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Time to move!
Senior management
has been promising
UCU action on a
range of issues,
including student
evaluations of
teaching, the
professorial gender
pay gap, and the
working condition of
casualised staff and
PhD students;
however, thus far,
nothing has
happened. It’s time
The official launch of the Anti-Casualisation Committee on 6 April
senior managers
2017. The ACC was formed in late 2016 to work to improve the pay
and conditions of casually-employed and hourly paid academic
show that they are
staff, with the ultimate aim of eliminating precarious forms of
serious and that they employment from Queen’s
have learned their
lessons from the disastrous staff
staff survey, there were a whole
survey, as staff across the
range of other, equally important
issues on which management
university run out of patience.
In several meetings with UCU
during the Autumn, senior
managers at Queen’s promised to
address some of the key issues
affecting the university, including
Academic Standards. While
progress has been extremely slow
since the university only very
recently announced another round
of working groups to deal with the
main problems identified by the

promised quick progress.

Among these issues was the
gender pay gap at
professorial level, which stands at
a staggering 14%. At a meeting
with our former head of Human
Resources, Sean McGuickin, in
September 2016, UCU was told
that Queen’s was ready to release a
comprehensive proposal that
would do away with the pay gap.

The Annual General Meeting of
Queen’s UCU will take place
on Tuesday 13th June at 1.00
pm, PFC 2/026. The Annual General
Meeting hears reports from the
outgoing Officers and elects some of
the UCU Committee members; an
agenda will follow. We invite
nominations for the following
positions:











The President
The Honorary Secretary
The Secretary for Local Issues
The Assistant Honorary
Secretary
The Honorary Treasurer
The Membership Secretary
The Equality Officer
The Anti-Casualisation Officer
4 General Members.

The duties of the various offices are
laid down in the local rules, and, if
you are interested, we advise you to
discuss what is involved with one of
the current officers. Debbie Lisle
and
Kevin
Flanagan
at
ucuatqub.scrutineer@gmail.com
or to ‘The Scrutineers, UCU Office,
Lanyon South, Queen’s University
Belfast' no later than 28 days before
the
AGM
(16
May
2017).
Nominations must be accompanied
by the written consent of the
nominee and supported by the
identifiable signatures of 2 members
of the branch. A form for this
purpose has been circulated to all
current members.
If there is only one eligible
candidate for any officer vacancy,
that candidate will be declared
elected. If the number of candidates
to be ordinary members of the
committee does not exceed the
number
of
vacancies,
those
candidates
will
be
declared
elected. If there is either more than
one eligible candidate for any officer
vacancy or more candidates than
there are vacancies of ordinary
members of the committee, a ballot
of the members of the Branch will be
conducted.
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EU EXIT and Higher Education:
Issues for staff
By Dagmar Schiek, Professor of Law, Jean Monnet ad personam
Chair EU law and policy (also heading “TREUP”)
The UK’s resolve to withdraw from the European Union
will without any doubt have severe consequences for
Higher Education Institutions such as Queen’s University.
These consequences comprise impact on its research
strengths, as withdrawing from the EU may have consequences for access to funding streams and cooperations
with other EU universities. There is also the impact on
students, as UK students may lose the opportunity to
profit from programmes such as ERASMUS, and to have
their degrees recognised in 27 other EU Member States,
while also being able to profit from EU free movement
rights as graduates of UK universities. In this contribution,
I would like to focus on the impact on staff presently
working at UK higher education institutions, and in particular at QUB.

