Consolidated list of questions for UEB 2025-02-03
Legal and consultative process
a. Are you planning to make people redundant on the basis of this consultation process?
b. [bookmark: _Int_gXNsGoWg]What is the purpose of consulting on the restructure of the university if compulsory redundancies are scheduled for June?
c. How do you propose to staff the promised teaching out of degree programmes where staff are made redundant and you cannot re-hire for the same jobs?
d. How are Heads of School who are ‘in scope’ and/or who have received risk of redundancy notices expected to lead on consultations without a conflict of interest?
e. How will feedback from staff and unions be meaningfully incorporated into final decisions?
f. How will proposals from schools be incorporated into decisions? 

Headline financial justifications
g. Was the bond approved by the then-regulator HEFCW?
h. Who approved the bond financial projection decisions and on what grounds?
i. By what % and £GBP have administration costs increased since Cardiff introduced the system of colleges?
j. By what % and £GBP have senior management staffing costs increased since Cardiff introduced the system of colleges?

Proposal financial plans
k. The proposal states that each School has a percentage financial contribution target, yet these targets are not publicly available. What are the financial contribution targets for each School, and what are the justifications for those levels? 
l. What is the full breakdown of each School’s current and projected financial contribution to central administration, and student demand statistics, in both % and £GBP?
m. In school meetings on 28 January 2025 UEB members emphasised that schools cross-subsidise. How has cross-subsidisation factored into decisions about where cuts are proposed?
n. What market demand or financial threshold determines when a discipline is shut down versus restructured?
o. Is 400 FTE proposed academic redundancies a financial calculation or a headcount, and if the former, what is the financial calculation of £GBP cost per FTE staff?
p. What is the target saving goal from redundancies in £GBP?
q. Why are VSS leavers included in the metric towards 400 FTE only after 1st November? How was this date chosen?
r. How is the existence of one college above two schools justified financially?

Proposal structural plans
s. How were the models designed, and what data were used to create them, with what assumptions made in the modelling? 
t. Which other scenarios were modelled and scrutinised, and what specific conclusions were reached based on what evidence?
u. How were the RAG ratings used in the proposals and what data was used to compile them?
v. Were alternative restructuring models considered that did not involve large-scale staff reductions?
w. What specific financial and operational criteria were used to decide which Schools face staff reductions? 
x. What specific impact assessments provide the evidential grounds for merging some Schools but not others?
y. What impact assessments were conducted to ensure that merging disciplines will not negatively affect teaching and research quality?
z. What steps were taken to try and save disciplines before deciding to shut them down?
aa. What is the evidence of how the Big Conversation, the unions, the HoS, and students, have contributed to these proposals? 
ab. What proposals were put to Heads of Schools, and will these be disclosed?
ac. Has an impact assessment been carried out regarding the negative impact that these proposals will have on the University's external partnerships in Cardiff, and in particular its civic mission initiatives with local communities?
ad. Has an assessment been done on how these proposals contravene the Welsh Government Well Being of Future Generations Act (2015)?

Staff-Student Ratio (SSR) proposals
ae. How have comparative SSR figures for other Russell group universities been collated, given the ongoing sector wide issues with Student HESA data?
af. The consolidated consultation document states that other Russell Group universities are also increasing SSRs—can the university provide sector-wide data to substantiate this? 
ag. Why are some Schools being forced into higher SSR increases while others remain unchanged?

Transnational education (TNE) plans
ah. How will the TNE initiatives affect the timeline for the consultations in implementing schools (SOCSI, EARTH etc.), especially in Schools where redundancies are proposed?
ai. Will EDI and other impact assessments be conducted before the TNE programmes are advertised in February?
Consolidated list of questions for UEB 2025-02-25
CARBS 

1. SSR targets
a. The document introduces an 'Operational SSR' but does not clearly explain how it differs from the HESA-reported SSR or why it is preferred. Why were official HESA figures not used?
b. Can staff be granted full access to the model and dataset used for CARBS SSR calculations to allow for independent review?
c. How do SSR targets contribute to financial savings, and what specific cost reductions are anticipated?
d. Are academic staff in managerial roles included in the SSR calculation, and if so, how are they categorised?
e. What is the relationship between SSR targets and the potential number of redundancies?
f. How was the RAG rating/methodology used to construct school business case? CARBS business case does not refer to RAG explicitly and SSR is one of the parameters for RAG rating.
g. Why were 1 November 2024 and 15 January 2025 chosen as the benchmark dates for testing the operational SSR, and what factors influenced this decision?
 
8. “Critical Friendship Review” of CARBS
a. We would like to know the details of membership of this Critical Friendship Review, and how the Review will inform decisions about job reductions.
b. We request that the findings of the Critical Friendship Review are shared with CARBS staff.
 
