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1.	Executive Summary and Recommendations


The Working Party on Research Staff, a Subcommittee of the Teaching and Research Nexus Working Party, addressed the following terms of reference:

1.	To examine the role of research only staff in teaching.
2.	To look at the issue of a departmental voice for research only staff.
3.	To consider the possibility of establishing a Postdoctoral Teaching Internship Scheme.
4.	To review the opinions of research only staff regarding their teaching, other activities in the University and general employment issues at UWA.

Many of the points that arose in the course of discussion were recognized by the Working Party to be relevant for teaching-and-research staff as well as for research staff.  In addition, it was noted that teaching-and-research staff may have other concerns that relate to their employment within the University and stresses on academic staff have been widely discussed.  However, the Working Party was established in order to examine a range of issues relating to research staff, and therefore the recommendations in this Report focus specifically on research staff. The predominant emphasis was on academic research staff, and recommendations 2-16 and 37 apply only to academic research staff; however, recommendations 1 and 17-36 apply to all research staff (academic and general). 

The following were the findings of the Working Party.

Terminology: “Research Only Staff”

The term “Research Only Staff” was considered.  This is one of the four categories used by DETYA to define staff work function and all Australian universities are required to report staff numbers in each category annually. However concern was expressed by research staff that the term "Research Only" diminished their perceived contribution to the University across a wide range of areas.

Recommendation 1:
That the term "research staff" be used in preference to "research only staff” to indicate the broad involvement of these staff members in research, teaching and administrative activities in the University.  

Research Staff and Teaching 

A survey of research staff demonstrated that they spent approximately 80% of their time on research, 10% on teaching (supervision and undergraduate teaching) and 9% on administrative matters.  Many felt that their contribution to teaching was not fully recognised.

Recommendation 2:
That the contribution of research staff to teaching be incorporated into Departmental workload calculations so that their contribution is made transparent.

Recommendation 3:
That a clear statement of rights and responsibilities in relation to teaching and supervision be formulated in order to protect all staff from exploitation.
 
That researchers, Departments and Faculties be reminded of the Guidelines on Research Ethics and Research Conduct, especially in relation to appropriate recognition of research staff contribution to publications: 
(http://www.acs.uwa.edu.au/research/policy/ethics/ethics.html#contents)

Although it was clear research staff were happy to, and indeed did contribute to teaching, they felt under some pressure to contribute without, as noted above, receiving all the benefits.  In certain circumstances where the teaching load was high, financial payment was felt appropriate.

Recommendation 4:
That, under certain circumstances, payments for teaching by research staff, in excess of a certain number of hours, be negotiated.

Recommendation 5:
That Centres and Departments address the issue of payment for teaching on an individual basis, ensuring clear agreement on the type of teaching and payment at the outset of the teaching activity.

Teaching and Research Fellowships were thought to be highly successful, and there was considerable interest in such Fellowships.

Recommendation 6:
That the Board of the Postgraduate Research School allow independent supervision by appropriately experienced Fellows whose contracts permit, with the normal provisions in place should the employment contract cease prior to the completion of the supervision.

Recommendation 7:
	That all advertisements for academic research staff within the University make clear the amount and type of any teaching required in the first and subsequent years, with teaching amounts to be negotiated on an individual basis.

Recommendation 8:
That Teaching & Research Fellowships be strongly supported as a means to provide important support for career development, albeit for a small number of individuals.

Recommendation 9:
That Teaching & Research Fellowships continue to be funded jointly by Faculties and central University funding sources.

Recommendation 10:
That recipients of Teaching & Research Fellowships be termed Teaching & Research Fellows, rather than Lecturers or Senior Lecturers, to indicate the focus of the Fellowships.
Some aspects of the current Fellowships could be improved including clarification within Departments of a Fellow’s role, the amount and type of feedback given to Fellows, and advice on career opportunities.

Recommendation 11:
That greater structure be introduced to the Teaching & Research Fellowship, including clarification within Departments as to the role of the Fellow and their proposed teaching and research load across the years of the Fellowship.

Recommendation 12 :
That a mentoring system be offered as part of all Fellowships (Teaching and Research as well as other Fellowships) held at UWA.
(See also recommendations 17 and 18.)

Recommendation 13:
That a structured annual report from Fellows be submitted to the Head of the Department and the Executive Dean of the Faculty.

That the Department comment in the report on mentoring and feedback provided.

Recommendation 14:
That Faculties explore the possibility of a 2 year extension to the Teaching & Research Fellowships to be funded by Faculties.

It was felt that the teaching and research option, as offered by the ARC, should be made available for all University Fellowships and be explored for other externally funded Fellowships.

Recommendation 15:
That the Teaching and Research option of the ARC Postdoctoral Fellowship be promoted amongst research staff.

Recommendation 16:
That all University-funded 3 year Research Fellowships (which generally allow up to 10% teaching) offer a 4 year teaching and research option, to be 75% research and 25% teaching over the total period, with Departments/Faculties contributing 25% of the total cost of the Fellowship.

Research Staff and Employment at UWA

Although research staff were happy with many areas of their work, including the intellectual stimulation and flexibility, job security and a perceived lack of recognition were two areas of concern.

From the survey, job security was the largest area with which research staff were dissatisfied (74.8% fairly to very dissatisfied).  Job security was recognized to be related to a dependence on short term grants in a competitive field where, in comparison with other countries, the level of financial support for research is low.  It was felt the University had a responsibility to research staff to ensure their employability in a range of areas.
Recommendation 17:
That the University address the staff development needs of all staff by making available at central or departmental levels mentoring programmes, networking/support seminars and workshops, and a formal staff development programme.

Recommendation 18:
That the University encourage research staff to attend staff development programmes.

Recommendation 19:
That the Centre for Staff Development review the skill needs of potential employers in order to guide the development of appropriate programmes for research staff.

Aspects of the Awards under which research staff were employed may have 
contributed in a number of cases to less than optimal security or benefits for research staff and it was felt they should be reviewed with respect to the following.

Recommendation 20:
That a uniform categorization of academic and general staff agreement levels, duties and titles, be developed for UWA research staff.

Recommendation 21:
That the transfer of an individual from an academic staff agreement to the general staff agreement be avoided unless there are valid reasons.

Recommendation 22:
That Departments and grant holders be strongly encouraged to employ staff for the length of a project or grant rather than on shorter contracts.

Recommendation 23:
That Human Resources and Heads of Department encourage research staff to become aware of their employment rights. 

Recommendation 24:  
That Departments be encouraged to transfer long serving staff from fixed term contracts to ongoing contracts when possible.

According to the survey data almost 90% of research staff would like to pursue a research career, either in teaching and research (67%), or research alone (55%). Only about 30% were interested in moving outside academia.  However, only 27% see this as very likely and 51% somewhat likely to be achievable at UWA.  

Clearly the strategies to address this issue relate to maintaining and increasing the research strength of the University of Western Australia, as well as ensuring employability of research staff in general (mentoring, staff development, regular review and feedback), as discussed above.

It is clear that research staff feel they are not fully involved in the decision making processes in Departments, or have access to benefits available to staff who are on ongoing appointments. This contributes to a lack of a sense of belonging.

Recommendation 25:  
That opportunities to broaden the research experience of UWA staff be explored (for example, exchanges between the University and industry) as a means of enhancing career opportunities for individuals.

Recommendation 26:  
That the role of research staff in Departmental activities, including: 
·	attendance and voting rights at academic or general staff meetings; 
·	input into the Department’s direction on research and budget; and 
·	workload allocation 
be clarified and research staff be encouraged to participate. 

That research staff be given similar rights to teaching and research staff in the areas in which they are operating.

Recommendation 27: 
That the budgeting process within Departments and Faculties be transparent to all staff.
 
Recommendation 28:
That the access of research staff to assistance such as travel grants  be reviewed and that research staff be encouraged to make full use of such grants.

Recommendation 29:
That travel grants be more available to research staff either through the expansion of current central and Faculty based schemes incorporating the setting of priority areas (eg new staff), or alternatively, that the Research Committee consider establishing a travel grant scheme for research staff.

Recommendation 30:
That, as part of research staff induction into a Department, the entitlements of research staff be explained.

Recommendation 31:  
That the University promote the activities and contributions of research staff to the wider University community.

A number of research staff were concerned that the University claimed it was required to make significant financial supplementation to their research activities. They perceived that the University did not adequately acknowledge the significant amount of money that research staff brought into the University.  