QUB’s institutional position focuses on our colleagues who
are EU citizens, but not UK citizens. It states: ‘The market
for international academic talent is globally competitive,
and the contribution made by EU staff to the University’s
research and innovation is integral to our worldleading
position. Our research eco-system is dependent on EU
staff; 29% of our research staff and 30% of our academic
staff are from the EU (excluding the UK). These worldclass staff make an invaluable contribution to the University and NI society.’ This is certainly a good start – though
not fully comprehensive, as indicated in the graph above.
Leaving the world’s most powerful socio-economic entity
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with a uniquely effective model of legal and political integration will affect all staff of QUB. For one, the EU offers
opportunities for international collaboration not only
through their grant programmes, but also because individuals can build a European Union wide career without worrying over continuity of employment and social rights,
unequal treatment abroad or disadvantages for their children when educated abroad. The EU also funds research
stays beyond the EU in their Marie Curie programme.
These international opportunities will be diminished. Second the EU has developed a body of employment and social security rights, which is – while often in receipt of
critique especially from trade unions – unparalleled
globally. The underpinning legislation will be lost. And
finally, those who work for QUB as EU citizens, but not UK
citizens, will possibly (subject to negotiations) lose the
rights to equal treatment as EU citizens in the UK. Given
the development of UK legislation on non-EU nationals,
their immigration and employment rights from 2010
(since one Theresa May headed the Home Office), this is a
daunting perspective to say the least. The latest reform of
the Immigration Act (still due to be implemented fully in
Northern Ireland) increases the obligations of employers
to enforce the limitations of employment and residence
rights for non-UK nationals. A code of practice advising
employers how to align this with equal treatment rights
irrespective of national origin, announced with the reforms of 2014, has not been forthcoming. Nevertheless,
these obligations continue to exist.
What can QUB do as an employer in these challenging
times? Certainly, much depends on negotiations beyond
QUB. However, a responsible employer can do a lot. For
example, it can start (in consultation with trade unions
representing its employees) to develop strategies maintaining equal treatment for non UK citizens despite the
ratcheting up of immigration control. It could also
pledge to continue treating its existing EU employees
equally, or even consider guaranteeing maintaining
employment rights for all that are guaranteed by EU
law. The working time directive and other health and
safety legislation would certainly be a good start, as would
be legislation on precarious employment. Above that, the
university could pledge to establish a data base of EU
rights on which all its employees rely presently, and to
lobby for their continuation with the NI and UK government. There is much to do beyond the UKEXIT.

The Pay Campaign
by Paul Hudson
UCU together with other campus unions (Unison, Unite,
GMB and EIS) drew up a Joint Higher Education Trade
Union Pay Claim for 2017/18 and submitted it on 22
March 2017. This covers all grades of staff and the main
elements of the claim are:

 An increase to all spine points on the 51 (50) point
national pay scale of RPI plus £1,200 or RPI plus 3%
whichever is greater.

 £10 per hour minimum wage with all HEIs to become
foundation living wage employers ensuring all campus staff are paid at least the foundation living wage
rate.



Pay: the Universities and Colleges Employers Association (UCEA) marginally improved their opening
offer to 1.5%.

 An increase in the London weighting allowance to a



Gender pay gap: UCEA has offered to develop some
further joint work with the unions.



Precarious employment: UCEA want to wait for the
outcome of the joint working group that already is
considering fixed term and variable-hours contracts.



Workload and stress: UCEA do not want JNCHES to
progress this issue at a UK level.

minimum of £4,000.

 Nationally agreed minimum rates of pay for external
examiners.

 Nationally agreed framework for action to close the
gender pay gap by 2020.

 Nationally-agreed framework for action to reduce
the proportion of staff in precarious employment
including casual and zero hour contracts, agency
staff and self-employment through moving staff onto
pro-rata contracts to ensure that pay reflects the
rate-for-the-job of permanent staff, and that all
hours worked are paid for.

 Nationally-agreed framework to tackle excessive
workloads by carrying out suitable and sufficient
workload risk assessments, to identify and implement measures to control risks associated with unreasonable working hours and workload intensification, and to produce and implement New JNCHES
recommendations and guidance.

Queen’s UCU is already in discussions with QUB management about the gender pay gap and about the appallingly
low pay for casually employed tutors and markers. We
are also developing our local campaigns on Academic
Standards, workload and stress.
UCU’s Higher Education Committee (HEC) meets on 21
April to consider the progress of negotiations and the last
negotiating meeting is on 27 April, so you can expect to
hear more about the Pay Campaign at the start of next
term. In the meantime contemplate these facts:



Nationally, income from tuition fees is up by over
8% compared to 2014/15 and total income is up
3.6%. Capital expenditure is in excess of £4.58bn, a
growth of 7.0% on last year. (Capital expenditure in
QUB is exceptionally high.)



Nationally, staff costs as a percentage of expenditure
is down to 54.6%, a reduction of 3.6% since 2009.



