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12 December 2011

Tertiary Education Union Te Hautū Kahurangi represents over 10,000 members across the wider tertiary sector, 300 members at MIT, and the vast majority of academic staff in the Faculty of Education and Social Sciences.  This submission represents the collective interests of those members, and as such we seek reassurance that the submission carries the corresponding weight when considerations are made prior to any decisions in this review. 

This submission speaks in the first instance to the broad issues contained in this proposal, and then to the details contained therein as they relate to each School within the Faculty.

TEU has raised at an institute-wide level our concern about the ‘imperatives’ contained in this and other proposals.  Whilst this document contains comparatively few proposed surpluses, it nonetheless contains ‘rationalisations’ which are neither detailed nor justified but which will have staffing workload effects at the very least, designed under a purported need to ‘rightsize’ which is without detailed information on which to be consulted.
The document refers at page 7 to the Tribal data as showing that “MIT is out of balance as an organisation”.  There is no credibility to this information which MIT is refusing to share with its staff who risk job loss and major changes to the way in which they work.  This is despite the Employment Relations Act stipulating that the duty of good faith “requires an employer who is proposing to make a decision that will, or is likely to, have an adverse effect on the continuation of employment of 1 or more of his or her employees to provide the employees affected – (i) access to information, relevant to the continuation of the employees’ employment, about the decision; and (ii) an opportunity to comment on the information to their employer before the decision is made. “
 

The document states in the Design Objectives that the objectives of the ‘Rightsizing’ include:

· Demonstrating a clear and integrated view of student and community issues. There is no evidence in the document that this is an objective, and we seek information as to how the proposal will meet this objective.  In particular, how have students and relevant community stakeholders been involved in or consulted in this proposal?
· Reducing costs to stakeholders and taxpayers, while aiming to improve services delivered. The proposal does not reduce costs to stakeholders and taxpayers, as the reduced budget is simply being shifted to another part of MIT’s purse, in pursuit of a higher surplus for reinvestment.
· Increasing organisational agility and flexibility. The proposal reduces staffing flexibility in all areas, which will reduce the agility and flexibility of delivery   
This proposal document, more than any other in this institute-wide project, is remarkable for its almost total lack of detail and explanation – there is no reference to the required savings through the Faculty and what that is at the level of each School.  It is alarming in its brevity although it implies cuts to real staffing and increases to workload in all Schools.  This approach makes a nonsense of consultation - it should not be up to the parties who are being consulted with to spend a consultation period trying to seek the actual details of a proposal at hand and to extrapolate real information.  
School of Education

The real changes in this School are not outlined but we infer impacts at three points in the one paragraph relating to it. 
· “it is proposed that casual staffing will be reduced”
· “there are no additional changes to permanent [emphasis added] staffing in this School”.
These statements are in conflict with the opening statement that “the existing staff numbers can be maintained to manage the allocated TEFTs”.  The proposal implies that non-permanent staff will not be employed – alongside casual staffing reductions that may also mean fixed term.  That means that there will be impacts on staffing as workload increases.  TEU will closely monitor workloads in this Faculty in 2012 to ensure they comply with the principles and specifics of the Academic Staff Collective Agreement including:
5.1.1

The employer shall ensure that the lecturer’s workload is maintained at equitable, reasonable and safe levels.

Equitable means that staff with comparable responsibilities should have similar workloads.

Reasonable means giving consideration to such issues as: the fit between workload and the accepted norms of society, the need to allow for ordinary activities of personal choice, the consistency with similar professionals employed elsewhere {e.g. within the discipline, within teaching}, and checking that fluctuations in workload average out to a reasonable level over a specified time.

Safe means that workload must be allocated so that it would not normally result in physical, mental or emotional harm to staff, their colleagues or students.
There is nothing in the document outlining teaching norms in each of the Schools, but members in the School of Education have advised that there will be an expectation of 835TTH in 2012.  We certainly hope there is no substance to this, as that would not be a ‘norm’ at all, nor would it meet internal or external equity measures.  It would simply not be tenable for staff teaching on a degree programme, especially of this nature which also requires travel on top of usual commitments of maintaining degree delivery.  The 835TTH benchmark in the collective agreement was set through an historical consensus of what might be a maximum teaching load at certificate level where assessments are all in-class. There is not one comparable programme throughout the whole sector who teaches even close to this level, and it would not be sustainable.
· “research hours will be allocated to degree staff who have demonstrated a commitment to research.”
The School is urged to develop processes to ensure that an objective, fair and measurable system is set up so as this proposal is more robust than a simple ‘picking winners’ and ‘sponsoring favourites’ process.  Factors such as new research and cycles in individual’s ability to undertake research in conjunction with other work and personal demands need to be accounted for in a transparent manner alongside committing to staff with an established commitment to research.  This also ties intrinsically with the workload matters outlined above – increases in workload will compromise the ability of staff to commit to research and needs to be acknowledged rather than ‘punished’ by reduced research hours.

School of Social Services
As above

School of Sport
As above.  Further, we seek assurances that cuts to casual staffing will nonetheless allow for routine cover of things such as sick leave.  

