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MINUTES OF RESEARCH STAFF WORKING PARTY 
 

Wednesday 29th May 2019 

Present:  Professor Tim Peters, Faculty Research Director Health Sciences (Chair) 
Professor Nishan Canagarajah, Pro Vice-Chancellor for Research and 
Enterprise 

    Dr Celine Petitjean, UCU Rep 
Dr Neil Davies, Bristol Medical School 

    Dr Kris Magee, Co-Chair of Reps Committee 
 Daisy Gaunt, Co-Chair of Reps Committee 

Dr Paras Naik, School of Physics          
    Claire Buchanan, Chief People Officer 
 James Bigwood, Director of People and Organisational Development 

Dr Simon Swales, Acting Head of Academic Staff Development 
Dr Mike Gulliver, Academic Staff Development 

 
    Rachel Dill, Academic Staff Development (Minutes) 
  

Observer:  Sarah Armstrong, Academic Staff Development 
    
Apologies:       Professor Anthony Croxford, Mechanical Engineering  
    

1. Welcome and announcements 

Apologies 
Tim Peters (TP) noted apologies from Anthony Croxford, although it was noted in the last 
minutes that February was his last meeting, the terms of reference indicate that this should 
instead be May.  

 
Changes to terms of reference 
TP noted that the terms of reference have been updated to include the Chief People Officer, 
Claire Buchanan (or nominated representative) as required for quoracy.  

Changes have been made to show RSWP roles within the committee, as opposed to 
employed job titles.  
 
Mike Gulliver (MG) noted that this committee has previously assessed the research staff 
development fund applications; however, MG proposed that Bristol Clear assess the 
applications going forward, and present a summary to the committee for comment. This was 
agreed by the group.  
 
ACTION – MG to alter the section ‘committee will..’ on the terms of reference.  
 
Changes to membership 
 
TP noted that Celine Petitjean has replaced John Day as the UCU Rep, and that today’s 
meeting with be the last one for Paras Naik (PN).  
 
TP noted that three out of the four PIs have recently stood down from the committee, leaving 
Neil Davies (ND) as the only PI present beyond the Chair.  
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Action to all – ongoing - send suggestions for new members to TP 
 
Previous action from last minutes - TP asked for reflections on their terms from those leaving 

 

2. Minutes of meeting on 21 February 2019 - Matters arising and actions 
2.1 APPROVED: the minutes of the meeting held on 21 February 2019 as circulated. 
2.2 AGREED: the action log was reviewed and updated. (see action log for updates). 

 

An outstanding action that was discussed was leavers’ email accounts / notifications. TP 
gave an example of an external person chasing for an update on a funding query.  

MG confirmed that IT are looking at identity management as a larger project to manage the 
impact, but that this may delay a response to the Working Party’s query. The working party 
felt this was still a priority matter and to raise this again with IT.   

ACTION – TP to raise this (again) at the University Research Committee 

ACTION – MG to draft and send email to Keith Woolley, Chief Information Officer, IT 
Services, adding in Claire Buchanan and Nishan Canagarajah’s names to the email.  

RSWP members – Kris McGee (KM) asked if there is a document that can be sent out to 
schools outlining the aims and role of the members of the party, to attract new members. 
The party were in support of the creation of a promotional document to be sent out to 
networks.  

ACTION - MG to draw up a document. 

ACTION – Simon Swales (SS) is due to meet with a group of 10 PIs so can raise the RSWP 
membership with them. 

ACTION – MG to talk to SS regarding the mentors in Bristol Clear.  

fEC tool – ND raised the issue of staff applying for fellowships but not receiving the pay they 
thought they were due. Issue with the fEC tool, grading and applying at the right level. The 
group discussed fEC tool workarounds, and agreed to highlight this issue to the fEC tool 
recommissioning team.  

ACTION – MG to talk to contact (ongoing)  

ACTION – TP to meet with finance team (Dan Hancock) and ask about this issue (ongoing). 

 

3. Rep’s business update – Kris Magee & Daisy Gaunt 

KM gave an update on items discussed at the last reps’ meeting. 

