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Queen Mary, University of London Branch 

 
Acting President: Dr Paul Anderson  

p.anderson@qmul.ac.uk 
 

Secretary: Dr Richard Saull 
r.g.saull@qmul.ac.uk 

 
 
         Date 10 February 2012 
 
To Ms S. Brosnan HR  
HoS Prof. M. Evans SBCS 
Ms J Hutt HR 

 
Subject Response to EIA (Equality Impact Assessment) form sent to UCU by HR on the 19January 

2012. 
 

Dear Ms Brosnan, Prof Evans and Ms Hutt 
 

As stated in the QMUL Strategic Plan 2010-2015, “Queen Mary is committed to ensuring 

that all members of its community are confident that the realisation of personal potential is in 

no way restricted by race, religion, gender or sexual orientation”.  We would like to remind 

that protected characteristics defined under 2010 Equality Act are age, disability, gender 

reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion and belief, sex and sexual orientation. 

 

We believe that the “restructuring of SBCS” and “redundancies of 20 or more staff”, will 

affect equality characteristics and will result in discriminations violating the Equality Act 

2010.  ‘The EHRC (Equality and Human Rights Commission) and The Equality Challenge 

Unit (ECU) suggest in their guidance that the assessment process is one of the best and most 

reliable ways ‘to show due regard’.  Case law from previous duties clearly demonstrates that 

impact assessments should be carried out before any decisions are made’ (UCU on Equality 

Duty). Therefore, the Equality Impact Assessment EIA is an integral part of any restructuring 

process and should be used to assess in detail the implications that the proposed redundancies 

will have on the School of Biological and Chemical Sciences. We are aware that there is no 

legal requirement to carry out a formal, well documented EIA under the GB-wide duty, but 
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QMUL clearly states ‘equality’ in its recruitment policy, and, therefore, HR needs to fulfil its 

public obligations and show due regard to equality of QMUL staff members.  

 

The EIA form filled by HR stated that a full impact assessment will not be carried out as part 

of the ‘screening’ where question B3 ‘Could the item have a significant impact on equality by 

reducing inequalities that already exists (please give details)’ was left answered and Ms S. 

Brosnan (HR consultant) stated in an email ‘this is unknown at this stage’.  

However, a vague justification is given in the form stating ‘The screening does not identify 

that the item has an adverse effect on members of an equality group. A further EIA will be 

undertaken at the end of the consultation process to assess the impact of the structure that is 

to be put in place/selection criteria (at which point a decision will be made as to whether a 

full impact assessment is required). There will also be a separate EIA undertaken for any 

consultation process related to a proposed restructure of the School’s support structure’. 

 

We demand a response to the EIA form provided by HR that it should have been carried 

out during the so called ‘restructuring process’ within SBCS.  We, therefore, specifically ask 

how it will now be done, who will be affected and how the views of those affected will be 

taken into consideration? Furthermore, we request HR to follow the EHRC’s guidance on 

EIAs, equality analysis, information gathering and engagement with all staff affected 

(including students as they have been identified on the form). 

As stated above, we consider that the current EIA form is unacceptably vague, resembling a 

ticking box exercise where no evidence for any assessment criteria has been given and no 

review of impacts on equality has been provided.  There are several specific concerns we 

have to raise: 

1. Initially, the EIA form was not included when all documents were sent out to 

SBCS staff by HR and, consequently, UCU had to make a specific request for the 

EIA form to be send during the meeting with HR, VP and HoS.  The Equality Impact 

Assessment (EIA) form was emailed to UCU by Ms Sue Brosnan on January 19th at 

16.24.  We requested it as part of the consultation documents as HR is bound to show 

due regard to the Equality Act 2010.  We intentionally emphasise the timeline here, 

because it clearly demonstrates a lack of any awareness of HR towards SBCS 

academics, students and other members of the department.  Under the duty of s.149 of 

the Equality Act, we argue that the form should have been sent to all SBCS academics 
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(not only UCU members) as all SBCS academics are currently under ‘restructuring 

and redundancy’ processes.  

2. HR has ticked off the box ‘students’ with no explicit remarks on the impact on 

equality.  If the category ‘students’ are impacted, we request urgently a detailed and 

explicit explanation.  We further demand that HR communicates this current EIA 

form to the students as they certainly need to be consulted on these issues.  

3. We cannot accept the current EIA form as meaningful for any assessment.  In its 

current dubious form, it would potentially affect negatively an arbitrary number of 

staff members.  Considering the ‘selection criteria’ stated in the official documents 

handed out to SBCS academics, HR surely is aware about the potentially affected 

staff members and, thus, would be able to predict how many ‘protected categories’ 

under the Equality Act would be violated (protected characteristics such as: age, 

disability, gender, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or 

belief and sexual orientation).  We would like to see HR performing a meaningful 

EIA process to assess the implications of these redundancy proposals on “protected 

categories”. 

4. HR has pointed out that an Equality Impact Assessment, - obviously another one -, 

will be carried out at the end of the restructuring and redundancy process. The 

‘impacted colleagues’ will by then be gone and certainly, the impact on structure will 

have already shown detrimental effects on the School’s performance, not least on 

teaching, staff’s health and consequently, academic output.  

5. HR have admitted that they have taken more time in starting the formal 

consultation process (various email communications from December 2011 through 

January 2012).  Thus, if HS has taken more time why was a process of assessment 

not duly carried out? Surely, time was not adequately used to carry out any 

meaningful impact assessment. 

 

Sincerely 

 

On behalf of QM UCU 

Dr Jenny M Schmid-Araya (Equality Rep UCU) 

Dr Rachel Ashworth (Executive Committee member UCU) 

 
 