School of Foundation Studies
Whilst the proposal to ‘reduce staffing by 3FTEs to enhance opportunities for succession planning’ has now been withdrawn, we still wish to record this as a point of huge frustration for TEU and its members.  It is beyond belief that this proposal got through several layers of supposed scrutiny before being released to staff and their union.  It has been conceded that the proposal was not due to a surplus – rather, it was motivated by a wish to bring cheaper junior staff in if senior staff volunteered to go.  This is reprehensible in several ways – first, there was never a surplus but was an opportunistic effort within a framework of institute-wide surpluses being proposed; second, the ‘rightsizing’ framework is supposedly about financial prudence yet the proposal, signed off at several levels, endorsed an ability to pay out probably more than $200,000 in redundancy payments where redundancies didn’t actually exist; third, that proposal made no consideration of the wider academic staff group in the School, who would have had to orientate and support three new staff members; and fourth, the Institute, in revoking the proposal, has laid the ‘blame’ for that at TEU’s feet, despite the proposal’s lack of responsibility and integrity.
It is deeply disappointing that the Pasifika Computing and Otara Learning Village programmes are proposed to be discontinued.  The proposal itself acknowledges the importance of these programmes ‘for providing a clear pathway for members of the local community to enrol in MIT and continue on to other MIT programmes.’  We acknowledge the crisis caused by the extraction of ACE funding, but note also the important role of these programmes in MIT’s wider strategic direction, and urge that the proposed discontinuing is revised.
The document states that there will be a “reduction in the fixed term contract of 2.3FTE positions.”  Our understanding is that the current fixed term complement is about 4.8 or 4.9FTE.  There is no detail in the document as to how the reduction will be managed and TEU will monitor this process for objectivity and fairness, as well as analysing the fixed terms to ensure they are genuine in compliance with section 66 of the Employment Relations Act, given the School’s historic reliance in fixed terms which did not meet the requirements of the Act.
Reduction in casual staffing – please refer to all comments above, as being also relevant to this School.

School of English

There is a proposed reduction of 1.5FTE.  In response to a question asking how this was arrived at, the Dean provided the following figures:

Faculty of Education and Social Sciences – School of English : Staffing Analysis

Decision Process

	SAC Funded

programme
	TTH

Programme Teaching Hours
	TTH   2011 based on 508  EFTs
	Actual staffing 2011
	TTH  2012

Based on 438 EFTS
	Surplus 

(Actual – TTH 2012)

	MN4310
	
	
	
	
	

	MN4311
	       720 
	365760
	
	315360
	

	MN4312
	     
	
	
	
	

	FTEs
	
	28.2
	29.4
	24.3
	5.1


	NON base funded programmes
	2012 Projected teaching hours
	2012 Projected FTE’s

	ILNF
	15000
	2.1

	
	
	

	Targeted ESOL
	12000
	1.5

	
	
	

	TOTALS
	27000
	3.6


Net Over Staffing  = 1.5
It is unclear whether two components of staffing needs have been included in these figures which are used to justify the 1.5FTE surplus.  One is the School’s summer school, as part of non base funded figures, and the other is staffing attached to the Memorandum of Understanding with the School of Foundation Studies, which allows Foundation to teach an ESOL programme, but with the proviso that it be taught by a staff member from the School of English.  We seek reassurance that the figures include these two programmes, as they are not clear in the figures provided.
The figures are calculated at a baseline 1:18 staff:student ratio, and we note the acknowledgement that classes can not go higher in this discipline due to its nature.  However, the above figures do not appear to take in to account any time releases, and the impact that would have on the actual ratio – for example, the School currently has a Principal Lecturer, three Programme Leaders, and an Academic Advisor.  Our understanding is that the release in the School for additional responsibilities is equivalent to at least 3FTE.  It is also unclear as to whether the Head of School is part of the staffing figures provided.  None of these allowances appear to be accounted for in the statistics provided, and would need to be to enable the 1:18 which the proposal document commits to.
Further to this, the School has recently completed a separate review which was embarked upon prior to the ‘rightsizing project’ with different imperatives.  That review recommends strategies to grow the School which include recommendations for increased staffing (alongside other recommendations).  When TEU asked about the intersection of the two reviews, the Dean responded that the School of English Review “will be worked through during 2012”.  Given the competing recommendations of the two reviews, TEU believes there needs to a moratorium on the recommendations in this review while the other ‘is worked through’.  
Reduction in casual staffing – please refer to all comments above, as being also relevant to this School.

Summary
The proposal for this Faculty is comparatively constrained vis-à-vis the proposed reductions in other Faculties across the Institute.  However, the document still signals changes such as increased workload, which will come from reductions in non-permanent staffing.  It is impossible for us to glean the real actual effects of all this because the document chooses not to reveal them.  That has a disingenuous flavour to it.  As to the Schools where there are proposed staffing cuts, the proposal in Foundation Studies has been withdrawn as a result of a legitimate TEU challenge; and we are concerned that the proposal in the School of English is based on incomplete data of the School’s actual teaching needs.  We request a revision of that data prior to final decisions in this Faculty.
We welcome any questions or further discussion on this submission.  Please contact, in the first instance, Chan Dixon at chan.dixon@teu.ac.nz or 027 442 4809.

For and on behalf of TEU members, Faculty of Education and Social Sciences
� See Wrigley Kelly v Massey for case law supporting the application of this requirement





