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The UCU Response to the SBCS Restructuring Plan 
 
 
"Research in SBCS is constrained by the poor facilities and the very high SSR. Your proposals 
do not address these fundamental problems, therefore they are unlikely to succeed" 
 
 
Introduction 
 
This document has been written by a UCU steering group within SBCS composed of nine 
academic staff, with input from PhD students. We consulted extensively with our members, other 
staff and students (both undergraduate and postgraduate). In doing so, we have collected together 
many points already made by colleagues in individual submissions, but set them out again 
without apology as they command support by the great majority of SBCS academic staff, and 
demonstrate the large number of issues that arise. The first part of this document provides an 
overview and rebuttal of the SBCS Restructuring Plan. The second part critiques the ‘selection 
criteria’ and recommends a number of important amendments. The third and final part contains 
closing points and an outline alternative plan. 
 
 Although our focus is on future prospects, we challenge the premise that weakness in research is 
or has always been an implicit feature of the School. This false assessment appears to be based 
on the GPA score in RAE 2008. We remind the College that it was their instruction that 
required our 2008 RAE submission to maximize QR income by including as many individuals as 
possible. This approach was a tactical success, increasing our annual QR income by nearly £1 
million per annum, money which has not been invested back to support research in the 
School. Imposing this full-submission strategy on the School had the inevitable response of 
depressing the GPA. If we had adopted the tactics of competitor-institutions by reducing our 
submission to 70%, we would have achieved a GPA of 2.5 placing us equal with UCL, Bath, 
Durham, Exeter and UEA. Having said this, we argue that many structures and attitudes in SBCS 
are inappropriate to an ambitious modern department. Changing these will be more effective than 
replacing the staff. 
 
Communication with management is still an issue. Many questions presented to Professor Evans 
in the formal letter sent to him on 3rd November remain unanswered, despite an assurance that he 
would respond “in due course”. We worry that as the formal consultation period ends, our 
concerns will not receive serious consideration, or be allowed to serve as the basis for 
negotiation. There is a danger that management will display nothing more than tokenism towards 
the agreed College procedures to deal with redundancies and dismissals.  
 
Executive summary and contents 
 
UCU agrees that SBCS should aspire to a better performance in research, but we argue that this 
is best achieved by the support and encouragement of existing colleagues, especially junior staff 
and those burdened by heavy and inefficient teaching, combined with a reduction in SSR to 
match that of our competitors, investment in improving facilities and above all more funding of 
postgraduate studentships. We oppose the imposition of unrealistic targets based on controversial 
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and inconsistent metrics, not grounded in common sense or infeasible within the practical 
limitations of the School and the likely investment the College can afford. We emphatically 
reject the plans for large scale redundancies or dismissals: these threats lower morale, reduce 
incentive and encourage our best staff to seek posts elsewhere. Further, they risk bringing the 
College into disrepute, but at best will produce only a marginal and temporary improvement in 
research ranking.  
 
In opposing the advertised redundancy criteria, we point to the inherent unfairness of arbitrary or 
obscure measurements of research quality, which in many cases neither reflect quality nor the 
real contributions of co-authors, which actively discourage both collaboration and collegiality, 
and which may provide grounds for claims of unfair dismissal or contravene existing 
employment legislation. Further, we reject performance management as currently proposed, but 
point instead to the advantages of fair and properly managed appraisal. 
 
The Evans restructuring proposals are extremist measures disproportionate to the scale of the 
problem and include no risk assessment; further, they fail to address the underlying causes of 
poor performance or to admit the policy constraints within which the 2008 RAE submission was 
made. In their place we propose increased investments in postgraduate studentships and better 
support of junior staff or those temporarily unfunded from external sources, combined with 
radical changes to teaching and examination structures that will reduce distractions and increase 
research time. Aspirations can best be met by incremental reforms and increases of investment in 
our known areas of strength, including some new appointments in these areas rather than 
bioinformatics, but not by bullying, by bureaucratic diktat or by replacing one set of unhappy 
staff with another.  
 
OUR MESSAGE: A PLAN WHICH ENVISAGES THE WHOLESALE AND UNFAIR 
DISMISSAL OF STAFF, WHICH PRESAGES THE COLLAPSE OF TEACHING AND WHICH 
IGNORES THE FUNDAMENTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR SCIENTIFIC PRODUCTIVITY 
CANNOT SUCCEED AT QUEEN MARY, UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 
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Part 1: Overview and Rebuttal of the SBCS Restructuring Plan 
 
Summary table: The advantages and risks of the Evans Plan and the UCU Plan 
 
Restructuring proposal of Matthew 

Evans 
Restructuring proposal of SBCS UCU 

affiliated staff 
Advantages: 
 
Decentralises administration. 
Projects large growth in research 
 income. 
Engineers a temporary positive 
 shift in publication metrics for 
 REF 2014 
 
 
 
 

Advantages: 
 
Builds on existing research strengths. 
Addresses the underlying causes of 
 inadequate research performance. 
Invests in the research environment, 
 attracting new staff and sustaining 
 improvement to REF 2020.  
Alleviates time fragmentation, 
 permitting increased attention to 
 research. 
Reduces SSR to match competitors. 
Supports collaborative research. 
Retains teaching quality. 
Facilitates new teaching and assessment 
 initiatives. 
Maintains the integrity, morale, 
 collegiality and ethos of SBCS. 

Risks: 
 
Jeopardises current research. 
Our most productive researchers 
  will move to other institutions. 
Collaborative interdisciplinary 
 research is discouraged. 
Ph.D. students will be left without 
 supervision and support. 
Teaching delivery and quality may 
 collapse with attendant loss of 
 applicants and income. 
Demotivates teaching-intensive 
 staff. 
Unbalances teaching delivery (14 
 ‘informatics’ appointments). 
Undermines our NSS position and 
 diminishes the College’s reputation.  
Will lead to legal action for unfair 
 dismissal or gender/age discrimination. 

Disadvantages: 
 
Slower progress towards top decile. 
Unlikely that the current HoS can 
 deliver the plan. 
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What we can agree on 
 
Professor Evans’ premise that there needs to be a rebalancing between teaching and research in 
SBCS is correct, as is the Principal’s request that the School should perform in research closer to 
the mean for the institution as a whole (though the time scale on which this could be achieved is 
contestable). Professor Evans is also right to suggest an administrative decentralisation, 
especially for routine business, the provision of research facilities and the management of 
technical staff. It is also a good idea to have an autonomous Director of Teaching. However, the 
allocation of internal research resources is a more sensitive matter, and if there is to be a single 
Director of Research, there should be a corresponding transparency.  
 
The new divisions of the School appear to be broadly natural ones, however they are also to a 
degree prescriptive and the possible consequences must be considered as well. The decision to 
retain Chemistry and Psychology within the School structure can be accepted pro tem, but leaves 
us open to the criticism by research councils (or the implicit judgement by grant committees) that 
groupings of expertise within each Division are too few or too small. Forty academic staff in 
biological sciences is a relatively small number; even so, the greater part of the School’s teaching 
burden will be carried in this area for the foreseeable future. We agree there must be a sea 
change in the School’s approach to research to meet the twin goals of more high quality output 
and a better reputation. Unfortunately the restructuring plan to does little to deliver fundamental 
reforms; instead there is the possibility that at best only marginal improvement will result and at 
worst that both research outputs and teaching quality will collapse. 
 
 
The major points of our critique 
 
The vast majority of academic staff agree that the fundamental underlying problems in SBCS are 
the lack of top-decile style research support and infrastructure to match top decile departments 
and the cripplingly high burdens of teaching, reflected in the student-staff ratio (SSR) of 21. 
Neither the research infrastructure nor the high student numbers are addressed adequately in the 
proposal. The plan for SBCS seeks to achieve Russell Group research funding and outputs, while 
retaining an overall teaching burden and the low levels of internal research support typical of 
former polytechnics. This is an inherently unsound proposition. Previous attempts to improve the 
research profile of the School were successful when it was a small department of fewer than 25 
academic staff and colleagues were willing to support each other, not merely compete for scarce 
resources, favour and promotion. Thereafter progress was restrained by growing teaching loads 
(especially those associated with biomedical sciences), and burgeoning administration associated 
with teaching and postgraduate supervision. Thus the preconditions for progress with research do 
not presently exist (as perhaps implied by BBSRC following its Doctoral Training Centres 
decision; we await feedback on this particular disappointment) and are not addressed by the 
current refocusing plan. Given that the research environment appears to be the limiting factor for 
productive output in SBCS, investment in facilities, technical support and studentships (with 
adjustments to teaching loads) provides better prospects than a wholesale turnover of staff. 
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We argue that Teaching and Scholarship (TS) posts are not an appropriate solution for a leading 
university and eight of these would be inadequate to shoulder the burden of routine lecturing and 
laboratory supervision, in part because of the continuing shortage of large lecture rooms and 
laboratories. In addition, the fragmented individual teaching timetables are wholly unsuited to a 
research-led department, generating constant distraction. We also consider that TS positions will 
be stressful, and undervalued resulting in a high turnover of personnel, leading to low scores in 
assessments by students.  
 
“Support” of individual staff will, it appears, be confined to aggressive research performance 
management and “suitability for post” is defined as a willingness to accept the entire direction of 
one’s research by others. This is a bureaucrat’s charter and contrary to two centuries of 
experience in British science. The definition of academic roles in the SBCS is patronising and 
disconnected from all experience of life at Queen Mary. Also, it may be unwise to specify 
teaching hours too precisely, as managers may find that teaching commitments can only be 
delivered when most staff exceed their allocations (as happened in post-1992 universities when 
contracts were changed to include specified contact hours). There appear to be no clear 
definitions of “scholarship”, as included in the title “Teaching and Scholarship”, and currently no 
career structure. 
 