Since 2009, the decline in pay of ordinary university
staff (compared to rises in RPI) is over 16%.



VC’s pay average pay increase was 2% last year almost double the percentage that other HE staff
received and within the Russell group VC pay increased by 5.9%.

 To establish the Scottish Sub-Committee of New
JNCHES as set out under the New JNCHES Agreement. The main purpose of the sub-committee would
be to deal with matters not currently being dealt
with at the New JNCHES Committee.

 The joint unions would consider a two year pay offer
that contains reference to both RPI – ‘keep up’ - and
a ‘catch up’ element on the same basis as this year’s
claim.
Full details of the Pay Claim and supporting evidence can
be seen on the national UCU website under UCUBAN/
HE14.
The second of three pay negotiations meetings took place
on 4 April and the employers’ response was:
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A guide to responding to the outcome of the
annual promotions exercise, if you have the
feeling your application wasn’t
wasn correctly assessed

T

he results of the 2017 promotions round are expected by the beginning of May. The outcome of
the process will be communicated to individual applicants directly from Personnel, initially by
email with a follow up letter in the internal mail. This will take the form of a letter from the
Vice Chancellor informing applicants of the outcome in their case. If you have applied and are unsuccessful at this stage, and you have the feeling that this is unfair, there are a number of things you can
do.

20 working days, and there are only 30 working days between 2 May and 12 June, you are advised to
make this request as early as possible (and in fact immediately if you are sure you want to appeal the
decision).

Contact a UCU representative

This should be returned to the university’s Information Compliance Unit (info.compliance@qub.ac.uk)
accompanied by proof of identification and address. If making the application by email a scan of your
passport ID page or driving licence should suffice. If in doubt contact the Information Compliance Unit
in advance to seek advice on what form of identification will be accepted.

UCU representatives deal with personal cases on a regular basis and can advise you on what options
are available to you. You can contact us on uculocalissues@gmail.com or ucu-officers@qub.ac.uk

Obtaining feedback on your application
The letter is likely to give you limited feedback, merely stating what general aspects of your application were not deemed to meet the profiles for promotion to the grade in question. You will be advised
to seek further feedback from your Head of School and/or Faculty PVC. You should seek such a meeting as soon as possible. Normally, you will only be given oral feedback, so you should take your own
notes at these meetings and email the Head of School/Faculty PVC subsequently summarising your understanding of what was said. Doing so can be very useful for further discussion and possible appeals.

Seek a review of the decision
If you still feel dissatisfied and have the feeling you were treated unfairly, you can seek a review. The
promotions exercise includes a provision for seeking review of the decision of the Promotions Committee. This review will be considered by a committee composed of individuals not previously involved in the process. Your request for a review should take the form of a letter explaining the reasons why you feel the initial decision was incorrect, including any evidence to back up your case. This
must be submitted the Director of Human Resources before 4pm on Monday, 12 June 2017.

An FoI request can be submitted on the form which can be accessed on the university’s website:
http://www.qub.ac.uk/Discover/About-Queens/Leadership-and-structure/Registrars-Office/
Information-Compliance-Unit/Freedom-of-Information/Requests-for-Information/#d.en.510649

The details which you request under Freedom of Information in regard to your promotion application
can include:













Freedom of Information (FoI) Request
In some cases the written and oral feedback you will get might be of such a limited nature that you
should consider submitting a Freedom of Information request for additional information that could
help you formulate a request for a review. As the university must respond to any such request within
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The names of the members of the School Promotions Committee that assessed your application;
The minutes of the School Promotions Committee detailing the decision taken by that committee
regarding your application;
The Head of School’s report on your application;
The names of the members of the Faculty Promotions Committee that assessed your application;
The minutes of the Faculty Promotions Committee detailing the decision taken by that
committee regarding your application;
The names of the members of the Central Promotions Committee that assessed your application;
The minutes of the Central Promotions Committee detailing the decision taken by that
committee regarding your application;
The decision of the Central Promotions Committee in your case, contained in the appendix to
the letter of the Vice Chancellor to your Head of School, informing your Head of School of the
outcome of promotion applications from that school;
Any notes taken by members of any of the above committees regarding your application;
If you have had breaks of service, reduced contractual hours, or other personal circumstances,
the formulae used to decide the appropriate ‘reduction in quantity’ of expected achievement
referred to under section 1.2. ‘Equality and diversity’ of the general principles of the promotions
exercise.

