Motions for Essex UCU AGM 2020

Motion 1 received from Kate Seymour

This branch notes that:
* There is very limited democracy in current University decision-making structures
* Senior Managers are, for the most part, not accountable to the wider Essex community for the decisions they make
* Departments have very limited autonomy, including over financial decisions, and any financial autonomy they did have has been removed (temporarily?) by the response to COVID-19
* The University’s growth strategy, which has significantly contributed to the University’s exposure during the COVID-19 crisis, was neither democratically decided by staff nor open to any democratic challenge, despite high levels of discontent amongst staff
* The response to the COVID-19 crisis, which has wide-ranging consequences for all staff, including mass lay-offs of hundreds of fixed term staff and GTAs, a dual-delivery strategy with enormous workload and health and safety implications for permanent staff, significant cutting of modules to the detriment of students, and the cancelling of research leave, has been put together by Senior Management with little to no active consultation with, or input from, the wider University community. 


This branch believes that:
* Democratic structures enable better decisions to be made
* Universities should be democratically run organisations, with all staff enabled to contribute to the decisions which effect the running of the organisation and their working lives
* The University has made some very poor decisions, particularly in relation to – but not limited to – the growth strategy and the COVID-19 response, which would have been far less likely to be made and approved by a democratically organised body
* Senior management should be held to account for poor decisions


This branch resolves to:
* Actively campaign to democratise the University of Essex
* Convene a People’s Assembly of the University community, including staff, students, and any casualised staff who may have already been laid off during the COVID-19 crisis, to begin drawing up plans for democratising the University 
* Allow facility time for a full report into governance structures, highlighting areas where democracy is absent to inform the campaign, and potentially drawing up a list of proposals for the branch to consider
* Demand greater transparency in relation to the University’s finances and that Senior Management consult widely when drawing up budgets, including with academic experts and those most affected by decisions
* Raise the possibility of a vote of no confidence at Senate (or equivalent) in Senior Management, including the VC, over the growth strategy and the response to the COVID-19 crisis 

(408 words)



Motion 2 received from Lorcan Whitehead

This branch notes that:
1. Despite their claims to be avoiding job losses, university management are cutting the jobs of casualised staff at Essex. 
1. UK Universities have already agreed to address casualisation due to the inordinate amount of suffering it causes, which will only be intensified by COVID-19.
1. Staff on casualised contracts have long been essential to the University’s business model and to providing quality education for Essex students.
1. Many staff at Essex on casual contracts in practice work from year to year like colleagues on permanent contracts but without the security and other benefits of a permanent contract.
1. Casualised staff whose jobs are cut will find it almost impossible to secure employment during a global pandemic, especially when university hiring is expected to freeze.
1. UCU’s official guidance states that:
It is UCU policy to oppose cuts and redundancies, including to those of our members on casualised contracts. Any attempts to single out staff on casualised contracts to take the brunt of proposed cuts needs to be vigorously resisted. The first step for any branch in, such a situation is to call on all members to oppose such cuts and make this an issue for the whole branch.
1. In her recent meeting with our branch, Jo Grady outlined some of the concrete things this means, including:
6. “Power mapping” the roles currently held by our members, identifying any that are strategically significant, and drawing on them in resistance to such cuts.
6. Seeking support from local politicians and other high-profile local people.
6. Seeking a pledge from secure staff to support those who are insecure.
6. Openly criticising the impact of these cuts on quality of education for students and workload for staff, if necessary in a way which impacts on the public image or reputation of the University. 

This branch believes that:
1. The practice of routinely employing staff on casual contracts because it is convenient for the employer but not for the employee is unacceptable, and that casualised staff deserve the same security as permanent colleagues, including contract renewals, extensions, or continued pay for the duration of the crisis.
1. Even with reduced numbers of students, departments will need increased capacity as a result of the crisis, given potential illness of colleagues and the switch to remote working, and.
1. Therefore, refusing to reemploy staff on casual contracts will place an intolerable workload burden on permanent members of staff who remain, which is likely have serious implications for the well-being of staff and the quality of education for our students. 
1. University management have not sufficiently consulted with the branch or wider university community, nor adequately explored alternative financial strategies which could safeguard the jobs of staff on casualised contracts (such as salary caps, temporary job shares, ceasing recruitment for REF, etc.)