Future replacement of some colleagues by imported research “stars” is implicit in the 
restructuring plans. Will such new staff will be exempted from any teaching chores they do not 
find agreeable, an obvious source of resentment by others and detrimental to collegiality? We 
point out that 8-10 years ago the College considered TS posts and abandoned the idea amidst the 
same arguments being rehearsed now. The flippant comment now much favoured by senior 
managers that the College “must be concerned with the future rather than history” can be 
answered by the observation that those who ignore the mistakes of the past are condemned to 
repeat them. Hence our insistence throughout this document that failure to understand and 
address the mistakes of the recent past will imperil the future. 
 
There should be concern about proposals to increase the number of MSc and other postgraduate 
programmes. These are notorious consumers of time for small return in terms of fees and 
research output and will further increase teaching loads disproportionately to enrolment. The 
only research-related strategy proposed is to classify staff into four broad subject divisions, with 
the use of a blunt redundancy procedure to revise the number of staff in each division; however 
this is unlikely to generate the most productive collaborations and will not necessarily align with 
future  undergraduate applicant requirements, indeed it manifestly does not do so now. A 
proposal to employ 14 bioinformatics staff in anticipation that this will automatically improve 
research standing is unrealistic and unsupported by the majority of current academics. 
Bioinformatics is not a discipline, it is a tool. Further, investment plans for this area have 
recently been downgraded by EPSRC. 
 
Present and future staffing 
 
The restructuring document presented to Council following the informal period of consultation 
does not reflect the consensus view of SBCS staff. Notably, the plan contains no reference to 
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increased investment or support for many junior and middle-ranking staff who are currently 
research active, and will therefore unintentionally sustain the current teaching-led configuration, 
making it difficult to see how the School could attract or retain senior staff of the highest calibre. 
In this connection we note that some advertised positions have not been filled. While the School 
has a good recent history of recruiting bright junior academics, the record with imported “stars” 
is more patchy. There is always the danger of acquiring other institutions’ malcontents, or 
siphoning off the greater part of internal resources as start-up investment for newcomers, to the 
detriment of existing colleagues. 
 
We note that there are ca. 20 year swings in undergraduate fashions and perhaps shorter-term 
changes in research council funding priorities. A strict “alignment” of staff with funding streams 
may look prudent at the start of any restructuring exercise, but then restricts future flexibility. 
There may therefore be hidden dangers in heavy engagements with informatics. It may be 
germane that Imperial College is currently proposing to rebalance its teaching in the biological 
sciences in favour of environmental and whole-organism subjects. Imperial’s reforms also 
include flexibility for biochemists and biologists to study more extensively from each other’s 
course lists, and a greater emphasis on research project work for finalists. This example indicates 
that perceptions of future trends differ. There is not a universal vision of what the future holds 
and a narrow-minded focus on today’s funding streams may trap researchers into being 
tomorrow’s dead ducks.  
 
Fair and rational use of redundancy 
 
The document states correctly that SBCS is not performing in research at a level to which the 
College and current SBCS staff aspire. Finding the right solution means correctly identifying the 
reasons for past failure. At QMUL, academic staff are always appointed primarily on their 
research achievements and potential. Therefore, underperformance cannot be exclusively a 
matter of individual inadequacy, and certainly not to the extent where more than 25% of the 
academic establishment are considered candidates for redundancy. Employment law requires that 
criteria for redundancy must be fair; the designation of individuals as underperformers when 
only one aspect of their duties is considered is clearly unacceptable, especially when any 
deficiencies identified result from excessive imposed burdens in other areas of work. That as 
many as 20 individuals are so categorised points to institutional, rather than personal, causes of 
research underachievement. (The unfairness of the proposed criteria are detailed in Part 2 of this 
document). For individuals to be made redundant irrespective of performance but merely 
because their research interests do not align to the new divisions appears profligate of talent, and 
carries high risk if funding streams change in the future. Productive research requires that 
individuals can enter into voluntary, not forced, collaborations and that their environment is 
secure in the medium-term. This is common sense, but we find little awareness of it in the 
current proposals. 
 
Teaching loads 
 
College senior managers have repeatedly failed to acknowledge the effects of the high current 
and historical teaching load sustained by the School, the present overall student-staff ratio of 21 
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(recently reduced from 23) exceeding that of any Russell Group institution and any other UK 
university offering the same range of subjects, with which the College aspires to compete. Year 
on year increases to SBCS student recruitment targets continue, including those allocated for 
2012 entry, imposed on the same academic staff whose research abilities and aspirations have 
been frustrated for more than a decade by precisely this burden. More may follow, particularly at 
MSc level, which perversely presages an emphasis on greater teaching time as the consequence 
of increased small group instruction. We note a tactic by current managers to downplay the 
teaching load issue. In response we ask them to consult previous Heads of the School, all of 
whom will testify to the excessive recruitment targets handed to Biological Sciences year after 
year, with attendant underfunding relative to the student numbers enrolled. 
 
It has been recent SBCS policy to allocate teaching unevenly, such that only a minority of staff, 
identified somewhat arbitrarily as having better prospects of external funding, have acquired 
adequate research time. This was accepted by others in a collegiate spirit, in recognition that 
some fields of research are temporarily unfashionable, and to ensure that students had access to 
the wider expertise available in the academic staff body, whether recognised by external funders 
or not. However, greater overall research output requires that no-one is excluded from their 
laboratory by excessive teaching, or indeed by other disruptions such as building work, for which 
no adequate compensation is provided.  
 
What is the cost to research when there is such a high SSR? Even assuming all else is equal 
between SBCS and the top decile institutions in terms of research infrastructure, having 21 
students per SBCS staff member compared with an average 15 students per staff member in 
competing institutions represents a highly significant time cost. To maintain the same teaching 
standards, SBCS staff must work nearly 40% more hours (typically 14 additional hours, nearly 
half a standard working week) or find efficiency elsewhere. Thus the opportunity cost of even 
modest over-recruitment is severe. The restructuring plan fails to address this problem, but 
instead compounds it with the proposition of unspecified additional teaching allocations for MSc 
courses and a possible venture in China, the demands of which are presently unclear. 
 
The timetable and patterns of teaching. 
 
This is not a trivial issue, but there is no mention of it in the restructuring documents. The SBCS 
timetable distributes classes across the week and semester in such a way as to fragment research 
time into numerous short periods. This is inefficient and disruptive, and fails to reflect the model 
in many Russell Group institutions, where block-teaching is the norm. There are also instances of 
unresolvable double booking where a lecturer (or a student) has to be in two places at once, or 
where teaching is timetabled over the top of research seminars. This is surely unacceptable in a 
research-led department, indeed it can be argued that if teaching and research are in competition 
for your time, you are not working in a proper university. 
 
The issue is, of course, complex and not entirely within the control of the School, however it has 
the potential to derail the proposed changes in teaching arrangements, and especially so if there 
is any initiative to increase small-group teaching for masters students or for undergraduates 
paying the new high fees. We urge managers to examine models of timetabling, course unit 
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selection, credit structure and examination schedules in the Russell Group universities. We note 
the Imperial model, where finalists take 4 units in two blocks of two units each, separated by a 6 
week full time practical project. The units taken in each block are examined immediately the 
block ends. This scheme reflects the research orientation of the institution in a way that is not 
evident at Queen Mary. We need to be imaginative about the way teaching is organised; it is 
obviously advantageous for staff to have all their classroom work in one block, leaving the rest 
of the year open for research and project supervision. 
 
Freeing research time by further developing our successful ‘Teach Less – Educate More’ 
revolution. 
 
Recognised by Drapers’ Awards for ‘Innovations in Teaching’ in 2009/10 and 2010/11, the 
SBCS has pioneered an initiative entitled ‘Teach Less – Educate More’, which simultaneously 
frees time for research while delivering a unique educational opportunity to our undergraduates. 
This initiative has already revolutionised laboratory classes, offering individualised hands-on 
practicals to every first year student, reinvigorated 1st year tutorials to empower our students to 
engage with primary literature, and modernised lecture delivery using the unique Q-capture 
facility. The willingness of colleagues to engage with teaching innovation is a major part of the 
Queen Mary ethos, of which we are justifiably proud, and which the proposed restructuring quite 
deliberately seeks to destroy. We view with dismay Professor’s Evans’s own admission that 
restructuring will undermine collegiality. What kind of manager considers this virtuous?  
 
We believe that efforts by staff in SBCS to develop a novel lecture delivery and assessment 
strategy could see the SBCS recognised as a leading pedagogic establishment. Moreover, this 
approach frees time for research during the teaching terms and eliminates the need for exhausting 
summative assessments at the end of the academic year, another drain of time and energy for 
which Queen Mary is repeatedly criticised by its external examiners.  However ultimate success 
with teaching and teaching innovation depends on collegiality: the willingness to be involved in 
education and enjoyment of the practice. 
 
