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Preamble 
This document has been drawn up based on feedback from UoLIA staff who are members of IWGB. 

All of these staff have read the consultation documents with attention and attended the staff 

meetings with the Director of Operations and Deputy Chief Executive Craig O’Callaghan and the Pro-

Vice-Chancellor and Chief Executive Dr Mary Stiasny.  

This document does not represent the views of any one individual, nor should the comments it 

contains be read as a criticism of any individuals or teams within UoLIA at the present time.  

IWGB’s aim in submitting this document is to allow its members to participate positively and 

responsibly in the consultation in order to assist Mary and Craig in their stated goal of improving the 

department and improving the student experience, which is welcomed and applauded by IWGB. 

Finally, IWGB members in UoLIA would like Craig and Mary to note that, regardless of the 

University’s current stance on recognition of IWGB, they are all members of staff of the department 

and their views are therefore valid. We trust, therefore, that this response will be considered on an 

equal footing to all the other responses received during the consultation period. 

Summary 
IWGB members within UoLIA have welcomed the opportunity to be consulted on such wide-ranging 

changes and hope that this heralds a change in working culture, from an organisation that 

communicates by informing to one which also communicates by listening.  

It is therefore also hoped that this consultation is genuine, and that staff’s concerns will not be 

ignored. In short, IWGB members within UoLIA hope that this is simply ‘phase 1’ of the consultation 

and that staff will be properly consulted again when the plan has been revised to take staff’s 

suggestions and concerns into account. 

IWGB members were impressed by some of the stated aims and plans that will come about partly as 

a result of the proposals, for example greater investment in staff, greater focus on recruitment and 

retention of students, and a determination to address issues such as our lack of accreditation in 

some markets. Staff can also see the logic behind moving certain teams to other directorates, or 

creating a number of new posts with specific areas of responsibility. 

However, there is a great deal of concern surrounding the extent to which the overall plan has been 

thought through in these terms, i.e. how each aspect of the restructure will help the organisation to 

achieve these aims. In general there is a lack of confidence in the plan based on past experiences of 

UoLIA projects that have been seen as problematic. 

In general, despite some good steps towards positive communication in recent weeks, there is still a 

lack of clarity surrounding many aspects of the proposals. In addition to the discursive comments 

below, IWGB members working in UoLIA have submitted a number of questions and suggestions, 

which they would like to have answered (alongside questions which other staff may have raised) in a 

formal document as part of the continued consultation process. 
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Comments on the proposal 
One of the stated aims of the reorganisation project is ‘to create an agile, high-quality student 

experience’ (C.O’C, first consultation meeting). This is because ‘the current student experience is 

seen to be sub-optimal’.  Many staff agree with this observation and can see, and have seen in the 

past, ways in which the student experience can be improved. However, many members remain 

unconvinced that the reorganisation of UoLIA, as defined in the plans we have seen so far, will 

achieve this goal.  

Rather, a major concern reported across all departments is that this proposal appears not to have 

been as well thought-through as it might have been. In contrast, the review of the Global Networks 

and Communities directorate (GNC) conducted by the consultancy group Capita, which was the 

catalyst for this wider proposal (C.O’C, first consultation meeting) appears to have been very 

thorough and in-depth. It is a concern that the planned shake-up of the entire department, 

comprising approximately 200 posts and a myriad of functions, has not been given the same amount 

of attention – being based instead on observations made by Capita as a result of examining a 

directorate of fewer than 20 staff and on a UoLIA managers’ focus group which discussed Capita’s 

recommendations. How could Capita make sound judgements and recommendations about the 

entire department when they did not interview anyone outside of GNC? The organisational diagram 

we have been shown doesn’t make sense to staff and many functions are not assigned to a 

directorate – the impression this gives is that it was drawn up by people who do not understand 

what it is that we do. 

