Given the unique needs of Units across the University, all Remote Work will be subject to specific terms 

agreed upon to ensure the continuity of the successful operation of the Unit and the University. While 

certain specific terms will be dependent upon the Position, there are several areas that should be 

specifically addressed in the Remote Work Agreement. 

 

 

 

Areas of Inclusion 
 

Frequency of On‐Campus Visits: Many Positions that may be eligible for Remote Work will still require 

physical attendance at their Designated Workplace which must be identified in the agreement. It is 

recommended that the general expected frequency of these visits be identified (i.e. Twice a week, Once 

every two weeks, etc.) 

 

Use of Office Materials and/or Supplies: It is expected that Employees working remotely will use office 

materials provided by the Unit, with the Employee arranging pick‐up of these materials. If printing is 

required, access to a printer will be provided by the Unit.  All materials and supplies provided by the Unit 

must be used for work purposes only.   

 

Team Building Events: Beyond regular work responsibilities, a Unit may engage in activities to support 

team‐building and a positive working culture that requires Employees to come together on campus. It is 

recommended that expectations of an Employee working remotely to participate in these types of 

events be included in the terms of the agreement. 

 

Other: The diverse working environment of the University creates many specific needs that may be 

outside of those identified here. If you have any additional items that are suitable for inclusion under 

specific terms, please discuss with the Department of Human Resources. 

 

Please identify all specific terms of this Remote Work Arrangement below: 
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Key Documentation 
 

Please ensure all documents identified in the table below have been completed. 

 

Document  Completed (Y/N) 

Health and Safety Checklist   

Ergonomics Self Assessment Checklist   

 

I have read and I understand the Remote Work Policy, Agreement and supporting documentation and 

agree to all terms outlined.  

 

Employee Signature: ______________________________ Date: _______________________ 

 

Unit Head Signature: ______________________________ Date: _______________________ 

 

Human Resources Signature: _______________________ Date: _______________________ 
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A.3 – Current Remote Work Pilot Program’s Self-Assessment Checklist
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A.4 – Current Remote Work Pilot Program’s Occupational Health & Safety Checklist
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Appendix B: List of Interview Questions 
 

Thank‐you for agreeing to meet with me.  As mentioned before, I am conducting the program review of 

the pilot remote work program, so I’m interviewing members of each pilot and will be surveying a 

sample of their clients as well.  All of the answers / data will be used to assess the PROGRAM ONLY.  

Nothing that is shared here will be used or reflected for any individual or unit performance appraisal.  It 

is the program that is under evaluation, not any individual or unit.  I have made this condition explicitly 

clear with the overseeing committee, which includes the President and VPs, and they are in agreement 

with this. 

My area of expertise is a mix of Organizational Behavior (so performance, attitudes, culture and 

leadership) and Information Systems (like virtual work, and how technology affects individual’s 

experiences).   

I’d like to first quickly review some of the ground rules so you understand your rights and how your data 

will be used.    

‐ First, I expect this interview may take between 30 to 60 minutes.  If you wish to follow‐up with 

me, I always welcome further calls or emails.   

‐ I want to reiterate that your participation is completely voluntary.  If there are questions you 

don’t want to answer, you can just tell me to go to the next one.  Similarly, if you wish to end 

the interview early, you may do so as well.  There are no consequences for you if you exercise 

these rights. 

‐ Second everything you say to me is confidential.  I won’t be using identifying information and 

the data will be analysed in the aggregate – combining all interview responses to find 

trends/themes.  If I do use a quote to illustrate a finding, I will ensure there is no identifying 

information associated with it. 

‐ Note‐taking: not recording to help protect confidentiality.  

‐ ATIPP Act – notes will be made available, but will be redacted of any potentially identifying 

information. 

‐ An initial executive summary of the preliminary findings will be given to the Pilot Administration 

Committee by the end of February to give them a heads‐up on any trends I see thus far. 

‐ Results will be presented in a written document and a presentation will be made to the Pilot 

Administration Committee (which includes the President, VP Council, HR Director, CIO).  I will 

also provide an Executive Summary for members of the pilot groups. 

‐ This review is scheduled to be completed by the end of May 2022, although I hope to be done 

before then. 