This branch resolves to:
1. Lead on a campaign which resists all cuts to the jobs of staff on casualised contracts, and both the increase in workload for permanent staff and drop in quality of education which will arise from them, and which emphasises openly and publicly that the latter two outcomes are the direct and predictable consequences of such cuts.
1. As part of such a campaign, undertake the actions outlined by Jo Grady (see above) and other such actions as may be effective in reversing the decision to cut these jobs.
1. Take all available actions to support staff on both causal and permanent contracts who wish to engage in actions which would help to resist the policy of cutting casualised jobs and the attendant increase in workload for permanent staff, including:
2. Actively organising heads of departments to resist the imposition of increased workloads.
2. Supporting all staff to submit letters to their line managers querying excessive increases in workloads based on UCU’s template.
2. Launching a campaign against increased workloads on health and safety grounds based on UCU’s “off the shelf” campaign materials.
2. Supporting staff who reasonably refuse increases to their workloads which result from the planned cuts to staff on casual contracts.

1. Actively publicise such actions and encourage all staff to take them.

(690 words)

Motion 3 received from Lorcan Whitehead

This branch notes that representatives of the branch are due to meet with the VC and will discuss issues raised in a letter to the VC from our Regional Support Official, Alex Eastwood, sent on 23rd April 2020.

This branch resolves that if we do not receive commitments that the issues raised in the letter will be adequately addressed then the branch shall declare itself to be officially in dispute with the university management over those issues.

(77 words)

Motion 4 received from Michelle Paul

Motion:  The local UCU branch leadership will reach out to other branches to seek to ask universities to act in a unified fashion in planning for future delivery of lectures, classes, pastoral support and professional services, to keep the sector going and stay safe." 

(44 words)


Amendments to Motions
Lorcan Whitehead wishes to amend his motion 2:
To amend point 2 in the first section to read “UK universities have already offered to address casualisation” instead of agreed.

Kevin LU submitted these amendments:
I wish to make an amendment to Motion 2: 

After bullet point 1, add: The university has failed to take into account the ways in which a decision not to (re)employ staff on casual, GTA and GLA contracts will impact colleagues with protected characteristics differently.

Original bullet points 2 to 7 would become points 3 to 8. 

Under 'this branch believes that...' add point 5 as follows:  

The university should make readily available demographic data that clarifies the number of casual staff, GTAs and GLAs by ethnicity, gender and sexual orientation.  This data is essential to helping us assess the impact of the university’s decision on those with protected characteristics. Achieving this degree of transparency is a minimum expectation, especially in light of the university’s aim to join the Race Charter alongside its commitment to the principles of Athena Swan. Furthermore, the university needs to clarify what actions are being taken to address these issues. 

Under 'this branch resolves to...' add points 5 and 6 as follows: 

5)  Ensure that the University works constructively and closely with staff to embed equality provisions in all strategies and practices emanating from its institutional response to COVID-19, current and prospective academic development, research strategy, and resource management processes, with a view to eliminating inherent or institutional inequalities

6) Ensure that equality provisions allow for specific (but not exclusive) and explicit consideration of Race issues (direct, indirect and institutional) and implications for BAME people, alongside gender, LGBT, transgender and disability.


Megan Klabunde submitted these amendments
For Motion 2 add to point 7 under “This branch notes that:”
e.  Focusing on forming a long-term strategic plan to guide the branches current and future movement. 
f.  Put pressure on the university to push for a government bailout.
g.  Focus efforts on putting substantial pressure on the university to provide financial information so that a critical accounting plan can be developed. This plan then should be used to strategically develop alternative plans to pay cuts, and GLA cuts so the university can be keep afloat if a government bailout is not possible. 
Add to point 3 under “This branch resolves to:”
e. Put pressure on the university for financial information so critical accounting plans can be formed.


