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Management Delay Pay Talks

Our General Meeting on 17 November heard a full report on pay talks here and developments in other universities.  The meeting expressed concern at the slowness of progress on pay here and the difficulties that we were encountering over back-dating and the interpretation of the Memorandum of Understanding.  Belfast AUT Officers had expected to be involved by mid November in serious discussions about pay scales and the associated bands of job grading points.  (These bands are needed so that we can see, on the basis of the pilot study, how the existing grades might map onto the new scales.)  We were trying to make arrangements so that our Regional Officer, Brian Everett could be involved.  He had already contributed greatly by bringing to AUT-management talks his knowledge of what is being discussed in the leading universities in the north of England.  After the General Meeting I was told by management that no pay offer will be made until the new year.

The Belfast AUT Committee was angry at this delay and as a consequence I wrote the following letter to Sean McGuickin, Director of Human resources:

“My Committee were disturbed to hear that last week you told me that QUB management would not be making an offer of pay scales for academic and related staff for six weeks.  We had expected to start discussing concrete proposals now, and were eager to develop the national AUT work on job profiles.  We believe that discussions must start soon if we are to achieve our target date of Christmas for agreement on pay scales and associated bands of Hay points.  I would remind you that Belfast AUT are not prepared to go forward with the roll-out of Job Evaluation until such matters have been resolved satisfactorily.  Without an early start on this, an implementation date of August 2005 will not be achievable.

“The Framework Agreement says: “Institutions will be expected to use their best endeavours to introduce these pay arrangements from 1 August 2004 or as soon as practicable thereafter (”  All the UCEA publicity about the Framework Agreement calculated pay increases as though the new pay spine was in use from August 2004.  Belfast AUT members were deeply suspicious of many aspects of the Framework Agreement and are anxious to see the financial benefits.  Since the ballot on the Memorandum of Understanding, Belfast AUT Officers have done their best to ensure a speedy implementation coupled to back-dating to August 2004.  We are at a loss to understand why work here on academic and related pay scales has stopped while it is going on apace in competitor institutions.  These institutions are anxious to reach a public agreement on improved academic and related pay in order to retain existing staff and to advertise the new scales so as to attract new staff.  Southampton is already making this a major feature of their advertisements.  Even UU has made an offer of pay scales.  This delay is placing QUB at a competitive disadvantage.

“Belfast AUT outlined a way forward in my letter of 29 October.  We understand that there are minor aspects of the academic and related pay scales which are causing problems for QUB management and we are willing to use our knowledge of what is being discussed elsewhere to suggest alternatives.  We believe that, to achieve the implementation target and to avoid a competitive disadvantage, AUT needs to see at least draft pay scales and associated bands of Hay points on paper very soon.  If necessary these could be just the pay scales relevant to AUT members.”

The letter was delivered on 26 November and to date, we have received no reply.  Until these matters have been satisfactorily resolved Belfast AUT will not participate in any work on job evaluation or the New Model Statutes.

Paul Hudson

QUB Finances

The audited accounts for the year ending 31 July 2004 now available.  On a income of about £193M we had a surplus of £11.759M (6.1% of income).  This is about double that for the previous year.   QUB has an aim of an average surplus of 3% in order to fund investment in buildings, infrastructure and major capital projects.  Few universities, including distinguished ones, have such surpluses.  The surplus would have been higher if a much bigger provision for bad debts had not been made, and if a loss on the sale of investments incurred after the close of the year had not been included on the basis of when the decision was made.

Total income increased by £13.0M or 7.7%.    Government grants increased to £86.5M and various academic fees totalled £35.0M.  Of this £5,257K was from full-time students charged overseas fees.  Income from research grants and contracts increased by some £2.6M to £32.9M, but within this those from Research Councils and charities decreased from £12.6M to £11.0M.  The contribution to indirect costs decreased by £0.1M to £2.6M and at 8% remains significantly below that achieved by our comparator universities.  Income from short-term investments increased by £0.48M to £2.04M.

The special grant for Rewarding and Developing Staff was £2,686K.  From 2004/05, funding of some £2.8M will be consolidated into recurrent funding and will finance the ongoing implementation of the Human Resources Strategy.