Do you have any questions before we begin? 
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1) ALL: I’d like to hear a very brief description about the types of tasks you do in your job to give 

me a sense of what your typical workday is like. 

 

2) Participation status (participating / discontinued / late opt‐in / non‐participating) 

 

a. What were your reasons for joining the pilot program?  

 

b. What were your expectations of the program?  

 

Were these met (how so)?   

 

What surprises / unexpected issues arose for you? 

 

c. I’d also like to get a sense of your previous experience with remote work prior to the 

official pilot project.   

i. During the COVID lockdowns, were you working remotely? 

ii. As we started to move through public health levels, did you return to work on 

campus?  

iii. Have you worked remotely for any other organization or unit prior to your 

working on this remote pilot project? 

 

d. What are some benefits you are experiencing with the Remote Work Program? 

 

e. What are some challenges you have experienced or are experiencing with the Remote 

Work Program? 

 

QUESTIONS 3 & 4 WERE ASKED FIRST FOR SOME PARTICIPANTS, AND FOR OTHERS THESE WERE ASKED 

AT THE END OF THE INTERVIEW.  

3) ALL: I’d like to ask about some job‐related attitudes since the program came into effect.  I’m 

going to ask your current opinion on these, but also whether they are better or worse since the 

start of the program.  I’d like you to give an answer on a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is NOT AT ALL, 

and 10 is A VERY GREAT EXTENT.  When I ask about whether it has changed, that’s a Yes/No 

question.  

 

a. JOB SATISFACTION: 

i. To what extent would you say that you are satisfied with your job?   

ii. Do you like your job?     

iii. Has this changed since the start of the remote work program?  

 

b. PROGRAM SATISFACTION:  

i. To what extent would you say that you are satisfied with the Remote Work 

Program?   

ii. Are you happy with it?  
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iii. Has this feeling changed at all since you started working remotely? 

 

c. AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT:  

i. To what extent do you love working for Memorial University?   

ii. Do you feel like you are part of a family here?  

iii. Does Memorial have a great deal of personal meaning for you?   

iv. Has this changed since the start of the remote work program? 

 

d. NORMATIVE COMMITMENT:  

i. To what extent do you feel Memorial deserves your loyalty?    

ii. Do you feel like staying at Memorial because of a sense of obligation to the 

people in Memorial?   

iii. Do you feel like you owe a great deal to Memorial?    

iv. Have these feelings changed since the start of the remote work program? 

 

e. CONTINUANCE COMMITMENT: 

i. To what extent do you feel stuck in the job here because there are no other 

alternatives?   

ii. Do you feel that the costs of leaving Memorial are greater than the benefits?   

iii. Do you feel that there are too few option to even consider leaving Memorial 

University?     

iv. Have these feelings changed since the start of the remote work program? 

 

F. PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT:  

i. To what extent do you feel like your contributions are valued by your employer?   

ii. Do you feel like Memorial University cares about your personal well‐being?    

iii. Have these feelings changed since the start of the program? 

 

 

4) ALL: Thank‐you for sharing your thoughts on your attitudes. I’d also like to ask questions about 

your job‐related performance/behaviors:  

 

a. JOB ENGAGEMENT:  For the next group of questions, I’d like you to rate on a scale of 1 

to 10, where 1 is “Not at all” and 10 is “to a great extent” 

i. To what extent do you feel full of energy when working? 

ii. When you get up in the morning, do you feel like going to work (or working)? 

iii. To what extent do you feel enthusiastic about your job? 

iv. To what extent do you feel immersed in your work? 

v. Do you feel like you get carried away when working, like time flies quickly? 

vi. Do you find it difficult to detach yourself from your job? 

vii. When you are working, do you forget everything else around you? 

viii. Has any of this changed at all since the start of the program?  (How so?) 
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b. PERFORMANCE: Same thing again – rate on a scale of 1 to 10 (1 NOT AT ALL; 10 To a 

great extent) 

i. To what extent do you feel you are being successful in your job?   

ii. Do you feel like you are accomplishing that which you’d like to accomplish?  

iii. Are you meeting your goals? 

iv. Do you think your supervisor is happy with your job performance? 

v. Has any of this changed at all since the start of the program? (How so?) 

