RAG Assessment of University’s preventative and protective measures
Preventative and protective measures designed to ensure employees health and safety as it relates to work related stress
The University provided the following list of apparently ‘preventative and protective measures designed to ensure employees health and safety as it relates to work-related stress. We use RAG grading to assess to what extent, if any, the listed measures have any practical effect, whether they really are preventative and/or protective measures or not. Overall, our analysis suggests that the vast majority of these measures cannot be described as preventative and protective measures.   
RED = inadequate or unacceptable or irrelevant
YELLOW = in need of improvements
GREEN = acceptable and relevant
Policy 
	Shared by University
	UCU Analysis

	· Leadership
	

	· Safety, Health, Environmental and Wellbeing (SHEW) Policy statement and integrated Safety, Health, Environmental and Wellbeing management system
	· SHEW Policy Statement does not mention stress in any form and is purely a statement of ambition with very little relationship to the organisational realities. No monitoring of real situations within organisational units appears to be in place

SHEW Management System focuses on formal processes and procedures supposed to be a minimum requirement to ensure a safe and healthy working environment; workload does barely feature in the audit report and auditors seem content as long as formal structures and procedures are in place; there is no inquiry as to whether these actually work or deliver what they promise 

	· Staff wellbeing strategy (the 2020 – 2023 strategy has now come to an end. The new strategy is being developed)
	Nothing in place. Given that the last Strategy had 2020-2023 in the byline, this was very anticipatable yet did not seem to spur the University into any action to replace the strategy. 
Previous ‘strategy’, apart from over-using terms such as ‘strategic’ or ‘strategically’ has very little to do with a strategy. As with other University strategies, it is effectively a document full of ambitious and aspiring language with very little in the way of working out how to get there.

	· Line management framework in place to support staff including university and local induction, probation and PDR as well as interaction with the line manager. 
	· Line Manager Training is not mandatory (not listed on these Intranet Pages)
· no monitoring of who has completed this training appears to be in place
· Lack of training recognised as a stressor 
· Line Managers are explicitly given responsibilities on almost everything without being provided with any resources to solve issues (e.g. deal with workload issues). 
· Available LM Training is shallow and does not touch many areas of responsibility delegated [without any consultation] onto staff   


	· Dignity and Wellbeing Contact network
	· Local contact in LAWPL has no direct insights into situation of LAWPL (as person responsible for ‘success’ in this area points to a potential conflict of interest) 
· No monitoring of effectiveness and usefulness of these contacts appear to be in place
· No institutionalised feedback loops (local Wellbeing and Dignity champions are not required to report back to Schools, which makes it hard to see how Schools could do anything about organisational or systemic issues that might affect staff using these contacts) 

	· Defines roles and responsibilities (see local job description etc)
	REQUESTED on 28/2/24
Local job descriptions are no replacement for  adequate role descriptions, which according to staff in LAWPL are lacking. The Stress Management Guidance recognises ‘Job ambiguity’ as one organisational cause of stress.

	
	

	· Responsibilities
	

	· Line manager role and responsibilities
	Given that in addition to the specifically mentioned responsibilities for line managers listed on this Intranet page a great number of University policies allocate significant and very specific responsibilities to Line Managers, not having mandatory training for line managers appears negligent 

	· Cardiff Academic and College performance expectations
	Sets out expectations

	· Professional Services values and behaviours
	Sets out expectations

	· Behaviours and standards
	Sets out expectations

	
	

	· Policy/procedures
	

	· Stress management policy
	· Policy appears to be out of date as it references non-existing committees that have significant responsibilities (written to committees@cardiff on 1/3/24)
· Disconnect between aims of Policy and remaining content
· Reference to action plans but no evidence that any exists (within Lawpl and beyond) (written to H. Mullens on 1/3/24 to enquire further)

	· Stress management guidance for employees and managers
	· Unwarranted focus on individual causes of stress and how to deal with them; 
· No focus on organisational causes and therefore not helpful to anyone in dealing with organisationally induced work-related stress which is endemic

	· Stress risk assessments video guide
	Provides procedural guidance

	· Risk management procedure
	Describes formal procedure 

	
	

	· Dignity at work and study policy
	Sets out expectations but has little to nothing practical to offer in response to organisationally caused workplace stress 

	· Resolving workplace issue procedures
	Describes two formal processes, only one of them (Grievance) available to staff wanting to complain about unaddressed workplace stress
Grievance process open to abuse of power due to procedural power of University management
Not an appropriate process for dealing with workplace stress issues as the process is stressful itself  

	
	

	· Work life balance policy 
	Helpful schemes for particular individuals who might be eligible. Otherwise, does not offer anything use- or helpful in relation to organisationally induced stress

	· Workplace change policy
	Wrong title as linked document is called ‘Management of Change Policy’. Designed to minimise stress of staff affected by potential redundancies but irrelevant for any non-redundancy-threat related stress. 

	· Flexible working
	While this offers one way to reduce personal stress that staff might experience if they have to work during fixed working hours/ times, this does not and cannot address anything related to organisational drivers of stress.

