THE UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

To deans, pro-deans and heads of schools and services

Economies exercise

UCU comment: this paper is concerned with mass job cuts and it therefore clearly falls under the provisions of Section 188 of the Trade Union and Labour Relations Act (hereafter referred to as ‘s188’) which requires employers to inform and consult with the recognised unions about proposed business decisions which will inevitably, or almost inevitably, lead to collective redundancies. UCU note with concern the failure of the University to consult with your legally recognised representatives prior to the release of this paper. All UCU comments herein are in blue and indented between paragraphs or in square parentheses within paragraphs.
This paper summarises the approach being followed to the economies exercise announced by the University on 7 October.  Although addressed to members of the Leadership Forum, the paper may be shared with colleagues in schools and services;  indeed, such sharing is encouraged in the interests of transparency and openness.  

UCU notes that while the ambition of transparency is welcome, this does not amount to formal consultation with the recognised trade unions. Moreover, it is clear that the process, though driven by the centre, is devolved. This clearly undermines the legal duty on the employer to consider, centrally, its duties under SEDIAs (Statutory Equality Duty Impact Assessments).
It should be read in conjunction with the Vice-Chancellor’s statement to Senate on 21 October (available on Campusweb via www.leeds.ac.uk/comms/financial.) 

UCU notes that this was a statement tabled at Senate, with no formal papers distributed in advance. Senate was not asked to approve this plan. In short, the statement has bypassed the democratic structures via which this university governs itself. The paper is constructed as a response to the ‘anticipated’ cuts in public – and HE – spending. The UCU are concerned to know how the VC intends to read the future. Clearly, if an academic member of staff published research based on data not yet given, known or understood and drew from this a strategic response such as that proposed which inbuilds significant job losses, then he/she would have no credibility.
Introduction

1.
In anticipation of severe cuts in public funding and other income, the University is seeking savings totalling £35 million from 2010-11, equivalent to 10 per cent of unrestricted costs
.  


UCU notes that this indiscriminate ‘saving’ is arbitrarily set, in anticipation of cuts in public funding that have not been agreed by government or parliament. 

The intention is that these savings will be sought strategically, albeit that all areas of expenditure will be subject to review, and that savings will be expected in both academic and non-academic activities.   


What is meant by ‘strategic’ in the above? In whose interests? Who and what is defined as ‘not strategic? 

‘all areas of expenditure under review’  falls directly within the scope of s188 and is clearly an attempt by the employer to decentralise consultation. Secondly, the centre is relinquishing its direction of equality impacts and this will lead to significant disproportionately and discrimination in application. Any review mechanism again falls under s188 and case-law has clearly established this. The university seems to be either deliberately flouting this, or acting in ignorance of their duties.

UCU asks why departments in surplus should have to save 10%. This makes no business sense and works against the prudent managerial acumen that has built such departments.
2.
In line with this approach, all schools will need to draw up new academic and financial plans   [UCU notes with concern the indiscriminate attack on the workforce of this university] within the new financial envelope now obtaining (as explained in 9-12 below).  Those plans will then be subject to review, and the expectation is that some differentiation will be effected at that stage.  Similar considerations will apply to savings in service delivery.  

3.
Some key questions about the approach to the economies exercise are still to be resolved, but, although we cannot therefore give the whole picture yet, we thought it best at this stage to share emerging thinking with members of the Leadership Forum and their colleagues.

UCU concurs that this statement is ill-planned

Services  [UCU comment: From points 5 to 7, this falls within s188 and SEDIAs.]
4.
A two-pronged approach is envisaged for the corporate services.

5.
Heads of service groups (that is, the VCEG
 leads) will be asked to draw up by 23 December 2009 proposals for securing savings on three different scenarios – that is, targets of (a) 10 per cent (b) 15 per cent and (c) 20 per cent respectively from 2010-11.  (As indicated above, the working assumption is that 10 per cent will be the minimum saving required of every service, but that, following review of the proposals brought forward, higher savings targets will be set for some areas.)


UCU notes with concern the detrimental effects of these cuts on staff morale, the excellence agenda and the student experience.

6.
In drawing up their proposals, heads of service groups will be expected to work not just with their heads of service and other senior managers but also with one of six working groups established to help to steer the economies exercise as it relates to service delivery.   [UCU comment: These ‘working groups’ amount to non-democratic ‘quangos’, defined outside of the University’s strategy map. Effectively they are a ‘war-cabinet’, not a group mandated by the majority of staff nor by their representatives on Senate at the University of Leeds] These functional working groups are intended to facilitate joint working across existing organisational and budgetary boundaries – to ensure, to give just one example, that all aspects of student-facing services are examined holistically.   (Further details of the groups are in the Annex.)