Teaching and Scholarship posts 
 
The current plan envisages eight Teaching and Scholarship (TS) posts. This is both undesirable 
and unworkable. It is important that Queen Mary, in line with other universities aspiring to the 
highest standards, should integrate advanced teaching with research (a view reconfirmed by the 
Principal in his speech at the 2011 winter graduation ceremony). Such integration distinguishes 
universities from former polytechnics and FE colleges, where students are usually taught by 
teachers who are not research practitioners. TS posts are not consistent with this aspiration, nor 
with the College strategic plan to provide “the finest possible education to our undergraduate 
and postgraduate students”. The plan for eight TS staff moves the SBCS away from the ethos of 
a research-based university, which will result in a decrease in teaching quality, reduced student 
satisfaction and ultimately, via student-orientated rankings, to lower applicant quality. We 
anticipate that the new fee structure for undergraduate students will increase, not reduce, the 
demand for teaching by research staff active in their fields. External Assessors have already 
noted that for degree accreditation (specifically for Psychology but applicable to other 
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programmes in the future) more resources are necessary for research, since it is axiomatic that 
students aspiring to professional status must train in a research-intensive environment. This is 
surely incompatible with heavy reliance on Teaching and Scholarship staff. 
 
We note that the document outlining the roles of TS and TR staff circulated to SBCS staff by 
Prof Evans (Academic Roles in SBCS) is based on a paper previously issued in SEMS, but with 
some differences. Both documents explain that the proportion of time (%) allocated to teaching, 
research (or scholarship) and supporting activities should be 25:50:25 for TR and 50:25:25 for 
TS staff, over the full year. Teaching is defined as direct contact, preparation, assessment and 
support. At a first approximation, and with a little latitude for assessment (examination marking) 
outside the two 12 week teaching semesters, teaching in practice occupies half the year, 22 of 44 
working weeks (excluding holidays and closures). By formula therefore, TR staff will spend 
50% of their semester time on teaching activity. This is high, and we assert that a similar 
commitment is not expected of staff in a typical School covering the same subject areas in the 
top decile of UK institutions, and will therefore deter applications from high quality senior staff 
whom we understand are to be recruited externally and at considerable expense, to replace those 
colleagues made redundant.  
 
In the restructuring plan we note that “It would be expected in SBCS that TS roles will involve 
approximately three times the teaching activity of TR roles”. Has this been thought through? Not 
only does it contradict the figures for time allocation given in Academic Roles in SBCS (above), 
it also implies that TS staff must spend 150% of their semester time in teaching! This is not a 
recipe for delivering a high quality undergraduate education. We point out that some staff 
already teach up to three times as much as some others, in part reflecting their contractual status, 
yet manage to produce significant research output. Does this not suggest that demotion to TS 
status may therefore not be appropriate in every case as an alternative to redundancy, and in 
terms of research productivity may actually be counter-productive? We caution that if some of 
the 8 new TS posts are taken up by existing TS staff or by former TR staff who already carried a 
very high load, there will be less net relief of teaching for remaining TR staff. In any case it is 
unlikely that teaching loads can be significantly increased, for purely logistical reasons, unless 
evening and Saturday classes become routine. Finally it should be noted that detailed schemes 
for the reward and promotion of TS staff have not been agreed, contrary to the assertion in the 
restructuring plan.  
 
Appraisal and performance management 
 
We note that in recent years these two processes have been merged, and that the only 
engagement by managers is aggressive attention to metrics. This was not the original intention of 
appraisal; while there might be a case for some kind of performance measurement this is by no 
means universally accepted by the wider science community and it should certainly not be a 
component of appraisal, which exists primarily to identify staff needs, for example for training, 
technical assistance, sabbatical leave or mitigation of teaching. Opportunity for sabbatical or 
other leave can be a key ingredient in the development of staff at all levels, and although 
theoretical provisions at Queen Mary are good, these are liable to be frustrated usually (though 
not always) because of difficulties in arranging teaching cover, currently the responsibility of the 
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applicant. Amazingly, one or two long-serving members of the School have never been granted a 
sabbatical. Others are angry and disillusioned by their appraisal interview, which suggests the 
structure of the scheme is wrong, and depresses morale. 
 
New proposals for performance management are being circulated, which only seems to offer 
aggressive challenges based on dubious metrics. What academic staff normally need to improve 
their research output is more time, not more metrics. A detailed critique of the qualifying 
performance criteria for retention in SBCS is presented elsewhere in this document. Performance 
management as currently proposed is not acceptable to UCU, but this debate will be pursued 
elsewhere. 
 
Bioinformatics  
 
A bold feature of the plan is to establish a large number of bioinformatics posts (14), supposedly 
to align research to match future funding streams. This proposal incorporates significant risk, 
given that (a) the prediction of future funding trends is uncertain (b) in the event of another 
failure, the negative legacy of such a large number of appointments would be very substantial 
and (c) it does not follow that bioinformatics staff will be more successful in finding funding 
than the individuals they replace, as they will be competing between themselves (as well as 
others) for limited and dwindling resources. Further, the prospects for bioinformaticians 
achieving more success than staff with more diverse interests in winning grants have been 
reduced after the recent failure of the BBSRC DTP application, which was anticipated to be a 
primary source of funding for the informatics initiative. There will now be no BBSRC funded 
studentships to offer applicants as an incentive to join SBCS, nor (as BBSRC implies by its 
decision) is there yet an optimal research infrastructure including suitable modern equipment.  
 
Given the high student numbers imposed on SBCS, it is vital that new appointments take an 
equitable role in teaching, but there is currently little student demand for bioinformatics. Some 
years ago we introduced a joint biology/computer science MSc in Bioinformatics, but this failed 
for lack of applicants. Admissions data for 2012 entry also fail to justify a major expansion in 
bioinformatics. Applications to C100 Biology for 2012 entry have increased by 42% whereas 
applications to Computer Science are down 18%. Admittedly, figures on Computer Science 
might need some correction because a new programme in "Combinations in Computer Science" 
is being offered. However, overall last year the College received 1,164 applicants in Computer-
related training; this year it received 754, a decrease of 35%. Finally, we note the recent 
announcement of reduced funding for bioinformatics by EPSRC 
(http://www.epsrc.ac.uk/ourportfolio/researchareas/Pages/default.aspx) 
 
Organisation and administration 
 
The advantages of splitting the School into four roughly equal divisions appear to be largely 
administrative ones, ensuring that no individuals are penalised by an excess of responsibilities 
and ensuring that change can come about quickly without the dead hand of an autocratic 
hierarchy. However, it is difficult to see how the divisions could generate “distinctive strengths” 
without imposing research agendas and forcing collaborations, the antithesis of good science. 

http://www.epsrc.ac.uk/ourportfolio/researchareas/Pages/default.aspx�
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Moreover, the divisions appear to have been rather loosely defined to ensure that the School’s 
establishment of existing perceived research stars can all be accommodated in at least one, 
thereby defeating the stated purpose of the exercise. Moreover, one of the putative divisions 
(Organismal Biology) contains two activities (evolutionary genetics and aquatic ecology) which 
are acknowledged as both productive and highly reputable, yet this division is to be cut by at 
least 6 staff. It may further be argued that the notional allocation of staff numbers to specific 
areas within the major divisions is entirely arbitrary and unsupported by any logical or evidence-
based explanation. 
 
REF 2014 and REF 2020   
 
It is difficult to escape the conclusion that the College wants to see a large impact on the 2014 
REF, but we cannot accept that to do this purely by a massive staff turnover is either practical or 
moral. Therefore the return for this assessment will have to be based largely on current staff and 
new hires currently in progress. In 2010 the External Assessors of the School wrote “Staff who are 
underperforming in research will need to be supported and encouraged to improve their research 
performance, and the Head of School will need to be supported in this with the mandate to do so and the 
tools." This recommendation has not been implemented, and there have been few measures of 
any substance to improve research outputs from “underperforming” staff since RAE 2008. Nor 
are any specified in the restructuring plan. This is a major strategic error, however there may be 
some scope to improve the 2014 result with additional appointments made in the next 20 months 
if a small number of existing staff respond to offers of early retirement or voluntary severance. 
There is also the option of reducing the number of staff submitted to raise the quality profile, an 
opportunity which was missed in RAE 2008. Our proposals focus on REF 2020, where it is 
perfectly possible we will see a step change in the School’s research ranking which is 
permanently sustainable. We warn that to force improvement by other means risks the reputation 
of the School and the College, and thus guarantees nothing beyond 2014. 
 
The performance in REF 2014 by staff who remain after the restructuring will also be strongly 
affected since the number of experienced teachers will be reduced for a period of at least two 
years. Planning for this shortfall will be a burden and further reduce research time. Even if some 
of the teaching is covered by the expedient of employing temporary staff and retaining a number 
of terminating staff on short contract, quality assurance, mentoring and pastoral duties will 
continue as an additional burden. In the context of REF 2014, we note that the major assessment 
will still be the best four publications for each individual submitted, with the end of 2013 as the 
cut-off date. However the restructuring plan is considering publications only to mid-2012, thus 
excluding good or potentially good work in 2012/2013. This seems an unnecessary disparity. 
Performance in REF 2014 may also reflect the widespread demoralisation and demotivation 
brought about in the School by the restructuring proposals themselves. 
 
For RAE 2008, the strategy was to maximise QR income, rather than achieve a high QR score. 
This was done by the tactic of submitting almost all staff, including marginal performers with 
low scores. Leaving out more staff (to give a submission of 70%) would have given us a GPA of 
2.5 (rather than 2.25) and placed us equal with UCL, Bath, Durham, Exeter and UEA. This 
selective strategy was adopted by others (for example Royal Holloway) and resulted in high 
scores, even in departments with SSR on the high side. The current College Senior Executive in 
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effect admits that the tactical decision by their predecessors was an error and that an increased 
grade point average could have been attained simply by selecting fewer staff for submission. The 
mistake has portrayed the School as worse than it really is and a more carefully considered 
decision about inclusion needs to be made for REF 2014. 
 