Recommendations 26 and 27 have already stated the need to achieve greater transparency in budgeting down to the level of Departments and proposed that research staff be offered the opportunity to have an input to the budgetary decisions of a Department. An educational programme regarding this was also felt to be essential.


Recommendation 32:
That, to maintain optimal relations between different sectors of the University, an education programme clarifying the organization of funding and support for teaching and research activity within the University be developed.

In view of the short term and competitive nature of research funding, job security is an important issue for most research staff.  It was felt two major areas should be addressed: the provision of a safety net scheme and retention of professorial level staff.

Recommendation 33:
That the University provide funding for a safety net scheme based on support for individuals who had high quality grants that were not funded (either Chief Investigator or staff member employed by the grant) and were likely to be funded in the near future.

Recommendation 34:
That the initial review and prioritisation of safety net grant applicants be made at the level of Faculty following a formal invitation from Faculty to Departments for applications.

Recommendation 35:
That the safety net scheme be funded by a mixture of Faculty funds and matching central funds, possibly through the Research Matching Fund. 

Recommendation 36:
That the Research Committee overview the safety net scheme, addressing issues such as how grants are prioritised and funded at a central level and how funding is distributed to Faculties.

It was noted that job insecurity was not confined to the lower or intermediate levels; it also occurred at the level of Professorial Fellows, who apply for their own salaries and depend on research funding.  

Recommendation 37:
That the University seek to increase the amount of funding available for on-going Professorial Fellowship appointments for research staff.




Report of the Working Party on Research Staff

Summary of recommendations to UWA and actions suggested for implementation


Recommendations 1 and 17-36 apply to all research staff (academic and general) while recommendations 2-16 and 37 apply only to academic research staff.

Recommendation
Outcome
Actions Suggested for Implementation
Responsibility
Timeline
Recommendation 1:
That the term "research staff" be used in preference to "research only" staff to indicate the broad involvement of these staff members in research, teaching and administrative activities in the University.  

More inclusive working environment
Discussion by VCAG.

DVC request preparation by DPA of an article in Campus News outlining findings of the Working Party and describing the rationale for this recommendation.

DVC through DPA
Immediately
Recommendation 2:
That the contribution of research staff to teaching be incorporated into Departmental workload calculations so that their contribution is made transparent.

More clarity about staff workloads and responsibilities
Discussion by VCAG.

Memo to EDs requesting that they brief HODs.

Incorporation into accountability processes.

DVC through EDs
December 2000
Recommendation 3:
That a clear statement of rights and responsibilities in relation to teaching and supervision be formulated in order to protect all staff from exploitation.

That researchers, Departments and Faculties be reminded of the Guidelines on Research Ethics and Research Conduct, especially in relation to appropriate recognition of research staff contribution to publications: 
(http://www.acs.uwa.edu.au/research/policy/ethics/ethics.html#contents)

More clarity about staff workloads and responsibilities
DVC request that DHR draft a statement in consultation with representatives from faculties.



DRS to build  this into information stream.
DVC through DHR




PVCR
December 2000
Recommendation 4:
That, under certain circumstances, payments for teaching by research staff, in excess of a certain number of hours, be negotiated.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
DVC request that DHR negotiate with faculties guidelines in which such payments may be considered.
DVC through DHR
December 2000
Recommendation 5:
That Centres and Departments address the issue of payment for teaching on an individual basis, ensuring clear agreement on the type of teaching and payment at the outset of the teaching activity

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
EDs to brief their HODs and Directors of Centres on the guidelines prepared under Recommendation 4.  

The management of research staff to be incorporated into the accountability process between EDs and HODs.

EDs  through HODs
February 2000
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Recommendation 6:
That the Board of the Postgraduate Research School allow independent supervision by appropriately experienced Fellows whose contracts allow, with the normal provisions in place should the employment contract cease prior to the completion of the supervision.

More inclusive working environment

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff

PVCR to take the proposal to the Board of Postgraduate Research School for discussion and approval.
PVCR through Dean of Postgraduate Research School
June 2001
Recommendation 7:
	That all advertisements for academic research staff within the University make clear the amount and type of any teaching required in the first and subsequent years with teaching amounts to be negotiated on an individual basis.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
Discussion at VCAG.

DHR to ensure that advertisements for research staff specify any teaching responsibilities.

EDs to ensure that the teaching requirement is clarified prior to advertisement and contained in the duty statement.

DVC through DHR and EDs
December 2000
Recommendation 8:
That Teaching & Research Fellowships be strongly supported as a means to provide important support for career development, albeit for a small number of individuals.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff

Enhanced teaching-research nexus at UWA

DVC to discuss with EDs

DVC and PVCR to make a case to the Planning and Budget Committee for adequate funding of the fellowships.
DVC  and PVCR through the Planning and Budget Committee
Immediately
Recommendation 9 :
That Teaching & Research Fellowships continue- to be funded jointly by Faculties and central University funding sources.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
DVC to confirm support for the fellowships with EDs
DVC through Planning and Budget Committee and EDs
Ongoing
Recommendation 10:
That recipients of Teaching & Research Fellowships be termed Teaching & Research Fellows, rather than Lecturers or Senior Lecturers, to indicate the focus of the Fellowships.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
DRS to confirm with EDs that this terminology is a requirement of the fellowships

DHR to ensure that any advertisements conform with this requirement.

DVC through DRS, DHR and EDs
In time for next round of advertisements
Recommendation 11:
That greater structure be introduced to the Teaching & Research Fellowship, including clarification within Departments as to the role of the Fellow and the proposed teaching and research load across the years of the Fellowship.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
DVC to request DRS, in consultation with EDs, to prepare a standard role statement for Teaching and Research Fellows together with guidelines as to flexibility and how the flexibility should be negotiated with individuals.

DVC through DRS and EDs
In time for next round of advertisements.
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Recommendation 12 :
That a mentoring system be offered as part of all Fellowships (Teaching and Research as well as other Fellowships) held at UWA.
(See also Recommendations 17 and 18)
Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
Requirement to be incorporated into the role statement and guidelines. 
(See Recommendation 11)
(See Recommendation 17 for development of mentoring programme)

DVC through DRS and EDs
In time for next round of advertisements
Recommendation 13:
That a structured annual report from Fellows be submitted to the Head of the Department and the Executive Dean of the Faculty.

That the Department comment in the report on mentoring and feedback provided. 

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities


Enhanced career opportunities for research staff

Requirement to be incorporated into the role statement and guidelines.
(See Recommendation 11)

Executive Deans to review annual reports..
DVC through DRS, EDs and HODs  
In time for next round of advertisements
Recommendation 14:
That Faculties explore the possibility of a 2 year extension to Teaching & Research Fellowships to be funded by Faculties.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
EDs to discuss with HODs the possibility of extensions in the context of the preparation of the role statement and guidelines.
EDs and HODs
As part of the preparation of the role statement (before next round advertised)

Recommendation 15:
That the Teaching and Research option of the ARC Postdoctoral Fellowship be promoted amongst research staff.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff

Enhanced teaching-research nexus at UWA

DRS to prepare a memo for EDs reminding them of this option.
EDs through HODs and Directors of Centres
Immediately
Recommendation 16:
That all University-funded 3 year Research Fellowships (which generally allow up to 10% teaching) offer a 4 year teaching and research option, to be 75% research and 25% teaching over the total period, with Departments/Faculties contributing 25% of the total cost of the Fellowship.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff

Enhanced teaching-research nexus at UWA

PVCR and DRS to prepare a proposal for the Research Committee for discussion and approval.

Altered guidelines to be prepared by DRS for use by faculties.  

DVC and PVCR through DDRS, Research Committee and EDs
December 2000
Recommendation 17:
That the University address the staff development needs of all staff by making available at central or departmental levels mentoring programmes, networking/support seminars and workshops, and a formal staff development programme.

More inclusive working environment

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
CSD, in consultation with EDs, research staff, DRS and any others interested, develop a set of wide ranging development options for research staff.
DVC and PVCR through CSD and EDs
June 2001



Recommendation 18:
That the University encourage research staff to attend staff development programmes.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
CSD and PVCR to identify a range of information strategies and discuss these with EDs and HODs.

DVC and PVCR through CSD, EDs and HODs
Ongoing
Recommendation 19:
That the Centre for Staff Development review the skill needs of potential employers in order to guide the development of appropriate programmes for research staff.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
CSD to consult with Careers Advisory Service in preparation of development programmes for this group.
CSD
June 2001
Recommendation 20:
That a uniform categorization of academic and general staff agreement levels, duties and titles, be developed for UWA research staff.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
DHR consult with DRS and review the levels, duties and titles for research staff with the objective of providing improved standardisation.

