SSRU: frequently asked questions about the Institute’s policy regarding the employment of research officers and the redundancy-redeployment procedure
(in no particular order)
1. Are these meetings completely informal (in which case, why the form?) or do they mark the beginning of a process which then proceeds to asking Council for permission to continue?
We discussed the term ‘informal’ and agreed that it probably wasn’t the most appropriate term, as the meeting does mark the beginning of a formal process. It was suggested that we use the epithet “1:1 exploratory discussion”, a term used on the Individual Reports.
2. It looks as though people on open-ended contracts are being treated as though they were still on fixed-term contracts – is this the case?

In terms of job security and the way that it is tied to specific sources of external funding, yes.
3. It looks as though people on academic contracts coming to the end of a research project are treated differently to other people on academic contracts in the IoE – e.g. if a Masters module doesn’t run for some reason (e.g. lack of students) its tutors are not automatically entered into a redundancy process. Why is this?
We need to ask David / someone else in senior management for the answer to this question. It was suggested that the Directorate and/or Head of HR could also be asked to respond.
4. Is there a threshold of reduction in FTE below which the Institute thinks it would be unnecessary to continue down the redundancy process? For example, if someone had a research project ending which reduced their externally funded FTE by 0.2, 0.1 or 0.05, would the Institute still seek to make them redundant if they were unwilling to accept a reduction in FTE?

There is no minimum threshold. If the Institute seeks to reduce the fte of someone’s post, (s)he will go through the same process as with a full redundancy situation; then (s)he will be given three months’ notice, at which point we will attempt to redeploy them for the loss in fte. At the end of the three months, (s)he will be offered a new contract at the reduced fte (and if they have been successful in being redeployed for the loss in fte, a contract for that work as well). If the member of staff does not accept the new contract at the lower fte, (s)he will be made redundant.
5. If someone agrees to a reduction in FTE, can they increase it again when more external funding is available?

This is possible, but redeployees would get priority and the increase might need to be approved by Star Council.
6. Under which Ordinance are staff with open-ended contracts being ‘processed’?

Staff with open-ended contracts are under 27; fixed-term under 28. In a selection pool with staff holding both types of contracts all are covered by Ordinance 27.
7. If it transpires that any part of the process is against the law, are SSRU line managers personally liable, or protected because they are following Institute policy?

No, staff are not personally liable if following Institute procedures.
8. At the end of a research project which reduces their externally funded FTE, why can someone not simply increase their work covered by other parts of their job description, for example, writing papers and funding applications?
We need to ask David / someone else in senior management for the answer to this question.
9. Is it true that research staff are not paid for writing funding applications if they are employed on externally funded research projects?

We need to ask David / someone else in senior management for the answer to this question. It was suggested that the Directorate/Head of HR  could be asked to respond. 
(Specific questions from UMC)

10. What is the precise definition of the reason for redundancy? We have been told that the fact a research project is ending is not sufficient reason for redundancy, and that it must be that the Institute has ceased to do a particular type of work, or that it has too many people in a given role. We’re not sure what the answer is.

See Definition of Redundancy, Section 3, on page 4 of the Redundancy Policy. The Institute would argue that a research project ending is indeed sufficient reason, because when it ends, the work associated with it will also end.
11. We have modified the form because we couldn’t operationalise a ‘selection pool’ within the department. We are listing other people who are on the same grade doing similar work within SSRU for information (and elsewhere in the IoE as unknown), and stating that the rationale that they are not in the redundancy process is that to put them there would disrupt existing projects. This has been challenged though. Please can we have advice on this point? If everyone doing similar work on the same grade should be listed, should we be having meetings with everyone and not just the person on the project which is ending?
Yes, we should be having meetings with everyone else too.
12. What happens to the people (and process) who are within three months of their externally sourced funding ending, but have not received formal notification of redundancy?

They will enter the process, but won’t be on the redeployment list (and therefore within 3 months of possibly leaving); the process takes c. 6 months for staff on fixed-term contracts and a month longer for open-ended. It begins with the exploratory discussion. Neil submits the paperwork to HR by the start of the month following the month in which UMC informs him of the date that the meeting took place. Everyone in the relevant pool should have had their meeting so that HR and subsequently Bryn Morris are notified simultaneously of all dates. The process should not continue until this has happened, but will proceed if attempts have been made to meet but have proved unsuccessful. The exploratory discussion is recommended best practice but is not enshrined in the Ordinances. Staff do not become redeployees until they have received their three-month notice of potential reduction in fte or complete redundancy.
13. Is the latest version of the redundancy process the one on the intranet, or is there another one we should be referring to?

Yes, on the intranet.
14. Is there anything else we (in UMC) should be doing?

Yes please. Reassure SSRU research staff that we are NOT trying to make them redundant, but are using this process to make them redeployees which provides distinct advantages if any suitable work arises across the faculties.
15. The process seems to be extremely cumbersome. With people wanting union representation etc at these meetings, they seem to be far from informal. Is the process likely to be revised?