The longer-term strategy of the SBCS was also not conducive to maximising the collective 
average score as it was School policy to allocate resources, time, technician assistance and 
research studentships to staff already successful in being awarded research grants. This unequal 
disposition further differentiated research and teaching, but worse than this it imposed the law of 
diminishing returns: for example, having an internally funded research student or sabbatical 
leave could have made a 1 into a 2, but not a 3 into a 4. The better strategy for REF is to take a 
view for every individual and plan ahead, with studentships, sabbatical leave, space and technical 
assistance sufficient for everyone to improve outputs, according to (and varying with) their 
individual needs and aptitudes. SBCS can only aspire to the top 20% in the UK for research by 
2020 if fairly allocated resources raise the confidence of the talented staff the School already 
contains, and if time is available for them to turn research investment into research activity. By 
comparison, the track record of “bought-in” established stars is not always impressive (as some 
recent experience shows).  
 
 
 
 
Grant applications 
Previous RAE reports on SBCS have identified low research income as the biggest failing of the 
department and reviewers of all kinds have noted over the years that outputs would qualify us for 
top billing (grade 5 on the old scale), while overall grant earning is one or two grades lower. 
Nevertheless, some colleagues are successful and a few very successful with research councils. 
Most colleagues will admit that despite there being reasonable support for applications to funders 
at College level, they do not make as many applications as they would like. The main reason 
offered is lack of time and, secondarily, low success rates. We should consider success rates and 
ask whether funders, especially research councils, always see SBCS as offering a good research 
environment (the recent failure of the BBSRC consortium grant application for designation as a 
Doctoral Training Centre hints at this, and therefore strengthens the case for investments other 
than merely hiring new staff to replace old ones, or for making strategic alliances with bigger 
institutions outside QMUL). If it genuinely is the lack of time or the reputation that is to blame 
for low grant performance, the School needs to ask why. 
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Part 2: Critique of Redundancy Criteria  
 
Preamble 
 
UCU opposes the restructuring and redundancy plan under consultation for SBCS, but we 
include a critique of the redundancy criteria because we are shocked to find that the documents 
outlining redundancy criteria and restructuring proposals are of surprisingly low quality. Given 
that the research reputation of SBCS and QMUL, the livelihoods and morale of the staff and the 
quality of the teaching provision for the students are all at stake, we would have expected better.  
Further, the offer from management to consider alternate plans during the consultation does not 
seem genuine. As noted in Part 1, the restructuring plan itself is vague, provides no indication of 
expenses or investments, does not outline how teaching needs will be balanced to allow for 
greater research time, and provides no indication how the restructuring will result in an improved 
research reputation for SBCS. To echo a point made in responses by other colleagues in SBCS, it 
is crucial that a plan to improve the research reputation of the School “not treat the symptoms of 
uneven research activity, but rather the fundamental underlying problems” (Leitch et al, letter 
submitted to consultation process on February 10th, 2012). 
 
The Redundancy Criteria Document of 5 January 2012 
                                                                                                            
The lack of attention to detail and fairness in the document diminishes confidence that the 
restructuring will meet any of its stated objectives. A number of the criteria conflict directly with 
the strategic goals of the Science and Engineering sector and of the College as a whole, 
enunciated in its Strategic Plan. Comparisons between SBCS and leading departments elsewhere 
are selective, highlighting the deficiency at Queen Mary but not admitting the advantages 
enjoyed by competitors, most notably their lower teaching loads. If anything the research output 
of SBCS during this period can be seen as surprisingly high given the many barriers to 
achievement: a building under almost continual refurbishment, high SSRs, limited research space 
and a weak infrastructure. The recent ‘Q and A’ document circulated by the Head of School 
states that the REF is not the only driver of this restructuring and redundancy criteria. If that is 
the case, then why would research performance be assessed only within a reduced part of the 
window delineated by the next REF? 
 
Individual performance data were sent privately to staff on 3 February. These contained many 
errors, and even though some corrections are now offered we are concerned that further errors 
may remain or be recreated. The Head of School admits ‘The data were compiled at my 
instruction in the School. I therefore take responsibility for any errors in the data. As I have 
already said I have personally checked every claim that there is an error in the data and so far 
have found two, one of which was an arithmetic error (the total being correct but the 
components of the total incorrect) and one was a genuine data source error.“ Given the 
potentially serious consequences of these data compilations, errors are unacceptable. Also the 
source of the information provided for HR consultants has not been identified. The reasons for 
this secrecy remain unclear. 
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Legalities 

 
Here we summarise a multitude of technical and legal problems with the redundancy criteria. In 
doing so we have taken into account recent responses to our concerns by the Head of School, but 
we have to note that many answers remain unsatisfactory. 
 
Our first point is that these are not legally defined “redundancy” criteria but rather “dismissal” 
criteria. 
 
 a. According to the Employment Rights Act of 1996 (c. 18, Part XI, Chapter II Dismissal 
by reason of redundancy, Section 139), an employee is only made redundant when the position 
ceases to exist.  
 
 b. If an employee is removed on the basis of capability, which we note is the sole focus of 
the ‘selection criteria’ following a judgement of ‘fit’ into a particular research group, then this is 
termed “dismissal”. 
 
 c. Regarding dismissal for reason of capability, UCU national guidelines state:  
 
“Dismissal for reason of capability is potentially lawful and may apply if an employee is not capable of carrying out 
the duties for which he or she is employed. Capability is defined as a physical or mental attribute and therefore 
success must be within the power of the employee to achieve. This rules out, for example, staff deemed to be 
‘incapable’ for failing to achieve a publication or obtain a grant for funding. The decision to dismiss must follow a 
process where the employee is given every opportunity to improve. A capability process has stages and includes, but 
is not limited to, additional training in the role and evaluation of workload (with possible adaptation of the post or 
revision of targets).” (Source: http://www.ucu.org.uk/media/pdf/9/3/ucu_challredundancy_jun09.pdf ).  

 
Given that the selection criteria are being applied post-hoc, the requirement that staff should be 
given an opportunity to demonstrate capability cannot be met, by definition. 
 
 d. HR document 3963 states that the primary way to avoid or reduce redundancies is to 
take mitigating steps, such as a recruitment freeze on relevant posts. The restructuring plan 
makes clear that SBCS will not reduce the overall number of academic staff; in fact, the number 
of staff is projected to increase. Therefore the conditions for valid redundancies do not exist 
because the so-called redundant staff will be replaced.  
 
 e. As noted in the restructuring proposal, SBCS has been in surplus for some years. This 
also invalidates the normal considerations for redundancy, i.e. that fewer positions are available 
because financial circumstances dictate a scaling back of activity. Recently it has been 
announced that the financial situation is less positive in the current fiscal year, however it must 
be noted that such information has only come to light after the restructuring and redundancies 
were proposed, and may be an artefact of accounting processes within the College. This again 
demonstrates that we do not face a standard case of redundancies, but rather of dismissals.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
 

http://www.ucu.org.uk/media/pdf/9/3/ucu_challredundancy_jun09.pdf�
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 f. HR document 2665 states the proper considerations required for dismissal to be fair. 
We contend these have not been followed (page 5 of the HR document is quoted here): 
 
i. Management responsibilities 
 
Be prepared to examine honestly the quality of your own work as a manager. Bearing in mind the level of the 
employee’s post within the organisation, have you: 
 
given reasonable training, supervision and support? 
 
set targets clearly, and in such a way that they are understandable to the employee. What documents, records, notes, 

plans or memos would show that you have done this? 
 
otherwise helped the employee to enable them to meet the required standards? 

 
applied standards of performance consistently and fairly? Are you singling out this employee, or applying standards 

you do not require of others? 
 
ii. Mitigation 
 
Ask yourself: 
 
are there any temporary problems that may be affecting the employee’s work [for example, personal issues outside 

work]? 
 

are there any matters outside the employee’s control which affect work? 
 

if the performance issues are related to a disability, have you taken all reasonable steps to make 
adjustments to the work or the way it is done? 

 
   

g. The selection criteria appear to resemble those used for restructuring in SMD and 
SEMS, however with one major difference: the criteria for SBCS are more demanding. For 
example, SEMS staff were only selected on the basis of the number of publications, research 
income and PhD completions; there was no assessment of research “quality”. Their targets for 
the number of publications are lower than those proposed for SBCS (4 to 10 publications are 
required from Lecturer to Professor in SEMS versus 5 to 13 for SBCS). Likewise the research 
income targets for SEMS are lower than those required for staff in Biology and Chemistry 
(£100k total, with £25k as PI for Lecturers in SEMS versus £200k total, with £100k as PI for 
Lecturers in SBCS; the upper ranks have similar disparities). Given the similar terms and 
conditions, and similarities even in job descriptions between the Schools, this would be grounds 
for a claim of unfair dismissal. 

 
h. The selection criteria have not taken account of potential discrimination by age (due to 

not acknowledging administrative and external professional roles) and gender (by not carrying 
out a proper equality assessment) and therefore run the risk of breaching UK employment 
legislation (see Equitability and exemptions, below) 

 
In summary, the College clearly runs the risk of litigation for “unfair dismissal” if the so-called 
“redundancies” are imposed. Our members claim there has not been reasonable support, contrary 
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to stated College policies, that targets have been varied for different individuals with similar job 
descriptions and that the application of performance standards is not consistent or fair. 
 