3. Timescales
a. How does a timescale for financial savings relate to job losses?
b. The document states that the proposals are not final, but also states that a 90-day consultation will determine how they are implemented, rather than whether they should proceed at all.
c. How is the statutory requirement for meaningful consultation on redundancy met in a consultation that doesn’t specify timeframes, target savings or criteria for redundancy?
 
4. Teaching
a. How does the university plan to maintain teaching quality with the proposed target SSR?
b. How does the proposed target SSR account for the university’s plan for CARBS to teach in Kazakhstan?
c. What is the university’s plan for CARBS staff teaching in Kazakhstan?
 
4. Research
a. There is little to no discussion or consideration of research in the consultation document. How does the university plan to address the impact of the target SSR on workloads and the ability of staff to conduct research?
b. Additionally, what strategy does the university have to ensure a strong REF contribution, given the potential staff reductions and increased teaching loads?
 
3. Compulsory redundancies
a. The document states that compulsory redundancies will only be used "if absolutely necessary." What specific criteria will determine when compulsory redundancies are triggered?
b. Will redundancies be distributed equally across all contract types and grades, or are some groups more at risk (e.g., Teaching & Scholarship staff vs. Teaching & Research staff)?
c. What options will the university offer to staff at risk for redeployment?
 
4. Diversity and Inclusivity
a. Given that certain disciplines (e.g., humanities) are facing larger reductions, what steps will be taken to prevent disproportionate impacts on underrepresented staff groups?
b. Will affected staff have access to detailed financial and operational data to challenge the justification for cuts?

ENGIN 
1. When exactly will we receive the University's "current ideas for how to select employees for redundancy" as required by law during the consultancy period? We will need adequate time to have a meaningful consultation on this.
2. What are the expected timescales for the redundancies themselves to take place? Will we be receiving notice in July that we will be redundant in 3 years’ time?
HCARE
Questions and Challenges for UEB
· Critical evaluation of the programme’s performance ignores a significant number of significant confounding factors:
· It ignores that 50% of the programme is delivered outside of the university by NHS providers, but the NSS directs all feedback to the teaching faculty only, despite the clear and apparent evidence that experiences on clinical placement drive student dissatisfaction and attrition.
· It ignores that a new curriculum – the NMC’s Future Standards, arguably the biggest change to undergraduate education for a generation – was implemented at the height of the COVID-19 pandemic.
· It ignores that, even without the challenges of implementing an entirely new curriculum - which included new skills training, regimes of student supervision and brand new ePAD system for documenting progress - the level of disruption to nursing programmes caused by COVID was higher than others:
· some students signed onto an emergency register to contribute to frontline NHS services
· all students undertaking placements were, by definition, more exposed to the virus which required new and extensive risk assessment and management by faculty
· Nursing faculty were required to provide greater levels of anxiety management, emotional and pastoral support to students during this period, in addition to designing and delivering new modules
· It ignores that USW does not publish its NSS Scores
· It ignores that nursing scores for satisfaction at CU are higher than equivalents in USW, Swansea and University of West England.
· Specifically in relation to recruitment, judging the faculty on its inability to meet fill rates ignores:
· Nursing applications cratered nationally during the pandemic and the campaigns around nurse pay, both of which highlighted the difficulty of the job. This macro phenomenon cannot be compensated by corporate marketing strategies by individual HEIs.
· CU did not compensate for this adverse environment by supporting nurse recruitment with resources for better marketing.
