Canterbury Christ Church University

Notes from the Equality & Diversity Delivery Group meeting
Held on 5th May 2009 



1. Present

Samia Abdiche, Sheila Bonnage, Rena Boothe, Jae Fowler, Lynne Gill, Tony Lavender, Derek Maslin, Moira Mitchell (Chair), Lyn Saunders , Margaret Scott, Penny Stevens, Julie Wiater (notes), Simon Wright.

In attendance Jo Shaw.

Apologies

Amanda Browne, Hilary Bungay, Kathy Chaney, Kathryn Goldfinch, Sue Kendall- Seatter, Jeremy Law, Euphemia Mactavish, John Slater, Ian Williams.


2. Notes of last meeting

Two questions asked by KC should be attributed to SB. Items 4. Single Equality Bill Update and 6. Staff Data Monitoring Update.


3. Matters Arising

i. Wording for ethnic minority: There is no one official term. The Equality Challenge Unit (ECU) advised that people should use what they feel comfortable with but the trend is towards Ethnic Minority (EM). The Delivery Group agreed to use the term Ethnic Minority.
ii. Equality Impact Assessment (EIA): MM reminded the meeting to raise the issue of EIA whenever policies were being reviewed or new policies were being formulated. Robert Melville is compiling a central university index of policies; this will include an online template for registering policies including their status as regards EIA. 
iii. Student Monitoring Data: MM advised that there are data tables linked to the Equality and Diversity Annual Report. There has been an audit of student procedures, both University and Student initiated, which will provide a bench mark for future trend data. Regarding EM students there are problems with interpretation as the small numbers mean it can be difficult to determine the significance of the variations.


4. Annual Report

MM gave an overview and explained that sections of the report are referenced throughout to action plans in the Race, Gender and Disability Equality Scheme Action Plans. As the actions arising from the staff survey were closely linked to the Equality Schemes these are also referenced in the relevant sections off the report. 
No decision has been taken yet regarding a single equality scheme covering all the equality groups (as initially agreed by the Equality and Diversity Committee) pending the new Single Equality Bill. 
There were no issues regarding gender pay gaps as all grades are within the 5% differential band recommended by the former Equal Opportunities Commission. The Equal Pay Audit will be available on the website (numbers will be shown as percentages to avoid identification.) 
A sub-group of the Equality and Diversity Committee will provide a response to the recommendations contained in the report of the equality impact assessment of staff development activities conducted by an external consultant.
The Annual Report will go before the next SMT meeting and then to the Governing Body.

ACTION: SW to send MM copy of Equal Pay Audit. TL, MM and SW to discuss future versions of the Equal Pay Audit.


5. Single Equality Bill Update

MM reported that one of the key elements of the new bill is the single public duty which extends the current duties to cover religion or belief, age and sexual orientation. It was asked how one public duty will apply across all the equality groups. MM replied that different conclusions were being drawn from the many different briefings that she has read but institutions will not be required to arbitrate between different groups although there is a duty to promote good relations between different groups. 
It is almost certain that there will be no compulsory monitoring of religion or belief and sexual orientation. MM told of an ECU survey which involved over 4,000 staff and students. Just over 50% of staff said that they would be comfortable disclosing their sexual orientation whereas just under 50% of students said that they wouldn’t feel comfortable due to concerns of data security.
SW highlighted the new development in recruitment and promotion whereby if there are two candidates of equal status then employers can discriminate in favour of members of an under-represented group. 
The Bill also includes stronger powers for Employers Tribunals and an end to secrecy clauses regarding pay

ACTION: ECU and Eversheds briefings on the Single Equality Bill to be circulated.


6. Staff Data Verification Documents

TL explained that one of the issues arising from the Staff Survey was that the number of people who responded from certain groups, e.g. the proportion of disabled staff was higher than would be expected from figures held by Human Resources (HR). Also the introduction of disability categories by HESA has resulted in the need to revalidate staff data. The group considered the form and accompanying letter being drafted for staff to update their personal data within the constraints of HESA requirements. SW explained the reasons for some of the categories and headings and a discussion was had on the ways to engage staff to complete the form. This only applies to contracted staff and the documentation will be disseminated by heads of departments 

The following points and suggestions were made:

· Letter should be briefer and more positive with a stronger statement regarding confidentiality. 
· Paragraph 6 should end at “permission” and the words after this should be removed.
· Under Highest Academic Qualification, text too wordy, under qualification type should put “e.g. NVQ” so it is clear that it doesn’t only mean degree, should read “Awarded by” instead of “Where gained”
· Under Disability, further explanation needed to explain the categorisations due to HESA requirements.
· The “Such as...” sentences after each type of disability should be removed.
· It was suggested that “I am disabled” should be used instead of “I have a disability” Various interpretations of the Social Model were discussed

ACTION: MM and MS to research terminology regarding disability.


7. Staff Survey Career Progression Consultation

Following the Staff Survey TL has had meetings with various groups within the university to get views on career progression. In the staff survey whereas the response rate for permanent staff was good at 66% the response from staff on fixed term contracts was much lower at 16% and also less positive. Unfortunately as no staff on fixed term contracts have come forward in response to a call for further consultation the reasons for the low response can only be guessed at and could be that these staff feel less secure and have less commitment to the university.
.
A group discussion raised the following points about the re-grading process:

· The process is complicated and uses terminology that is not easily understood.
· Some staff may be less confident to apply because the Vice Chancellor is on the panel.
· There are no clear guidelines or comparators.
· There is a perception that few people who go through the process actually get promoted.
· Some staff who have been promoted to higher grades temporarily feel uncomfortable and may prefer to go through a proper recruitment process.


8. Any Other Business
None
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