Measurement of research output 
 

a. The quantity of research outputs has never been a target for staff, independent of 
research quality, and is especially inappropriate given that a REF submission requires only four 
publications over a six year period  The inclusion of the quantity metric (other than to match the 
SEMS restructuring documents) has not been justified.  

 
b. The form of “quality” assessment introduced from Australia is little known, outdated, 

unjustified, illogical and inequitable. We further note that its use has been discontinued in the 
country of origin. 
 

c. Inconsistent logic. “Publication in the following list of high quality general science 
journals…BMC Biology” (page 4; emphasis added). “The following minimum thresholds will be 
used for high publication quality…journals rated in the ARC quality rating A*” (page 7; 
emphasis added). These two quotes make clear that the list of journals on page 4 should indeed 
be consistent with those ranked A* but BMC Biology (IF = 5.20) is only A. The fact that a highly 
regarded journal like this is not A* suggests that this rating of research quality does not even 
match the expectations of the author. This is not a single case; Phil Trans R Soc B for biology is 
A*, but the journal most appropriate for chemistry (Electr. J. Maths and Physical Sciences) is, 
like BMC Biol, ranked A not A* though this certainly is also a high quality journal. 

 
d. The ARC ERA rankings are novel to nearly all SBCS staff. Previous probation and 

appraisal targets have focused entirely on aiming for high impact factor journals. We note that 
the Head of School has stated “The fact that staff were familiar with the rating, as all staff use 
PubLists, was an important factor in our decision to use the ARC system.” This is equivalent to a 
business contract misleading a customer by provisions in very small print on the last page. 

 
i. PubLists has many features and simply citing the fact it shows these rankings 

does not mean that staff are aware of them. The ‘help file’ PDF does not explain the 
inclusion of the ERA rank. 

 
ii. The ERA rankings have never been included as part of any appraisal or 

performance management process, and were only added to PubLists in the summer of 
2011. The QMUL PubLists Manager in Library Services has reported the following: 

 
 “ERA is the Excellence in Research Assessment rank used by the Australian Research Council for their bi-

annual research assessment exercise. The ERA journal rank was used up until ERA2010 but has been 
discontinued for ERA2012. … Symplectic Ltd, who provide the software on which PubLists runs, 
introduced the ERA rank dataset in response to the Thomson Reuters changes as a way to bridge the gap 
for those institutions not able/willing to subscribe to InCites. We didn't ask for it to be added, it is not 
something we subscribe to (it's freely available), and we have a choice as to whether it is displayed or not.” 

 



19 

 

iii. The ERA ranking on PubLists pages is inconspicuous. A saliency map 
analysis of the web page has revealed that the ERA ranking does not attract human visual 
attention. The figure included here demonstrates this finding. 

 
Saliency (or ‘conspicuousness’) map of the panel on PubLists for a publication. The arrow at the left 
originates at the line that has the Australian journal rank.  Above are two plots of saliency, where red 
is a high level of saliency, yellow blue are lower, and the grey areas are nearly zero. Note that the 
journal ranking line is not conspicuous by this means of computational modelling that mimics the 
human visual system (Hou et al, 2012, IEEE Trans Pattern Anal Mach Intell). 

 e. The ERA journal rankings are from 2010 and therefore outdated. The rankings were 
released a month before the impact factors for that year, and allocated and collated much earlier 
than that. ARC specifically note these are out of date and should no longer be used (source: 
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/end-of-an-era-journal-rankings-dropped/story-e6frgcjx-
1226065864847). “The ERA 2010 Ranked Journal and Ranked Conference Lists are not current. 
They were developed for the ERA 2010 evaluation only and were not intended to be used for any 
other purpose.” (Source: http://www.arc.gov.au/era/faq.htm ). 
 
 f. The ERA rankings are controversial even within Australia, where they were developed 
and intended to be used. There are reports (THE, 
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storycode=411286) of the controversy 
surrounding these rankings. In 2011, 7000 complaints were filed against their use 
(http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/opinion/inside-the-era-bunker/story-
e6frgcko-1226071198170). The complaints include the following: 
 

i. There are shorter lists (or no list at all) for some fields than others. Across major 
disciplines there were between 1 and15% of journals classified as A*, an astonishing 
inconsistency. In some sub-disciplines there were 0% (Forestry—an area that a biologist 
or climate change scientist might publish in, so not an obscure field); in others 33% of 
journals were classified as A* (Design Practice and Management). For SBCS the 
equivalent figures are 4% of journals in Psychology, 6% in Biology, 2% in 
Environmental Sciences and 8% in Chemistry (Vanclay, 2011, J of Informetrics, 
http://arxiv.org/ftp/arxiv/papers/1009/1009.3359.pdf) 

 
ii. The A* category omits excellent journals that are otherwise considered to be 

leading publications. For example, Phil Trans R Soc A, BMC Biology, and Neuroscience 
and Biobehavioral Reviews (IF = 9) are not listed as A*, but journals with a lower impact 
factor  such as Biology and Philosophy (IF = 0.8, ERA rank = A*) are allocated the top 
rating. 

http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/end-of-an-era-journal-rankings-dropped/story-e6frgcjx-1226065864847�
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/end-of-an-era-journal-rankings-dropped/story-e6frgcjx-1226065864847�
http://www.arc.gov.au/era/faq.htm�
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storycode=411286�
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/opinion/inside-the-era-bunker/story-e6frgcko-1226071198170�
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/opinion/inside-the-era-bunker/story-e6frgcko-1226071198170�
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g. In follow-up messages after the redundancy criteria were released, the Head of School 
justified the use of his journal rankings on the basis that using an IF > 5 as the threshold of high 
quality would result in a reduced list for some fields. We insist that providing a worse alternative 
is not the same as providing a justifiable criterion discipline by discipline. Our alternative 
proposal is that a panel should oversee an evaluation of the research output of all colleagues in 
each of Psychology, Biology and Chemistry. This panel will consult with every individual 
member of staff to identify external experts who can referee their work, and will also hear 
responses from the individual concerned to the referee’s comments.  
 
Equitability and exemptions 
 
Enhanced threshold calculations are formulated independently of rank and discipline, but without 
justification. This is inconsistent and inequitable. 
 

a. Adjustments for rank are made in the primary criteria for level 1 and level 2; lower 
ranked staff are allowed fewer research outputs and income, and it is stated:  

 
‘It is recognised that the application of a single set of threshold to staff at different academic levels is 
inappropriate and it is therefore expected that only the most senior academic staff, Professors, should be expected 
to demonstrate activity at a level equivalent to a member of a top 20%RAE submission to be included within the 
research group structure. … The rationale for this reduction in activity reflects the greater ability of more senior 
academics to be awarded grants of a larger size as well as the ability to be awarded a greater number of grants’ 
(page 11; emphasis added).  

 
b. Simply stating that special criteria seek to reward activity at an exceptional level 

regardless of rank or discipline does not justify the contradiction with the baseline assessment. 
Consideration of rank and discipline cannot be removed without a logical and evidenced 
explanation. 

 
As examples of the inconsistency: 
 

                          i: Research quantity: The enhanced level is 2.7 times the Professor value yet 7.0 
times the Lecturer value. 

 
 ii. Research quality: The enhanced level is 3.3 times the Professor value yet 10.0 

times the Lecturer value. 
 
 iii. Research income: For Biology and Chemistry, the enhanced level is 2.0 times 

the Professor value yet 5.0 times the Lecturer value. For Psychology the enhanced level is 7.1 
times the Professor value yet 17.9 times the Lecturer value. 

 
d. As noted by other colleagues in SBCS, some recently elected Fellows of the Royal 

Society would fail to pass the enhanced thresholds; clearly this is strong evidence of a 
disconnection between the norms of external validation of research achievement (such as FRS 
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status), and the criteria presented for restructuring. We submit this might also be grounds for a 
claim of unfair dismissal. 

 
e. There is underrepresentation of females within the academic staff in SBCS (12% of 

academic staff members are female against a UK average of ca. 30% in the biological sciences; 
source http://www.athenaswan.org.uk). As a result there is also underrepresentation of female 
academic staff on every SBCS committee excepting student staff liaison. The issues of gender 
balance and equality have not been adequately addressed in the restructuring plans process and 
no equality impact assessment (EIA) has been properly completed (see details 
in appendix). It should be noted that research funding is predicted to link with good practice 
in promoting women within SET subjects (Athena Swan Charter).  

It is stated by the Head of School that all SBCS academic staff will be subject to the redundancy 
criteria. If any individuals are exempt or will receive modified criteria on account of significant 
other duties (such as teaching, part-time or full-time contract, fellowship status, contract type, 
administrative or other duties and classifications) then that must be clearly stated. Note that for 
this purpose the members of SBCS are determined by the staff web page as of 10 February 2012 
(http://www.sbcs.qmul.ac.uk/people/academicstaff/index.html ), and this includes the current 
Head of School and Vice Principal of Science and Engineering, amongst others who would not 
be considered full time academic staff for the purposes of research assessment. An industrial 
tribunal, were one convened, would certainly pose tough questions on whether criteria are being 
applied fairly and objectively across the board. There have been alarming statements during the 
consultation period from the Head of School that arguments of other types of contributions will 
be judged on an individual basis, but no further explanation is forthcoming. This opens the door 
to special pleading and undermines the basis of a fair restructuring. 
 
