
Results 
 
Participants were 6 people from 2 medium-size 
offices, 5 from a large office, and 1 from a 1-
person office.  All but 2 participants’ recordings 
of task time were more accurate the second 
week than the first (see Fig 1).  One of these 2 
worked ~8 hours per week and the 1.5 over-
recording of task time in week 2 resulted in a 
21% negative result. 
 
Findings 
Based on participants’ data, we determined the 
next version of the metric needs total hours 
calculations added to the worksheet, as well as 
total columns for both original and revised 
manuscripts (for both worksheet and metric 
totals sheet) in order to calculate the totals 
properly.  We also need to add to the worksheet  
a total line and total column for the task hours 
and total hours worked. The participants were 
confused about how to transfer the information 
from their worksheets to the metric totals 
sheet; therefore, this step can be completed by 
those analyzing the data.  A limitation to the 
week 2 process is it may encourage users to 
manipulate task time in order to equal the daily 
worked time. 

Objectives 
 
• Modify existing 

metric to more 
accurately capture 
time spent on 
editorial office 
tasks 

• Benchmark time 
spent on editorial 
office tasks 

• Improve metric so 
it is a useful 
resource in 
budgeting financial 
and human 
resources 
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Conclusion 
 

The revised metric and the process for week 2 
more accurately captured time spent on tasks.  
Editorial office managers can monitor staff 
workload and identify changing resource needs 
by using the metric and week 2 process to 
identify where staff time is spent.  It could also 
help individuals self-manage productivity. 

Background 
 
In our initial study1, we developed and tested a metric 
to monitor editorial office workload to alert us to an 
impending situation of work overload among staff.  
The original metric was useful, but all participants 
grossly underestimated the time they spent on 
individual tasks compared to total time worked. 
Method 
We modified the original metric by including 
categories of communication, which is where we 
believe time was not captured previously. We then 
asked participants to use a metric worksheet to 
calculate start and stop times for their daily work and 
time spent on individual tasks separately for week 1, 
calculating the differences between the totals for each 
variable at week’s end.  In week 2, the same 
participants recorded the same data but compared 
the totals at the end of each day, adjusting the task 
times as needed until the total times were the same.  
Two of the three editorial offices from the first study 
participated in this study, plus two new offices. 
 
1 Mahar, J., & Overstreet, K. (2014, August).  Developing a Metric to 
Monitor Editorial Office Workload.  Poster presented at the North 
American and European annual meetings of the International Society of 
Managing and Technical Editors:  Philadelphia, PA; London, England.  
Available at https://ismte.site-ym.com/?2014Posters 

Purpose 
 

To determine if a 
modified metric more 
accurately captures 
time spent on 
individual tasks.  

-30.00%

-20.00%

-10.00%

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Old Metric

New Metric

Figure 1. % difference from recorded task 
time to actual work time by metric version 
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