Visibility of female academics at Queen’s:
Queen
you trust the image, don’t you?
by Ulrike M Vieten
The picture (let’s call it, ‘five men with
one lady’; the latter a graduate, by the
way), somehow grasps the predicament we come across when looking at
the Gender Equality agenda of
Queen’s University Belfast. Certainly,
the institution tries to reach out to the
next generation (i.e. young women!),

(‘13% target encouraging female

push gender equality it needs

lectures for promotion’), but did

detailed targets, concrete plan-

not set up a concrete aim for a

ning of different stages, tools on

success rate for women (how

how to achieve the target, clear

many women promoted to a

standards of comparison, and

higher salary; i.e. better grade,

regular reports on the progress

explicitly, p. 56). However, the

that has been made in a defined

school wants to achieve balance

amount of time.

when encouraging male candi-

but the visibility of female academics

This is the tricky one, infor-

as the current expert generation is

mation often is not adequate and

way behind universities abroad, or in

as Sara Ahmed (2005) put it, in

England.

Image from the QUB website (1 April 2017), news: ‘Queen’s
I have resided and been employed in
different places and universities

opens £ 14M World Class Computer Science HUB ’

(London, Amsterdam, Sheffield, and

Equal Opportunities Policy, and

‘Institutional Speech Acts’; the

the Senate, too, has a role to play

institution, the Faculty, the

to push things forward. As a new

School and so forth, promises

Equality Scheme will be pub-

things, but it is not clear how a

lished this year, I am curious

detailed strategy will help to im-

whether it will establish a de-

prove the status quo in a realistic

tailed

timeframe.

whether this might tell me as a

stitutional sexism is an issue else-

Institute). Some days later I received

academics appears to be particularly

where, too. However, what struck me

an apologetic, but standardised justi-

significant when it comes to issues of

at QUB is the ‘in your face’ dimension

fication. Firstly, I was assured that

the political debate and public

of how much less visible female senior

they are not biased and that they

(media) sphere in Northern Ireland,

academics are and –apparently– tak-

would consider my critique in future.

which might have to do with the per-

Actually, the ATHENA-SWAN

en less seriously when it comes to

The man writing to me further argued

sistence of gendered sectarianism and

awards application requires can-

their fields of expertise. Essentially, it

that ‘in practice when approaching

conservatism, and the dominant polit-

didate Schools to break down

means that they are not embodying

speakers on policy issues, we very

ical framework of two presumed ho-

goals and strategies. Here, the

the achievements and intellectual

often invite an organisation to speak

mogenous religious-ethnic-national

application of the previous

depth of the university as much as

rather than individuals, and so we are

communities; its special status seems

School of Sociology, Social Policy

they should.

rather dependent on who those or-

to come with an assumption of male

and Social Work (May 2015)

ganisations choose to put forward as

experts.

made an interesting read. Apart

Forum, entitled ‘Next Steps for Economic Development in Northern Ireland post-Brexit’, announcing 11 male

speakers. I dared to write back declaring that I am not interested in
going to an all-male speaker event (I

should add, sometimes I have to do it

to the main point: how can an institution of the magnitude of our university put forward only male members of
staff? Specifically on the issue of Brexit, I know at least two or three experts,
who are approachable, and happen to
be female.

Before starting my academic career in
England I worked for a while (with
my previous academic and professional socio-legal expertise, and also
my knowledge of organisation studies) on the implementation of gender/
women equality law and federal plans

in German municipals (local govern-

the devil is in the detail.

we are confronted with

The gap in representation of senior

to an event organised by the POLICY

Lecturer positions (p.58). Yes,

The university does have an

as I am working at a Global Research

their representative.’ This brings me

dates to apply for Researcher and

the context of anti-racism, often

Luxembourg among others), and in-

I recently received an email invitation
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ments). Here is the message: to

from the fact that some of the
male Professors apparently don’t
have kids or are in committed
relationships (as this fact is only
explicitly mentioned for women),
the action plan came up with
some more detailed measures

reporting

system,

and

female academic how well (or
worse) the university has done in
all Faculties and Schools in the
last three years, for example, and
how exactly the gender equality
speech will translate into more
action in the following three
years (Vision2020). Finally, I am
curious to learn, whether me and
my other three female Queen’s
University Research Fellow colleagues at the GRI, will enter into
permanent employment in 2019
(as we got tenured contracts in
2015), and if so, which position
we will be offered.