Disincentives to collaborative research 
 
We consider that disincentives for collaborative research are built into the redundancy criteria. 
Countering this, the Head of School has stated that he sees no “punishment of collaborative work 
in these criteria”. Strategic plans for Science and Engineering at QMUL emphasise the central 
importance of collaborative work, which is reflected in awards of studentships and pump-
priming funds.  
 

a. Strictly defined or arbitrarily designated research groupings create barriers between 
existing collaborators. They also threaten the basis of many prospective collaborations, 
especially as some areas seem likely to lose more staff than others. 

 
b. The assessment criteria for PhD supervision, PI and Co-PI status on research grants, 

and authorship on publications all reward sole investigators rather than interdisciplinary teams. 
Co-supervising students and collaborating on grants and research publications are all important 
parts of a research strategy, but the advertised criteria undercut those efforts and diminish an 
ethos of teamwork in the College. Unforced collaboration has always been the principal 
generator of new scientific knowledge and understanding. 

 

http://www.athenaswan.org.uk/�
http://www.sbcs.qmul.ac.uk/people/academicstaff/index.html�
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c. A successful university department crucially depends on teamwork and therefore we 
propose that evidence for collaboration within the school or with groups outside the school 
should be counted as evidence of active research and be commended accordingly. Of course, in 
recognition that some researchers prefer to work alone, we also insist that lack of such 
collaborations is not necessarily a negative point in evaluation, each case needing to be 
considered on its merits. 
 
Authorship and contributions to papers 
 

a. Authorship rules traditionally vary by field, sub-field, and journal. Although in 
mainstream Biology the credit may often go to the first or last author, this is not the case in other 
areas of science. In Chemistry the order is often alphabetical. In Psychology it is in descending 
order of the contribution of the authors (unless a neuroscience publication, which can use either 
the psychology or biology styles). In Psychology the corresponding author is simply the author 
who is willing to field all correspondence and requests concerning the article and not necessarily 
the senior author nor the one who contributed most significantly. Simply including only 
corresponding authors (as suggested in the ‘Q and A’ document) is neither sufficient nor fair. 

 
b. Impact on collaborative benefits. Other institutions, such as UCL and Cambridge, have 

articles that have been submitted by more than one member of their staff for the RAE 2008.  The 
thinking here is to extract greater value and efficiency from the high impact journal articles that 
collaboration within and across disciplines make possible.  

 
i. The dismissal criteria laid out for SBCS actively dissuade staff from engaging 

in collaborative research that has a greater likelihood of being published in a high-impact 
journal. 

 
ii. The criteria will result in the College ignoring an effective and simple strategy 

to raise REF performance with the staff currently present in SBCS. There are 
collaborations underway now and additional ones should be encouraged. Multi-author, 
interdisciplinary and high impact papers that take advantage of the unique confluence of 
any two of the three fields (Biology, Chemistry, and Psychology) would reflect the rising 
tide of interdisciplinary work and enhance the research reputation of the School in several 
fields simultaneously. This strategy should be encouraged and rewarded, not penalised. 
Note this does require, at least according to the REF assessment instructions, a clear 
statement of contributions, but this can be agreed in advance (Panel Criteria and Working 
Methods, page 24, REF 2014). 

 
The number of publications of high quality for Lecturers was corrected during the informal 
consultation (from 2 to 1). This raises a concern, however, that the calculations used to create the 
tables on pages 10 and 11 (and elsewhere) may also have errors. The source data and methods of 
calculation should be made available for scrutiny and confirmation. 
 
The rationale for redundancy: are the comparisons fair? 
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 a. The research performance norms of the top quintile departments are apparently based 
on the data provided for the RAE 2008 submissions. It is important to note that these 
departments did not necessarily submit all staff for the RAE and their rankings may therefore 
overestimate of the true median performance for staff in those institutions. We made a request 
early in the consultation to be given comparable data from other Schools and departments 
covering the same subjects as SBCS and teaching with a SSR similar to ourselves, but those data 
have not been provided. We have therefore undertook this research and can demonstrate in the 
figure below that there is an unsurprisingly strong correlation between SSR and both research 
and teaching rankings. SBCS is to be congratulated in performing above average on BOTH 
research and teaching, within the constraint of the SSR it operates in.  
 

 
 
 
Developing research targets without taking such a primary relationship into account will do little 
to raise the research profile of the School. 
 
 b. The use of median performance parameters from top quintile departments implies that 
if these criteria were applied to those departments, then half of their professorial staff would be 
unemployable in a future SBCS. If this is the case, and if less than half of SBCS staff are under 
risk of “redundancy” (as the Head of School has stated in multiple meetings), then might this 
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suggest that SBCS is, in fact, more closely competitive with these top institutions than the 
College is prepared to believe or concede?  
 
 c. The comparisons made with top institutions in the restructuring documents omit the 
issue of research infrastructure. Publicly available information from RG competitors reveals 
substantial investment has taken place in top departments, allowing research space, suites of 
equipment, and levels of technical support greatly in excess of those available at Queen Mary. 
Yet comparisons for the purpose of redundancy are based purely on research outputs and 
income, ignoring infrastructure deficits and failing to articulate any genuine research strategy 
beyond a turnover of staffing.  
 

d. It is important to note that the refurbishment of the Fogg building resulted in the long-
term disruption of research activity during the greater part of the assessment window. The 
disruption was significant, yet is completely ignored. 

 
 e. To what extent do the criteria of research excellence from RAE 2008 correspond to 
those that will be employed in REF 2014?  RAE 2008 included no explicit assessment of the 
research environment (though some commentary was available in post-hoc feedback). RAE also 
did not include impact and the final rules on authorship have yet to be specified for 2014. 
Therefore we ask whether the criteria for redundancy selection are already out of date and 
incomplete by the standards of the upcoming REF? 
 
 
 
Teaching excellence 
 
Given the stated importance of the teaching provision of SBCS, particularly in terms of student 
satisfaction and recruitment, it is surprising to see that the capability criteria for dismissal 
consider teaching performance more or less as a footnote (and administrative duties as an 
afterthought).  
 

a. If Drapers’ nominations are given the points listed, what score is appropriate for 
actually receiving the Award?  
 
 b. Drapers’ nominations cannot simply be scored as one point each. As noted by the 
Learning Institute, nominations can come not only from individuals but from groups of students 
as well, the latter presumably representing the greater achievement.  
 
 c. Drapers’ nominations are not accepted in the year following receipt of the award.  
 
 d. There are other awards for teaching at QMUL, such as the Drapers’ Awards for 
Teaching Innovations. Why are those not included? 
 
 e. Why is ‘Scholarly Activity’ not clearly defined and how will it be assessed and 
quantified? 
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 f. Why is the timescale for the assessment of teaching excellence shorter than the window 
for the assessment of research?  No justification is given for this odd decision. In fact, why 
would there be a defined window for teaching at all, given that it is not going to be assessed in 
the REF? 
 
 g. Why is module feedback, which is compiled and archived by SBCS, not included in 
the criteria for teaching excellence? 
 
 h. Why are only some of the demanding administrative positions considered a component 
of teaching excellence and therefore in principle a qualification of eligibility for TS posts? 
Furthermore these positions are not allocated annually, and therefore are not available to all staff. 
Surely any staff member who has held these posts, not just those who have held them over the 
past two years, should be regarded as having made a significant contribution to teaching and 
learning?  
 
 i. Only Lecturer and Senior Lecturer rank are offered for the Teaching and Scholarship 
posts. Why? What happens if the best fit for these positions happens to be a member of staff 
currently at the level of Reader or Professor? College guidelines on promotion do not exclude the 
award of Chairs for teaching excellence, though we can acknowledge that Readerships are 
awarded primarily for research achievements. 
 
Consideration of existing contracts 
 
The current proposals include no distinction between existing Teaching and Research and 
Teaching and Scholarship job descriptions, comparing all members of staff without consideration 
of contractual teaching loads. This is unfair, and even outrageous given that it is proposed to 
create new TS posts to accommodate the loads of staff made redundant. All staff are appointed 
with an eye to research, whatever their contracts and a number of existing teaching-based staff 
who carry a large classroom burden still manage to be significant producers of research. 
Redundancy for these individuals would therefore be counterproductive to the net research 
output of the School, and further might expose the College to litigation for unfair dismissal, 
given that replacements will be appointed on similar contractual terms. Table 1 states that there 
are currently no Teaching-only staff in post. This is a misrepresentation, as at least three, perhaps 
more, of our members are on Teaching-only contracts.  
 
Effects on PhD students and thesis completions 
 
The Head of School stated in a communication to staff:  
 
“Additionally I am being made aware of various arrangements by which overheads are 'returned' to staff by way of 
favourable deals over studentships and the like. This will no longer happen. If there are issues that need to be 
addressed around retention or special requests for support I will be expecting RSG to take them into consideration 
when awarding studentships. I am doing this not because I am unsympathetic to the needs to staff but to increase 
transparency.” 
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 If members of staff are to be dismissed for not having supervised PhD students to completion 
during the assessed window, this statement surely acknowledges that not all staff have an equal 
opportunity to do so. To be sacked against a performance criterion over which the employee has 
no control is grounds for litigation for unfair dismissal. 
 
 a. PhD studentships are not evenly allocated. From information available online, the 
present distribution is 33% of academic staff with zero PhD studentships and 21% having one 
PhD student. A total of 46% staff have more than one student. Typically, studentships have not 
been allocated on the basis of need, nor even research excellence, but instead as a function of 
“strategic” efforts to emphasize some areas of research. Indeed, chemistry staff have had no 
access to a DTC, virtually the only avenues for obtaining studentships in the period being 
assessed was through private funding or departmental allocations from the DTA account and 
more recently CSC scholarships. Historically, many of these have gone to early career staff and 
most staff in the Chemistry section have received no studentships in the period being assessed. 
This further undermines the usefulness and objectivity of the PhD completion criterion. 
 
 b. We propose the simplest and most effective research strategy is to support those staff 
who most need to boost their productivity. This will, in turn, best serve the strategic goals for 
improving the research reputation of SBCS. It is also important to note that SBCS has not been 
awarded a fair proportion of College studentships in comparison to other departments. Such an 
investment is necessary to make the proposed outcomes possible. 
 