DHR and DRS to monitor.

DHR
June 2001
Recommendation 21:
That the transfer of an individual from an academic staff agreement to the general staff agreement be avoided unless there are valid reasons.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
DHR to monitor. 
DHR
Ongoing
Recommendation 22:
That Departments and grant holders be strongly encouraged to employ staff for the length of a project or grant rather than on shorter contracts.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
DVC and DHR to remind EDs and HODs of the requirements of the HECE award.

DHR, on behalf of DVC, to query any contract less than the project funding period.

DVC and DHR through EDs and HODs
Ongoing
Recommendation 23:
That Human Resources and Heads of Department encourage research staff to become aware of their employment rights.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
DHR and DPA to develop a communication strategy to inform research staff of their employment rights and obligations.
DVC through DHR and DPA
December 2000
Recommendation 24:  
That Departments be encouraged to transfer long serving staff from fixed term awards to ongoing employment when possible.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
EDs and HODs to review status of research staff and determine whether it is possible for any to be made ongoing.

DHR to facilitate.
 
EDs and HODs through DHR
Ongoing
Recommendation 25:  
That opportunities to broaden the research experience of UWA staff be explored (for example, exchanges between the University and industry), as a means of enhancing career opportunities for individuals.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
EDs work with researchers to explore possibilities of exchange for research staff with UWA research partners in the public and private sectors.
DVC through EDs
Ongoing


13


Recommendation 26:  
That the role of research staff in Departmental activities, including: 
Ÿ	attendance and voting rights at academic or general staff meetings; 
Ÿ	input into the Department’s direction on research and budget; and 
Ÿ	workload allocation 
be clarified and research staff be encouraged to participate. 

That research staff be given similar rights to teaching and research staff in the areas in which they are operating.

More inclusive working environment







More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
DVC to ensure that the Workloads Working Party takes up this issue.

DVC to seek the development of university guidelines on governance issues in faculties and departments.



That the rights and obligations of research staff be considered as part of the governance review.

DVC through EDs and HODs
June 2001
Recommendation 27:
That the budgeting process within Departments and Faculties be  transparent to all staff.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities

More inclusive working environment 

DVC to seek the development of University guidelines on governance issues in faculties and departments.

DVC through EDs and HODs
June 2001
Recommendation 28:  
That the access of research staff to assistance such as travel grants be reviewed and that research staff be encouraged to make full use of such grants.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
DVC to seek the review of current guidelines at Faculty and central level.

EDs, HODs and DRS to disseminate amended guidelines.

DVC through EDs, HODs and PVCR
June 2001
Recommendation 29 :
That travel grants be more available to research staff, either through the expansion of current central and Faculty-based schemes incorporating the setting of priority areas ( eg new staff), or, alternatively, that the Research Committee consider establishing a travel grant scheme for research staff.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
DVC to seek the revision as necessary of current guidelines by EDs, HODs and DRS.
DVC through EDs and DRS
June 2001
Recommendation 30:
That, as part of research staff induction into a Department, the entitlements of research staff be explained.

More clarity about workloads and responsibilities
Refer to Recommendation 23. 

Human Resources to develop an on-line induction package with includes issues specific to research staff.

EDs and HODs

DHR
June 2001
Recommendation 31:  
That the University promote the activities and contributions of research staff to the wider University community.

More inclusive working environment
DPA, DVC and PVCR to develop a communications strategy promoting the contributions of research staff.
DVC and PVCR through DPA
Ongoing
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Recommendation 32:
That, to maintain optimal relations between different sectors of the University, an education programme clarifying the organization of funding and support for teaching and research activity within the University be developed.

More inclusive working environment
DRS work with Financial Services to develop an education programme and communications strategy clarifying the funding arrangements.
DVC through PVCR and DPA
Ongoing
Recommendation 33:
That the University provide funding for a safety net scheme based on support for individuals who had high quality grants that were not funded (either Chief Investigator or staff member employed by the grant) but were likely to be funded in the near future.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
DRS to develop guidelines for a safety net scheme in consultation with stakeholders.
PVCR through Research Committee and EDs
June 2001
Recommendation 34:
That the initial review and prioritisation of safety net applicants be made at the level of Faculty following a formal invitation from Faculty to Departments for applications.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
DRS to develop guidelines for a safety net scheme.
PVCR through EDs
June 2001
Recommendation 35:
That the safety net scheme be funded by a mixture of Faculty funds and matching central funds, possibly through the Research Matching Fund. 

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
DRS to develop guidelines for a safety net scheme.
PVCR through EDS
June 2001
Recommendation 36:
That the Research Committee overview the safety net scheme, addressing issues such as how grants are prioritised and funded at a central level and how funding is distributed to Faculties.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
DRS to develop guidelines for a safety net scheme.
PVCR through Research Committee
June 2001
Recommendation 37:
That the University seek to increase the amount of funding available for ongoing Professorial Fellowship appointments for research staff.

Enhanced career opportunities for research staff
PVCR, DRS and Research Committee to prepare a proposal for consideration by the Planning and Budget Committee.
DVC and PVCR through Planning and Budget Committee
June 2001
Abbreviations
VC	Vice Chancellor
DVC	Deputy Vice Chancellor
PVCR	Pro Vice Chancellor, Research
DHR	Director Human Resources
DPA	Director Public Affairs
DRS	Director Research Services
VCAG	Vice Chancellor’s Advisory Group
EDs	Executive Deans
HODs	Heads of Department
CSD	Centre for Staff Development
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2.	Background: 
Terms of Reference, Membership and Consultation


With the release of the 1998 Boyer Report "Reinventing Undergraduate Education: A Blueprint for American Research Universities", there has been widespread review of the teaching-research nexus in research intensive universities.  A priority of the University of Western Australia Operational Priorities Plan under Teaching & Learning is to enhance the teaching-research nexus.  

At the University of Western Australia, the Teaching and Research Nexus Working Party, chaired by Professor Alan Robson, was established in 1998.   It continues to examine a broad range of issues concerning the nexus, including: 
·	the possibility of an inquiry based first year; 
·	a capstone experience with a research focus in the final year; 
·	a review of the role of centres; 
·	a review of teaching and learning methods; and 
·	a creative use of technology and communication skills within course work

All these are considered to enhance the teaching-research nexus.  A Teaching Internship Scheme was established in 1999 by this Working Party.

In July 1999 the Working Party on Research-Only Staff was set up as a Subcommittee of the Teaching and Research Nexus Working Party with the following terms of reference:

1.	To examine the role of research staff in teaching.
2.	To look at the issue of a departmental voice for research staff.
3.	To consider the possibility of establishing a Postdoctoral Teaching Internship Scheme.

It was considered difficult to address the above issues without good data and without considering issues related to research staff members' career and employment at UWA, and related issues such as safety net schemes.  Therefore we additionally reviewed:

4.	The opinions of research staff regarding their teaching, other activities in the University and general employment issues at UWA.

It is important to note that many of the points that arose in the course of discussion were recognized by the Working Party to be relevant for teaching-and-research staff as well as for research staff.  In addition, it was noted, teaching and research staff may have other concerns that relate to their employment within the University and stresses on academic staff have been widely discussed.  However, the Working Party was established in order to examine a range of issues relating to research staff, and therefore the recommendations in this Report focus specifically on research staff.


Membership

Dr FR Lake	Medicine  (Convenor)
A/Prof M Fahey	Department of Civil and Resource Engineering
Dr J Long	Women's Studies
Ms L Robertson	Research Services 
Professor L Simmons	Zoology
Ms J Stuart	Human Resources
Dr M Ziman 	Zoology
Dr S Dunlop 	Research Staff representative on UWA Staff Development Committee  (invited in April 2000)

The Working Party met on nine occasions.  Its report is based on a review of the literature, consultations, data derived from the Exit Survey 1998 and 1997 Working Life Survey, and the Survey of UWA Departments and Centres, previously carried out by the Teaching and Research Nexus Working Party.