 

c. KNOWLEDGE SHARING:  For this group of questions, we’re not using the scale… feel free 

to answer freely: 

i. Do you need to share your knowledge or insights with others, or get others to 

share their knowledge with you?   

ii. If yes, has the Remote Program changed the manner in which you share your 

knowledge with others?    

iii. Has it impacted the amount you share? 

iv. Have you found it easier, more difficult or the same to acquire knowledge or 

help that you need to do your job? 

v. Have you noticed any changes in “serendipitous” knowledge sharing? 

 

d. TASK INTERDEPENDENCE: The next group of questions is about coordinating work and 

collaborations. 

i. To what extent do you need to coordinate work efforts with others to do your 

job?   

ii. Have you found any changes since the start of the program on the ease or 

challenge of coordinating? 

 

e. SOCIO‐EMOTIONAL:  

i. Have you noticed any change in the quality of relationships between you and 

your colleagues and supervisor since the start of the program? 

 

5) SUPERVISORS ONLY: I’d like to ask you a few questions about your direct reports’ job‐related 

performance:  

a. PERFORMANCE: Have you noticed any change in your direct reports’ success in their 

jobs since the program started? 

Have you noticed any change in your unit’s ability to achieve its goals since the program 

started? 

 

b. KNOWLEDGE SHARING: Have you noticed any changes in “serendipitous” knowledge 

sharing? 

Are your direct reports sharing and getting the knowledge they need to do their jobs 

well? 
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c. TASK INTERDEPENDENCE: Have you found any changes since the start of the program on 

the ease or challenge of coordinating your direct reports’ work? 

 

d. SOCIO‐EMOTIONAL: Have you noticed any change in the quality of relationships 

between your direct reports with each other and with you since the start of the 

program? 

 

6) ALL: Have you experienced any critical experiences with the program – either positive or 

negative ones?  If so, can you tell me about it? 

 

7) ALL: Finally, I’d like to ask you what are your overall perceptions of the program as a member of 

your unit? 

a. Would you recommend the Remote Work Pilot continue? 

b. I would like to separate the pandemic from this as well.  Imagine we get to a time where 

COVID is no longer a serious health risk, we can go back to full capacity (full density), 

without PPE or worries of exposure.  Would you feel the same way as you do now about 

the Remote Work Program? 

 

8) ALL: Do you have any questions for me, or is there anything you’d like to mention that I haven’t 

covered yet? 

 



 

 

 

Appendix C: Client Impact Survey 
 

Client Impact Survey for the [Unit Name] Remote Work Pilot Program 

 
 

Start of Block: SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS 

 

Survey Instruction Client Impact of [Unit Name] Remote Work Pilot Program (July 2021 to 
Present)  
 
Thank-you for your interest in providing feedback regarding the services provided by the 
[Unit Name] between the dates of July 2021 and today.   
 
 
The purpose of this survey is to assess the impact of the Remote Work Pilot Program, and 
will not be used in the performance evaluation of any individual or the [Unit Name] 
unit.  Rather, the data will be analysed in the aggregate and applied to the pilot program, 
itself.  The results will be presented in a report to the President, the VP Council, CIO and HR 
Director.  The data collected in this survey will not be used for any other purpose. 
 
Please note, participation in this survey is voluntary.  You have the right to skip questions or 
to not complete this survey.  The survey is expected to take between 10 to 15 minutes to 
complete. Participation is confidential.  Dr. Dianne P. Ford only will have access to the 
data.  No identifying information will be provided in the final report. 
 
This Remote Work Pilot Program assessment survey does not have (nor require) ethics 
approval as it is a program review / assessment, not research.  

  
If you have any questions regarding this survey, please feel free to follow-up with Dr. 
Dianne Ford (dpford@mun.ca or phone (709)864-8511).  This program assessment has 
been approved by the Office of the Vice-President (Administration & Finance). 
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Q1 Were you aware that the [Unit Name] had a Remote Work Pilot Program from July 2021 
to the present? 

o Yes, I knew about the Remote Work Pilot Program.  (1)  

o I suspected it did, but I didn't know for sure.  (2)  

o No, I did not know about the program.  (3)  

 

Q2 In what ways did you communicate with members of the [Unit Name] during July 2021 
to now? (Check all that apply.) 

