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Proposal to restructure and downsize the Student Affairs Directorate
TEU submission

12 December 2011

Tertiary Education Union Te Hautū Kahurangi represents over 10,000 members across the wider tertiary sector, 300 members at MIT, and all of the Learning Advisors in the Learning Support Centre within the Student Affairs Directorate.  This submission, however, is unable to represent a collective voice on behalf of those members as there are a range of views among them.  This may initially come as a surprise, but is actually a natural reaction to the substance of the proposal, which in every form completely undervalues or ignores the role of the Learning Support Centre, and as such is highly insulting to the employees employed as Learning Advisors.  There are consequently a range of human reactions and distress to the proposal from among the individual Learning Advisors, and the proposal creates an unsafe working environment.  This submission, then, does not pretend to represent a consensus view and at points may contradict the individual view of some members.  However, a key overarching role of TEU is to protect jobs, critique and challenge proposals and process, and to look at proposals for change on those immediately affected as well as the wider effects on our membership as a whole.  
This submission speaks in the first instance to the broad issues contained in this proposal, and then to the details contained therein, in so far as the proposal relates to Learning Advisors.

TEU has raised at an institute-wide level our concern about the ‘imperatives’ contained in this and other proposals – in the case of this proposal,  we received information on the amount that the Directorate must reduce at the 11th hour, which makes it impossible to consult in any genuine sense as we are unable to even propose potentially viable alternatives.  We seek an undertaking that the required saving is flexible – if it is not, then the Institute risks consultation being challenged as a cosmetic exercise. 
The document refers at page 7 to the Tribal data as showing that “MIT is out of balance as an organisation”.  As with the points above, 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. “
 

We fundamentally disagree with the opening to the proposal, which states that it:


“will deliver the objectives of this project and required savings while ensuring that student affairs maintains its role within MIT to:

· Contribute positively to the quality of the student experience and provide relevant services to support participation, progression, retention and success.

· Enhance the overall physical, psychological and social wellbeing of students.

· Enable every student to build sound relationships with other students.

· Contribute to the creation of a sense of belonging to MIT and to the building of self-regulating communities of students.

· Enable students to build life skills as they progress through MIT.
The document then goes on to say that the proposal ‘sits alongside other the proposals being put forward for the development of other faculties and support areas across MIT.”

The substantive nature of the proposal as it pertains to the Learning Support Centre then conflicts with these statements.  It proposes a reduction in FTE of the Learning Advisor positions, an   alteration to the positions so that they are disestablished with new positions created, and a narrowing of the specialities, so that the Learning Advisors would be fewer, cover more functions across wider areas, with a reduction in specialist service such as into IELTs and sciences.  We note that this is the only area within the Directorate where substantial change is proposed.  To conclude that this proposal will “contribute positively to the quality of the student experience and provide relevant services to support participation, progression, retention and success” is disingenuous and fails to acknowledge the work done in the LSC specifically around student progression, retention and success.
The recent context
The proposal refers at p.10 to an exercise in August 2011 in the Learning Support Centre, and that a paper “A Way Forward” identified changes that were “likely to happen”.  That exercise was undertaken for a key specific reason unrelated to the restructuring now proposed, which was the relationships within the Centre, most immediately since the appointment of a Team Leader who cut a swathe through the LSC and impacted on several relationships before departing MIT There have also been, related to this dysfunction, critical staff retention issues with about a 50% turnover in a period of less than a year.  It was no surprise to TEU that the Centre was not functional with all of these factors, and we welcomed the well overdue intervention and support that was put in via the ‘Way Forward’ project.
In terms of that project identifying changes to the way and level of services provided, it is simply not the case that that project signalled what is in front of us now.  The project did identify that the level of service being offered into the Nursing and Health area may be beyond the scope of what the LSC should be offering, and that the boundaries between academic and LSC staff responsibilities were perceived to have  been being blurred.  Hence on p.10 you state that “this specialist support has reached levels which, although it is agreed has benefitted particular groups of students, is not sustainable in the future structure”.