Yes, duly noted. Fran Setter (Head of HR) would know if the policy is likely to be revised soon.
(Additional questions we have received)
16. XXXX is on an open-ended Contract (oec), but the reason given for redundancy is the end of funding on a specific research project. This justification is that provided for those on fixed-term contracts and is not sufficient justification for redundancy when someone is on an open-ended contract.  Similarly, the whole of the ‘details of redundancy’ form is completed in such as way as to create /give the impression that this is a fixed-term contract redundancy situation when it is not.  What is the strategic justification for XXXX’s potential redundancy?

An oec does not provide security of tenure. Therefore, researchers, regardless of the type of contract, are expected to be supported by funded research, be it externally or internally sourced.
17. The people named on the ‘details of redundancy form’ as being in the 'at risk' and 'not at risk' pools are employed on a mixture of contract types. Some are on open-ended contracts and others are on fixed-term contracts.  The justification for not being included in the pool currently at risk is that people are on projects.  This would suggest that ‘being on a project’ has greater weight than having an open-ended contract.  Is this the case or how are these things weighed up against each other?
We don’t understand the question. The only people we have been able to exclude so far from the selection pools by grade are those supported by named fellowships.
18. The ‘Definition of similar work’ given on the form should be widened from ‘systematic reviewing/ teaching/ project management’ to ‘research, teaching and project management’
Embracing teaching will have to be referred to Senior Management because of the profound implications – see answer to Qn 3.
19. The selection pool is limited to Grade 7 and to SSRU.   Similar work is done by people on different grades so there would appear to be no justification for limiting the pool only to Grade 7.  Similarly this work is undertaken throughout the IoE; so there would appear to be no reason to restrict consideration of the pool to only SSRU. 

The potential redundancy report clearly identifies staff in Grades 6, 7, 8 and 9, all of whom will probably be in separate selection pools by grade, as this is a measure of responsibility, expertise, skill, leadership, staff management, etc.  A similar exercise has been conducted in TCRU and all paperwork was submitted on 30 April. We believe that UCU wanted selection pools across the IoE, but Bryn advised us to limit to departments. To minimise disruption and uncertainty, we would have preferred selection pools by project or similar projects, but this was considered insufficient. Pooling everybody in a department with similar skills and expertise was considered a more equitable way of demonstrating that the Institute, under advisement from the Unit’s Senior Management, was retaining the most needed resources.
20. The form currently states that it is not known how many people outside SSRU carry out this work across the IoE.  XXXX would like to know this number taking into account 2&3 above.
Why? Selection pools are limited to a department.
21. What actions are currently being taken to find XXXX another role? It is not appropriate to wait until formal notice of redundancy is being given for this to happen. 

This seems to be a criticism of the current process, but Central HR’s assistance can only kick in when redeployee status has been conferred. From the outset, XXXX should be working closely with SSRU line management to obtain more work. If something surfaces that XXXX could do (before having been declared a redeployee), then SSRU should look for a way to extend XXXX’s current contract rather than resort to external recruitment.  If others in a similar position to XXXX could also do this work, then interviews should be held, as happened as far back as early 2008. That way, SSRU can demonstrate fairness, transparency and equal opportunity. It is recommended that one member of selection panels is from outside the Unit.
22.  The nature of the ‘details of redundancy form’ creates unnecessary stress, and rivalry between colleagues working within the Institute. This can have demoralising effects and inhibit the team-based approach to research work.
Please refer to Senior Management; these comments can complement your observation in Qn 15. Maybe the process can be improved and streamlined. NB: SMT will point out that UCU asked for the creation of wide selection pools.
23.  What happens if the funding situation changes during the process? Does the process continue (if the same selection pools are still affected by a reduction in external funding), or are they halted (if, either funding has been secured for all staff in the relevant pool, or membership of the pool alters).
In the absence of any practical experience with such large selection pools, the most sensible approach would appear to be to update as soon as possible the information provided to Central HR, Bryn, Council, Redundancy Panel and Geoff. The reason for initiating this process was the earliest date that somebody was at risk, be it partially or totally, which then drew in others at the same grade  doing similar work. The composition and size of any pool could be re-examined, but changes in funding might not per se alter anything, even if potential end dates were extended on current projects UNLESS it could be demonstrated by SSRU that individuals on specific projects were the only or best people to work out those specific extensions – SSRU could justify using such criteria as knowledge of their particular project plus any others that were particularly relevant  What might persuade the panel more would be extensions of current work or new work which grantholders have specified have to be carried out by specific, named individuals for specific reasons.

24. What happens if, say, someone secures additional funding for a few months when they are around step 20? Do they stay in the system, or do they exit it and start again? At the moment, the system’s inertia (and ordinances) offer people quite a lot of protection; if the approval for redundancy from Council was taken as being ‘open-ended’ then this protection would diminish.
If someone obtains extra work for a period of time shorter than the typical timetable for the redundancy-redeployment process (ie 7 months for oecs and 6 months for fixed-term), Central HR merely extends the notice and does not require that individual to repeat the entire process. If the period in question is such that it would be practicable to achieve the revised redundancy date after withdrawing the notice and repeating the redundancy process, then Central HR will ask the Faculty/Unit to submit revised documentation. 
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