In addition, the Working Party carried out two surveys:

1.	Research Only Staff Survey (Appendix 1) implemented and analysed by the Institutional Research Unit (Dr Greg Marie and Mrs Viv James)

2.	Teaching & Research Fellowship Survey of recipients of this award


	Consultations:
The Working Party consulted with (and would like to thank):

Mr Bob Farrelly (Director, Human Resources)
Ms Anne Schneider (Coordinator, Personnel)
Dr Campbell Thomson (Director, Research Services)
Mr Ian Baker (Accountant, Budget and Planning)

They would like to thank Ms Chris Allen (Education Centre, Faculty of Medicine and Dentistry) for her secretarial help.


The Report of the Working Party on Research Staff will be referred to the Teaching and Research Nexus Working Party.  As it has implications for a number of groups within the University we envisage it would also be discussed by the Vice Chancellor's Advisory Group, the Research Committee and the Centre for Staff Development.

3.	Terminology : "Research Only  Staff” 


“Why are we called research only staff? It implies we do less than other members of the University.”
Anonymous
Research-Only Staff Survey, 1999


For many years the term "Research Only Staff” has been used at the University of Western Australia for staff employed on research grants and fellowships.  This follows the use of this term by DETYA to classify the activities that a member of staff formally agrees to undertake and is one of the four categories used by DETYA to define staff work function.  All Australian Universities are required to report staff numbers in each category annually. Thus a “Research Only Function” is defined where “the work involves undertaking only research work or providing technical or professional research assistance, or the management and leadership of research staff and of staff who support research staff. There may be limited other work (eg participation in the development of postgraduate courses and supervision of postgraduate students).”

Other classifications are “Teaching Only Function”, a “Teaching-and-Research  Function”, and an “Other Function”. 

Despite the use of this term for administrative purposes, there was concern that the term "Research Only" indicated that research was the only activity of these employees.  As will be evidenced from this report and the Research Only Staff Survey, however, although research is the predominant activity, teaching and administration take up approximately 20% (10% each respectively) of research staff time.  Although most of the teaching time is devoted to research supervision, it is variable with some significant commitment to undergraduate teaching.  Most of this administrative and teaching activity is related to research itself as required under funding guidelines.

There was concern expressed by research staff that the term "research only staff” diminished the value of their broader contribution to the University and community.  Although a change in terminology may cause administrative problems, the Working Party felt the term "research staff" was preferable.  This term will be used throughout the report.

The term “research funded” was briefly considered by the Working Party but rejected on the grounds that a significant proportion of staff employed to carry out research (eg as Research Fellows or Research Officers) were not financed by external research grants, rather by recurrent University operating grant funding.

Recommendation 1:
That the term "research staff" be used in preference to "research only staff” to indicate the broad involvement of these staff members in research, teaching and administrative activities in the University.


Research Staff and Teaching


“Supervising post-grad students is not only a privilege, it is as much research as research itself.”

Anonymous
Research-Only Staff Survey, 1999

4.1	Introduction 

The Boyer Report (1998) advanced the proposition that in research-rich universities, it is essential the teaching-research nexus be enhanced.  

Boyer recommended review of a range of curricula, supportive and staffing issues that the University of Western Australia Teaching-Research Nexus Working Party is considering, including

Ÿ	Teaching Internships (implemented 1999)
Ÿ	An inquiry based Year 1
Ÿ	An interdisciplinary approach to Teaching & Learning
Ÿ	The Capstone experience.

The focus of this Working Party is on Research Staff; their involvement in teaching and their ability to enhance the Teaching-Research Nexus.

Research Staff have the ability to enhance the Teaching-Research Nexus at UWA particularly through:

(i)	Curriculum enhancement
(ii)	Optimal utilization of staff who have research skills.

Curriculum Enhancement: The ability to understand research and research methods, to critically analyse new knowledge and to apply that knowledge, is a skill we want all UWA students to achieve by graduation.  Research staff, through their skills and expertise, are in an ideal position to contribute to this aim through:

Ÿ	Supervision of students to carry out research.
Ÿ	Teaching in undergraduate courses where students can be exposed to researchers and their research work, allowing students more directly to understand research and its application.
Ÿ	Involvement in curriculum development.

Optimal Utilisation of Staff:  In addition, research staff are an enormous and increasing resource within the University.  From 1993-99, the number of teaching and research staff increased by less than 1% from 700 to 706, whereas the number of academic research staff increased by 68% from 170 to 291.  Research staff now comprise almost one third of the total academic staff. The size of this group, along with their expertise, offers an obvious means to enhance the teaching-research nexus.

Nonetheless, there are many potential barriers to achieving this objective, including: 
Ÿ	the classification of the work research staff are expected to carry out; 
Ÿ	their expertise in teaching as opposed to research; and 
Ÿ	the attitudes of research staff to greater involvement in undergraduate teaching and learning. 

To address these issues a postal survey of 290 research staff was carried out; there were 181 responses, a response rate of 62%. The results from staff with a PhD or MBBS were reviewed. The survey asked what teaching they were involved in, their attitudes to teaching, and their general impressions of the good and bad aspects of working as a research staff member at UWA.  The results of this and other surveys and recommendations arising from the findings are detailed in the following chapters.


4.2 	 Amount and Type of Teaching/Supervision 

“I enjoy teaching/supervision but find that it directly affects my research capabilities (for which I am paid) and this makes it difficult to say yes to increasing requests for involvement in teaching”
Anonymous
Research-Only Staff Survey, 1999

“Postgraduate  supervision  is only  allowed  on  co-supervision  basis  for  research-only staff. For ARC and any other fellows this is degrading to be treated differently to UWA paid academic staff, and against [the terms of the] ARC contract!”
Anonymous
Research-Only Staff Survey, 1999

Before being able to recommend on any further or different involvement of research staff in teaching, it was felt important to ascertain the current involvement of staff in these activities.  Information was gathered from the Research Only Staff Survey (Appendix 1) and the Survey of Departments and Centres (Appendix 3).

The results from the survey demonstrate that research staff:

Ÿ	Are involved in a significant amount of teaching 
(69% at undergraduate level)

Ÿ	Are involved in a significant amount of supervision 
(71% supervising at PhD level)

Ÿ	Feel it is useful for their career 
						(90% undergraduate teaching)
						(96% supervision)

Ÿ	Would like more involvement
						(50% undergraduate teaching)
						(60% postgraduate supervision)

Ÿ	On average spend their time in the following way
					Research 		80%
					Teaching		10% 
					Administration	 9%

Ÿ	Are interested in a Fellowship combining teaching and research 
(73%)

However, research staff:

Ÿ	Do not feel the teaching/supervision is formally recognized 
								(50%)

Ÿ	Are not paid over and above their research content for their teaching or supervision
							(teaching 	80%)
							(supervision 	91%)
Ÿ	Would like to be paid
							(teaching 	69%)
						(supervision	40%)


These findings suggest that research staff already contribute significantly to teaching (at an undergraduate level) and supervision at the University.  However, the results also suggest that research staff are not happy with the circumstances under which they teach or supervise. The reasons for unhappiness with these circumstances are likely to be multiple and may reflect other dissatisfactions with working life as a research staff member such as lack of job security and support, as will be explored later in this report.  

In general research staff become involved in teaching either because they have an interest or on an ad hoc basis.  From their comments it was clear that some felt they had an obligation to teach and that in other cases there was pressure from supervisors or superiors to participate.  Research staff members’ expectation of payment for teaching and supervision was surprisingly high. 

It was noted in the Survey of Departments and Centres that 551 postgraduate students were involved in tutoring or demonstrating and, in 51/52 Centres or Departments, they were paid for these services.  This contrasts with the number of research staff paid for these tasks, appropriately reflecting that, as one advances to the level of research staff member, teaching becomes part of the job rather than being an extra that requires monetary compensation.  Indeed, the ARC and NHMRC Fellowships have built into their Fellowship descriptions a teaching component.  The fact that many research staff also considered that they should be paid was felt by the Working Party to represent some unhappiness with the perceived lack of recognition of the teaching that research staff carried out.  Complaints noted were that, despite contributing to teaching, research staff did not seem to benefit by getting teaching relief (this was awarded rather to teaching-and-research staff), contributions were not always recognized in publications, and contributions were not recognized in Departmental workloads.

It was noted that compensation to research staff for teaching within Departments is a complex issue, in particular when research staff are based in Centres outside a Department and their salary may come from research grants outside the Department.  Whether compensation, which it is noted was often paid at a very low level, should be directed to an individual or the group through which they are employed was not clear and needed to be assessed individually.

Recommendation 2:
That the contribution of research staff to teaching be incorporated into Departmental workload calculations so that their contribution is made transparent.