· The commissioned rates set by HEIW (an external body) are not evidence-based, increased by an arbitrary percentage, and continued to increase despite the evidence of interest in nursing collapsing nationally during the pandemic.
· According to UCAS, the fill rates for nursing in Wales are increasing! This is true only in Wales and Northern Ireland, not in England or Scotland. They have increased in Wales year on year since 2023.
· On the question of tariffs, and the notion that nursing lowers CU’s RG tariff:
· According to the Times University Guide, CU’s nursing tariff is above that of a large number of programmes in CU, and well above the median for the sector and Russell Group. This information can be found in the Academic Future Data Pack.
· The percentage of students coming through clearing is lower than a number of schools in CU 
· Regarding impact assessments:
· Was an equality impact assessment carried out on cutting a faculty staffed predominantly by women? If so this should be shared. If not, why not and when will this be completed? 
· Was an equality impact assessment carried out on terminating nursing programmes when the student population of these courses has high numbers of mature students, many with caring responsibilities? If so this should be shared. If not, why not and when will this be completed? 
· Was an equality impact assessment carried out on terminating a programme such as mental health nursing which has a student population with high levels of lived-experience of mental health difficulties? If so this should be shared. If not, why not and when will this be completed? 
· Regarding impact of cutting postgraduate taught programmes:
· The claim that the inability to win  tendered contracts for the provision of specialist primary and community care PGT programmes is inaccurate and misleading, and can be contradicted by the high scores (8 or 10/10) given to CU’s application during the process, indicating strong credibility and quality. In 2021 only 1 contract was awarded, when previously provision was split between HEIs, and notably the programmes that were tendered are now being taught out at the other HEIs.
· Has the university considered that the design, delivery and evaluation of PGT in HCARE relies on nursing faculty, the removal of which threatens the provision of advanced clinical and healthcare practitioners from multiple professions to the NHS?
· Has the university considered that cutting PGT in healthcare, particularly around independent prescribing, is at odds with workforce planning trends and future designs for advanced clinical practice in the NHS?
· Have any impact assessments, or even conversations, been jointly undertaken with NHS Wales regarding this loss of highly skilled human resources.
· Regarding the impact of cutting postgraduate research:
· Has the university taken note of the fact that, prior to COVID, HCARE grew a large PGR community, including home and international students and a combination of full-and part-time students?
· Has it noted that HCARE PGR works successfully and necessarily across professions (is intrinsically interdisciplinary)? If so, how does it plan to continue without the presence of nursing academics?
· Has it noted that HCARE PGR produces high numbers of completions in timely fashion, and does so without having a health services DTP
· Has the university noted HCARE PGR success in multiple fellowship applications (RCBC, UKRI, KESS2, HCRW)? 
· PGR student numbers have retracted recently because of factors including (a) loss of main supervisors (retirements, departures for new opportunities, VSS) (b) success with completions (c) loss of funding for home students (d) decline in international numbers. None of these factors indicate an issue with high performance.
· Lastly, the University should acknowledge that it does not make recruitment and applications easy: no system for easily searching for cross-School/College supervision; very limited marketing support.
· Regarding any claims of quality of provision of taught programmes:
· Since 2020 CU nursing has successfully secured NMC approval for eight out of nine programmes
· The only programme which was not approved, passed through three of four gateways, and was held to a higher number of conditions that usual, and was undone by a confounding factor unrelated to pedagogical quality. This course was due to be resubmitted but was not due to changes in HEIW tendering.
	Programme 
	Date of NMC approval event 
	Outcomes 