Steve Sangwine submitted this amendment:
Amendment to Motion 3
Replace second paragraph with the following:
This branch authorises the committee to declare the branch to be officially in dispute with the university management if we do not receive commitments that the issues raised in the letter will be adequately addressed.


Michelle Paul wishes to amend her motion as follows

Motion 4
The branch believes that:
The health and safety of students and staff is paramount and must not be compromised by competition between universities for student numbers. Therefore, in the process of planning education delivery, competition between universities for recruiting students should be minimised and the way of delivery should be decided taking into account the broadest possible range of scientific viewpoints and developing research available on the health and safety implications of COVID-19. 
 Therefore, this branch resolves that:
A.    our leadership should as a matter of priority actively encourage our university to act in a unified and collaborative fashion with all other UK universities in planning for the future delivery of lectures, tutorials, pastoral support and professional services;
B.    our leadership should as a matter of priority reach out to other branches to encourage them to do the same.



The following are not true amendments, but are included for reference as they
will probably be mentioned at the meeting

Megan also notes for motion 2:
Under motion 2, in addition to power mapping, Jo Grady also emphasized the importance of creating critical accounting plans and that Essex needs to have and stick to a long term strategic plan. These should be included in the document. 
 
Thus, it is critical that we first focus on putting all of our pressure on the university to give us access to the financial information so we can crunch the numbers and -with the help of the resources offered by UCU- create a critical accounting plan. We should not move forward with any additional campaigns or action without having a full understanding of the financial ramifications. Thus, having a plan will help us propose other alternatives to the budget cuts that will guarantee safe guarding of jobs and our hard earned salaries.


Irene McMullin notes:
 MOTION 1:
· Where will the facilities time mentioned in the third resolution come from? Will this task be assigned to an existing role?
· What does ‘raising the possibility of a vote of no confidence’ mean? Raise it with whom? What would the concrete results of such a vote be, should it pass in Senate? Would it be wise to first ‘power map’ Senate to assess how many members of senate are UCU members? Calling a vote of no confidence that fails by a large margin will not help our cause.

 
MOTION 2: I’m concerned that the recommendation of potentially implementing salary caps contradicts official UCU policy about not recommending pay cuts for members: “University management have not sufficiently consulted with the branch or wider university community, nor adequately explored alternative financial strategies which could safeguard the jobs of staff on casualised contracts (such as salary caps, temporary job shares, ceasing recruitment for REF, etc.)”. Hence I would recommend that we remove this from the list of alternative financial strategies recommended. Perhaps we could amend it by changing it to something like ‘reconceiving the disproportionate and excessive pay that a small minority of university employees receive’.
 
Resolution 3) commits the branch to taking “all available actions to support staff on both causal and permanent contracts who wish to engage in actions which would help to resist the policy”. But “all available actions” is quite a large remit. I would not want actions to be taken on behalf of or by the branch that endanger the long term viability of the branch, for example. Hence I recommend that this language be narrowed or qualified. Perhaps as follows: “all actions deemed appropriate by committee to support staff….”
 
Resolution 3d) asks that the branch supports staff who “reasonably refuse increases to their workloads which result from the planned cuts to staff on casual contracts”. Since many/most of us work on ‘notional’ contracts, HoDs have a lot of wiggle room when it comes to increasing workload without violating our contracts. So wouldn’t refusing to do this work amount to wildcat strikes/ASOS? If so, I assume we can’t support this resolution?
 
 
[bookmark: _GoBack]MOTION 3: “This branch resolves that if we do not receive commitments that the issues raised in the letter will be adequately addressed then the branch shall declare itself to be officially in dispute with the university management over those issues.”  I can’t find the letter mentioned here. What does it stipulate as the issues? What will count as adequately addressing them, and who will decide that they have been so addressed? What would officially being in dispute with university management amount to? The fact that these questions are not answered in the motion suggests to me that it is too broad as it currently stands, and I recommend amendments that make these things clearer.