To then propose that in a new structure there would be no place for Learning Advisor resource designated to or encompassing a science specialty is a great leap sideways.  

It is very difficult to conclude anything in this proposal other than it being a convenient mechanism to avoid managing the damage done in the LSC over a long period of those staff being unsupported and isolated from the overall Directorate.  In particular, the proposal directly disestablishes a science specialty when that was one of the areas of “over-servicing” perceived in the ‘Way Forward’ project.  To go from apparent over-servicing to cutting science specialty support altogether has no logic other than this being about an easy alternative to properly managing an area in critical need of building and support.
The current context
It is important to highlight a statement in this proposal that it ‘sits alongside other the proposals being put forward for the development of other faculties and support areas across MIT.”  This statement is a nonsense which highlights the institutional risks inherent in the way in which this restructuring has been embarked upon. This proposal, in isolation and in the context of other proposals currently being consulted, demonstrates absolutely that the ‘Rightsizing’ project is not a coordinated and thought-through institute-wide project.  Rather, it takes the form of several reviews occurring in isolation at the same time, with no understanding or insight into the impacts that each review may have upon those happening concurrently but independently. The majority impact across all of the reviews is at the Faculty level, in particular through reductions in academic staff and a commensurate increase in the workload demands of remaining academic staff.  Given this, the demand for LSC services will actually increase, as academic staff become less accessible to students outside of the formal learning environment.  It therefore begs belief as to why the one area within the whole of the Student Services Directorate that would be most affected in this review is the area most closely aligned to the academic progress and success of MIT students.
It is a huge source of frustration to our members that the proposal is to reduce the staffing complement and areas of service within the LSC without any justification other than the reference to the ‘Way Forward’ project.  In contrast, p.11 of the document states that “the retention support team has, over the last two years, proven measurably effective and feedback from the faculties confirms the impact and support offered to students and staff is invaluable.  It then points to “comprehensive reporting mechanisms and statistics show[ing] that the current resource is working to full capacity.  The student advisory section has YTD seen over 2500 students.”  In fact, the LSC has a similar record, which is not documented in this proposal.  When the Director was asked why there was this gap in the document, the explanation was the reporting out of LSC was not in a comprehensible format.  We note that the reporting mechanisms in question were imposed under the recent Team Leader and were reported to have come from above his level of management.  This being the case, it is a significant concern that this restructuring exercise will have considerable impact upon the Learning Advisors and the students of MIT, and has been proposed within a framework of a lack of understanding of the work they carry out.   At the 11th hour (on the morning of this submission) some statistics came to us which under-represent the LSC service and which consequently add little, other than frustration over not being able to discuss the discrepancies in that report due to time constraints of the restructuring process. 
The LSC and Student Advisory team roles cannot be strictly compared due to the very different nature of the roles, but in light of the fact that the student advisory team statistics are specifically provided for the justification of why their staff number needs to be increased, the question arises as to the justification of staff reduction at the LSC.  An analysis of the Learning Advisor capacity undertaken by members demonstrates substantial student volume.  In addition to the volume, it is important to note that LSC appointment times are comparatively substantial – 45 minutes for 1:1, 60 minutes for small groups, and up to 75 minutes for workshops.): 

 Below is a table showing the number of students seen by one Learning Advisor for specific months. This can be used as an average total, which can then be multiplied by 5.8, as an indicative representation of the students seen by the current 5.8FTE complement of staff.   That is then multiplied by 4 quarters of the year to give an indicative picture of how many students actually go through the learning support centre for assistance. 