	Bachelor of Nursing, Child 
	January 2020
	Approved 

	Bachelor of Nursing, Adult
	January 2020
	Approved 

	Bachelor of Nursing, Mental health
	January 2020
	Approved 

	Return to Practice 
	July 2020
	Approved 

	PgCert Independent Prescribing, V300
	June 2021
	Approved 

	PgDip Community SPQ for V100 (DN/GPN)
	June 2021
	Approved 

	PgDip SCPHN for V100
	June 2021
	Approved 

	MSc Community and Primary Care SPQ (DN/GPN)
	February 2024
	Not Approved 

	MSc Specialist Community Public Health Nursing
	March 2024
	Approved



In summary, the nursing faculty can present abundant evidence to challenge and contextualize any executive judgements that the nursing programme should be closed on grounds related to performance in any of the following areas:
· quality of teaching (UG and PG)
· quality of student support (UG and PG)
· quality of student experience
· quality of programme design (as determined by the NMC)
· tariffs (benchmarked against RG institutions)
· number of enrollments (in and post COVID)
· research environment
· successful research grant applications 


MATHS

· “In reaching these proposals, a range of evidence including research, educational and financial performance has been collected and scrutinised, and different scenarios modelled.” Please share the sources of evidence. Please indicate any sources of evidence that were considered and excluded, explaining why. Please share the evidence itself. Please share the scenarios modelled. Please share the detail of the models. Please share the basis on which model parameters were selected and indicate the range of uncertainty for the parameters and outputs.
· What plans are made if some of the UEB’s assumptions and models prove incorrect? If CU’s reputation, ranking, REF, &c fall as a result (or in spite) of these changes, what will be done?
· How much was spent on “Potential Futures” video project? How much on the new branding? On recruiting external new members of UEB?
· What is the financial cost of this restructuring, both implementing and sustaining additional levels of administration? 
· Will this extra layer of administration impact the uni’s ability to respond in an agile and responsive manner to changing trends in HE in the UK?
· What is the reputational cost of this restructuring, both on implementation and sustained?
· What is the anticipated reduction in student admissions as a result of these announcements?
· What scale of future cuts are being planned for PS staff and central admin? Given that the UEB states that it is aiming to reduce costs of academic staff by tens of millions of pounds, what is the total financial goal?
· How many members of the UEB will resign over the decisions and management they participated in historically that led the university to this situation? For example, the over-reliance on international students has been commented on in past maths staff meetings as a vulnerability; our lack of resilience was obvious years ago.
· How much financial data comes from SAP concur, which is known to give misleading or incorrect financial reports?
· Why does the UEB spend ~2 FTE salary on travel annually? Allemann specifically spends on average 40k£/a, which could be an early career salary, and his efforts have not prevented the vast decline of international enrolments the university is now using to justify these cuts.
· Why do we decline to make assumptions about future additional income, but we do make assumptions about future pedagogical methods and assistance which make future SSRs sustainable? For example comparing the conservative estimates of “3. Financial and market context” contrasted with the ones about “pedagogical and technological innovation”.
· On what basis were non-impacted school given this status? What background and context do these Schools operate in? What SSRs do these Schools work to? What specific criteria were used?
· Have the UEB completed mandatory training on Research Integrity, Line Management, Welsh Language Awareness, EDI, Fire Safety,. E.g., direction from the UEB seems to suggest we should be gaming publications for the sake of QS rankings; certainly the manner in which these cuts have been announced is not in line with line management training guidelines and may violate dignity at work policies; so on.
· Does the UEB have a target for our optimal level of long-term free cash reserves? If so, what is it?
· Why is the planned redundancy stated in terms of FTE rather than M£, if the goal is primarily financial? The potential cost of 400 FTE can change by a factor of 3 depending on how people are selected. Will salary level be used as a basis for determining redundancy?
· Does the distribution of cuts reflect our “core academic strengths”?
· The university has substantial financial reserves, but the UEB has claimed that the current situation is not a reason to dip into them. What would constitute a scenario where the UEB believes they are worth using?
· “Focused on putting our existing academic activities on a more sustainable footing.” It seems that the cuts will remove the footing of vast swaths of the university’s capacity for research.
· “Our Future, Together, but without 14% of you”. This is “exciting” in the same way that being chased by a velociraptor is, presumably, “exciting”.
· “We will create interdisciplinary, cross-School module options in areas such as ethics, sustainability and AI. We will also create more opportunities for students to undertake placements and other engagement with employers and communities. We expect these changes to support a higher quality and more consistent student experience as well as ensuring that Cardiff remains competitive in home and overseas markets. Also, in the early stages of strategy implementation, we will begin the shift towards new delivery modes, leveraging pedagogical and technological innovation, and creating the platforms for more flexible and modularised learning.” On what basis does UEB expect these to support higher quality student experience? On what basis does UEB believe that these goals necessitate cuts on this scale? Could this experiment in “interdisciplinary experience” be performed without closing the school of music?
· “To support these changes we will further develop roles such as learning designers, academic developers and instructional technologists to complement and support academics in their work.” Has there been any consultation with academics about whether these “supports” are desired or would be useful, especially weighed against the 400 FTE academic staff who are being cut? Does the university understand the challenges that academics are currently facing, and how these are exacerbated by “supports” such as SAP Clarity and Learning Central?
· How specifically will “this deliberate move towards more innovative and interdisciplinary education, in both English and Welsh medium provision” “foster new research opportunities”? How will interdisciplinary research be supported by the elimination of some disciplines and the merging of others? With fewer academic staff and a higher SSR, who will be able to act on any new opportunities which might arise?
· “It will build new relationships with partners that will enhance our commercialisation, translational research, entrepreneurship, and civic engagement”. What of pure science and undirected research, which is usually thought of as a core mission of a university, unlike “commercialisation” or “entrepreneurship”? Which new partners, specifically, is the university aiming to attract, and what evidence does the UEB have that this approach will attract them?