Total expenditure was £181M, an increase of 7.7%.  No provision was made for staff restructuring, but £379K still remained in the kitty at the end of the year.  62.6% (£113.4M) of expenditure was on staff costs, which is down from 63.4% in the previous year.  Due to the application of tight budgetary control during the year, Faculties and Directorates have been able to add to their available reserves.

At the end of the year General Reserves stood at £56.1M (an increase of 26.5%) and Deferred Capital Grants at £72.3M (50.4%).  The total net assets of the University rose by £38.1M.

For the current year a surplus of £6.7M is being forecast.  Of this we are told that £0.5M is required as a contribution to the implementation of the national pay framework.

Top Pay in Queen’s

It is always interesting to see how top people in the organisation are paid, and, by law, the QUB accounts have had to summarise staff with remuneration above £50K, excluding employer’s pension contributions but including NHS merit payments.  Last year the limit shifted to £70K.

	
	93/4
	95/6
	97/8
	99/00
	00/01
	01/02
	02/03
	03/04

	£50,001 - £60,000
	33
	37
	40
	31
	35
	60
	N/A
	N/A

	£60,001 - £70,000
	15
	14
	25
	42
	37
	46
	N/A
	N/A

	£70,001 - £80,000
	14
	11
	8
	16
	20
	25
	22
	37

	£80,001 - £90,000
	6
	4
	7
	9
	6
	14
	12
	18

	£90,001 - £100,000
	5
	6
	5
	3
	11
	10
	7
	6

	£100,001 - £110,000
	1
	5
	3
	6
	7
	4
	8
	14

	£110,001 - £120,000
	-
	-
	3
	-
	1
	4
	6
	3

	£120,001 - £130,000
	-
	-
	2
	2
	-
	5
	9
	9

	£130,001 - £140,000
	-
	-
	-
	1
	1
	2
	2
	3

	£140,001 - £150,000
	-
	-
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1

	£150,001 - £160,000
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-

	£160,001 - £170,000
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	£170,001 - £180,000
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-

	£180,001 - £190,000
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	Total
	74
	77
	93
	111
	119
	171
	67
	92


For 2003/4 the non-clinical Senior Lecturer (and academic related grade 5) scale maximum was £41,333 and even with the maximum discretionary points it was only £44,549.  So the people in the table can only be professors, clinical academics and senior administrators.  The change in the threshold has removed most ordinary professors, and now those counted are mainly professors holding a major office, senior administrators (such as Directors) and clinical academics.

The Vice-Chancellor’s emoluments (excluding pension contributions) were £182K, up 7.0% on the previous year.  The pay of the V-C, Pro-V-C’s, Deans, Registrar and administrative Directors is set by a sub-committee of Senate, the Remuneration Committee.  When this sub-committee reported to Senate at the November meeting it did not reveal what had been paid, but merely that the average increase was less than 4.7%.  All professorial pay was revised by the Professorial Salary Review Panel last year on the basis of pay in comparable universities and the international standing of the individuals and was then updated by the percentage for other academic staff.

The total gross salaries and wages in QUB increased 7.5% to £94.237M.  But this increase in the total pay bill should no be confused with an average pay rise for individuals.  As shown by the table, some of this increase can be explained by a growth in the numbers of most types of staff, especially administrative  The growth in the lower paid ‘other’ staff would have been larger if it were not for the privatisation of some services.

	Average staff by category
	1994/5
	1999/00
	2000/1
	2001/2
	2002/3
	2003/4

	Academic
	768
	837
	863
	912
	954
	968

	Administration
	266
	281
	289
	304
	353
	364

	Technical
	446
	516
	490
	426
	449
	456

	Research
	306
	389
	423
	447
	501
	488

	Other
	1104
	1,367
	1,300
	1,339
	1,167
	1,195

	Total
	2890
	3,390
	3,365
	3,428
	3,424
	3,471


Snippets

Nottingham.  Following extensive ‘talks about talks’ to re-establish effective negotiations with the University of Nottingham, proposals were put to the University Council today which will enable those negotiations to take place in a new climate of constructive engagement.  Nottingham Local Association, working closely with national officers and officials, have agreed the basis of detailed negotiations on job grading and pay progression designed to resolve the issues which gave rise to the dispute.  As a result the AUT has agreed to suspend the academic boycott and, subject to the University Council agreeing to the proposals, will undertake a consultative ballot of members at Nottingham recommending the boycott be brought to an end.

