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Submission on the Proposed Restructure of CELT 
Timing

TEU was informed of the ‘rightsizing exercise’ across MIT some months ago, however the actual proposal has only been presented three weeks ago. This has meant the consultation process on the proposals is happening during the busy time of exam marking and final mark preparation. This has resulted in a large number of impacted staff being unable to actively participate in this consultation whilst at the same time discharge their professional obligations to their students. One of the results of this process is that it is highly unlikely that many academic staff will know what they are due to teach in the new year when they go on leave.  It also means that the consultation about these specific changes has been quite limited as the academic staff in the Faculties have had considerable disruption to deal with at the same time.  On the face of it the proposal removes some specialist staff and replaces them with fewer generalists (even if they have a specialist title!)

An already stressful situation has been exacerbated due to inadequate planning by MIT and its external consultants. 

Consultants

We note that the use of external consultants comes at considerable expense  to the Institute and yet simple things like the provisions in the collective agreement and considering when Faculties were due to go on leave were not taken account of as these proposals were rolled out.  This does point to a lack of communications at best.  It also shows the lack of understanding that staff of MIT are human beings and deserve more respect.

Further the earlier phase one of this review process dismantled what the previous consultants had put in place only four years ago which does raise doubts of the effectiveness of this exercise given that MIT has engaged the same firm of consultants.

Information

We dispute the statements made under the heading “the need to right size MIT” The data has not been provided and we know from experience that the Tribal data is very much dependant on the accuracy of the information contributed, and what categories each institution believed it came under.  We know that has differed across the institutions.  TEU operates across the tertiary sector and does have some idea of what are norms and reasonable expectations put on members. 

Review drivers

There is significant scepticism about the real driver in this review process.  While the euphemism of reinvestment fund is used, it is clear it is not for a very significant resource of the institution, its people.    Members have consistently queried the Hayman  Park project and they sense they are either being fired, or asked to do even more so that Hayman Park can be resourced.  In the current capped EFTS environment, it does seem extraordinary that such an ambitious project is being undertaken at the expense of so many staff.

The reality for members is that they are aware of the significant reserves MIT has, and while they appreciate that much of these are for investing in facilities, it comes as a shock that they are being reduced to enable more reserves to be built up.  There is, as perhaps you are aware, a growing level of concern that Hayman Park may not turn out to be such a good option given the developments that AUT already have underway, and the opportunities via Auckland University that have been available in various parts of MIT but not continued.  

TEU has raised at an institute-wide level our concern about the ‘imperative’ contained in this and other proposals that signficant cost saving is required.  The desire to have a greater surplus is hardly a financial crisis.

Analysis

It appears there has been no thought given that the savings that have been requested of the Faculties may not be achievable whilst maintaining the high standards that staff have accomplished to date, nor that the changes in this area are resulting in an overall cut of support. The environment that is facing academic staff is one where they will be allocated the maximum teaching load. This means a full workload made up of their teaching and attendant duties related to that teaching. The effect of this is that there will not be any time to do anything else that does not have an allocated workload and co-corresponding TTH reduction. This includes any programme developments and redevelopments required to take account of either blended learning or reductions in contact hours for students.  
Each unit / area appears to have done their own analysis assuming or perhaps hoping that other areas will still function as they have.  This is a serious deficiency which will leave gaps, and is a result of trying to cut all areas at the same time.
Disestablishment of positions:
Whilst it appears that more resources are being put into supporting academic developments and the use of computer based learning, it is actually at the expense of specialist staff in the same areas.
We consider that facilitation is required in the RPL process, as often individuals do not necessarily know what can be counted, and to assist them in this process does require a person with academic skills and knowledge.  
Category of New Positions

Further, having looked at the new job descriptions and person specifications, we are firmly of the view that all four of these positions are academic positions. Aside from the academic advisor role, we also see the previously established positions are also academic in nature
This means they must be appointed under or placed on the Collective agreement.

The skills required are academic, as well as the kind of work expected from them is academic in nature.  
Terms from the job descriptions such as:

“Academic leadership”; 
“Providing academic advice to Faculties to support in integration of emerging pedagogy into delivery of programmes”;
“To actively contribute to the development and delivery of innovative, current and authentic curricula”;
“To keep abreast of pedagogical practice and engage staff in professional learning opportunities which promote and model flexible learning and teaching activities through the use of interactive learning technologies “;
“To provide academic advice to Faculties”;
“To contribute to the delivery of professional development in learning and teaching excellence at MIT “;
“To keep abreast of developments in models of multi media pedagogy and engage staff in a professional learning opportunities which model cooperative learning “;
all describe academic functions.
Scope of new positions
The ideal person spec also states an advanced qualifications in teacher education, preferably tertiary, and includes “ through knowledge of and experience in curriculum development to leadership level”;
And one of either “Track record of Pedagogical research (publications)’ or 

“Track record in Teaching and Learning research (Publications)”;
are all describing academic functions.
We note that the people in the positions will need “to understand the programme development process, act as facilitator to programme development, professional development, recognition of prior learning and continuous Quality improvement activities.”

All of these, except perhaps the last one. are academic functions that require the application of academic knowledge to successfully complete them.

There is little doubt that these are academic roles.
Size of new positions
In discussions in some Faculties it does appears that the managers think there will be more resources coming into their area that will support developments.  With reduced staff we do not see how that will be accomplished.
The proposal appears to imply that each faculty will get their own Liaison or “Academic partner” who will “facilitate the relationship between that Faculty and the Academic Centre.  There are more Faculties than Academic partners, this must mean that individuals will be split across Faculties
The job descriptions also imply they will cover their specialist area as well as offer advice on all areas where positions are proposed to be disestablished.
Their liaison role suggests they refer – presumably to each other.  “ the liaison person refers to specialist staff as appropriate to the delivery…”
However their job descriptions show they are the ones who are expected to have the specialised skills in their specified areas.
These positions are too large to be able to function well.  Any position that needs to do the liaison within a faculty and then also apply their specialist knowledge across the whole institution will be pulled in many ways.
Asking four people to be generalist in all the functions they need to cover and then expect application of their specific specialist skills across the whole Institute is unrealistic – both in terms of the size of the work, but also finding people with the specialist skills that want to spend quite a bit of their time doing other things, or people with a good knowledge of the ranges of things but are not highly skills in a specific area.

It would make more sense to separate these roles, but not decrease the specialist resource, or to have an individual per faculty in these roles.
In summary we are very concerned that what is proposed will not deliver the increase that the Faculty management appear to assume it will, and it also tries to make specialists be in part generalists.  These factors will make  it quite difficult to attract and retain skilled staff to these positions.   At the same time academic staff are being allocated to their maximum workloads, so there is simply not the scope without time release / reductions in TTH for development work to happen, which includes the continued inclusion of blended learning within courses.  To compound the issues, the effect of the proposals is in the New Year there is a high risk of not have the necessary skills on board at MIT at all, as the current roles are proposed to be disestablished 