� Face-to-face communication  (1)  

� By Phone  (2)  

� By Email  (3)  

� By Skype (videoconference)  (4)  

� By Skype (chat function)  (5)  

� By Text  (6)  

� Other  (7) ________________________________________________ 
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Q3 Which is your preferred way to communicate with members of [Unit Name] (choose 
one)? 

o Face-to-face communication  (1)  

o By Phone  (2)  

o By Email  (3)  

o By Skype (videoconference)  (4)  

o By Skype (chat function)  (5)  

o By Text  (6)  

o Other  (7) ________________________________________________ 

 

Q4 Did your way of communicating with the [Unit Name] members change between the time the 

pandemic started remote work (March 2020) and the time the remote pilot started (July 2021)? 

o Yes  (1)  
o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  
 

Skip To: End of Block If Did your way of communicating with the Office of Development members change between 
the time the... = No 

 

 

Q5 How did it change? (Please describe.) 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q39 Did the changes make it better or worse? 

o Better  (1)  
o Neither better nor worse, just different.  (2)  
o Worse  (3)  

 

Skip To: End of Block If Did the changes make it better or worse? = Neither better nor worse, just different. 

 

 

Q40 Please explain why you feel it is better or worse. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS 
 

Start of Block: change of communications pilot 

 

Q42 Did your way of communicating with the [Unit Name] members change since the start of the 

Remote Pilot Program started (July 2021 to present)? 

o Yes  (1)  
o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  
 

Skip To: End of Block If Did your way of communicating with the Office of Development members change since the 
start of th... = No 

 

 

Q43 How has it changed? (Please describe.) 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q44 Have the changes made it better or worse? 

o Better  (1)  
o Neither better nor worse, just different.  (2)  
o Worse  (3)  

 

Skip To: End of Block If Have the changes made it better or worse? = Neither better nor worse, just different. 

 

 

Q45 Please explain why you feel it is better or worse. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: change of communications pilot 
 

Start of Block: Client Needs & Satisfaction 

Q8 How helpful or unhelpful was the [Unit Name] for addressing your needs between July 
2021 and now? 

o Extremely helpful  (7)  

o Moderately helpful  (6)  

o Slightly helpful  (5)  

o Neither helpful nor unhelpful  (4)  

o Slightly unhelpful  (3)  

o Moderately unhelpful  (2)  

o Extremely unhelpful  (1)  
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Q9 Has this changed since the start of the Remote Work Pilot Program (July 2021)? 

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  

Skip To: Q7 If Has this changed since the start of the Remote Work Pilot Program (May 
2018)? = No 
 

Q10 How has the level of helpfulness changed? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q11 How easy or difficult was it to obtain the resources that you needed from the [Unit 
Name] between July 2021 and now? 

o Extremely easy  (7)  

o Moderately easy  (6)  

o Slightly easy  (5)  

o Neither easy nor difficult  (4)  

o Slightly difficult  (3)  

o Moderately difficult  (2)  

o Extremely difficult  (1)  
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Q12 Has the ease or challenge of obtaining [Unit Name] resources changed at all since the 
start of the Remote Work Pilot Program (July 2021)? 

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  

Skip To: Q8 If Has the ease or challenge of obtaining OCRO resources changed at all since 
the start of the Remot... = No 

Q13 How has the obtaining of resources changed? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

Q14 To what degree do you feel your needs were met by the [Unit Name] during the 
timeframe of July 2021 to now? 

o The needs were fully addressed.  (3)  

o Most of the needs were addressed.  (2)  

o The needs were not sufficiently addressed.  (1)  

 

 

Q15 Has the meeting of your needs as a client changed since the start of the Remote Work 
Pilot Program (July 2021)? 

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  

 

Skip To: Q9 If Has the meeting of your needs as a client changed since the start of the 
Remote Work Pilot Progra... = No 
 

Q16 How has the meeting of your client needs changed? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q17 How timely were the responses from the OCRO for you during the time period of July 
2021 to the present? 

o Extremely timely  (5)  

o Very timely  (4)  

o Moderately timely  (3)  

o Slightly timely  (2)  

o Not timely at all  (1)  

 

 

Q18 Has the timeliness of responses changed since the start of the Remote Work Pilot 
Program (July 2021)? 

