
 

 

MINUTES OF RESEARCH STAFF WORKING PARTY 
 

Tuesday 21st February 2019 

Present:  Professor Tim Peters, Faculty Research Director Health Sciences (Chair) 
    Professor Anthony Croxford, Mechanical Engineering 
    Professor Chris Hawkesworth, Earth Sciences 

Dr John Day, UCU Rep 
Dr Scott Greenwell, Chair of Reps Committee 

    Dr Kris Magee, Co-Chair of Reps Committee 
Dr Paras Naik, School of Physics          

    Claire Buchanan, Chief People Officer 
Dr Simon Swales, Acting Head of Academic Staff Development 

     
    Katie Manktelow, Academic Staff Development (Minutes) 
  

Observer:  Rachel Dill, Academic Staff Development  
    
Apologies:       Dr Neil Davies, Bristol Medical School 
    Dr Mike Gulliver, Academic Staff Development  
    

1. Welcome and announcements 

Apologies 
Tim Peters (TP) noted apologies from Neil Davies & Mike Gulliver 

Changes to membership 
TP noted the changes in membership. This meeting will be the last for: 

- Chris Hawkesworth 
- Anthony Croxford 
- Paras Naik 
- Scott Greenwell (stepping down as chair of reps committee) 
- Katie Manktelow will be handing over the position of secretary to Rachel Dill.  

TP thanked all for their service to the group.TP noted that in searching for new members it 
would be good to keep a balance in representation from across faculties and levels as well 
as gender and ethnicity. TP asked for reflections on their terms from those leaving. It was 
suggested that Nishan Canagarajah (NC) could attend the three meetings a year for 30 
minutes rather than once a year for the duration of one meeting. 
 
ACTION – MG to draft and send briefing note to research staff representatives asking for 
nominations to sit on the working party for a three-year term.  

ACTION – ALL send any suggestions for new members of the working party to TP.  

ACTION – TP to approach NC about attending each working party meeting for 30 minutes, 
or at least attending more often than once per year.  

Changes to terms of reference 
TP noted that the terms of reference will be changed to include the Chief People Officer, or a 
nominated deputy, as required for quoracy. 

ACTION – KMa to update terms of reference and circulate. 



 

 
2. Minutes of meeting on 09 October 18 - Matters arising and actions 

2.1 APPROVED: the minutes of the meeting held on 9 October 2018 as circulated. 
2.2 AGREED: the action log was reviewed. All actions, except one, were complete or to 

be marked as ongoing (see action log for list of actions). 

The one action that needs to be escalated is the implementation of email notification for 
leavers which is currently with the IT department. Simon Swales (SS) gave an update noting 
that this has not yet been actioned by IT. They have planned to put it into a wider project – 
‘ID management’ due to take place in 2019/2020.  

The working party felt this was unacceptable considering the length of time it has been with 
IT for implementation.   

ACTION – TP to raise this at the University Research Committee 

ACTION – MG to draft and send email to Keith Woolley Chief Information Officer, IT 
Services 

3. HR Excellence / Concordat Implementation 

SS informed the group that HR Excellence has been submitted and we are now waiting for 
the assessment. This will be ongoing, and we will need to report how we are doing against 
the targets set on the action plan. SS noted that CROS comes into this, as well as PIRLS. 
SS asked the opinion of the working party if PIRLS would be worthwhile to conduct. It was 
noted that PIs are unable to complete CROS, and therefore their voices are missing. The 
general feeling was that another survey would not be received well, and PIs would need to 
be engaged in a different way.   

SS noted that the CROS survey results could highlight the work that needs to be conducted 
by the Working Party. It was noted that it would be good to see what the change in 
knowledge has been regarding progression and promotion since the last CROS in 2017.  

CB noted that the workforce planning piece means that people are having to consider 
numbers of staff on progressable / non progressable contracts, and therefore progression 
and promotion is higher on people’s agendas. TP noted that the increased knowledge needs 
to keep up with the constant rotation of staff across the university. There was discussion 
around the communication back to research staff members needing to be done through 
Deans and Heads of Schools. It was noted this is improving, with pre Integrated Planning 
Process (IPP) meetings being conducted in some areas.  

It was acknowledged that P2 staff face different issues to other staff, such as funding. It was 
noted that promotion needs to be considered in workforce planning for the money to be 
available.   

ACTION – MG to send round the revised Concordat to the working party when available 
nationally 

 
4. CROS 

CROS will run from 1 – 31 May 2019 and is open to all research staff members. The working 
party members acknowledged the amount of work by MG to promote and champion the 
research community, through CROS and the working party. It was noted that to share the 
work and support MG, the group needs to tap into the expertise of other group members.   

When speaking about what questions we could put forward as a university for CROS, two 
topics were raised: 



• Progression and promotion – to see if there had been an improvement in knowledge 
since the CROS in 2017 

• Staff Wellbeing 

ACTION – MG to circulate CROS questions for 2019 to the working party and reps giving a 
deadline for suggestions to be returned.  

ACTION – KMa to check that BOS, PIMS all staff email and ERP reports pick up casual 
members of P2 Staff.  

