Notes on Academic Women’s Forum end of year meeting: 

3-5pm, Friday 18 November 2005, Urrbrae House, Waite Campus

Prior to indulging in the drinks and nibbles, the meeting discussed our achievements for 2005 and our plans for 2006.

1. Jo Carrick:, the Equity Projects Officer, noted some of the initiatives for 2006: 

· The proposed fair treatment policy places bullying, sexual harassment, sexual discrimination and anti-racism into the one policy; given that employees often experience a combination of these.  Two other important initiatives are 1) introducing a complaints process for students and 2) offering strategies for an intermediary stage before moving to an official complaint.  Following members’ requests, Jo has placed the draft policy on the AWF website for comment from members, on a tight time frame, by December.

· Jo and Julia are working hard to ensure that the women in leadership program move away from its current deficit model to identifying the structural barriers that impede women from taking up leadership positions at the university and offering strategies for overcoming those barriers (at least until the organization removes them), propisng a one day workshop with academic women to identify what their leadership needs and goals are.  

· In relation to a mentoring scheme for academic women, the CLPD will ‘service’ such a scheme once set up, but so far the university is offering no more support than this, ie unlike UWA it is not offering to develop and sponsor a scheme.  It was suggested that early career academics and postgraduates nearing the completion of their degrees should also be involved in a mentoring scheme while the other target group should be senior women at levels C and D, perhaps organising programs for senior women across the Go8

· promotions policy: 

· several reviews are underway, including one led by Jo, one by the GED Committee, while the V-C has asked for a comment from GED on the ‘The great barrier myth’ produced for the AVCC (Martha Augoustinos criticized the title given the document identified a range of barriers to women’s promotion).   

· Training in equity and diversity and evaluating teaching has been reintroduced and there are plans to strengthen it.  

· Promotion seminars next year will be offered to men and women, but those for women will be more intense and more workshop oriented.  

· Given widespread interest in the evaluation of teaching in promotion and other issues, it was proposed that a seminar on promotional issues, particularly assessment of merit, may be useful in 2006, drawing on women from a range of areas such as engineering, science, music.  Tracey Winning has made some detailed comments about this issue and could be asked to speak at such a seminar.  

· Kathie Muir pointed out that promotion criteria did not explicitly identify the leadership/mentoring work of developing tutors in large courses while CPLD did not have an evaluation form whereby these tutors could evaluate the course convenor as part of the promotion documentation.  

2. Martha Augoustinos, convenor research group

· Martha suggested that many research clusters, eg those in psychology, excluded women or women felt unwelcome, although Tanya Monroe, Professor in Chemistry and Physics reported no such problems with those clusters with which she was involved.    Two models were proposed for AWF: ‘one research on women for women’ and ‘a women’s research network’.  After discussion, the latter was felt to be more inclusive and Martha would call for presentations to a research network day in semester one (of work in progress or research just completed), perhaps introduced with a keynote speaker, grouping the papers by theme for those who could not attend the whole day, and from this developing research connections, multidisciplinary teams.  Hopefully the papers could find publication in an edited issue of a journal or journals, as happened with the gender roundtable organized by Barb Pocock.   

· Ongoing connections would be maintained with a research activities site on the AWF website where members could post their research interests, while the new AWF list allows anyone to send a posting to the whole list.

· Another issue raised was how women could get listed in the role of associate investigator, from which role they often completed unrecognized work for CIs.

3. Rosemary Owens and Xianlin Song: reps on the university reference group for industrial relations etc

· Rosemary noted that AWAs had to be offered to all staff by August 2006, and the new enterprise bargain also needed to be in place by then, removing the non-compliant provisions in the present award (anything that does or appears to give the union a preferable position or preferable treatment).  If the new enterprise bargain is not in place, employers can offer their staff the basic wage ($25 an hour) along with the four enshrined conditions (2 weeks annual leave, if not bargained away, 10 days sick leave, unpaid parental leave).  

· There is confusion concerning how to be HEWRS compliant, the final decision being made by the minister, so that universities are responding in a more or less draconian fashion to the NTEU and staff.  

· The federal reform means that AWAs override collectively negotiated agreements which override the award

· Xianlin noted that elected members seemed to be meeting without the nominated members from WPDN and AWF on occasion

· The reference group will not be the enterprise bargaining group which will consist of one (elected the reference group has suggested, nominated the university has suggested) academic and general staff member as well as a representative from the NTEU

· AWAs were first offered in April, the university having 6 templates on its website

· AWF was urged to sign up all academic women who wished to be members – asking Jo if we can use the all academic women list used to notify promotion forums to put all academic women initially onto AWF list and advising on a strategy to sign up new academic women as they join the university: ACTION: JO

· It was also suggested that AWF should find out how academic women’s groups elsewhere in the Go8 were dealing with the new industrial relations environment ACTION: JO to provide contacts and names of such groups if she has them

4. Margie Ripper was unable to speak about proposals for the Working group to develop strategies for greater consultation between academic women and management.  However she asked Chilla to pass on her plans 

· which were 1) to analyse Jo’s chart showing where women were in the university by level and division but b) to add to this a mapping of where the power lies and the extent to which women are involved in those committees that actually make decisions (e.g. the dean’s executive committees) or are on committees that get told decisions made elsewhere (e.g. the way some education and research committees appear to operate).  The purpose of the group would then be to increase communication among women both up and down the hierarchy as well as laterally and to provide information that will allow academic women to focus on securing administrative roles with real decision-making power

· Tanya Monroe suggested that AWF call for a ‘culture’ or ‘cimate’ survey, a mechanism for assessing whether and when women feel discriminated against, ignored and so on

· Another call was for a focus on promotion, retention and satisfaction for women academics cf men (e.g. more female (179) than male (131) staff terminated their appointed iin reporting period: with 64 women cf 40 men resigning and ONLY women noting dissatisfaction with either promotion opportunities (1 female) or type of work (1 female): Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Compliance Report 2004-2005(
Chilla Bulbeck reported on other plans for 2006:

· Chilla is delighted to thank Suzanne Hunt who will be the convenor in Chilla’s absence in semester 1, 2006, with Marg Allen as on-site mentor and to take over Suzanne finds she is spending too much time on it; and Chilla as off-site mentor.  Janna Morrison is considering becoming the deputy convenor of AWF;

· the new AWF list is interactive allowing members to post to the whole list

· the  VC initially replied to AWF’s letter in a very general way but Chilla has secured a meeting with him in December, which Suzanne will also attend.  The outcome will be posted on the website and to the list

· Following the research development day, it was suggested we have another workshop on tackling on structural issues which form barriers to women’s work-life balance with interest expressed from  Vivian Moore, Public Health and Verna Blewett, GWSI, who planned to discuss this with Chris Beasley, Politics

· A session on AWAs and female academic staff response will also be planned (eg Attraction/retention loadings used to attract and retain staff: 23 female staff have these with average loading of  $9,224 by contrast with 90 male staff with average loading of  $42,133 (p27, Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Compliance Report 2004-2005: copies available from Jo Carrick (Joanna.Carrick@adelaide.edu.au) most of these are academic staff)

· Eileen Scott was thanked for organising a convivial afternoon in gorgeous surroundings 