-Reps membership – There has been an active push to find reps in schools, with now 35 
over 26 schools. Data from the staff survey suggests two thirds have no access to school 
research committee. KM suggested a need to standardise access to senior meetings in 
schools.  

-Review of P2 staff – KM requested an update on the P2 P&P – see point 6 below.  

-Expectation document – Reps have compiled a draft list of frequently asked questions for 
new research staff. With RSWP agreement, work on this can continue to provide a useful 
document for new post docs. Tone should be a guide rather than a formal HR document. 
Questions tie to Concordat statements. 
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The party felt that the document is a good initiative not only for research staff, but also for 
PIs. They suggested publishing it at School level and on the Clear website.  

TP suggested that the size and scope of it needs to be kept in mind as answers may be 
school specific. PN noted that there are big differences between what is reasonable and 
unreasonable to expect. James Bigwood (JB) commented on the value of the document 
from his perspective as a new member of non-research staff, in learning about the role of 
researchers.  TP suggested that discussion about this document could be added to the 
agenda for the next meeting.  

ACTION – RD to add as item on agenda for next meeting  

-Finance meeting with Margie Smith held on 25th April – KM and the reps appreciated the 
opportunity to meet Margie and asked questions regarding indirect costs and direct costings 
for research staff. KM felt that knowledge of indirect costs within the group was varied, but 
was interested to find out how they are calculated. Perhaps this could be an opportunity for 
further training on such costs and grant awareness for research staff across the schools? 
KM expressed concern that staff may not be motivated to apply for smaller grants if a 
proportion of this is taken for such costs (often referred to as ‘overheads’).    

-Teaching and supervision discrepancies – KM noted that there are discrepancies across 
schools in approaches to teaching and supervision. While some staff volunteer to teach, 
some are expected to teach, some aren’t allowed, and others do not feel they can say no 
when asked to teach. Time for teaching impacts research time and there is confusion over 
expectations and how this is allocated against research money. People do not seem to be 
aware of the P2 teaching policy.  

Claire Buchanan (CB) asked about the induction process for post-docs, and ND remarked 
that checklists have been introduced in his school but that it seems to vary across other 
schools, and is possibly dependent upon PIs.  

MG commented that it is a case of empowering research staff to ask for teaching if they 
would like it. Celine Petitjean (CP) noted that is a very grey area between a feeling of 
pressure to teach and it being voluntary.   

TP concluded that this is an item that could be raised on the agenda for the September 
meeting, since this is an ongoing issue, and thought needs to be put in to how to make sure 
that research staff are aware of the University policy. School inductions and policies need to 
align with UOB policy while being cognisant of local context including School and funding 
body perspectives. 

ACTION – RD to add to agenda for September meeting 

-Mechanisms for reporting inappropriate behaviour – KM asked if these mechanisms exist. 
CB advised that the report and support tool exists and is anonymous, to give people the 
confidence to report anything.  https://reportandsupport.bristol.ac.uk/  

Another mechanism includes speaking to the Acceptable Workplace Behaviour Advisory 
Service http://www.bristol.ac.uk/inclusion/supporting-our-staff/acceptable-
behaviour/acceptable-workplace-behaviour-advisers/, and CB advised that staff can still take 
issues to HR Officers. 

MG commented that with the research community being a large international network and 
prestigious, staff are nervous about reporting for fear that it will affect their reference/ 
opportunities regarding their next roles.  

 

4. Strategic priorities for the RSWP – Mike Gulliver 

MG introduced the links between the RSWP, the Concordat, and the University’s vision and 
strategy for Research Staff. Noting that a revised Concordat is imminent, he outlined a 
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combination of factors that make it timely to consider the strategic priorities for the next four 
years of the group. 

In anticipation of the arrival of Nishan Canagarajah (NC), MG led a short group-work 
exercise to consider the question “what are the challenges and opportunities for RSWP with 
the new concordat coming?”  