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  

Skip To: Q10 If Has the timeliness of responses changed since the start of the Remote Work 
Pilot Program (May 2018)? = No 
 

Q19 How has the timeliness of responses changed since the start of the Remote Work Pilot 
Program? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q20 How professional were the responses by the [Unit Name] during your interactions from 
July 2021 to the present? 

o Extremely professional  (7)  

o Moderately professional  (6)  

o Slightly professional  (5)  

o Neither professional nor unprofessional  (4)  

o Slightly unprofessional  (3)  

o Moderately unprofessional (2)  

o Extremely unprofessional  (1)  

 

 

Q21 Has the professionalism of the responses changed since the start of the Remote Work 
Pilot Program? 

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  

Skip To: End of Block If Has the professionalism of the responses changed since the start of 
the Remote Work Pilot Program? = No 
 

Q22How has the professionalism changed? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Client Needs & Satisfaction 
 

Start of Block: Block 3 
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Q23 If you have any additional comments or thoughts you would like to share with me (Dr. 
Dianne P. Ford) regarding the [Unit Name] Remote Work Pilot Program, please share them 
here. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

Q24 Optional:  Which unit do you represent in the University? 

[list of representatives varied per unit assessed] 

End of Block: Block 3 
 

Start of Block: Block 2 

Q25 
Thank you kindly for your time and input into the Client Impact Survey for the [Unit Name] 
Remote Work Pilot Program.  Your feedback is valued and will help create better 
understanding of the benefits and challenges associated with a remote work program.   
 
 
If you have any questions or comments regarding this survey, please feel free to contact me 
(dpford@mun.ca / phone (709) 864-8511).   

 

End of Block: Block 2 
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Appendix D –  Unit-Based Client Survey Results Summary 

  



 

 

Metric/Question Off. Dev. HR Payroll RGCS SGS TTCO VP F&A 
Awareness of 
RWP 

91% aware 
9% suspected 
 

80% aware 
20% suspected 
 

100% aware 
 

50% aware 
11% suspected 
39% unaware 

40% aware 
20% suspected 
40% unaware 

100% aware 
 

Pandemic Change 
(March 2020 to 
June 2021) 

46% no change 
18% maybe 
36% change 
   *9% better 
   *18% worse 
   *27% different1 

60% No change 
40% Change 
   *40% different 

58% No change 
17% Maybe 
25% Change 
   *8% better 
   *17% worse 
   *17% different 

78% No change 
3% Maybe 
19% Change 
   *3% better 
   *6% worse 
   *11% different  

80% No change 
20% Maybe 
    *20% different 

100% No change 
 

RWP Change 
(July 2021 to 
present) 

73% No change 
9% Maybe 
18% Change 
   *9% worse 
   *18% different 

60% No change 
40% Change 
   *40% different 

83% No change 
17% Change 
   *17% different 

91% No change 
9% Change 
   *3% better 
   *3% worse 
   *3% different 

80% No change 
0% Maybe 
20% Change 
  *20% different  

100% No change 
 

Helpful 2  
x ̅ (sd), min-max 

6.00(1.18), 4-7 
100% No change 

6.80(0.45), 6-7 
100% No change 

6.36(0.67), 5-7 
91% No change 
9% Yes (better) 

6.89(0.32), 6-7 
100% No change 
 

7.00(0.00), 7-7 
80% No change 
20% Yes (better) 

6.67(0.58), 6-7 
67% No change 
33% Maybe (ns) 

Ease Obtaining 
Resources 2  
x ̅ (sd), min-max 

5.91(1.30), 3-7 
82% No change 
18% Change 
(better) 

6.20(0.84), 5-7 
82% No change 
18% Yes (better 
& no phone 
access) 

5.91(1.14), 4-7 
82% No change 
18% Yes (harder 
to reach by 
phone) 

6.67(0.63), 4-7 
100% No change 
 

6.80(0.45), 6-7 
80% No change 
20% Yes (better) 