5. Reps Business update 
Scott Greenwell (SG) noted that his co-chairs and secretary to the reps meeting have been 
chasing inactive reps and schools where no reps exist. The recent reps’ meetings have been 
very well attended. 
 
SG spoke on the concerns from the P2 reps that the cultural change piece that was written 
into the initial P2 promotion and progression paper by MG and Claire Wrixon is not being 
picked up by the implementation group. SG noted that promotion and progression needs to 
be driven culturally though PIs as well as through process changes. Reps are giving 
feedback to SS on examples of best practice of PI’s with hope to share that information 
between schools.  
 
Kris Magee (KM) raised concerns on the disparity of engagement P2 staff are experiencing 
across schools, noting that not all reps had been involved in the staff survey actions plans. 
TP noted that these will have been discussed at school meetings, which are open for all to 
attend.  
 
SG spoke on the workload model review, noting this will capture where teaching is being 
done by P2 staff when it is not in their job description. Paras Naik (PN) noted that this 
includes supervision and co-supervision. It was noted that there is a difference of opinion on 
if those teaching on P2 do benefit from doing it or not.  
 
6. Progression and Promotion update 
SS spoke on the Promotions framework being developed by the task and finish group 
headed by Judith Squires. It is currently in draft form. It covers five categories: 

- Research 
- Education 
- Integration (interdisciplinary work) 
- Engagement and Impact 
- Leadership and citizenship  

SS noted these tie into his work on the gender pay gap, which has found that female 
academics are doing a large amount of citizenship work and not being recognised for it. SS 
is taking this framework to the faculty boards with the goal to hone the framework before 
wider consultation. It covers all pathways.  

Chris Hawkesworth (CH) noted that the categories of research and education cross over 
when talking about PhD students. He also noted the possible need to be aware of the use of 
language, particularly use of the word ‘leadership’ which could potentially be off-putting to 
female employees.  

SS noted that he is working out how to assess or rate the framework for progression and 
promotion. SS suggested a scale of achievement, ranging from not achieved to outstanding. 

It was claimed that P2 staff on non-progressable roles would be excluded from this 
framework as currently they can only be promoted if a role exists and the funding is 



available. SS stated this comes back to workforce planning. This framework could stimulate 
conversations around the topic of planning for promotion from the initial fEC costing.  

The question of if this would affect role profiles was raised, as role profiles drive progression 
along with the willingness of the line manager. SS confirmed this would need to be looked at. 
It was noted the current role profiles are not clearly defined.  

The review of the fEC tool was discussed, and the effect that the progressable tick box has 
on promotion. Suggestions included making the tick box default to progressable instead of 
non progressable, meaning the possibility to be promoted could be there in the system. PN 
noted there are guidelines for filling out fEC. TP noted the costing needs to be correct from 
the start with the funding available for a P2 staff to progress. It was noted that the knowledge 
of filling out a fEC and considering promotion from the beginning is where the focus is 
needed. SG asked if this could be taken to URC, TP suggested the Heads of School would 
be a place to start as they hold sign off on planning and budgets. 

TP noted that there needs to be clarity on promotion movement, and how this will be 
affected by the award management system when fEC is superseded.  

SS asked if the pathways are felt to be needed. John Day (JD) noted that there is a 
difference in job securities between the pathways. TP noted the spectrum in each pathway is 
broad and there are cross overs but felt it could disadvantage research staff to get rid of 
pathways.  

ACTION – SG to speak with a receptive HoS on the matter of the fEC tool progressable tick 
box.   

ACTION - MG to pursue with SS + CB as to how to do this on a wider basis.  

7. Research Staff Development Fund – 2018/2019 Applications 
 
There were 9 applications for this round of funding, showing there is a good demand for this 
type of funding. Scoring and feedback was completed outside of this forum due to the 
timings as this meeting was moved from January to February. The funding was awarded to 
one project, Michelle Farr et al. All applicants have had feedback.  
 
PN noted that running the fund as a pot of £3000 instead of £1000 has drawn more interest. 
However, as a few of the applications were quite narrow in scope the guidance for what the 
fund is for could be reviewed taking into account what had been rejected this round.  
 
TP noted that he has seen applications citing funding such as this in CVs and cover letters 
which speak of the research staff finding it valuable and it having a positive effect.  
 
ACTION – KMa to send around table summary of feedback and rankings.  
ACTION – MG and TP – Review of RSWP fund guidelines.  
 
8. AOB 
PN noted that it was good for P3 staff to be recognised in the change of role titles.  
 
TP thanked SG, PN, CH and KM for their contribution to the Working Party. 
  
9. Equality and Diversity issues 

1) CROS survey to be sent to all research staff including casual staff 

2) Staff wellbeing needs to be captured in CROS 

3) Language around ‘leadership’ in the promotions framework to appeal to all genders.  

4) Diverse representation needed for this working party.  



 

Dates for 2019 upcoming meetings: 29 May 2019 –Brunel Room– Hawthorns 
 
Katie Manktelow, Staff Development Advisor, Academic Staff Development 

katie.manktelow@bristol.ac.uk 
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