· Swansea University is a signatory of Coara - the Coalition for Advancing Research Assessment (https://coara.eu/agreement/the-commitments/), which has as one of its commitments to avoid the use of rankings of research organisations in research assessment. Is the UEB willing to sign this initiative as well?
Math specific
· Who specifically is “at risk” in maths, what specific criteria were used to select them? (Business case states 30 people in the new math division, but we are not sure who they are or why those people are the ones in math vs DatAI; our best internal count arrives at 29 people in the at risk pool.)
· The individuals to join DatAI have been identified. Which parts of COMSC will join DatAI?
· In calculating the SSR, has care been taken to avoid “double counting”? Specifically, are members of staff temporarily not teaching as well as staff hired to replace their teaching both being counted.
· “Target SSR” for math puts us well worse than math at comparable Russell gp unis, based on vague assumptions that they will also adjust their SSRs going forward. What basis is used here? This seems like a gamble or race to the bottom given that SSR is one of the prime drivers of student recruitment.
· Even if SSRs are likely to go up everywhere, we don't know by how much. But compared to the current data in the Guardian league table, the proposal puts MATHS near the bottom of the Russell Group while COMSC stays around the median, so we can guess that this proposal will leave MATHS relatively worse off
· SSRs in mathematics are generally lower than in computer science. Across the Russell Group, the median is that maths is 85% of computer science. To have maths higher than computer science is not aligned with sector.
· Mathematics has low non-salary costs, so a decent SSR is the main measurable thing we can offer to students.
· The proposed combined School is intended to promote collaboration and reduce frictions around resources, and starting off with an imbalance in staffing works against that.
· How important is our school to higher math education in Wales? Have they assessed Welsh Language provisioning when they consider SSRs? (How does level of Welsh support/provision compare across schools, and is this reflected in target SSRs?)
· Welsh language provision in our school will be under threat
· It has been raised frequently at staff meetings that the university is under-funding mathematics, taking a higher cut of tuition than average (most?) other Russel Gp peers, and that as a result we have had challenges with teaching and research. Likewise increasing SSRs and lower entry standards have been forced on the school against our objections. Now the entirely foreseeable outcome of these policies is being used to justify cuts.
· “Across the three components in the new School, Student:Staff Ratios will be reset over a three-year period (25/26-27/28) at levels that are commensurate with financial sustainability, in line with the likely direction of travel of our comparators and facilitate the delivery of excellent provision.” What is the target SSR ratio of DatAI? It has no UG provision? Maths and Comsc have different target SSRs; why? The median RG university has a Maths SSR which is 85% of the Comsc SSR - clearly there is a sectoral acknowledgment that Maths is more staffing-intensive. How were these SSRs derived? How are the projected enrolments calculated, is there an assumption that student applications will not be affected by these cuts? Plans mention cross-disciplinary teaching; how does this interact with SSRs? Plans mention the School making a major contribution to TNE and CPD delivery. How does this interact with SSRs? Will DatAI contribute meaningfully to BSc Mathematics teaching given that staff members are focused on other educational opportunities?
· Mathematics has maintained a “green” financial rating by the university but “red” on teaching and research (somewhat insultingly). How are we going to improve teaching and research with less staff, less funding, and a higher SSR? Why are our positions being cut 50% when we as a school are profitable and return significant funds to central?
· What percentage of student credit hours (i.e., weighted by number of students) are provided by at risk staff? How much by not at risk staff?
· How, precisely, were the school “teaching” ratings by the uni made? What specific criteria were used? Were these consistent across all schools?
· How, precisely, were the school “research” ratings by the uni made? What specific criteria were used? Were these consistent across schools? Were the outcomes of recent internal REF checkpoints considered? Have recent research developments been accounted for (Department has grown and recruited many strong researchers (e.g. winner of Future Leaders Fellowship, LMS Bennet Prize winner, …) and taken in more grant money since last REF than in the entire last REF period. Was the depression of the School’s REF performance as a result of central decisions (eg, exclusion of a star researcher from last REF by granting voluntary severance shortly before the census date) accounted for?
· How, precisely, were the school “financial” ratings by the uni made? What specific criteria were used? Were these consistent across schools?
· How much of the business case was written by chatGPT or other AI tools?	Comment by Ian Charlesworth: I believe we intended to cut this one before the list was sent out....
· It is being proposed that instead of COMSC and Math we have COMSC, Math, and Data Science. This is a 50% increase in degree pathways; how is this in line with the claims of implementing clearer degree pathways with less unnecessary choice?
· The school of math has consistently warned over the last several years of the harms and challenges due to maximising intake. Why has the university not allowed us control over our own intake to gradually raise the intake requirements?
· A proposal for a Data Science Academy would have been timely in 2010 or perhaps 2015. The university is chasing yesterday’s trends.
· How does the university plan to become the “strategic hub for AI and data innovation across… the region and globally”? Does it believe it can compete with OpenAI, Google, DeepSeek, MIT, Stanford? Oxbridge will be hard pressed to play in this space, and they are significantly better positioned than Cardiff. What model, specifically, was used to justify this plan?
EDI Question
- Our analysis reveals that this restructuring is having a disproportional effect on ethnic minority colleagues. What steps are senior management going to take to reduce this impact?
Data
Likelihood of being put at risk of redundancy, in relation to ethnicity. 
Comparison of raw data 
BAME members of staff were significantly more likely to be put at risk of redundancy, compared to white members of staff. 
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Binomial Generalised Linear Model (GLM) 
There was highly significant variation between the four ethnicity categories, in the probability of being at risk of redundancy (Likelihood ratio test; Chi-squared = 94.027, d.f. = 3, P < 0.0001). 
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Consolidated list of questions for UEB 2025-03-04