6.67(0.58), 6-7 
100% No change 

Needs Met 3 

x ̅ (sd), min-max 
2.36(0.67), 1-3 
73% No change 
9% Maybe 
18% Yes (better) 

2.80(0.45), 2-3 
73% No change 
9% Maybe 
18% Yes (worse)5 

2.27(0.47), 2-3 
82% No change 
18% Maybe (no 
comment) 

2.89(0.32), 2-3 
94% No change 
6% Yes (better) 

3.00(0.00), 3-3 
100% No change 

3.00(0.00), 3-3 
100% No change 

Timeliness of 
Response 4 

x ̅ (sd), min-max 

4.18(0.87), 3-5 
82% No change 
18% Yes (better) 

4.20(0.84), 3-5 
82% No change 
18% Yes (no 
comments) 

3.64(0.81), 2-5 
55% No change 
18% Maybe 
27% Yes (better 
& worse) 

4.67(0.48), 4-5 
97% No change 
3% Maybe 
(better) 

4.20(0.45), 4-5 
80% No change 
20% Yes (better) 

4.20(0.45), 4-5 
100% No change 

Professionalism of 
Response 2 

x ̅ (sd), min-max 

6.40(1.08), 4-7 
90% No change 
10% Yes (worse) 

6.80(0.45), 6-7 
90% No change 
10% Yes (no 
comments) 

6.60(0.52), 6-7 
100% No change 

6.97(0.17), 6-7 
100% No change 

7.00(0.00), 7-7 
100% No change 

7.00(0.00), 7-7 
100% No change 

1 “Different” is neutral change – neither better nor worse; 2 7-point scale, higher scores are better; 3 3-point scale, higher 
scores are better; 4 5-point scale, higher scores are better; 5 Clients note staffing shortage likely source of many issues.



 

 

Modes of Communication between Client and Unit: Used and Preferred 

Mode of Communication Used Mode1 Preferred Mode 
Office of Development 
Face-to-Face 46% 10% 
Phone 73%  
Email 100% 27% 
WebEx 91% 36% 
Zoom 27%  
Skype (Videochat) 82% 27% 
Skype (Text chat) 82%  
Text (Phone) 46%  
Other MS Teams (9%) 

Slack (9%) 
 

HR Payroll Unit 
Face-to-Face 40% 20% 
Phone 80%  
Email 100% 40% 
WebEx 80%  
Zoom 20%  
Skype (Videochat) 40%  
Skype (Text chat) 80% 40% 
Text (Phone) 20%  
Other None listed  
Research Grant & Contract Services 
Face-to-Face 0% 8% 
Phone 75% 8% 
Email 100% 67% 
WebEx 83% 8% 
Zoom 8% 8% 
Skype (Videochat) 8%  
Skype (Text chat) 17%  
Text (Phone) 0%  
Other MS Teams (8%)  
School of Graduate Studies 2 

Face-to-Face 11% 3% 
Phone 53% 11% 
Email 100% 78% 
WebEx 78% 11% 
Zoom 6%  
Skype (Videochat) 3%  
Skype (Text chat) 6% 3% 
Text (Phone) 6%  
Other None listed  

(continued on next page)   
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Mode of Communication Used Mode1 Preferred Mode 
Technology Transfer & Commercialization Office 
Face-to-Face 20%  
Phone 60%  
Email 100% 60% 
WebEx 80% 20% 
Zoom 20%  
Skype (Videochat) 0%  
Skype (Text chat) 0%  
Text (Phone) 0%  
Other MS Teams 10% 

Slack 10% 
 
Slack 10% 

VP Finance & Administration Office 
Face-to-Face 33% 33% 
Phone 67%  
Email 100% 33% 
WebEx 100% 33% 
Zoom 0%  
Skype (Videochat) 33%  
Skype (Text chat) 33%  
Text (Phone) 67%  
Other None listed  

 

1 Percentages for Used Mode is out of 100% for each media choice (participants were 
allowed to “select all that apply”); whereas Preferred Mode should add to 100% across 
media choice (participants were asked to “choose one”). 
2 Preferred mode of communication sum is greater than 100% because at least one client 
indicated multiple preferred modes in “Other” selection. 