Summary of responses (photographs of response sheets available): 

PI group – The process for RS and PIs to bring issues and improvements to the meeting 
seems to work well, with actions for improvements and better outcomes being identified. 
There is clear responsibility for meeting actions, but a need to look at who can influence and 
who in UoB has ability to enact. Questions remaining included: 

- How we influence individuals and make progress to resolve issues raised at RSWP 
meetings.  

- Is URC still the best group to line into, or are there alternative groups (SMT, HR 
committee?), or routes (direct engagement with managers etc.)?  

ASD & HR group – Even though funding is precarious and the landscape for research staff 
is heavily dependent on available roles, Concordat has potential to improve lifecycle of RS. 
Good examples exist, so we need consistency and to highlight the stuff that is working. 
Questions remaining: 

- How do we recruit and retain the best researchers? 
- How do we manage expectations of researcher career lifecycle? 
- How do we celebrate good examples, and seek consistency across the organisation? 

Reps – The Concordat is often not visible to those who need it. The RSWP should have a 
role in highlighting concrete examples of good practice, and effective methods. Questions 
remaining: 

- Does the RSWP role increase to hold the university/PIs accountable? 
- What role for the RSWP in ensuring compliance with the Concordat? 

  

 

5. Feedback of strategic priorities discussion to PVCR. PVCR priorities – Nishan 
Canagarajah 

(Summary - more comprehensive notes from this discussion are available) 

Nishan Canagarajah  

1. Thanked the party for their work and the importance of it, noting particularly the work 
of Bristol Clear and Claire Wrixon in supporting the VC Fellows. NC is aware of the 
ongoing issues that research staff face.  

2. Confirmed that the Russell Group are considering a response in support of the new 
Concordat’s increased provision, including calling for more government funding to 
support Research Staff career development 

3. Offered examples from across the Russell Group including: 
a. A £4m grant secured by Liverpool University to create a career tool kit for 

research staff. This will be rolled out nationally when ready.  
b. The Cambridge provision, including childcare and housing for postdocs.  

4. Asked how Bristol might respond by: 
a. Potentially reinstating bridging funds, to allow researchers with gaps between 

known/secured contracts to maintain duration of service.  
b. Making information easier to locate within UoB websites and communications.  
c. Addressing career development within research staff working hours. (The 

Group discussed this point, noting variation within roles, and that a proposal 
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for a 20% allocation was dropped from the Concordat revisions, but that 
Bristol has an opportunity to lead the sector by example in this area – NC 
responded with the suggestion of a possible allocation of 20 days p.a.) 

d. The need to achieve effective change, particularly in areas that are outside of 
the remit of URC, by escalating through other appropriate channels including 
Professional Services and School management teams. 

In discussion, the group noted the need to further explore: 

- How best to progress issues when they are not pertinent to the business of URC. 
- Explore how inductions, staff review, and PI support might be strengthened to 

support career/knowledge/skills development. 

PVC attendance at RSWP meetings – TP asked NC if he would like to / is able to attend 
RSWP meetings more frequently or is once a year plenty? NC confirmed that he is happy to 
attend other meetings as and when, or for just part of a meeting. TP and RSWP will consider 
this.  

ACTION – Frequency of NC attending meetings to be added to agenda. 

 
6. Updates 

CROS – MG noted that there have been 570 responses so far (40%), and he will work on 
data results, compare with staff survey results and work with HoS.  

HR Research Excellence Award – secured at 8-year point. Announcement embargoed until 
June.  

P&P – revised framework will go to Senate on 10th June, with feedback from all faculties. Will 
focus on promotion to reader and professor.   

ACTION – SS to give update on the P2 P&P at next meeting 

 

 
7. AOB 
TP thanked PN for his service and contribution to the Working Party. 
  
8. Equality, Diversity and Wellbeing issues 
Nothing specific to note from the meeting.  

Dates for 2019 upcoming meetings:  
 
ACTION - To be confirmed and calendar invites to follow – RD 
 
Rachel Dill, Administrator, Academic Staff Development 
Rachel.dill@bristol.ac.uk 