Being respectful
1. University communications and other activities appear to be continuing in a ‘business as usual’ fashion. Given that approximately 1,800 academic members of staff have received letters telling them they are at risk of redundancy, and telling Professional Services staff that they will be next means that a very large proportion of members of staff are currently undergoing unimaginable trauma. Students in schools earmarked for closure and on affected courses likewise speak of shock and trauma. In this context, it appears highly disrespectful to pretend it is business as usual. For example, university communications continue to pump out chirpy messages, communications with staff continue to feature pictures of UEB members with smiling faces, and alumni were recently invited to a reception at the House of Lords ‘for a chance to hear the latest news and research highlights from the University. Enjoy wine and canapés in this historic setting, with wonderful views of the river Thames’. Have you considered how to communicate more appropriately across all communication channels, and if so why has this been refused, and if not, why not?

Sequencing
1. Consultation schedules circulated on 7 February indicate that decisions on re-organisations and closures will not be taken before May, but risk of redundancy letter have already been sent, and Voluntary Redundancy scheme information is to be launched in the week commencing 10 of February. How do UEB know what staff to target in with VR and what staff to make redundant if the consultation on re-organisation is genuine? That is to say, are UEB working on redundancies assuming that plans will not change through consultation?
2. What does the UEB mean by “key stakeholders (by School)” in the proposed consultation timeline?
3. Why will Heads of School who have received risk of redundancy letters be involved in reducing the numbers of those in ‘scope’ of redundancy? Doesn’t this constitute a conflict of interest? 
4. There are reports that in some Schools, like MATHS, only a sub-group of academic staff have received ‘in scope/at risk’ letters. On what basis and criteria was this selection made?
5. Are decisions about whether to proceed with the proposals or accept alternatives and about whether to make staff redundant being made at the end of the 90-day consultation (as indicated in the briefing on 28 Jan and the VC’s all-staff email of 29 Jan) or are at least some decisions being made during the 90-day period, as indicated in the PVC’s letter (sent from HR)  of 29 Jan, which suggests that decisions will be made during the process which would remove some staff from the pool of people at risk of redundancy?
6. What exactly is the relationship between the ‘formal’ process of consultation on UEB’s proposals and the statutory process for consultation regarding redundancies?
7. Why are the consultations on UEB’s proposals and on possible redundancies arising from them being conducted concurrently? Isn’t it necessary to decide first whether UEB’s proposals or some other alternative proposals are going to be carried forward before determining which posts are at risk of redundancy? Different posts are very likely to be ‘in scope’ under different proposals.
8. When exactly will any necessary redundancies take effect? The consultation period seems designed to lead to redundancies during or very soon after the 90-day period, but the VC’s email of 29 Jan says that 'If, at the end of the consultation process, we think we need to go ahead with reducing our number of academic staff, then we will not be looking for those staff to leave immediately – rather we are anticipating a gradual reduction in the number of staff over several years'.
9. Is it possible that some staff could be told at the end of the consultation that their posts will certainly be terminated, but not for ‘several years’?

Proposal justifications
1. The data pack uploaded to Academic Futures on 7 February provides only statistics but no assumptions of the proposed university model or workings that show how the changes lead to savings. These should be provided to staff for the consultation.
2. Data allocation is incorrect in complex schools, e.g. planning data is returned alongside architecture and human geography alongside earth sciences. For all cases, can data be provided from internal sources to reflect current school allocations. 
3. Research income figures are a snapshot; the last five years should be provided to understand wider averages.
4. Can you provide the formula and rationale used to calculate operational SSRs in each school?

Proposal rationales
1. Why is the Global Humanities proposed SSR of 1:24 so out of line with sector medians?
2. How is the existence of one college above two schools justified financially?  What would it do exactly that cannot be done in schools? 
3. How have ‘future state’ student numbers been determined and why do some schools have no change expected (e.g., LAWPL) while others have considerable decreases expected? What data was used to determine these numbers?

Financial information
1. What were the UEB's total travel expenses last year and what sum was spent on first-class travel?
2. How much has Cardiff University paid Southern University Management Services (SUMS Consulting) in all services related to the production of the current proposal?
3. What is the annual cost of the university’s membership to SUMS Consulting?
4. What is the total cost of services/assignments given by the university to SUMS Consulting since the 2020/21 financial year?
5. Can the university provide a copy of all contracts signed with SUMS Consulting since the 2020/21 financial year?

Workloads
1. The proposal notes ‘some immediate challenges’ and increased workloads. This will have a mid to long-term impact on academic staff and research output, including funding applications. Has this been considered? As Research Power is one REF metric, what is the anticipated impact here? Has this been considered?
2. Workloads in some Schools – based on the agreed tariffs – are already high. Reducing staff and increasing SSRs will only increase workload pressures. In the context of there not being a standard WMAs at Cardiff, how will a ‘sustainable workload’ be ensured? 