	Month
	One to One Sessions(as per student bodies not repeated sessions)
	Workshops (number of students , no repeated as per bodies not sessions)

	August
	41
	206

	September
	36
	34

	October
	34
	40

	Total
	111
	280

	Total *5 Advisors
	111 *5.8= 643.8
	280 *5.8=1624

	 Total * 4(quarters of the year)
	643.8*4=2575.2 Total Students
	1624*4=6496 Total Students


From the above statistics it is evident that the LSC sees a substantial amount of students.  Given that the YTD figures in another area are used to justify no reduction, there is a glaring anomaly in the concurrent proposal that LSC staffing is reduced. 
Monthly report – april 2011

Faculty of Origin

The following chart provides an overview of the number of appointments (for individual sessions) by faculty.
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As the chart demonstrates, of the 129 individual appointments held in the centre during April, the majority were held with students from the faculty of education and social sciences.

Individual Sessions

Based on the data available, the following table provides an analysis of individual sessions by advisor.

	Advisor
	Number
	Percentage

	A
	22
	16.8%

	B
	18
	13.75%

	C
	14
	10.69%

	D
	33
	25.2%

	E
	9
	6.9%

	F
	35
	26.71%

	Total
	131
	


There is a broad range of appointments for two reasons; the difference in style of work (i.e. some advisors work with groups, rather than individual students) and the fact that, in addition to the Easter break, two advisors took annual leave during the month.

Small Group Work

The table below provides an analysis of the number of small group sessions held by each advisor, along with the total number of students seen in small groups.

	Advisor
	Number
	Percentage
	Student #
	Percentage

	A
	12
	12.12%
	29
	4.64%

	B
	4
	4.04%
	7
	1.12%

	C
	46
	46.46%
	473
	75.68%

	D
	21
	21.21%
	50
	8%

	E
	7
	7.07%
	30
	4.8%

	F
	9
	9.09%
	36
	5.76%

	Total
	99
	
	625
	


The table above demonstrates the wide range in terms of the number of groups held across the institute, and in terms of the size of the groups. Again, a difference in the number of groups held by each advisor is most likely due to differences in student need, discipline and Learning Advisor approach.

Workshops

Unfortunately, data on the number of workshops held by advisors is not recorded in the current student management system. However, data on the number of hours spent in workshops, as well as the number of students seen by each advisor via this modality is available; this information is presented on the table below.

	Advisor
	Hours
	Percentage
	Student #
	Percentage

	A
	2.5
	5.1%
	10
	1.45%

	B
	4
	8.16%
	80
	11.64%

	C
	1
	2.04%
	40
	5.82%

	D
	7
	14.28%
	77
	11.2%

	E
	2.5
	5.1%
	44
	6.4%

	F
	32
	65.3%
	436
	63.46%

	Total
	49
	
	687
	


Drop-in Appointments

The table below provides a break-down of the number of students seen by each advisor during the “drop-in” service provided daily at the LSC.

	Advisor
	Number of Students

	A
	0

	B
	4

	C
	11

	D
	5

	E
	1

	F
	6

	Total
	27


The information on hand indicates advisors worked with over 1400 students during the month of April.

Monthly report – MAY 2011

Faculty of Origin

The following table provides an overview of the number of (held) appointments by faculty.

	Faculty
	Number of Students
	Percentage

	Business
	11
	11.58

	Consumer Services
	2
	2.1

	Creative & Visual Arts
	2
	2.1

	Education & Social Science
	60
	63.15

	Engineering & Technology
	8
	8.42

	Maritime
	1
	1.05

	Nursing & Health Studies
	10
	10.5

	University of Auckland
	1
	1.05

	Total
	95
	


As this table clearly demonstrates, the majority of students receiving individual support through the centre come from the Faculty of Education & Social Science, with approximately a third of this number coming from the School of English and the School of Foundation Studies.

Based on the data available, the following table provides an analysis of individual sessions by advisor.

