
EIS-FELA Further written submission, dated 23 November 2016 
 
A. VOLUNTARY SEVERANCE 
 
At your session the Principal did not recognise the figures mentioned in your 
questions regarding VS as being accurate. The provenance of our figures is set out 
below: 
 
 Source 1. ’Prior to the merger, Edinburgh College anticipated savings of £9.5m 

annually through a voluntary severance scheme, which SFC assisted with a 
grant of £7.5m. Edinburgh College released a total of 270 staff at a cost of 
£9.8m. Edinburgh College funded the balance of £2.3m above the SFC 
funding. Since 2011-12, SFC has provided Edinburgh College with £8.5m in 
total funding to support the merger and latterly the development of the 
college. We are disappointed that despite this level of resource many of the 
actions necessary to fully implement the merger are not complete. In 
particular the staff restructuring to support the correct curriculum for the region 
is not yet in place. It would appear that the voluntary severance was not 
sufficiently targeted or managed. 
(http://www.sfc.ac.uk/web/FILES/ReportsandPublications/Edinburgh_College_
PME_Report.pdf)' 

    
 Source 2. ’Management approved 80 voluntary severance applications with a total 

cost of £3.1 million in 2012-13, which are expected to deliver annual savings 
of £2.8 million.' (Annual audit report to the BOM of Edinburgh College and the 
Auditor General for Scotland. Year ended 31 July 2013) 

    
 Source 3. ’VS -  2,493 for 2013’. (Edinburgh College Annual Report and Financial 

Statements for the period ended 31 March 2014) 
 

Source 4. ’The 16 month period shows a deficit of £5.1m. This deficit has 
been impacted by voluntary severance costs of £1.9m (2014: Nil)’ (Edinburgh 
College Annual report and financial statements for the period ended 31 July 
2015) 

 
Figures for staff totals, the proportion of lecturing staff (showing a decline of the latter 
from 44% at merger to 41% presently), and the change in FTE of 3.8 between 2012 
(1,165.8 FTE) and 2016 (1,162 FTE)  are available from the SFC InFact database 
(covering staffing the three Edinburgh Colleges immediately prior to merger) and the 
September 2016 Edinburgh College Board minutes.  
 
The figure of £1.8m VS for 18 senior management individuals was compiled from 
management accounts for the three pre-merger colleges issued after the merger. 
The cumulative figure for all three was £1,836,000. 
  
Regarding the accuracy of statements made by respondents at your hearing it was 
stated that two Heads of Department recently took VS. In fact the number was 
seven, as follows: 
  
1. Head of Construction -  



2. Head of International -  
3. Head of Business School -  
4. Head of Communities -  
5. Head of Quality -  
6. Head of OD -  
7. Head of HR -  
 
Total College income 2012-2016 was £284m (College accounts). VS spending was 
£14.8m, equal to 5.2% of total income, while the percentage reduction in FTE after 
VS was 0.3%. VS was intended to generate savings through a reduced workforce as 
the above statements show. However, a reduction of 3.8 FTE at a cost of £14.8m 
puts each FTE reduction at £3.89m. 
 
The poor use of VS system was highlighted as early as 2013 in a letter we sent to 
the Minister and investigated by Mr. Kemp at the time. We wrote: 
 
'Severance packages use money earmarked for education to pay someone not to 
work. The presumption is that those paid off are surplus to educational requirements 
and money spent will be recouped in future salary savings.  
 
Unfortunately, since the beginning of the new academic year it has become clear 
that a proportion of amount spent on severance in lieu of education was given away 
needlessly.  Replacement lecturers are indeed required; classes have been left 
uncovered; and as we show below, the loss of essential, experienced staff has made 
the College is far less effective than before.  
 
One example is in the electrical department at Sighthill. Someone was paid to leave 
and now a new member of staff is being recruited to replace him. This is not an 
isolated example. It is fortunate that the severance package offered in the maths 
department was declined, as it too has been badly affected by staff shortages, with 
classes sitting in rooms with no lecturers for weeks. After reorganisation IT teachers 
still have no Programme Manager to oversee their area.’ ((Edinburgh College - EIS-
FELA letter to Cabinet Secretary: SFC response). 
 
B. THE FUNDAMENTAL CORE OF THE PROBLEM - CHANGE IN ACTIVITY 
LEVELS 
 
At your hearing the Principal stated that since merger ‘the number coming through 
the door has stayed roughly consistent.’ She then said that the true figure was 
around 19,000 and ‘it stayed roughly at that level since merger.’ This claim 
contradicts earlier College statements, which are themselves highly contradictory. 
 
1. ’The new College will provide first-class learning and teaching to more than 
35,000 students’. (Summary Merger Proposal. Edinburgh Colleges merger, April 
2012.pdf) 
 
2. ’2012-13 - Number of student places - 29,427.’ ‘This number has increased by 
9%.’ ’Student numbers have increased in the year.’ 
(http://doc.edinburghcollege.ac.uk/welcome/Strategic%20Plan%20Stakeholder%20S
ummary.pdf ) 



 
3. ‘Holistically college activity levels have decreased by approximately 31,000 
WSUMs since 2010-11. The number of students has also decreased (approx 
15,000) in the same period.’(2014-17 Outcome Agreement. Context Statement 
2015/16).  
 