Schools of Global Humanities proposals
1. The Academic Futures Consultation Document sent to ENCAP staff states that “There will be benefits to the student (and staff) experience with smaller, similar-tariff, cohorts.” But, as SSRs are planned to increase, won’t the benefits from smaller cohorts be off-set by the concurrent reduction in staff numbers?
2. The Academic Futures Consultation Document states that “we currently […] run similar programmes and modules simultaneously across many Schools”. Exactly which programmes and modules currently taught in other Schools does UEB think are ‘similar’ to what is taught in ENCAP?
3. In the proposals, the Schools that are to form SOGLH are the only ones that don’t have target job reductions assigned to individual Schools, but instead have a total for the four Schools combined: what is the rationale for treating these four Schools so differently from all others in the University?
4. The consultation tells us that it will be “necessary” to “review programmes, including number of optional modules, mindful of information provided to students during recruitment and enrolment”. ENCAP has only very recently been through a very time-consuming and highly stressful process of revalidation, which we are now told it will be necessary to re-do. Given that UEB must have been working on its proposals for much of the last 18 months and known the likely need for extensive programme review, why was the revalidation process not halted pending decisions on Academic Futures?
5. To what extent were QS rankings and REF results taken into account in the proposals? ENCAP is one of the few Schools that was already in the QS top 100 and one of the best performers in REF, yet it is set to lose both staff members and identity under these proposals, jeopardizing both subject-area reputations and REF performance.
6. The international reputational damage already caused for ENCAP subjects by the announced proposals will take years to repair: was this factored in to UEB’s planning? Was jeopardizing English Language and Literature’s top 100 QS ranking and other league table rankings in this way felt to be a price worth paying as part of the larger project?
7. Does ‘Global Humanities’ feature as a category in any relevant league tables?
8. Why do the proposals not allow for the possibility that any MUSIC staff might move to the new School of Global Humanities? What is the rationale for treating them differently from ancient history, religion, and modern languages staff whose programmes are similarly being discontinued?
9. The proposals for SOGLH include an aspiration to be “Renowned for educating humanities graduates who have engaged in a Global Humanities Curriculum and who have had the opportunity to participate in global mobility, supported as appropriate by language acquisition and intercultural awareness” (italics added). How will this be possible if provision in modern languages is ceasing?
10. SOGLH is to be organised around “four interdisciplinary thematic areas”.  Why these four themes in particular? Which humanities academics were involved in determining them? Which experts in English Literature, Language, Philosophy, Welsh, History, and Modern Languages did UEB consult in order to determine what would be appropriate interdisciplinary themes?
11. The proposed ‘interdisciplinary themes’ seem to consist partly of recognizable disciplines (e.g. ‘history’, ‘ethics’) and partly of terms closer to actual themes (e.g. ‘ideologies’, ‘heritage’): what is the rationale behind this odd mixture?
12. League tables are organised by traditional academic discipline (as are REF UoAs): why is it felt that it would be better to organise and manage SOGLH (with the exception of Welsh) by ‘theme’ rather than by units corresponding to league tables and REF UoAs?
13. Throughout secondary school (including at A-level) pupils study academic subjects that correspond to recognisable university disciplines, and currently the majority of students in ENCAP have chosen to study a single academic subject, with a sizable minority doing joint honours in two recognizable disciplines. What market research has been undertaken to show that in future students will instead want to study ‘interdisciplinary themes’ of the kind listed in the proposal? What evidence is there for applicant demand for programmes in ‘Global Humanities’?
14. The proposals envisage SOGLH taking fewer, higher calibre students than at present: why would better students be more attracted to programmes with a significantly higher SSR and more restricted optional choice than is currently the case?
15. SOGLH is to include a ‘Department’ of Welsh, but (it seems) no other departments. What is the rationale for treating Welsh differently from the other disciplines within the new School?
16. What does it actually mean in practice for Welsh to be a ‘Department’ within a School, especially if the rest of the School is not organised into departments?
17. In the diagram of the proposed structure of the College and constituent Schools on p. 13 of the Academic Futures Consultation Document sent to ENCAP staff every School except SOGLH is sub-divided into constituent academic disciplines. Only SOGLH is subdivided into 'themes' plus one ‘department’. What is the rationale for treating this one proposed School so differently from all the others?
18. Page 14 of the Academic Futures Consultation Document sent to ENCAP staff states that “Given its overwhelmingly home student demographic, the School is highly exposed to variation in student demand” (italics added). Yet much of the blame for the University's current financial crisis is being placed on a fall in international student recruitment. Have recent events not shown that high exposure to ‘variation’ in international student demand is much riskier and has worse consequences than variation in home student demand?
19. We are told that the new School of Global Humanities will be managed by one Head of School, four Heads of Themes, and a Head of Welsh. Many staff will feel that their work engages with more than one of the ‘themes’: will they have several managers within the School? How will that work in practice?  Or will they pick (or be assigned to) a single theme? Conversely some staff currently teaching programmes that it’s proposed will continue to be offered do not seem to align obviously with any of the themes: how will they be managed? Staff in the Department of Welsh will be doing work that falls under the four themes: does that mean they will be answerable both to the Head of Welsh and the Head(s) of whichever themes connect with their work?
20.  The proposal has SOGLH move to a “1:24 operational SSR”, but it is clear from the Academic Futures Data Pack on the intranet that of all the Schools in the University, only SOGLH is being required to raise the SSR to that level. What is the rationale for requiring this one School to move to that specific ratio? Why is it so much higher than other Schools, some of which are planned to be as low as 1:10, 1:12,  or 1:15?