Recommendation 3:
That a clear statement of rights and responsibilities in relation to teaching and supervision be formulated in order to protect all staff from exploitation.
 
That researchers, Departments and Faculties be reminded of the Guidelines on Research Ethics and Research Conduct, especially in relation to appropriate recognition of research staff contribution to publications:
(http://www.acs.uwa.edu.au/research/policy/ethics/ethics.html#contents)

Recommendation 4:
That, under certain circumstances, payments for teaching by research staff, in excess of a certain number of hours, be negotiated.

Recommendation 5:
That Centres and Departments address the issue of payment for teaching on an individual basis, ensuring clear agreement on the type of teaching and payment at the outset of the teaching activity.

Recommendation 6:
That the Board of the Postgraduate Research School allow independent supervision by appropriately experienced Fellows whose contracts permit, with the normal provisions in place should the employment contract cease prior to the completion of the supervision.


Enhancement of the Teaching-Research Nexus

The question arises as to how teaching by research staff actually enhances a teaching-research nexus.  Do staff actually impart to undergraduates their knowledge and skills related to research?  There is no doubt this occurs with their involvement in supervision but whether this occurs with undergraduate teaching is not clear.  

We have no specific knowledge of the quality of teaching by research staff; similarly it is difficult to quantify the quality of teaching by teaching-and-research or teaching-only staff; but there is no reason to presume the quality differs. However, frequently (both for research and teaching-and-research academic staff), no formal preparation for this responsibility has occurred during their training.  Only 20% of research staff report they had participated in a professional development course for teaching.

Their ability to impart their knowledge and skills related to research in an undergraduate course would be substantially affected by the course design, and the extent to which student contact is allowed to occur.  The Survey found that a large number of research staff said they had no say within a department, as regards course content (49%) or "other teaching"(eg other than supervision) (48%).

However, of that large group, the majority, (58%) are "very satisfied", "fairly satisfied" or "satisfied" at having no say in course content.  Similarly, 56% are "very satisfied", "satisfied" or "fairly satisfied" at having no say in other teaching.  This contrasts quite significantly with their attitudes to having a say at a Departmental level on research direction and budget/financial issues where 59% and 76% respectively felt they had a small or no say in these areas and of those 45% and 40% respectively were "very" to "fairly dissatisfied".

Therefore, we have concluded that research staff do teach and spend up to 10% of their time doing so, are interested in teaching and have a strong interest in further opportunities to combine research and teaching with 71% indicating an interest in a Fellowship combining these activities (see later).

However, if the University wishes to make teaching and curriculum development an interest of these staff, or wishes for research staff to be used more creatively and fully in undergraduate teaching, many issues related to their current contribution to teaching and other aspects of their employment (see later) need to be addressed.  At this stage it would appear that full responsibility for curriculum development remains with teaching-and-research staff.

The contribution of research staff to teaching would be more formally enhanced by specific Teaching & Research Fellowships, as discussed in the next section.

Recommendation 7:
	That all advertisements for academic research staff within the University make clear the amount and type of any teaching required in the first and subsequent years, with teaching amounts to be negotiated on an individual basis.


4.4	Teaching & Research Fellowships

The Teaching & Research Fellowships were established in 1995 to employ Fellows within Departments on a 2-3 year basis, in teaching and research.  The Fellowships provided support for young staff with the potential to make a significant contribution within the general area of their discipline, to establish their careers.  Funding was set aside from money allocated to the University by the Committee for Quality Assurance in Higher Education and the costs of the Fellowships were shared equally between the University’s T & R Fellowship Fund and the Faculty in which the Fellow was appointed.

On reviewing previous information and awards the following was noted (see 
Appendix 2):

(1)	Interest in the Fellowships
The number of applicants for each job was variable but up to 41 for some positions.  Although the quality of applicants could not be ascertained, there did seem to be significant interest in the positions.

(2)	Type of Job Advertised
	In reviewing advertisements from all Faculties the following points were noted:
(a)	All positions involved teaching, although most did not ask for innovative teaching.  For those with teaching experience, a teaching portfolio needed to be submitted.

(b)	Some jobs were entitled Senior Lecturer or Lecturer rather than Teaching & Research Fellow.

(c)	Some advertisements were indistinguishable from the usual academic Senior Lecturer or Lecturer position.

(d)	It appeared that most Faculties targeted an area of need within the Faculty which ranged from teaching new courses or introduction of innovative teaching methods to teaching  existing courses or research.

A survey of the 22 previous recipients of the T & R Fellowship (12 replies) found the following:

·	The Teaching & Research Fellowship was strongly supported by recipients. The majority felt it was important in their career, usually leading on to an academic job involving both teaching and research.

·	The majority were happy with the amount of teaching in which they participated.

·	Only half felt the proportion of time to be spent on teaching or research was clear and that the role of a T & R Fellow in the Department was made clear.  This had an impact on workloads and relationships within a Department.

·	Half felt the focus was on innovative teaching.

·	One Fellow (of 12) was under the impression that the Fellowship would lead to a permanent academic appointment and 4 were unsure if there was a possibility of this.  However a significant proportion felt that the Fellowship was useful to their career (10 of 12).

A significant proportion of T & R Fellows felt there should be: 
	a clear definition of the role of the T & R Fellow within Departments 

	feedback as to performance as a Fellow including regular review and a definition of criteria to judge performance 

potential career path following the Fellowship such as the potential to extend or continue an appointment.

As a result of these findings the Working Party considered:

Recommendation 8:
That Teaching & Research Fellowships be strongly supported as a means to provide important support for career development, albeit for a small number of individuals.

Recommendation 9:
That Teaching & Research Fellowships continue to be funded jointly by Faculties and central University funding sources.

Recommendation 10:
That recipients of Teaching & Research Fellowships be termed Teaching & Research Fellows, rather than Lecturers or Senior Lecturers, to indicate the focus of the Fellowships.

Clearer guidelines as to the role of a Fellow within a Department should be developed to ensure minimal variation in interpretation of the guidelines between Departments.  As with many other academic positions, there was support for Fellows having a lower teaching load in their first year which would build up later to allow them to establish research or new teaching.  Mentoring and support, including advice on future career possibilities, should be a transparent component of all Fellowships.

It was noted that a report from Fellows was required by the Head of the Department at the end of each year.  It appeared, however, that in most cases no feedback was given to the Fellow as to their performance or future opportunities.  Using models from other areas where annual reports are used (eg research staff seeking tenure, research staff under fixed term contracts, research staff paid by the Biotechnology Biological Sciences Research Foundation), it was felt a Teaching & Research Fellowship report should be developed with defined areas to be addressed (teaching, research, acknowledgment that mentoring was occurring), and that feedback be given to the Fellow.  It was felt that the annual report should be tabled both with the Head of the Department, the Executive Dean in the Faculty and possibly some more central group such as the Research Committee to ensure guidelines are being adhered to. Additionally, evidence that the Department had met its responsibility to provide feedback would be sought in a report from the Head of Department or appropriate mentor.

Recommendation 11:
That greater structure be introduced to the Teaching & Research Fellowship, including clarification within Departments as to the role of the Fellow and their proposed teaching and research load across the years of the Fellowship.

Recommendation 12:
That a mentoring system be offered as part of all Fellowships (Teaching and Research as well as other Fellowships) held at UWA.
(See also recommendations 17 and 18.)


Recommendation 13:
That a structured annual report from Fellows be submitted to the Head of the Department and the Executive Dean of the Faculty.

That the Department comment in the report on mentoring and feedback provided.

The Curtin Research Fellowships were briefly reviewed, noting that: 

·	their focus was on research; 
·	they commenced at a higher level than the UWA Teaching & Research Fellows 
(Level B with promotion to Level C); 
·	the initial teaching load was low and increased over time; 
·	there was a formal review process; and 
·	there was a high expectation that Fellows would have a 2 year extension funded by the Branch or Department.  

It was noted that these were research as opposed to teaching Fellowships (a priority area of Curtin University), but it was felt that the structured nature of the Fellowships was advantageous.  

Recommendation 14:
That Faculties explore the possibility of a 2 year extension to the Teaching & Research Fellowships to be funded by Faculties.

It was noted the Australian Postdoctoral Fellowship of the ARC offered a 4 year teaching and research option, allowing Fellows to participate in teaching activities of the Department and therefore gaining valuable skills in communication and teaching.  This was likely to enhance career opportunities and the quality of research undertaken.  The host Department is responsible for 25% of the funding.  In 1999, when the scheme was introduced, none of the UWA recipients took up this option. In 2000, of eight positions offered at UWA, three declined, one accepted the 4 year option, and four took the 3 year option.  The reasons for this small take-up of the 4 year option are not known and could include a lack of Departmental funds, a lack of mentoring which may have promoted involvement in teaching as part of gaining broader skills to promote one's career and a desire by individuals to focus on research only.