USS UPDATE
by Paul Hudson

All members of the USS pension scheme recently received its Annual Report. Much of the
data is a year old, and what is more important
is the state of the pension scheme at the triannual valuation date, which was 30 April
2017. The Valuation will not be announced
until late summer at the earliest, and discussion of possible consequences will continue for
some time.
The valuation of the Assets is fairly easy and
they should show a healthy growth. What is
more difficult and controversial is the valuation
of the Liabilities. The sums that will have to be
paid out to USS members at various times in
the future can be predicted and adjusted for
inflation. The Liability is the sum of money
required now in order to make those future
payments, and this is difficult to estimate because the present sum of money needs to grow
until the payments are made. Some present
members of USS will still be due payments 70
years into the future. So valuation of the Liabilities requires a prediction of how the earnings
of the investments will grow over a very long
time period.
In the 2017 valuation it is agreed that the estimated earnings will be the Best Estimate of
present earnings reduced by a factor for prudence. A factor for prudence is used because
the earnings of most of the assets are not guaranteed. Reducing the Best Estimate by a factor
for prudence results in an estimated earnings
figure which is virtually certain to be achieved.
The controversy is over balancing the size of
the factor for prudence against the possible
consequences. A large size results in a larger
Liability and a big deficit in the pension fund.
The Pensions Regulator requires a plan to reduce any pension deficit over a reasonable time
period. This could be achieved by increasing
pension contributions (which the employers do
not want) or by reducing pension benefits. This
is what is behind the comment on p12 of the
Annual Report: ‘The trustee expects to report,
at the 2017 valuation, that the existing level of
benefits will cost more in the future than at the
previous valuation. This could lead to a discussion between the employer and member representatives about the balance between the benefits provided and the contribution rates payable for them. We are working closely with
member and employer representatives on these
matters (with the Joint Negotiating Committee).’

Some of the employers are so obsessed with the
very remote possibility that the might have to
dig deeper into their pockets at some time in
the future that they want to cut the future benefits paid to the members in the Defined Benefit part of USS and move more members into
the Define Contribution section. But there are
wide ranges for the parameters and assumptions that feed into the Valuation and many
combinations of these show that USS is not in
trouble. It is only very pessimistic combinations that results in the scenario which some
employers fear. It would be recklessly prudent
for employers not to consider ways to preserve
the current level of contributions and benefits.
UCU will be resisting at national level any detrimental moves and may need to call on local
support in the autumn.
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Continues from page 1

Instead, though, it is the end of April 2017 and
Queen’s is just about to send off its application
for an institutional Athena SWAN Gold Award,
without having addressed the issue.
Management’s first proposal on the pay gap was
met with severe criticism by staff and UCU alike.
Similarly, in November senior management
promised to address the controversial use of
Student Evaluations of Teaching in
personnel decisions, an issue also w idely
raised by SWAN committees across campus. Very
little progress has been made and the
institutional SWAN application won’t include
news of a satisfactory deal to make sure that the
assessment of teaching quality isn’t solely based
on potentially discriminatory practices.
In October 2016, UCU also unveiled in an
exclusive PhD Report that many teaching
assistants at Queen’s are paid less than
minimum wage, a state that is sim ply
unacceptable. However, while swift action was
promised to UCU, half a year later we still have

postgraduate students and casualised staff
perform vital services for the university, without
any of the issues in the PhD Report having been
resolved. How can a university that labels itself
as exceptional not protect some of its most
vulnerable employees?
On all these issues, UCU made submissions with
concrete proposals for action. We also repeatedly
demanded to be included in the respective
working groups so as to help formulate policies
to address these issues, root and branch.
However, senior management decided to do
things on its own and to produce half-hearted
proposals that fall well short of what is required.
Unfortunately, if things continue like this, UCU
will be forced to adopt a more confrontational
strategy in order to make proper change happen.

There’s strength in the
Union! Join today
To join: email ucu@qub.ac.uk