7.
The immediate requirement is for VCEG leads, in consultation with the working groups, to bring forward by the end of November activity analyses for their services, identifying the cost of each activity and the number of staff engaged in delivering that service, and, for all activities, indicating (with a commentary) to what extent the activity might realistically be scaled down, discontinued or delivered in a different way.  This analysis will include an indication of which activities are mandatory, which mission-critical and which ‘discretionary’.

UCU notes the unacceptably high – indeed disproportionate - impact of this approach upon academic-related and support services. 

The development of three criteria for measurement – mandatory; mission-critical; and discretionary – are extremely unhelpful and worrying, and, again, such information/discussion falls under s188. Again, the University is either flouting this legal requirement, or acting in ignorance of it.
8.
At the same time, some of the working groups are exploring specific questions, as indicated in the Annex.

The vagueness of these ‘specific questions’ is a concern. What questions?

Schools

9.
Every school is to be asked to draw up by 30 November 2009 a new academic and financial strategy within the new financial envelope now obtaining.  Work is therefore under way to confirm how a reduction of £35 million in the University’s cost base is translated into the Resource Allocation and overheads Model (RAM).   Further guidance on this aspect will be issued within the next fortnight.

The SEDIAs and s188 consultation cover this process. Again, they are being ignored, despite your right for them to be appropriately considered. Guidance, as described in this paragraph for informing RAM needs to be disclosed to trade unions, and this guidance again falls with s188 and the SEDIAs. It has not been disclosed, though this should have occurred prior to the release of this document.

UCU notes that the vast majority of staff affected by this announcement were not responsible for wrongly projecting an extra £ 20 million in the financial forecasts, although the discovery of that unowned money has led to this announcement. That shortfall is incorrectly and deliberately detailed by the University on campusweb as not behind the reason for the sudden, emergency plans to cut by 10%.
UCU also notes the very short, precipitant timeline offered here, which is out of keeping with the as-yet-anticipatory nature of public funding cuts
10.
In drawing up its plans, every school will be required to carry out an activity analysis, identifying which activities do and which do not currently cover their costs and, in the case of activities which do not pay their way, whether there are good academic reasons for continuing to ‘subsidise’ such activities.  This activity analysis – required by the end of the calendar year – is to cover all academic activities, including both research and learning and teaching.

This again falls under s188. For example, what is an ‘activity analysis’? How are associated costs assigned/negated? What is meant by ‘subsidy’?

UCU notes that the burden of prudent financial management has been devolved to its members by a university executive whose projected financial forecast was wrong by £20 million.

UCU further notes that the approach outlined here encroaches radically upon intellectual freedom and alters the terms and conditions of the majority of our members, who have never been contractually required to justify their activity on financial grounds.
11.
The expectation is that school plans should be drawn up (and hence a frame of reference for determining the managerial interest) before any voluntary severance scheme is promulgated.

UCU comment: What is meant by the ‘managerial interest’?
12.
In drawing up new plans, schools will of course be expected to have due regard to ways of protecting revenue and generating additional income.

UCU notes that the employer is not considering its legal duties i.e. , equality, health and safety, stress etc. Equally, decentralised plans again undermine normal consultation processes. 

UCU notes that the generation of additional income is added as an afterthought in this statement. The university executive has pre-empted school plans by prescribing the manner for achieving certain savings and by advocating the prospect of severances.
13.
As is usual for the IPE, deans and their faculty executive committees will be responsible for overseeing the preparation of new school plans on the basis indicated above.

Faculties [UCU comment: Paragraphs (14) – (17) are clearly an attack on all academic related staff and support staff. Workload will increase. There will be a significant health and safety risk associated with this proposal.]

14.
The Vice-Chancellor’s Executive Group and the deans have concluded that all services should in future be organised and managed either centrally or at faculty level.   In other words, although it clearly remains appropriate for some service elements to be delivered at school level (typically services which are delivered to students), the idea is that ownership and management of and accountability for such school-delivered services should be vested in the faculty (or at institutional level) rather than the school.   To a large extent this model is already in place for functions such as finance and HR;  a significant step change would be needed, however, in respect of learning and teaching and student support.