The Working Party felt this teaching and research option should be made available for all University funded Fellowships.

Recommendation 15:
That the Teaching and Research option of the ARC Postdoctoral Fellowship be promoted amongst research staff.

Recommendation 16:
That all University-funded 3 year Research Fellowships (which generally allow up to 10% teaching) offer a 4 year teaching and research option, to be 75% research and 25% teaching over the total period, with Departments/Faculties contributing 25% of the total cost of the Fellowship.

 

5.	Research Staff and Employment at UWA


“I enjoy research only, but am very concerned about where I go from here in the future.”
Anonymous
Research-Only Staff Survey, 1999


	Addressing issues such as the involvement or interest of research staff in teaching cannot occur without reviewing the general working experience of these staff.  It is notable that the information gathered through the Research Only Staff survey did not contain any surprising results; indeed it complemented the findings of the Working Life Survey of 1997.  

Though there were significant concerns about lack of job security and career opportunities, a large percentage were satisfied with many aspects of their jobs including:  intellectual stimulation (94.6%), job flexibility (92.5%), freedom to choose their method of working (91.8%), the amount of variety in their job (93.9%) and the hours of work (83%).
 
It is of interest and importance that 80% of research staff are between the ages of 26 and 45.  Almost all of these are in the sciences.  This is a time when most people are involved in family formation and consolidation.  As a consequence career issues are of particular concern.

A number of issues will be addressed below; in general they relate to the key negative findings of the surveys Research Only Staff Survey and 1997 Working Life Survey (Research Sub Group): job security, issues to do with careers, and issues to do with recognition of their work and position in the University.  In addition, the issue of organization of research funding within the University is discussed as it appears as a concern amongst some staff and poor understanding of these issues may lead to the feeling by some staff that they are not being fully looked after by the University.

Job Security of Research Staff

From the survey, job security was the largest area research staff were dissatisfied with (74.8% fairly to very dissatisfied).  It is noted the majority of research staff are on contracts of less than 4 years.

It was noted that the current method of funding research is unlikely to change in the near future.  We are dependent on short term grants in a competitive field where, in comparison with other countries, the level of financial support for research is low.   The University is actively lobbying relevant organizations to achieve full funding for research activities rather than the current “funding in aid”.

Job security will be addressed by reviewing staff development of research staff, the awards under which research staff are employed and financial support under special circumstances (safety net scheme).


Ensuring Employability of Research Staff

It should be noted that the majority of citizens in this day and age should expect to have a number of job/career changes throughout their lives.  It was felt the University had  the same responsibility to  its research staff as it did to general staff and to teaching-and-research academic staff to ensure they were employable in a wide range of areas. In the case of research staff, this included providing them with generic and specific skills beyond the research skills developed on the job.  It was noted that research itself was moving in this direction and research centres and the government were pushing to make research accountable, ensuring research had links to industry to make it viable in the long term.

In order to address these needs, over 60% of research staff indicated they would like a networking group.  Of these about 60% would like a mentoring scheme, 28% monthly meetings and 60% regular talks/seminars.  Over 70% respondents would be interested in a Teaching/Research Fellowship.

Research staff should have the same support as all other staff as they represent a large and permanent, rather than transient, component of staff.  Strategies to ensure that research fellows all had opportunities to ensure they were trained for the widest range of career opportunities include:

·	Staff development to increase employability, such as networking, mentoring, seminars and workshops, access to teaching opportunities where desired, and access to travel grants.
·	Encouragement to attend career development programmes (only 7.5% did so in 1997).
·	Regular feedback by supervisor in the context of the Staff Development Review.
·	Provision of a Safety Net Scheme (see below).
·	Possibility of ongoing appointment in some instances (see below).
·	Access to Teaching & Research Fellowships.


Recommendation 17:
That the University address the staff development needs of research staff by making available at central or departm,ental levels mentoring programmes, networking/support seminars and workshops, and a formal staff development programme.


Recommendation 18:
That the University encourage research staff to attend staff development programmes.


It is clear that employers want new employees to have both strong generic and interpersonal skills.  It was suggested that, in developing appropriate development programmes for research staff, the Centre for Staff Development assess this literature, consult with research supervisors about industry skill needs, and with research staff about their needs to devise programmes that expand their employability in the wider labour market.

Recommendation 19:
That the Centre for Staff Development review the skill needs of potential employers in order to guide the development of appropriate programmes for research staff.


5.1.2	Staff Agreements at UWA

It is noted that the majority of research staff are on contracts of less than 4 years and almost all are on fixed term contracts.  Of those surveyed, 73% were on an academic award and 27% on a general staff award.  As noted above, whilst recognizing job security related to the method of funding research in Australia (short term grants, 1-3 years) and the amount of funding (highly competitive), issues were raised in the Survey and from elsewhere that related to the following:

·	Method for determining the award (academic versus general).
·	Use of one year contracts rather than funding for the length of the grant.
·	Reappointment on the lowest salary point of a scale.
·	Method of determining a contract (eg General - ongoing or fixed term; Academic - fixed term, tenurable and tenured).

It is clear many of these areas are in a state of flux and are being actively addressed by the University.  Many of the decisions one way or the other have financial implications for an investigator holding a grant or a Department or Faculty, as well as the University as a whole and a decision which may be viewed to adversely affect a researcher, may have been made at a variety of levels, most often by the grant holder.


Regarding "Method of Determining an Agreement", the University had previously had to deal with pay scales (e.g. NHMRC/ARC) which did not always correlate with its own agreement.  Although at the higher (academic) and lower (general) staff levels, categorization is generally clear, there is a middle ground where individuals could be classified under either agreement and indeed have been swapped from one to the other from year to year as granting bodies changed.  The use of one or other agreement has financial implications for a researcher and Department, for example an academic agreement including long service leave.

Recommendation 20:
That a uniform categorization of academic and general staff agreement levels, duties and titles, be developed for UWA research staff.

Recommendation 21:
That the transfer of an individual from an academic staff agreement to the general staff agreement be avoided unless there are valid reasons.

Regarding the use of 1 year contracts, these may be favoured as they are cheaper to the employer [8% (TESS) vs 17% (TESS/SSAU)].  One year contracts may be used as a de facto "probation period".  However short term contracts tend to attract a less skilled pool of applicants and add significantly to the administration of staff.  It is noted some granting agencies (eg ARC) only give "indicative" funding beyond 1 year, which may encourage the case of 1 year contracts.

Recommendation 22:
That Departments and grant holders be strongly encouraged to employ staff for the length of a project or grant rather than on shorter contracts.

Regarding "reappointment at the lowest salary point of a scale", it is noted that increments relating to long term employment of an employee must apply regardless of the length of the grant.  Although it is uncommon, staff continue to be reappointed at the lowest point of a scale.  This is against the  University’s intention regarding increments.

Recommendation 23:
That Human Resources and Heads of Department encourage research staff to become aware of their employment rights.

Regarding "the method of determining a contract", the Higher Education Contract of Employment Award (HECEA) for both academic and general staff has a number of subcategories under each, under which staff can be appointed.  For academic staff, these are tenured (ongoing), tenurable (ongoing subject to probation), fixed term, fractional and casual.  For general staff they are ongoing (full-time or part-time), fixed term (full-time or part-time) and casual.  It should be noted that tenured or tenurable appointments are not distinct in their own right, and the University can still terminate an appointment on the grounds of misconduct or make a position redundant due to a lack of need of the position.  The differences between fixed term and ongoing agreements have been largely eliminated except for the application of redundancy, redeployment provisions and the application of SSAU.  Therefore ongoing appointments do carry greater benefits than fixed term appointments for staff but also have financial implications for research groups, Departments, Faculties and the University.  

To qualify for an ongoing appointment, work needs to be on the same project, or of the same nature and from the same funding source for ≥ 5 years before this can be considered.  Once achieved, funding sources etc can change without loss of ongoing status.

There may have been an inappropriate and excessive used of fixed term contracts to the detriment of an individual and the provisions in the academic and general staff  agreements now give clear guidelines as to whether a position should be filled on a fixed term contract nature. Despite this, most research grants are for 2 - 3 years (80% of Survey respondents are employed on current contracts for ≤ 3 years), and for most research staff, it is difficult to achieve an ongoing status.  