Consolidated list of questions for UEB 2025-03-25

1. Can the UEB provide an update on the performance of investments since the last financial report? What is the UEB’s best estimate of the university’s current free cash reserves as of March 2025?
2. Can the UEB provide the most recent projections for its 2024/25 accounts as they would be published in the next annual report? 
3. In your answers of 5 March, you state that ‘Staffing reductions are the result of expectations on future student numbers and the setting of new SSRs.’ Can you provide full written justification for the projection models, linked to the data used.
4. What is the UEB’s projected impact of increased SSR on annual World University Rankings?
5. Our question ‘How will feedback from staff and unions be meaningfully incorporated into final decisions?’ was not substantively answered in the first set of answers provided by UEB on 5 March. Can you please give specific detail on the composition of the review committee for all counterproposals received; the process and methodology through which the review will be conducted; and how the process will be made transparent and accountable to staff.
6. Our question ‘By what % and £GBP have administration costs increased since Cardiff introduced the system of colleges?’ was not substantively answered in the first set of answers provided by UEB on 5 March. Can you please provide the £GBP costs for each College administration for 2023/24 and the % increase in these costs since Colleges were introduced.
7. Our questions ‘The proposal states that each School has a percentage financial contribution target, yet these targets are not publicly available. What are the financial contribution targets for each School, and what are the justifications for those levels?’ and ‘What is the full breakdown of each School’s current and projected financial contribution to central administration, and student demand statistics, in both % and £GBP?’ were not substantively answered in the first set of answers provided by UEB on 5 March. Your response that ‘publishing our contribution targets is not in the commercial interests of the University’ is irrelevant for an internal confidential consultation. Please provide these financial contribution targets, student demand statistics, and justifications for contributions in confidential copy. This could be done via the confidentiality-bound finance group of Cardiff UCU for additional security.
8. As ‘The 400 FTE is a calculation based on SSRs and not a financial calculation’ (UEB responses 5 March), will the 400 FTE target be reduced as Schools provide accurate FTE and student numbers data? Has this been done, and what is the new target?
9. In response to our question ‘How were the models designed, and what data were used to create them, with what assumptions made in the modelling?’, you replied (5 March) that this was an iterative process based on ideas relying on assumptions of ‘realistic student numbers for each subject and increased SSRs.’ Can you confirm that there was no other data beyond projected student numbers and projected SSR increases, or any formal modelling, used in this process?
10. In your 5 March response to our request for data evidencing a wider Russell Group rise in SSRs, you reply ‘The document states "it is likely that the rest of the sector, including the Russell Group, will inevitably be shifting”.’ Can you confirm that the projected SSRs are based on this assumption, rather than evidence?
11. In your 5 March responses you noted that ‘The data underpinning the RAG ratings relate to publicly available performance indicators.’ Can you please provide reference to these performance indicators and explain how they map onto the RAG ratings.
12. Cardiff University has for decades depended on its staff providing massive amounts of unpaid overtime (with tragic impacts on staff mental and physical health and wellbeing). Given that staff goodwill and morale are currently “through the floor”, what is UEB collectively planning to do or say to encourage staff to continue to do so?
13. When will the enhanced flexible retirement offer go live and be communicated to all staff? 
14. Why has Cardiff University decided to not publish a Workload Allocation Model in 2024-25?
15. How are you ensuring consistency in individual staff consultations given that so many staff need to have these meetings – will all meetings have HR, College, and School representation, or will this differ?
16. Will plans for the branch campus in Kazakhstan have any effect on academic staff numbers or vice versa?
17. Regarding Kazakhstan, the Foreign Office website indicates that UK and British nationals are considered ‘targets’ for terrorist attack; criminals target foreign nationals; and that LGBT+ staff will face heterosexist prejudice. How does UEB plan to mitigate these risks for staff working in Kazakhstan, both in the context of their safety and cynefin?
18. When can we expect to receive the School-level and University-level anonymised EDI data needed for a proper multivariate EDI impact analysis, given that these data have been requested from the Head of HR on 26 February, 11 March and 24 March?
19. Can UEB guarantee teach-out of existing programmes through 2027-28 if there are further reductions in staff?
20. Can UEB guarantee that current applicants and offer holders will be able to study the programme they applied to?
21. When can we expect feedback on the alternative proposals?
22. Will the UEB commit to sharing alternative proposals with all staff?
23. When can we expect a decision on whether one, or a combination of features from multiple will be recommended for implementation by UEB?
24. Given that ‘Each College has the ability to set specific principles aligned to strategic commitments and business need of the School’, when will UEB outline any College-specific principles for reducing the in-scope pool?
25. How many School-specific Collective Consultation meetings can we expect between now and the end of the consultation period?
What are you doing to ensure conversion of applicants and offer holders is high given the current situation and associated press?
5th Round to come
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