Probationary staff 
 
A key area in which the School is dysfunctional is in the management of probationers, of which 
there are still a disproportionately large number. Typically, probationers are poorly supported for 
research, while being burdened with completing the (largely irrelevant) PGCAP qualification 
(often in their own time) and in many cases accelerated prematurely to a full load of teaching and 
administrative duties, reflecting the high SSR. Probationers need special nurture, but this is 
insufficiently recognised in the restructuring proposals. 
 

a. If staff under probation are assessed by two different sets of criteria, there are grounds 
to claim unfair dismissal. Probationary staff have not had the time to truly evidence their 
capability and the criteria on which they were appointed should not be changed in any way.  

 
b. Management has not positively responded to the following motion passed unanimously 

by QMUL UCU at its Annual General Meeting of October 27 2010, criticising the treatment of 
probationers in SBCS:  

 
“Probation in SBCS: … individuals with international reputations and a previous track record of sustained 
excellence accepted positions at Queen Mary that were advertised as permanent;  upon arrival they were returned 
in the next RAE based on their prior achievements;  they were then given very high teaching loads and very minimal 
research support; yet they  were asked to secure significant external funding and produce top research output within 
 3-4 years. Failure to do so, as measured against stringent criteria, leads to dismissal.  
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c. The College has a duty of care for young members of staff and specifying targets is not 
an appropriate format of mentoring towards academic tenure. Probationers should be given 
adequate research support, encouraged to join seminars, be active contributors to departmental 
life, and be guaranteed a light teaching load until they can establish their laboratories and secure 
external funding. A good department deals with these needs, instead of imposing strict (and 
sometimes retrospective) rules. Encroachment on reduced teaching loads is especially invidious, 
but surprisingly common. 
 
Level 2 criteria 
 
It has been made clear in meetings with the Head of School that these criteria are aimed at 
reducing the number of immediate redundancies and instead allowing for later dismissal by 
reason of capability. In the same meetings, however, when questions about the extent of 
performance management were raised, it was also made clear that the Head of School is a 
proponent of performance management and the scrutiny applied to those who remain at Level 2 
status may well be extended to all staff. The new job descriptions (Academic Roles in SBCS) also 
raise this concern. The UCU rejects all forms of performance management and any schemes to 
introduce it without negotiation. UCU members will not comply with such proposals until an 
agreement is reached. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



28 

 

 
 

Part 3: An Alternative Plan in Outline 
 

We give here an indication of the common sense approach to improving research performance in 
SBCS. Ideally the measures we propose would include a large reduction in teaching loads to 
match those of our competitors, but even if this proves impossible we contend that some progress 
can be made using our suggestions, producing some improvement in 2014 and bearing real fruit 
for REF 2020. We agree that change is necessary, but a careful approach that targets the causes 
of past failures is more likely to bring greater gains in the long term. In contrast, the current 
restructuring plan is less likely to succeed because it addresses only a single component of a 
multifactorial problem. Amongst other options, we point to investment in greater space and 
better facilities, appointments in areas more attuned to present strengths (for example healthy 
ageing, bioenergy, food security, synthetic biology) and strategic alliances with larger 
departments in RG institutions which enjoy the confidence of the research councils. 

UCU is primarily concerned with the welfare and livelihoods of its members and we do not  
have unrestricted access to School and College databases, the assistance of research  
administrators and budget specialists or the support of HR downsizing consultants. Consequently 
we cannot match any management proposal word for word or line by line, nor would it be 
reasonable to expect us to do so. However, we can marshal long experience of College life, 
detailed knowledge of our students and colleagues, and most of all a wealth of academic insight 
into the realities of university life at the laboratory bench and in the classroom. 

Aspirations 

It is perhaps unfortunate that the Principal identified Russell Group norms as the target for 
restructuring and then characterised even these as “below aspirational standards”. Aspirations do 
not come free of cost, and cannot be realised simply by implementing performance management 
targets. Unrealistically high aspirations in the absence of high levels of tangible support merely 
invite disappointment and frustration.  

During the consultation, individual colleagues have made the obvious point that to reach the top 
decile we need the environment of a department in the top decile. RAE 2008 submissions 
provided detailed information about the infrastructure available at each institution, so in principle 
the preconditions for improvement may be seen by inspecting our competitors. 

What is a good research environment? Firstly, there needs to be higher financial and material 
support for research (studentships, technicians, facilities, and equipment) to give existing staff all 
means necessary to produce top work. This would also make the School attractive to new staff. 
The Head of School has recently made it clear that there are significant funds available to further 
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the research reputation of SBCS. Surprisingly, all of these funds are earmarked for the 
recruitment of new staff (£100,000 to attract new Lecturers, and £300,000 for new chairs). This 
level of investment could be used to provide a widespread improvement in the research 
infrastructure for all staff, new and old, and thus raise the research output and reputation of the 
School as a whole. Instead it appears that existing staff will only be given performance 
management targets in the absence of the generous resources being provided to new members of 
staff. 

Secondly, the SSR needs to be reduced to provide colleagues with more time for their 
laboratories, their grant applications and for postgraduate supervision. Ideally both of these 
changes should be implemented as soon as possible, in the expectation of a significant medium-
term impact. The responses from the Head of School suggest no such investment will be made in 
the School, either now or later. Yet we are also told (and indeed we agree) that doing nothing is 
not an alternative. However merely to dismiss staff and replace them in no way addresses the 
underlying problems of research underachievement; the infrastructure must be improved and the 
culture of presenting the window dressing without the substance finally ended. Whether that 
means leveraging our high SSR, and years of surpluses, to create the research environment and 
support we need or, instead, doing the best we can with what we have and reducing the SSR to 
provide the key resource of time, we insist that a true research strategy identifies the needs as 
well as the remedies. 

A final aspiration stems from the diversity of SBCS, as the four new divisions span the complete 
range of the biological, chemical, and psychological sciences. SBCS is therefore a unique 
environment that can support novel interdisciplinary collaborations not possible within single 
departments elsewhere. The new REF instructions make clear that such radical new types of 
work are welcome, and can and will be assessed in 2014.  

Our restructuring plan 

1. Redundancy proceedings against individuals who cannot be fairly characterised as 
underperformers or who have minority research interests are unacceptable, and should be 
discontinued. However, encouragement to consider early retirement or voluntary severance may 
be feasible in some cases. Where staff genuinely choose to leave, there is scope for immediate 
new hires which may impact REF 2014 in a positive way. 

2. A significant reduction in student/staff ratio is an absolute prerequisite for improvement in 
overall research outputs. We suggest this must be of the order of one third. 

3. Instead of expanding on Teaching and Scholarship posts we should recruit more staff and 
invest in infrastructure and Ph.D. studentships. 
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4. The proposed emphasis on bioinformatics is excessive and risky. The number of new posts in 
this area should, at very least, be reduced substantially.  

5. Division of the School may be welcome for internal administrative purposes, but should not be 
used to restrict research agendas, or impose or restrict collaborations. 

6. The restructuring proposal must be rewritten to identify performance norms in plain English, 
without obsessive resort to metrics and without discredited lists of indicative journals. The 
distinction between Level 1 and Level 2 performance to be dropped. Aspirations are acceptable, 
but arbitrary and unachievable targets are not. 

7. The position of Director of Research to be redefined, the allocation of resources being agreed 
in writing as part of the appraisal process, and with sufficient resource to assist all research-
active staff during periods of funding drought. The deliberations of the Research Strategy Group 
(or its successor) should be totally transparent. 

8. Proposals of actions to improve gender equality and representation to be added. 

The support of research 

1. Overall improvement through to REF 2020 is more likely to be achieved by a combination of 
investment to improve the research environment and allocating more resources to junior staff and 
those currently overburdened by teaching. Consequently, internally-funded and quota 
studentships should be primarily available to those who do not have existing external support for 
postgraduate research training, except as in 2. below. 

2. Money earmarked for restructuring should be used instead to provide support  for research-
active staff temporarily not in receipt of external awards. The key provision would be 
studentships and corresponding consumable and publication costs. We are repeatedly told that 
expenditure on this scale is unaffordable, yet we fail to see how it could be any less than the cost 
of the restructuring that we otherwise face. The approach we recommend has been successful as 
an alternative to job losses in other places with top-decile ambitions. 

3. Appraisal with a senior colleague of the appraisee’s choice (note this is not the same as 
performance management, but instead is performance support).  

4. Written proposals to be drawn up during appraisal specifying teaching contact hours, 
sabbatical/leave entitlement, and the expectation of internal resource. The agreements to be 
subsequently negotiated with the Head of Division and if necessary with the Head of School, and 
later audited independently to check their implementation. 

5. Restructuring of the teaching programme and timetable, and of the assessment of students, to 
increase research time on a weekly, semester and yearly basis.  
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6. Support of natural collaborations in order to promote interdisciplinary research and the 
potential for outstanding REF submissions that can result from such work. 

7. Maintain rather than undermine the integrity, morale, collegiality and ethos of SBCS. 

22 February 2012 
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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) 

 
 



RESOLUTIONS PASSED AT GENERAL MEETINGS OF THE QUEEN MARY 
UCU BRANCH 
 
21 October 2009: 
 
“The Queen Mary UCU Branch rejects the imposition of a system of performance 
management that has not been agreed between management and the local union for 
general use. Furthermore, it rejects the use of financial and performance targets which 
are discriminatory and are not within the overall capacity and control of a member to 
deliver for assessing a member's performance including probation performance.  
 