The Working Party felt that the University should have a responsibility to longstanding staff (greater than 10 years), and consideration should be given to offering an ongoing appointment where benefits of long service leave and a redundancy payout were made available to staff. However, such a transfer has significant ongoing cost implications for a Department and therefore needs to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  Some Departments (notably Public Health) have been able to change some long serving staff members from a fixed term to an ongoing appointment.  Clearly this is of benefit to an individual. 

Recommendation 24:  
That Departments be encouraged to transfer long serving staff from fixed term contracts to ongoing contracts when possible.


5.2	Career opportunities within UWA

Almost 90% of research staff would like to pursue a research career, in both teaching and research (67%) or research alone (55%).   Only about 30% are interested in moving outside academia.  27% see a research career as very likely and of these, 51% see it as somewhat likely to be achievable at UWA.  It was noted the Survey was unable to differentiate those early in their career and likely to move, and those late in their career (eg may already have completed their postdoctoral experience).

There was some concern in the Working Party that the number who saw themselves as staying at UWA was high and may represent researchers who could not envisage themselves working elsewhere or doing a different job.  This may indicate an inability to transfer skills into different areas.  It was noted the ARC required justification as to why a Fellowship applicant was not moving to another academic institution from the place they completed their PhD.

Clearly the strategies to address this issue relate to maintaining and increasing the strength of the University of Western Australia as a research institution, as well as ensuring employability of research staff in general (mentoring, staff development, regular review and feedback), as discussed above.

Recommendation 25:  
That opportunities to broaden the research experience of UWA staff be explored (for example, exchanges between the University and industry) as a means of enhancing career opportunities for individuals.


5.3 	Recognition of Research Staff Contribution at UWA

It is clear research staff feel there is a lack of recognition of their teaching and supervisory duties, as has been mentioned previously.  Other aspects of their working life contribute to a lack of a sense of belonging.

As regards involvement in Departments, 61.2% felt valued by fellow Departmental staff (31% very satisfied or satisfied, 30% somewhat satisfied) which meant 30% were fairly dissatisfied or dissatisfied and 8.2% very dissatisfied.  

Over 60% know they are allowed to attend academic staff meeting but there is a great deal of confusion as to whether they are allowed and whether they have voting rights (48% of those who know they are permitted to attend have voting rights).  Similar confusion exists for general staff meetings.  It should be noted 73% were on an academic staff award.

Although, as noted before, most were happy with the relatively little say they had in course content and teaching, less than 40% believe they have a meaningful say in the research direction of the department and 17% on budget issues, and most were dissatisfied with this situation.

Recommendation 26:  
That the role of research staff in Departmental activities, including: 
Ÿ	attendance and voting rights at academic or general staff meetings; 
Ÿ	input into the Department’s direction on research and budget; and 
Ÿ	workload allocation
be clarified and research staff be encouraged to participate. 

That research staff be given similar rights to teaching and research staff in the areas in which they are operating.

It was clear from the surveys and discussion with Faculties, that research staff had limited access to benefits available to teaching-and-research staff on an ongoing appointment, in particular travel grants. In addition there were complaints that they had to pay for photocopying, computers, local conferences, research chemicals, using the car for University business and not gaining reimbursement and access to secretarial staff.   Some Faculties had an allocation for travel funds either at Departmental or Faculty level, although it was not clear who was able to access such funds. In a number of instances it was clear they were available to  teaching-and-research but not research staff.  It was felt this should be reviewed in the light of appropriate support for research staff in their work and should be clarified at the time of appointment.   In addition, it appeared some central funding was available for travel through the Supplementary Travel Grant Scheme for newly appointed Level A and B academic staff, but this was to a limited group of research and teaching and research staff.

Recommendation 27: 
That the budgeting process within Departments and Faculties be  transparent to all staff.

Recommendation 28:
That the access of research staff to assistance such as travel grants  be reviewed and that research staff be encouraged to make full use of such grants.

Recommendation 29 :
That travel grants be more available to research staff either through the expansion of current central and Faculty based schemes incorporating the setting of priority areas (eg new staff), or alternatively, that the Research Committee consider establishing a travel grant scheme for research staff.

Recommendation 30:
That, as part of research staff induction into a Department, the entitlements of research staff be explained.

Overall, it was clear that many research staff did not feel valued as members of staff.

Recommendation 31:  
That the University promote the activities and contributions of research staff to the wider University community.


5.4	Funding of Research Activities at UWA

It was noted that a large number of research staff perceived that the University claims a significant financial supplementation of their research activities is required, but felt the University did not adequately acknowledge the significant amount of money research staff brought into the University.  The Working Party felt this issue was connected with research staff members’ feeling that their contribution to the University was not fully recognised. The points below are made after discussing the University budget model and the costs of research with Mr Baker and Dr Thomson. (See also Appendix 4, "The Receipt and Distribution of UWA Funds (2 April 1998) and the letter from Michael Gallagher, First Assistant Secretary of the Higher Education Division (23 December 1999)). 

1.	Research and consultancies increase the University’s total income and enhance its reputation, but they also add to the University’s cost burden unless there is a provision for the recovery of indirect or infrastructure costs. In Australia the provision of infrastructure costs by Government and industry is at present inadequate.

2.	Infrastructure is defined as existing facilities and equipment (including laboratory and office space), existing research support staff (including university funded research assistants and technical officers), administrative support, and other indirect support services such as libraries, computer services, telecommunications, power and lighting, and building maintenance and cleaning. 

3.	On the whole, grants from the Commonwealth (including ARC and NHMRC) only provide for the direct costs of the project, and even then the funding is often inadequate to meet some of the full direct costs of the grant, such as increases in salary levels due to enterprise bargaining. The University has used central reserves and discretionary funds to held fund this shortfall and has put pressure on the funding agencies to appropriately fund salaries of research staff. It is noted that it is a policy of the Federal Government to encourage universities to broaden their financial base and it is unlikely this will change in the near future. It is also noted that most grants are termed "grants in aid", acknowledging that they do not fully fund the research. 

4.	
Infrastructure for Commonwealth research grants is provided for primarily by the Research Infrastructure Block Grant (RIBG). In 1999 the RIBG returned 19 cents in the dollar of research income earned from National Competitive Grants (eg ARC and NHMRC) and 93% of this was returned directly to faculties.

Most of the Australian Government’s funding to universities is allocated through the block operating grant. The Research Quantum (RQ) is a component of the DETYA operating grant measured by research income, higher degree completions and publication output, which is used to notionally support research activity of universities. At UWA the RQ allocation is about double the RIBG but not all of this funding is used to support research infrastructure. Universities have considerable discretion in the way they spend the RQ funds, and can use them to fund their own grants or award schemes, research salaries, or whatever other research activities they decide. 

In 1999, 73% of the combined RIBG and RQ was returned directly to faculties through the Faculty Funding Model. Additional money is contributed to faculties and research groups through the Capital Works Programme and the University facilities (power, animal services, building maintenance, minor works etc).

5.	Over the past few years the RIBG and RQ allocation at the federal level has remained essentially constant and UWA’s share of this allocation is dependent on our relative performance in attracting research funding against other institutions in the sector. If a research agency were to double its research funding, as is the case for the NHMRC recently, then the infrastructure support of these projects from the RIBG would be effectively halved. This contrasts with other countries such as the UK and USA where research infrastructure support is up to 60 cents in the dollar of grant funds.

6.	Industry research support is not eligible for RIBG funds and therefore additional University charges are expected to be costed into the project budget (15% or 35% of the total direct costs of the project, depending on whether the project has been fully costed). It was noted that infrastructure costs at UWA were not being appropriately sought in a number of areas; it was considered that approximately $4 million could be recouped if infrastructure costs were appropriately negotiated prior to development of the grant.  It was noted an educational program involving research is needed to enhance the recovery of infrastructure costs from these projects. 

Overall, it was noted that:

(i)	The costs of teaching and research are high. Money for these activities, in particular from government sources, only partially covers the direct and indirect costs of the project; and less so in this country than in other countries.  The University's mission, however, relates to both research and teaching and both activities significantly enhance the University and its reputation.  As such, the University appropriately supports both these activities. 

	
The University’s capacity to maintain an adequate infrastructure over time will depend on whether research projects appropriately fund the infrastructure base. Otherwise the University community may need to address what level of research activity it can support without jeopardising teaching activities, research activities and the research community.