	· Returning to work procedure 
	Procedures do not seem to work as intended 

	· Redeployment opportunities procedure
	Does only deal with ‘potential redundancy’ as a possible source of stress. Eligibility criteria mean this is only relevant to a tiny number of staff. 

	· Local school/department management system (including section on stress management) – available on request from the School
	Requested in late Feb 24, nothing received yet

	Plan 
	

	· Risk assessment
	Formal tool to assess stress risk, mainly for individuals (but can be used for teams). Imprecise adaptation of HSE Management Standard questions (e.g. CU form uses the word ‘feel’ frequently in relation to what staff experience; HSE Management Standards tool does not use the word ‘feel’ once), presumably designed to emphasis subjective nature of experience of stress, which can be used to minimise or dispute staff experience.  In theory linked to formal action plan and also ex-post evaluation of outcomes.    

	· Stress risk assessment guidance
	Provides procedural guidance for RA 

	· Stress risk assessment process
	Process appears to work as long as only personal or environmental stress is experienced. It does not seem to offer practical and effective solutions for organisationally induced workplace stress that often affects a broad range of actors. Even when organisationally caused stress affects only single individual, what line managers can do. LMs often lack training to deal with issues, but they most certainly are not provided with the resources and power to enact changes that might minimise organisationally caused workplace stress as the sources of this kind of stress are often located outside the organisational unit and/or the School. For example, if stress is caused by understaffing – as alleged by staff members during the investigation – at best (and even this does not appear to be consistently happening) the HoS can ask for additional resources to be made available to the School. As understaffing is reported as a current and persistent problem, adequate resources do not seem to have been and be provided by College and University in spite of what the University Safety, Health and Wellbeing Policy Statement and the University Stress Management Policy state.   
None of the interviewees, despite reporting being affected by workplace stress, had made use of the procedure, mainly due to the realisation that it cannot deal with organisationally induced workplace stress due to the School’s and Line Managers lack of autonomy and resources to do anything meaningful about this kind of stress.  

	Do 
	

	· WAMS Workload modelling
	Never available on time in LAWPL and of no relevance as it is not available to line managers 

	· Training
	

	· i-act training for Managers 
	Good

	· i-act training for staff 
	Good

	· Personal development - Intranet - Cardiff University
	Good

	
	

	· Staff support
	

	· Where to go for support - Intranet - Cardiff University
	Purely focused on individuals who might have encountered certain behaviours from colleagues or peers. Nothing about workplace stress. 

	· Staff wellbeing workshops
	Focused on individuals; no relevance for dealing with organisational stressors 

	· Staff wellbeing intranet pages
	Okay but zero focus on dealing organisationally induced workplace stress beyond making individuals responsible for this (e.g. by building up resilience) 

	· Employee assistance programme
	Not popular with staff and again no relevance for dealing with organisational stressors

	· Occupational health referral
	Good but LMs often lack training to know when to refer

	· Personal wellbeing promotion plan
	Focused on individuals; no relevance for dealing with organisational stressors

	
	

	· Communication
	

	· Line manager interactions 
	Good in theory, useless in practice due to lack of autonomy, power and control of LMs, who are often untrained and simply not aware of possibilities

	· Blas 
	Hard to see relevance when it comes to protecting staff from workplace stress

	· Biennial staff survey
	This is not analysed and not acted upon, but it tells the organisation for years that significant numbers of staff experience work-related stress caused by organisational factors. 

	Check
	

	· Audit 
	

	· Internal SHEW audit process
	Not focussing on workload at all

	· External SHEW audit process
	The terms ‘workload’ or ‘stress’ are not mentioned 

	· External audit against the Step Change principles
	? no reference to Step Change principles on the Intranet

	· Reward and recognition schemes
	no relevance for dealing with organisational stressors

	· Monitoring, measurement and analysis
	

	· Review OH and EAP data as part of HSW Committee
	This is done in the most basic and uninformative fashion; data categorisation is designed to hide rather than uncover work-related stress; no effort seems to be made to learn anything from the data

	· Review sickness absence data as part of FRC
	FRC = Finance and Resource Committee? Okay, but what is done with the data and information gained? No evidence made available to H&S Inspection.
Sickness absence does not seem to be a good or useful indicator to understand whether and to what extent workplace stress occurs. One reason is that staff are reluctant to use sick leave to deal with stress because A) they know that their immediate colleagues who are likely to be as stressed as them, will be given the extra work; B) fear of resentment from colleagues due to extra work loaded on to them when staff reports sick; C) work will still pile up during their absence and is threatening to overwhelm them when they return (phased return or reasonable adjustments are of little practical help). Some staff reported that they take annual leave to alleviate stress symptoms but they are fully aware that this does not do anything about the causes of stress   

	
	

	Act 
	

	· Accident, incident or near miss reporting system
	Unclear as to whether occurrences of stress have to be reported. No data has been made available to H&S Inspection. 
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