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Remit of the Working Party 
 
• ‘Promoting and supporting the careers and working environment of research staff’  

• Champion the role of research staff within the University  
 
• Take up issues raised by the research staff reps  

• Ensure that the research staff voice is heard in decision-making processes  

• Administer a ‘Research Staff Development Fund’.  

• The membership of the Working Party is made up of individuals from research staff Rep 
committee, PI community, & HR  
 
 
 
 

Activity 
 
Last year (15/16) we focused on: 
 

• Creating guidance for PIs and research staff explaining Finance and HR procedures that enable 
movement from A-B and how this interacts with the FEC tool. This guidance has been placed 
online. Where, in 2015, only 18% of researchers stated that they had found the online guidance 
on Progression and Promotion useful, in 2017, 30% had used it, and found it useful.  

• Development of the 2015 Careers in Research Online Survey action plan. CROS is the National 
biennial survey of researchers run by Vitae. In 2015 we had a 49% response rate (n = 569, 52% 
female), national average 28%.  

 
 
 
This year (16/17) we have focused on:  

Delivering the actions within the CROS action plan. The plan concentrated on improving the 
research staff experience, in particular through the following:  
 
Research staff coffee mornings  

We have run regular coffee mornings throughout 2016/17. To date, attendance has been low but 
building with 2-6 people at each session. Of those who have attended and completed feedback 
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100% say they met their expectations, they found the session valuable and they would recommend 
them to others. Comments included: 

• “I found this session valuable to get various information, regarding clubs, social interactions, 
societies, Staff reps, to whom should I contact for particular information etc.” 

• “Good to meet others, very informal but informative about what to expect from working at 
the university and some services/opportunities available to us which I didn't know about” 

 

Career Development (Including Staff Review)  

 

1: We’ve run 2 workshops for research staff on ‘how to make the most of your staff review’ 20 staff 
have attended and of those who completed the feedback 100% felt the facilitator was very effective 
and 91% would recommend the session to others. Comments included: 

• “Have some fantastic tips on how to take control of the meeting – in the past it has been driven 
by my reviewer” 

• “a very informative discussion in a relaxed, supportive environment” 

• “Claire [the trainer] was very knowledgeable and responded well to all questions” 

• “Very helpful to reflect and focus my thoughts before starting to fill out the form” 

 

2: We’ve instigated 1:1 support for career decision making and interview skills. In 16/17 the 
Research Development Officer saw 77 early career researchers. Of the 44 who filled in a feedback 
form, 98% found the session valuable with 76% finding the advice provided very helpful. Comments 
included: 

• “I found it extremely helpful and I liked the fact the person I met with was not part of my 
department which helped discuss possible issues.” 

• “She [Claire] particularly put a personal side to it, she shared her own experiences with me. That 
put me at ease. It was helpful to do that.” 

• “A brilliant service - really helpful for making staff feel that the university is supportive of them, 
their career and their happiness and fulfilment in work.” 

• “This is a valuable resource for staff, especially for me as an early career researcher. Please keep 
this available for us.” 

• “I came out buzzing with possibilities and ideas.” 

• “It is something wonderful and amazing. Claire should please carry on doing it.” 

 
Increased transparency of progression procedures  

 

Members of the Working Party – Dr Mike Gulliver and Claire Wrixon prepared a paper 
reviewing progression and promotion for pathway 2. They carried out an analysis of the 
background to the creation of pathways, the perceptions of Progression and Promotion 
(P&P), and how current P&P processes function and are intended to support career 
development. The paper, including recommendations has been submitted to the 
Progression and Promotion steering Group.  
 
Revising the project fund.  

To address concerns over the minimal impact that previous small-scale projects had been able to 
show, in 16/17 the RSWP funded a single, significant project: The Peers Mentoring Scheme. The 



scheme exceeded expectations, registering over 100 mentees, training 20 mentors, and setting up 
pairs that have continued to meet throughout the year. The RSWP is exploring ways in which the 
good practice learnt from this project may be continued.  
 

Leavers email ‘gone’ message 
 
Currently, when staff email is rescinded following their departure from the UoB, any email sent to 
their address returns an error. Since long term correspondence is a feature of academic work, and it 
is both awkward and unreasonable to ask correspondents to ‘seek out’ leavers through the search 
engines, there is a risk of damage to personal and institutional reputation.  The RSWP have worked 
with IT services to present the case for a response message, carrying ongoing contact details, and in 
place for 12 months post-departure. The solution proposed addressed most of the issues with no 
outright risk and will be quick and straightforward for researchers to apply prior to leaving.  
 

 

Next year (17/18)  

In the coming 12 months, the RSWP has three general priorities: 

1. To develop priorities from, and begin to deliver on CROS 2017. A comparison of figures from 

the 2015 survey, offered in Appendix 1, shows some clear areas of improvement, and some 

areas that still need to be addressed.  

2. To supplement our record of strong responsive support for researchers, to develop an 

equally strong strategic approach to identifying, exploring and addressing issues affecting 

research staff career development and the research environment. This second priority will 

likely involve the RSWP in a renewed engagement with policy and best-practice both within 

and beyond the university. 

3. In light of priority 2, to follow up and assess the impact and progress made through previous 

RSWP actions. In particular, the Researcher teaching guidance, and revisions to the Research 

Staff Development Fund and its application.   



Appendix 1 - CROS 2017, comparison and trends from 2015 

In comparison with CROS 2015, the university shows improvement in the following areas: 

• Researchers continue to feel valued for their ‘visible’ work – publications, public 

engagement, grant applications etc. And, in comparison with 2015, they now feel more 

valued for their less-visible work: eg. managing budgets and supervising other staff. They 

also feel that they are more actively included in decision making processes (committees, 

etc.)  

• Our institution-wide inductions are perceived as more useful. Where only 24% found them 

effective in 2015, this is now 35%. 

• Despite experiencing the same level of opportunity for Progression and Promotion as in 

2015, researchers feel that they better understand the Promotion and Progression system.  

• Research have also spent slightly more time in training and other CPD activities over the last 

12 months, and there has been a rise in the number having appraisals: 70% in 2017, from 

50% in 2015.  

There are, however, areas continue to need attention.  

• Over a third of researchers (36%) not being appraised, are not being invited to participate in 

any form of appraisal. This is unchanged since 2015.  

• Compared to 2015, researchers feel less well integrated at all levels from departmental to 

institutional.  

• The number of researchers aspiring to work in HE is constant from 2015 (at 78%). However, 

the number aspiring to work in ‘research only’ roles has risen from 34% to 38%, and the 

number expecting to work in ‘research only’ roles has also risen. Given the reality of 

academic (particularly research-only) careers, these are expectations that we could manage 

better.  

 
 