We call upon management:  
 
(a) to suspend this form of performance management and enter into negotiations with 
UCU on this matter and  
 
(b) to enter into talks with the union to establish fair and equitable probation terms for 
academic staff.”  
 
25 January 2012: 
 
“Queen Mary UCU branch notes: 
 
- the rolling programme of restructurings across the college; 
- the current restructuring proposals for SBCS with the possibility of over 

twenty redundancies; 
- the attempt to impose rolling performance management on colleagues, which 

the branch regards as a fundamental attack on our terms and conditions and 
academic values and freedom at Queen Mary. 

 
Queen Mary UCU branch resolves: 
 
- to call upon college management to suspend any programme of restructuring 

that involves redundancies; 
- to call upon college management to pause and revise the current proposals for 

SBCS to remove the possibility of redundancies; 
- to commit itself to a college-wide campaign to oppose all restructurings that 

involve redundancies and the imposition of rolling performance management, 
including through industrial action, should college management continue with 
restructurings that involve redundancies.” 

 
 
 



3rd November 2011 
 

COMMENTS, STATEMENTS AND QUESTIONS  
SUBMITTED BY UCU TO MATTHEW EVANS  

IN RESPONSE TO AN INVITATION FOR INFORMAL CONSULTATION 
 BASED ON A PROPOSAL TO REFOCUS THE ACTIVITIES OF SBCS 

[DOCUMENT SUBMITTED TO ALL STAFF ON THE 5th OCTOBER 2011] 
 
 

A. COMMENTS AND STATEMENTS 
 
 
1. UCU believes that there is need for an improvement in research achievement 
in SBCS and welcomes change directed towards this objective.  
 
2. UCU believes that redundancies will be counterproductive to the realisation of 
this important goal.  
 
3. Future funding streams are unpredictable. Therefore the proposed 
restructuring may not be correctly addressed to future opportunities for 
increased research grant income.  
 
4. The proposed restructuring is not concerned with the effects of redundancies 
on the delivery of programmes to our students. This is unacceptable for a School 
that depends on student-related income (70%) and provides an excellent student 
experience.  
 
5. We predict the teaching programmes will collapse if these plans are 
implemented. This is both because SBCS will lack the broad scientific expertise 
we currently maintain and because there is no provision for cover.  
 
6. The proposal to generate 15 positions in bioinformatics seems arbitrary and 
unsubstantiated. This is both in terms of research and teaching. Whole areas of 
biological sciences are missing in the proposed restructure. 
 
7. The numbers of staff allocations on Table 3 are wrong. 
 
8. Any move in the direction of redundancies will be met with an immediate 
union response, including an open campaign against redundancies and taking 
the appropriate steps for industrial action. 
 
9. The College has related (but separate) procedures, which apply to organising 
work and developing, consulting and implementing proposals for organisation 
change. UCU invites the HoS to engage with staff under these procedures in 
order to avoid industrial disputes and in an effort to foster a productive and 
equitable working environment.  
 
10. SBCS is one of the most successful recruiters of high-qualified students in the 
College and scores highly for student satisfaction. Any moves to improve on 
research should be based on further recruitment and inward investment. 
 
 



B. QUESTIONS 
 
1. How does each staff member’s current job specification map into the allocation 
of staff in Table 3? A detailed table is requested which contains this information. 
 
2. Why are major programmes of education (such as C100 Biology and others) 
omitted from the document? 
 
3. Has the HoS produced a detailed account of Staff numbers required to deliver 
teaching in the Programmes we currently offer? That information should be 
public and inform the consultation. 
 
4. Which strategic documents/business cases have been used to predict future 
funding trends?  
 
5. With reference to the STRATEGIC REVIEW – December 2010, by Professors 
Sabine Flitsch, Stephen Hawkins and Nick Talbot: “Staff who are under 
performing in research will need to be supported and encouraged to improve 
their research performance...”. What are the plans to implement this? 
 
6. Why has funding from the Medical Research Council, the EU, independent 
foundations, charities and industrial partners not been included in the planning 
considerations? Some of the above-mentioned sources provide the basis for 
research required to inform the Biomedical Sciences Programme.  
 
7. If funding trends change, is the proposal that staff composition also change? 
 
8. Given there are no plans to "cease or diminish" any of our activities how do 
you plan to effect several redundancies under the definition of this word in British 
and European law?   
 
9. Is performance management implicit in the new structure? 
 
10. Does the HoS disagree that the staff-to-student ratio is the MAIN reason for 
not achieving the desirable research outputs in SBCS? 
 
11. Can we have more detailed information about the comment circulated by the 
HoS stating “Additionally I am being made aware of various arrangements by which 
overheads are 'returned' to staff by way of favourable deals over studentships and the 
like. This will no longer happen.” Could it be that staff who have not accepted or 
received favourable deals are currently at a competitive disadvantage?  
 
12. Why is there no analysis of the impact of the proposed changes on the ethos 
of the SBCS? There is no room for abusing this spirit and expecting the NSS 
score to remain at the same high level. 

 
13. Where did the surpluses generated over many years go?  
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counterproductive and ineffective. This is usually because of the poor quality and lack of insight of the people doing the restructuring. Instead, listen to the existing staff,

w ork w ith the grain of the SBCS and look at the academic traditions of the school, w hich has a long and distinguished pedigree in w hole organism biology, including the

contribution of my late father Prof. G E New ell, formerly Head of Zoology Department.

08:04, Feb 22, Dr. Christine Nalepa, NC

Please rethink this short-sighted restructuring

08:01, Feb 22, Mrs. Linda Vast, United Kingdom

07:38, Feb 22, Mr. Hansjoerg Kunc, United Kingdom

07:17, Feb 22, Dr. Paul Anderson, United Kingdom

Universities are about teaching and research The tw o are interlinked Any modif ications to the structure of a University requires a tw in track approach I am not against

raising standards, but the best approach in to integrate w ith staff Change should occur, but best if  slow  and sure and integrated A top 10 University needs a top 10
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infrastructure

07:02, Feb 22, Ms. Rayssa Costa Rios, United Kingdom

07:02, Feb 22, Mr. Jamie Lawrence, United Kingdom

06:40, Feb 22, Ms. Margaret Nicholson, United Kingdom

05:42, Feb 22, Mr. Clive Lindsay, United Kingdom

05:09, Feb 22, Mrs. christine leonards, United Kingdom

04:59, Feb 22, Ms. Joy Edwards, United Kingdom

04:40, Feb 22, Ms. evi Mateboer, United Kingdom

04:38, Feb 22, Dr. Tânia Nobre, Netherlands

02:26, Feb 22, Ms. Naomi Irw in, United Kingdom

02:26, Feb 22, Mrs. Rima Scitova, United Kingdom

01:56, Feb 22, Mr. w illiam king, United Kingdom

01:56, Feb 22, Ms. Alla Rybachok, United Kingdom

00:44, Feb 22, Ms. Beata Hancsak, United Kingdom

00:39, Feb 22, Ms. Sara Glastonbury, United Kingdom

00:36, Feb 22, Mrs. Christine Knighton, United Kingdom

00:31, Feb 22, Name not displayed, United Kingdom

23:52, Feb 21, Ms. Amy Warner, United Kingdom

23:23, Feb 21, Mr. John Prout, United Kingdom

22:20, Feb 21, Mr. Paul Gaston, United Kingdom

22:04, Feb 21, Dr. Sheila Ginnity, Australia

21:48, Feb 21, Dr. Fred Chow Chow, Australia

21:43, Feb 21, Mrs. Maureen Bentley, United Kingdom

17:59, Feb 21, Mr. francis okudu, United Kingdom

17:06, Feb 21, Ms. Jelica Roland, Croatia

16:46, Feb 21, Ms. Dawn Henshaw, United Kingdom

16:07, Feb 21, Mr. Gary Hill, United Kingdom

College & SBCS Management, Please reconsider your management restructuring plan, and safe guard the future of The School of Biological & Chemical Sciences in its

present form, and w ork w ith the staff to ensure its future academemic excellence recognised through out the w orld as a centre of excellence in research, and

teaching, w hich the restructuring proposals threaten to undermine! Regards

15:13, Feb 21, Mrs. Susan Harris, United Kingdom

14:59, Feb 21, Name not displayed, United Kingdom

14:50, Feb 21, Mr. William Airey, United Kingdom

QMC has a f ine reputation in the physical sciences - it makes no sense to reorganise this provision in such a manner that so much valuable expertise w ill be lost.

14:03, Feb 21, Ms. DOREEN PETTIFER, United Kingdom

13:54, Feb 21, Lucy Birtles, United Kingdom

13:30, Feb 21, Mrs. Joan M Sanger, United Kingdom

13:01, Feb 21, Ms. Kiana Siino, United Kingdom

12:54, Feb 21, Mr. Robert Langley, United Kingdom
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12:37, Feb 21, Dr. Richard Rolfe, United Kingdom

Sacking academic staff at my old college is a short sighted approach. The college has an international reputation based on the international mix of students and a very

highly skilled academic body. Shame on the college for taking this action. Dr.R.Rolfe B.Sc Special Honours Chemistry 1965 -1968. Ph.D Physical Organic Chemistry 1968

- 1971.

12:11, Feb 21, Ms. Amanda Hamilton, United Kingdom
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