Pay Developments elsewhere.  Although pay negotiations are underway in most major universities and are nearing completion in Manchester and Leeds, there are no new deals that can be publicly announced.  However, most leading universities are considering adding several spine points beyond the current 51.

Vision.  Senate (the governing body)  has approved a nine page version of the Vision which is now available on the web.  The V-C plans to bring forward specific proposals to special meetings of Academic Council and of  Senate near the start of February.  Wild rumours, such as the abolition of Deans, are flying around and it is essential that clear proposals emerge soon that can be debated by the staff.

Top-up Fees and Bursaries.  When Senate meets on 21 December it will discuss recommendations concerning the level at which top-up fees will be set by Queen’s.  It will also discuss how some of the money could be spent on bursaries to support some students.  It is a pity that these are considered to be purely financial matters and that the views of Academic Council and staff in general are not needed.
NATFHE.  Progress in the talks with NATFHE about a possible merger has been slow and the timetable is slipping.  There are major differences to be resolved over the structure of the possible new union.  AUT National Executive were given a mainly oral report on 3 December and will not now have written proposals to consider until their March meeting.  Even if the negotiating teams can reach agreement, the memberships will have to have their say, and the summer of 2006 is the earliest that a new union could be formed.

USS  Some members may be alarmed that the rumour changes to public sector pensions could apply to our pension scheme, USS.  I have been assured that there is no reason why the changes should apply to USS.  Firstly, the standard retirement age in USS has always been 65 rather than 60.  Also, unlike most public sector schemes where benefits are paid out of current income, USS has a real fund from which future pensions can be paid.  On 31 March 2004 this stood at £19.4 billion.  The pension fund has virtually recovered to the level before the dip in the stock-market.  At the last evaluation (in 2002) the actuary’s calculations showed that there was a slight surplus over what is needed to pay pensions (based on final salary) as promised.  On the rare occasions (soon?) when university staff have had large pay rises there is a slight blip in the calculations, but the assumptions used about investments are very conservative and the assumption about growth in salaries is higher than has been achieved on average in recent years.  So there is no financial reason why USS should follow the changes suggested for the public sector.  For further information go to www.usshq.co.uk    However there is a trend which will affect all pension schemes in the long term.  The good news is that we are living longer, but that is, of course, bad news for any pension scheme.

Full Economic Costing (fEC).  The Government inspired investigation into the allocation of staff time and overheads came to the conclusion that most research grants and contracts were under costed and so were being subsidised by other university activities.  The Government has reviewed the dual support system for research  and in future universities must apply for Research Council grants on the basis of full economic costs.  This involves identifying and costing all inputs to the research work and not just using the marginal cost of the main resources with notional overhead added on.  There will be four main changes:

· Estimating academic staff time to be spent on research projects and charging this at a rate dependent on grade;

· Identifying more costs as direct, including space costs;

· Charging of indirect costs (including cost of capital and infrastructure adjustment);

· More bookkeeping and checking.

Staff will be briefed on the changes before the implementation date of September 2005.  A side affect of these changes should be proper funding for discretionary pay, bridging funds or redundancy pay for those employed on contracts.  The funds of the Research Councils have been increased to partially pay for this change, but the research budgets of government department have not been increased.  The result will be fewer, but better funded, research contracts.

Meetings for Academic-related Staff

To discuss any local problems of special significance to these groups and in preparation for the AUT national meeting in London of Academic-related staff on Friday 28 January, we are calling the following local meetings of relevant members:


Library Staff
Tuesday 14 Dec at 1 p.m. in G001 David Bates Building;


Administrative Staff
Wednesday 1Dec at 1 p.m. in G001 David Bates Building;

Computer Staff
Thursday 16 Dec at 1 p.m. in G001 David Bates Building.

We will also report on the talks concerning the possible merger of AUT and NATFHE.

Meetings for Equal Opportunities Groups

To discuss any local problems of special significance to these groups and in preparation for the AUT national meeting in London of Academic-related staff on Friday 4 February, we are calling the following local meetings of relevant members:

Disabled
Tuesday 4 Jan at 1 p.m. in G001 David Bates Building;

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual & Transgender
Wednesday 5 Jan at 1 p.m. in G001 David Bates Building;
Black and Ethnic Minority
Friday 7 Jan at 1 p.m. in G001 David Bates Building.

These meetings are open to all members who self identify with these groups.

Paul Hudson