This disproportionately affects academic-related staff and represents an attack on the academic team and another step towards a managerialist approach, which subverts academic control by reductionist metrics, business targets and purely financial considerations.
15.
This would be a fundamental change which – linked to a reform of central services and the ‘one university’ process improvement work – is seen as a prerequisite for the delivery of simple, standardised and professional services without duplication in different parts of the organisation.   We believe that it would also provide better career development opportunities for staff currently engaged in student support in the schools and faculties, [members should note that no evidence is offered for his conclusion.] and at the same time help to remove administrative burden from academic staff.

16.
The challenge in this area is to ensure that faculty initiatives to reform service delivery within schools and faculties are properly joined-up and coordinated with process review and a reform of central services.   The detail needs to be worked through, but the idea is that the Change Steering Group (CSG – see below) will provide a template for deans and their faculty teams to use to deliver the change.

17.
Pending such guidance, faculties should avoid making changes to service delivery which might be prejudicial to implementation of the change indicated at 14 above, but may wish to begin work to identify, cost and centralise at faculty level those service functions which are currently provided by schools.

Integrated Planning Exercise

18.
The programme outlined in 4-12 in respect of schools and services will constitute the core of the Integrated Planning Exercise (IPE) this session, which will take place earlier in the year than normal.  Detailed planning instructions will be issued within the next two weeks, but immediate actions are summarised in 31-34 below.

Staff appointments

19.
Although there is currently no intention to introduce a complete freeze on the appointment of staff, a ‘deep chill’ is being applied.  With immediate effect, the decision to fill a post using unrestricted funds will need approval not only by the relevant dean (or service head) but also by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor John Fisher.  This applies whether the post is permanent or fixed-term, and whether the post is new or an extension of an existing contract.   It also applies to extensions of fixed-term contracts which would give the post holder more than four years of continuous employment, whatever the funding source.  Further information and guidance is available from faculty HR managers.


This clearly is an attack on the UCU’s legitimate bargaining rights for fixed-term contract employees. The proposal is potentially unlawful in the light of Ball vs. Aberdeen (see http://bit.ly/eSUom). It seems to establish different treatment for FTC employees who already suffer disadvantage. Clearly there are significant health and safety issues associated with this proposal. UCU notes, therefore, that this guidance discriminates against fixed term staff, and reveals that this 10% saving is not based upon realistic financial considerations alone.
20.
In addition, all posts which are currently being advertised, will be referred back for scrutiny and ‘re-approval’ through the dean and the DVC.

21.
The appointment of agency, temporary and hourly-paid (non-contracted) staff is henceforth subject to approval by the relevant dean or VCEG lead.

Does this cover hourly-paid lecturers, over whom UCU have recently reached a new agreement?
Capital programme

22.
The capital programme is being reviewed in the light of the University’s financial position and in particular the latest cash-flow projections.   The expectation is that it will be scaled back significantly, and in any case no work will start on new projects pending the outcome of the review of the whole programme.

UCU notes the lack of precise information here

Non-staff expenditure

23.
As implied above, all non-staff expenditure [a definition of this term is required] will be subjected to detailed scrutiny;  further information and advice on this matter will be circulated soon.

Governance of the economies exercise

24.
A change steering group – the CSG, comprising the Vice-Chancellor, the Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the Finance Director, the Secretary, the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Learning and Teaching, a dean (Professor Peter Moizer) and the HR Director – has been established to direct the exercise and to ensure in particular


UCU comment: This is extremely worrying. The VC is affectively proposing that the CSG will ignore the Senate and this appears to undermine the responsibility of the Council – it seems to be acting as an executive board with no rights guaranteed under the University’s Charter.

This whole section – including discussions surrounding the ‘stakeholder groups’ ignores trade unions when it is clear that all these issues discussed fall under s188 etc:

(a) that the economies exercise is properly co-ordinated and holistic in its approach;

(b)
that all cross-cutting issues are addressed;

(c)
that all non-staff spend is thoroughly reviewed.  

Within the normal constitutional framework of the University, this group – which will be meeting weekly – will be the decision-making body for the exercise;  and it will be responsible for reporting progress to the Council.

UCU questions the constitutional status of this body, and notes that the assent of Senate has been bypassed in forming it.
25.
Members of VCEG and the deans will constitute a stakeholder group for the exercise.  The stakeholder group – which will meet every month or so – will monitor progress across the board and offer advice and guidance to the working groups.   It will receive reports and discussion papers from the CSG (and the working groups).
26.
The six working groups listed in the Annex will be responsible, with the relevant VCEG members, for modelling economies of 10, 15 and 20 per cent in the central services from 2010-11.   They will be expected to meet at least fortnightly, and will report to the CSG (and the stakeholder group).