	The funding chain from the University through to faculties, departments and individual researchers is complex but should be accessible to individuals.  Poor understanding of these processes and of exactly how money is spent is likely to engender mistrust. Greater transparency in the funding process at all levels, greater understanding by all staff of budgeting and greater involvement of research staff in decisions made related to budgeting, at a departmental level, was felt to be important.


It was suggested that the organization of funding and support for teaching and research activity within the University and the implications for individuals teaching and research be clearly explained to the University community, not only to maintain good working relationships between the different sectors, but also to ensure full cost recovery for activities where possible.  An educational program is essential to do this and budget workshops for staff run by the CSD are currently being organised. All staff would be encouraged to familiarize themselves with the budget which is available on the web (http://www.acs.uwa.edu.au/frs/budget/).

Recommendations 26 and 27 have already stated the need to achieve greater transparency in budgeting down to the level of Departments and proposed that research staff be offered the opportunity to have an input to the budgetary decisions of a Department. An educational programme regarding this was also felt to be essential.

Recommendation 32:
That to maintain optimal relations between different sectors of the University, an education programme regarding the organization of funding and support for teaching and research activity within the University be developed.


Support to Retain Staff

In view of the short term and competitive nature of research funding, job security is an 
important issue for most research staff, as demonstrated by the Survey results.  Two major areas were discussed: the Safety Net Scheme and retention of professorial level staff.

5.5.1	Safety Net Scheme

The establishment of a safety net scheme has been entertained by the University for many years with a working group (Chair Professor R Goldie) in 1993 reporting on the issue. More recently this was reviewed and the possibility of a UWA  Key Personnel Retention (KeyPR) Scheme considered; as yet no scheme has been established. It is recognised that from time to time research proposals from even strong research groups may fail to attract funding and therefore lose salary support for research personnel who are recognised to be skilled and valuable. Frequently this represents a short term problem which could be helped by a period of financial support.

The current use of a safety net mechanism within Faculties was reviewed by the Working Party and found to vary significantly between Faculties.
	
(a)	Science 

·	It was noted that Science allocated $30,000 to applicants who had near-miss grants.  This was a formal procedure inviting applications through Head of Department and it was decided at the Faculty level.  In 1999 the $30,000 was divided amongst three applicants, and one had additional funding through the Strategic Matching Fund.
·	Through Financial Reserves, Discretionary Fund support was given to individuals who were able to approach Faculty for support for equipment, travel or salary support in an informal way.
·	Overall Science were supportive of matching funds for a safety net scheme and felt the Faculty should be able to focus on priority areas.

(b)		Arts 

·	Arts had no safety net scheme, and it did not appear of acute relevance to most staff.  There was some interest in supporting a scheme.

(c) 	Medicine and Dentistry 

·	No Safety Net Scheme exists at present.  There are plans to use money from a small bequest fund for such as scheme but it will be limited to certain areas of research.  There is significant interest in supporting a safety net scheme but was felt the Faculty should have the responsibility for prioritising applications to the scheme.
·	It was noted some granting bodies (Raine) occasionally were able to support near miss grants for example for NHMRC and thus it should be ensured this scheme did not impact on these granting bodies.

(d)	Agriculture.

	Money from the Agriculture Operating Grant has been used in an ad hoc, small scale fashion.  Three applications over 4 years were received by the Executive Dean who consulted with the Faculty Executive before approving funding.  It was not advertised, but as it was felt that funding within the Faculty was transparent, all staff members were aware of the possibility.
	There was considerable interest in a scheme with matching funds.


(e)	ECEL

·	No formal scheme exists.
·	1 or 2 personnel in last few years were supported; used in one instance to tide a Teaching & Research Fellow over to the commencement of a teaching appointment.
·	Individual cases were reviewed on merit.
·	Costs were shared between Departments and the Faculty.

(f)	Engineering 

·	There is no Faculty Level Scheme for the support of post docs "post-grant" or "between grants".  Occasionally there have been one off applications to Faculty but no moves to set up a Faculty- wide scheme.
	Most felt it was the responsibility of Departments to look after such staff and were concerned that a formal central scheme would cost the Departments more money in the long run with reduced funding to other areas.  There was some cautious interest in a safety net Scheme, therefore, taking into account the need to know how it would affect the overall budget. If the Scheme meant the University acknowledged its responsibility to employees by minimising the effect of discontinuities in employment and uncertainty of extension, it would be useful.


In reviewing the responses from Faculties and previous plans for a Safety Net Scheme, the Working Party noted the following points:

·	In the following circumstances Faculties may provide money to staff:
1.	Grants which were highly rated but not funded, and where there was a good chance of funding in a subsequent year or where the loss of a staff member would have a deleterious effect on the project because of their skills. Faculty funding given either to the Chief Investigator for the salary or staff employed on the Grant.
2.	To priority areas within Faculty that required financial support, and were likely to receive external grant funding in the near future which may not have fallen directly into the category noted above (eg may not be an individual).
3.	Rollover funding for shortfalls for staff appointments.

·	The focus of safety net schemes should be on individuals rather than development of priority areas within the Faculty. It is noted, however, that in deciding which individuals with near-miss grants should be supported, it is more likely those who formed part of a large research group, with extensive collaborations and a large amount of income would be more successful than researchers working alone.

·	Therefore it is felt that the near-miss grant should be prerequisite for entry into the safety net scheme but is recognised that in the ranking of those to be supported, it is more likely that priority areas in Faculty would be supported.

·	Redeployment where researchers are supported to move into another research or working area is a separate issue and does not fall under this scheme.

Overall, there was significant support for the establishment of a safety net scheme although it was recognised it would only be able to help a small number of individuals each year.  It was agreed there should be a formal round of applications to Departments from Faculties, with  prioritising of grants at Faculty level, where the expertise on the grants and research workers existed.   Issues such as equity across Faculties based, for example, on each Faculty's research funding via the Faculty Funding Model or on one or more of the research components (ie research input, publications, higher degree completions, etc.), or on the number of research staff in each Faculty, and whether there should be competition between Faculties at a central level were all felt to be more appropriately dealt with by other committees within the University such as the Research Committee.  

Recommendation 33:

That the University provide funding for a safety net scheme based on support for individuals who had high quality grants that were not funded (either Chief Investigator or staff member employed by the grant) and were likely to be funded in the near future.

Recommendation 34:
That the initial review and prioritisation of safety net grant applicants be made at the level of Faculty following a formal invitation from Faculty to Departments for applications.

Recommendation 35:
That the safety net scheme be funded by a mixture of Faculty funds and matching central funds, possibly through the Research Matching Fund. 

Recommendation 36:
That the Research Committee overview the safety net scheme, addressing issues such as how grants are prioritised and funded at a central level and how funding is distributed to Faculties.


5.5.2 	Support for Professorial Level Staff

It was noted that job insecurity was not confined to the lower or intermediate levels and also occurred at the level of Professorial Fellows, who apply for their own salaries and depend on research funding.  As job security is limited, the University face the possibility of Professorial Fellows being attracted to other Universities in more secure jobs, unless they are successful in obtaining on-going appointments at this University.  The Australian Society for Medical Research Survey of Australian Biomedical researchers working abroad found most were not optimistic about the Australian research environment or the possibility of maintaining a career in Australia.  It was noted that while the safety net scheme was important at a post-graduate level, security for Professorial Fellows needed increased funding for Professorial Fellows in research positions.

Recommendation 37:
That the University seek to increase the amount of funding available for on-going Professorial Fellowship appointments for research staff. 



6. 	Conclusion



In the tradition of highly successful international universities, the University of Western Australia has signalled its commitment to building a stronger nexus between teaching and research.  It was the particular role of the Working Party to examine how research staff might contribute to this objective.

A number of recommendations are put forward.  Most are directed towards building bridges between the teaching and research roles by clarifying the expectations, rights and responsibilities of research staff and the departments within which they work.  While it is almost impossible for the University to alter the research grants system which results in fixed term employment, it is acknowledged that, as an employer, it has responsibilities beyond the terms of the grant.  There is, for example, a responsibility to ensure that research staff are seen as fully participating members of the UWA staff, that their contributions are valued and recognised, and their employability in the broader labour market is maintained through regular skills development opportunities.  For those staff who have been longstanding employees every effort should be made to maintain continuity of employment.  

The Working Party is of the view that a University committed to these values will continue to attract high quality research staff and, hence, produce high quality outcomes.
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