The Principal stated several times that the original 35,000 students figure quoted 
might have been the number of applications and that ‘there were never, ever 35,000 
students’. In her update to all staff of 21 November she is even more categorical, 
stating that the 35,000 figure ‘was actually based on student applications, not 
individual enrolled students.’ Student applications were much larger than 35,000 for 
the three colleges combined. Information on enrolments to the SFC shows pre-
merger levels considerably higher than 35,000. Furthermore post-merger there was 
a decline on all measures, and steeper than nationally. This is shown in the table 
below: 

 
The version of events presented at your committee by those questioned was 
contradictory. It was suggested: 
a) the College has now run into difficulties because is no longer recruiting enough 
students and so cannot attract the same funding as formerly, yet 
b) the number of students at the College has, in the words of the Principal ‘remained 
roughly consistent’. 
 
These positions are mutually exclusive. An additional argument put forward which 
attempted to explain both a) and b) is that poor recruitment to the College was 
attributable to a ‘lack of demand.’ Mr Kemp said: ‘demand is not sufficient for the 
amount of activity the College has.’ The Principal states in the July 2015 Annual 
Accounts that ‘the College will now be re-based to a lower level of activity to reflect 
the real demand.’  
 
This appears to blame the young people of the Lothians for the situation that has 



arisen at Edinburgh College. It is the case that since its creation the College has 
fallen short of its target every year while nationally this has not been the case. In 
2015/16 the College asked for an activity level 6% lower than its initial target, and 
achieved an activity level 10% below. In 2016/17 that target is 10% below the 
nationally benchmarked figure.  
 
Since targets are based on a demographic model of demand one would expect a 
demographic decline in contrast to the rest of Scotland in the order of 10% to have 
taken place. The ‘Catchment Area Profile’ of the current Outcome Agreement reports 
the opposite. For example, ‘The region has more people aged in their 20s and 30s… 
relative to the rest of Scotland’, while ‘the 16 to 24 age group is expected to decline 
over the next decade at a slower rate than the Scottish average. The number of 
adults of ‘prime’ working age is expected to rise over the coming decade, compared 
to a static picture nationally.’  
 
This would suggest rising demand in the Lothians. Unless there is some particular 
reason why Lothian residents are less interested in education than their peers 
elsewhere, there is little to suggest that the failure to meet national targets (which are 
already based on demographic modelling) is due to an inherent lack of demand. The 
cause is therefore far more likely to be attributable to the College, and in particular its 
approach to recruitment. 
 
In our previous submission we detailed the efforts the EIS went to to dissuade the 
College from replacing the methods used successfully by the predecessor Lothian 
colleges. One characteristic change was to announce that applications would close 4 
months earlier than previously. We note in the Principal’s submission to your 
committee that she fails to mention this, but talks instead of now advocating all-year 
round enrolment like other colleges. The fact that this was announced after your 
investigation commenced, but that there was no acknowledgement of the problems 
early closure had already caused, is another reason to doubt the validity of the ‘lack 
of demand’ argument. 
 
What has been the response to the developing recruitment crisis? The minutes of 
the September 2016 Board meeting offer just three solutions:  
 
1) ‘across the board budget reductions of 1.6%’ which would mean ‘service delivery 
in a number of areas will be adversely affected’; 
2) ‘across the board budget reductions of 0.8%’ which would mean ‘service delivery 
in a number of areas will be adversely affected by more manageable’;  
3) ‘remove courses and/or course occurrences’. It is surprising that, given that so 
much funding depends on student numbers, that the emphasis is not squarely on 
recruiting more students by using the talents of its hundreds of staff to do so. 
 
 
 
C. THE CHANGE IN FINANCIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 
 
At the point of merger Edinburgh College was the richest in Scotland, and it received 
the most merger support. It is now in deficit by a large amount: 
 



Audit Scotland report, September 2013 
Region (2011-12) Cash and cash equivalents I&E reserve 
Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire 23,550 24,392 
Ayrshire 10,409   8,276 
Borders   2,957   4,726 
Central   3,377 -6,368 
Dumfries and Galloway   4,265  6,528 
Edinburgh 29,939 57,259
Fife   9,364   8,180 
Glasgow (note this covers 3 
colleges) 

54,734 45,324 

Highlands and Islands 15,675   7,627 
Lanarkshire 16,636 35,591 
Tayside 10,836 12,065 
West   9,876   8,075 
West Lothian   2,506 -7,059 
SRUC   5,016   9,241 
 
 
The September 2013 Audit Scotland report on FE lists the costs of this 
reorganisation across the various regions: 
 
Cost of merger (£m) 
 
Edinburgh College   17 
Glasgow North East  6.6 
Aberdeenshire   6 
Glasgow Clyde   9.9 
Tayside    4.3 
Fife     8 
Lanarkshire    4.9 
Ayrshire    5 
West     6.6 
 
(We would like to correct one figure on merger costs previously sent to you. The 
average cost of college mergers outside Edinburgh was £6.6m not £4.5m). 
 
 
D. MISCELLANEOUS 
 
Gardening Leave: Both Mr Williamson and Mr Kemp said they were only aware of 
one person gaining gardening leave at the College. There are at least three (names 
supplied on demand). The estimated cost stated at your hearing was £50,000, 
however an FOI on the matter reported £98,763. 
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/garden_leave_at_edinburgh_colleg#inco
ming-878472 
 
Apprentice given class to teach: Some classes in the Automotive section at 
Midlothian campus have been covered by a fourth year Apprentice, i.e. a student. 



This was the result of an email from management and has been happening for a 
number of weeks. The college ran into significant issues surrounding PVG checked 
staff last year and run the risk of falling foul again with this inappropriate use of 
cover. 
 