27.
The deans, in addition to contributing through membership of the working groups and the stakeholder group – will be responsible with their executive teams for revising school plans and, within a template to be drawn up through the Student Working Group and the CSG, for reorganising the delivery of services in their faculties and schools.

Communications

28.
In line with the University’s values, the approach to the economies exercise will be as open and transparent as possible.  Regular communiqués will be issued to members of the Leadership Forum;  the campus unions will be kept apprised of progress;  and information will be published on Campusweb.

We note that trade unions get a cursory mention here. This is unacceptable in light of the University’s legal obligations.
The Students’ Union gets no mention whatsoever here, despite the students being key stakeholders in this issue. Indeed, the Students’ Union is never mentioned in this document.
UCU questions the transparency of this statement and notes that it has been drawn up without wide consultation that includes the unions. UCU also questions the transparency of acronym-laden language
29.
Heads of schools and services are encouraged to share this note with their colleagues, and to discuss the issues at staff meetings (feeding back colleagues’ comments as appropriate, usually through the Leadership Forum itself.)


This appears to be replacing trade union consultation with an all staff consultation. This would be unlawful
30.
Heads of schools are encouraged also to keep their students in the picture as the exercise unfolds.  It should be stressed that delivering an exceptional student experience centred on inspirational learning and teaching is at the heart of our strategy.


UCU questions whether cuts of this kind will improve the student experience and presumes that they will not. There is an inevitable impact here on Staff-student ratios – one of the key metrics of student experience – and Leeds already has some of the worst SSRs in the Russell group
Summary:  next steps

31.
More detailed planning instructions will be issued soon, but, working under the leadership of faculty executive teams, schools should begin work immediately

(a)
to draw up new academic and financial plans, for submission by 30 November 2009, on the basis indicated in 9 above;

(b)
to prepare, for submission by 23 December 2009, activity analyses on the basis indicated in 10 above.

32.
In the same vein, services should – in conjunction with the relevant working group (see the annex) – begin work immediately to prepare, for submission by 30 November 2009, activity analyses on the basis indicated in 7 above.

33.
The VCEG leads and relevant working group should likewise draw up proposals, for submission by 23 December 2009, for making economies under three discrete scenarios – of 10 per cent, 15 per cent and 20 per cent respectively.

34.
As indicated in 29-30 above, heads of schools and services are encouraged to communicate widely.

Annex 

Service delivery working groups

Six working groups have been established to steer the economies exercise as it relates to service delivery, and in particular to ensure that potential savings are considered holistically, across existing organisational and budgetary boundaries.   The six groups are listed below:  in each case, the chair is shown.   (The membership is still being finalised, but all groups will include representatives of the deans and of VCEG.)

In addition to their general role, as above, some of the groups are exploring specific questions, as indicated below.

Student services (chaired by Vivien Jones)

This group has already begun work to define and then implement an integrated ‘one university student service’ on a civil service model, and will need to work closely with faculties and schools in that regard.

Staff (Matthew Knight)

As well as working towards the development of the HRM role as a faculty hub/’owner’ for all staffing matters, this group is going to explore ways of prioritising staff development provision, including potentially the feasibility of developing an internal market model.

What is meant by an ‘internal market model’?
Research and innovation (Andrew Thompson)

This group is to explore the alignment of Research Support and EIO.

UCU comment: EIO = Enterprise and Innovation Office. What seems to be proposed here is an increasing marketisation of research at the University of Leeds.
Money (Jane Madeley)

The creation of one central business planning unit is a priority for this group.

Facilities (John Fisher)

The reach of this group covers both academic services (for example, the Library) and non-academic facilities.  Amongst other things it is going to explore greater use of SLAs.

UCU comment: SLA = Service Level agreements. These are effectively a shift in your terms and conditions insofar as their relationship with other parts of the university will be fundamentally changed. If adopted, such agreements could be changed by the university and academic services and facilities outsourced according to new SLAs. UCU opposes this proposal.

Central (Roger Gair)

The relationship of Communications, HR and Media Relations is to be explored by this group.

UCU comment: The remit lacks definition here. This is not particularly transparent.

�  The need for economies is explained at �HYPERLINK "http://campusweb.leeds.ac.uk/newsincludes/newsitem6634.htm"�http://campusweb.leeds.ac.uk/newsincludes/newsitem6634.htm�. 


�  The Vice-Chancellor’s Executive Group, comprising the Vice-Chancellor, the Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the four pro-vice-chancellors, the four directors (Estates, Finance, HR and Marketing) and the University Secretary