	Advisor
	Number
	Percentage

	A
	22
	14.66

	B
	16
	10.66

	C
	36
	24

	D
	33
	22

	E
	43
	28.66

	Total
	150
	


(Small) Group Work

	Advisor
	Number

Reports
	Percentage
	Number

SMS
	Percentage

	A
	6
	4.9
	5
	4.5

	B
	81
	65.85
	78
	69.65

	C
	17
	13.8
	17
	15.2

	D
	9
	7.3
	7
	6.25

	E
	10
	8.1
	5
	4.5

	Total
	123
	
	112
	


Based on the number of groups recorded in the SMS, a total of 740 students were seen using these modes (small groups and study groups) of delivery.

Workshops

	Advisor
	Hours
	Student #
	Number

	A
	10
	79
	9

	B
	6
	131
	6

	C
	12.45
	125
	13

	D
	6
	41*
	7

	E
	20.58
	278
	12

	Total
	55.03
	654*
	47


There was a wide variety in terms of the size of workshops, with advisors providing workshops for as few as 1-5 students, and as many as 64 students. 

Drop-in Appointments

	Advisor
	Number



	A
	1

	B
	28

	C
	15

	D
	13

	E
	8

	Total
	65


The information on hand indicates advisors worked with over 1600 students during the month of June.

Overall, LSC staff members have seen 3000 students over the two months of April and May which provides a clear picture of the volume of students managed by the service.
New Positions

Learning Advisors and their union received proposed job descriptions for the new but fewer roles five days into the consultation period.  Further information has not been forthcoming about these positions, and we do not believe that the consultation can be completed until there is adequate information, the ability for that to be discussed and feedback to be cemented.  The key issues here are:

1. Despite numerous requests we still had not received an indicative salary for these positions until the morning of this submission being sent.  The actual savings which are predicted to be achieved through a proposal to reduce Learning Advisors from 5.8 to 4 is about $90,000, with the 4 having higher salaries commensurate with an upsized job.  This figure is open to question, and simply creates further suspicion about this proposal.  It seems to have not actually been costed until questions were raised by us about the salary differentials, so we suspect that this is not a genuine part of ‘rightsizing’, but is an opportunistic exercise which has its real heart in the separate issues which sit unmanaged in the Centre.  That view is magnified when it is read within the context of the whole proposal, which includes a proposal to increase staffing in another part of the Directorate.
2. The proposed positions clearly demarcate specified responsibilities with learning advice specialties.  This appears to be an exercise in picking favourites and pre-determining who might get what ‘new’ position and who will not.  This is particularly so when the proposed new positions narrowly match specialties to administrative functions, along the same lines as what have been informally distributed over the last months in the form of “projects” through a non-contestable process.  Further, that narrow specification of position descriptions will make it extremely difficult to employ future employees with a range of skills among an overall team, as the position descriptions narrowly match academic specialty with a particular administrative responsibility.
It is important that we document here that we reserve the right to challenge any restructuring process predicated on a pre-determined view of how the staffing will be comprised (that is, on who the staff will be).

Actual reductions
On the face of it this proposal reduces Learning Advisor resource from 5.8 to 4FTE.  However, the depth of the proposed cut is significantly underplayed and needs to be properly emphasised.  If this proposal goes ahead the LSC will lose 1.8FTE Learning Advisor, a 1FTE Team Leader and a 1FTE administrator.  The proposal states that “the LSC can run as a self-managed team with a centralised general administrative role for the whole student success group.  This will also free up some time for the advisors who currently have an administrative load.”  It is unclear as to how the loss of a 1FTE dedicated administrative resource, replaced by a general one which will administer a much wider area and will probably be physically dislocated from the LSC, will free up some time for the Learning Advisors.  In effect, the cuts to the LSC are proposed to be 3.8 of 7.8FTE – an almost 50% reduction in resource.  This is a disproportionate effect which will significantly impact on student retention and success.
Line by line feedback
1. It has been clarified that the statement at p.2 “anonymous or group submissions will not be considered” is an administrative error and that this submission will be considered.  We note that it is a submission on behalf of TEU members and we expect that the submission is given its due weight in that regard.

2. At p.6 Executive Summary it states that the “level of services particularly in the learning support area are rationalised to focus on core services”.  This is a bold assertion which is not once justified in the proposal. There is no description or   justification of what the ‘core services’ are, and the process coming out of ‘A Way Forward’ has at this stage simply focused on team-building, including in the middle of a major restructure.  If there are concerns about the Centre moving outside its ‘core’ that has not been managed.  
3. “The level of specialist learning support to the Faculties of Nursing and Health Studies and Education and Social Sciences is reduced. “ Again, there is no rationale provided for that, and we are not aware of any consultation which has taken place with those Faculties as part of this proposal, contrary to the assertion made in the document.  In fact, one Faculty has contacted us to express their dismay with the impacts this proposal will have if implemented.  In information provided to us at the 11th hour, it appears that the managers within one of these Faculties have now been given ‘clarification’ of the impact of this proposal, which is separate to consultation.  All other discussions with the relevant Faculties were as part of the ‘A Way Forward’ process and completely separate to what is now proposed.
4. At p.9 the proposal states that “in order to achieve the savings necessary, the following considerations were applied: 

a. Services must meet the needs of the student cohort; and

b. Services must reflect and support the long term goals of MIT and the tertiary education strategy.

It is unclear as to how the reduction and ‘rationalisation’ in this proposal have taken either of these matters into account.  For example, Foundation Studies is a key plank to MIT’s strategy yet a chunk of learning support in that area is taken out; Nursing and Health Studies has a critical mass of young and Maori and Pasifika students who, statistics show, are large users of learning support, and that specialty has been taken out of LSC. 
5. At p.12 there is a statement that “all [Learning Support Advisors] will be full-time positions in line with the LSC collective employment agreement.”  There is nothing in the collective agreement stipulating that employees must be full-time.  There is currently one employee who is grandparented on the provisions of the academic staff collective agreement as a consequence of the last restructuring exercise in this area.  We would be hugely concerned that this is seen as an opportunity to move someone off more favourable conditions.  At the very least, this proposal confuses the consultation with the implementation stage of a review, which is challengeable.
6. At p.13 there is a proposal to increase the Student Support Advisor (Advocacy) staffing by 1FTE.  This is on the grounds of the “projected growth of a younger cohort”.  It is mysterious as to why this projection would lead to a concurrent reduction in Learning Advisor support, where the same cohort identified will be high need in terms of learning support.

7. The proposed timeline allows for one working day for submissions to be considered and recommendations made to the Chief Executive.  This does not appear to be much time for submissions to be genuinely absorbed and considered.

Summary

Until at the very last minute, there is too much detail missing in this proposal for us to get a proper picture of actual budget directives, costings for new positions, and what the actual motivations for this particular piece of restructuring might be.  However, the information provided adds little.  What is signalled in the proposal is an increase in one area, and a significant downsizing in another, with the creation of fewer but slightly more highly paid jobs.  In the absence of information and discussion we are unable to constructively be involved in consultation in ways in which offer alternative proposals.    This is a major concern which will need to be addressed by us if not the Institute.  All we can confirm in summary is the following:

1. The extent to which the proposals for LSC are actually within the framework of the ‘rightsizing’ directives are in serious question;

2. A key imperative instead seems to be an opportunistic exercise in ‘right-staffing’ where there is a heavy element of pre-determination and an opportunity to avoid the necessary functional support which has been missing from the Centre for a long period;

3. There is nothing provided to justify the proposed cuts and the document is noticeably void of information on the work done within the LSC, as opposed to other parts of the Directorate;

4. The service provided within the LSC is critical to the academic retention and success of South Auckland students.  It is alarming that the service is proposed to be reduced at the same time that major staffing cuts are coming from within the academic faculties.  This is all within the context of TEC demands for student success, demonstrated by a dedicated element of funding being dependent on that success.  If for that reason only, we urge a complete reconsideration of this proposal as it pertains to the Learning Support Centre. 
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, Learning Support Centre
� See Wrigley Kelly v Massey for case law supporting the application of this requirement