The concern about a lack of proper planning and forethought is partly born out of past experience 

and a consequent lack of confidence in management-led projects. Staff feel that some projects in 

the past were not thought through and created more problems than they solved. A key example of 

this (among many other attempts to introduce new IT systems) is SITS. UoLIA staff are often told 

how much money SITS has saved for the department and what a success it has therefore been, but 

on a daily basis it is often a source of frustration and poor service to students and a continual 

problem for staff, many of whom report spending a great deal more time resolving problems caused 

by the system than in resolving issues that students have raised.  

This is just one example, and staff report that over the past several years there has been a 

disappointing lack of proper direction in decision-making. For example, closing one MBA and 

immediately launching another, and launching the International Foundation Programme only to 

consider withdrawing it a few years later owing to the high-cost to students of being required to 

study at institutions. There is a fear that the wholesale restructure of the department may be 

another one of these, and distracts from the main issue, which is declining student numbers and 

little clarity about how that will be resolved. 

IWGB members note that UoLIA’s financial plan implies that as soon as a programme begins to make 

a loss, it will be withdrawn. Staff feel this shows a lack of vision and understanding of the product 

and service we offer, which naturally has an impact on staff’s confidence in this plan and on morale. 

Investment could turn failing programmes around; and in itself the diversity of our offering is a 

selling point. Growth cannot be exponential. Many members feel that there is an underinvestment 

in the product, which is only partially addressed by Track C. Whilst members very much welcomed 

the news that £250,000 has been set aside for academic improvement (C.O’C, first consultation 

meeting) they wonder whether this is sufficient, given that we are an academic institution. 

Education is at the heart of what we do; so if anything IWGB members would like to see this 
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increased. Compared with how much has been spent on SITS, £250,000 does not seem a great deal 

to spend on our core product.  

There is also a suspicion amongst staff that this reorganisation is a foregone conclusion and that the 

consultation is therefore meaningless. The physical moves already undertaken in January 2015 

support the plan to a degree that does not seem coincidental (e.g. moving four SAC people to sit 

with Registry; separating Registry from Dispatch), especially considering the several revisions to the 

floor plan that took place around that time. Further to this, it is known that the SAC staff sitting with 

Registry have already been told to change their job titles on their email signatures and to attend 

team meetings with Registry, and therefore feel they have been de facto moved into a new team.  

There is also a perceived lack of transparency about some of the motives behind this restructure – 

some of the planned changes appear to be about making or saving money, not necessarily improving 

the student experience or facilitating communication amongst teams. For example, staff are aware 

that moving ‘non-core’ staff to ‘core’ teams increases revenue from Colleges, while at the same time 

creating a situation in which Level 4 staff (e.g. SAC members) regularly and consistently do Level 5 

work (such as that of Registry or Exams).  How does this link to improving our offering and attracting 

new business? IWGB members would like specific examples in each case – e.g. ‘moving team X to 

directorate Y will improve our offering by…’.  

Whilst staff recognise that some of the moves will support these aims (e.g. the transfer of 

Publications into the new Directorate of Educational Innovation and Development; the creation of 

new posts focussed on recruitment and retention; the thorough reorganisation of GNC) staff are 

unclear on how a general reorganisation of the whole department will help to achieve these aims 

and ensure continuity of high-quality service. For example, the SAC is currently a well-functioning, 

highly-regarded team. Why change something that works well?  A stated aim of Programme 

Beveridge is to ‘remove physical barriers and break down silos’. Staff are unable to see how splitting 

up well-functioning teams will achieve this; in fact they fear the opposite outcome. The timing of this 

planned shake-up is also questionable, coming at a time of huge change for the International 

Programmes as we attempt to launch a number of Track C programmes and change the way we 

recruit and retain students. 

In particular, members of the SAC report concerns that their team will be disbanded in the future, as 

it is being ‘chopped up’ into bits. The consultation document does not show what will happen to the 

three ‘streams’ of SAC work: technical, institutions and enquiries. Whilst these are distinct areas, 

keeping the knowledge in one teams is good from a student point of view as SAC staff are often able 

to resolve a wide range of queries very quickly. Staff are therefore unable to see how the current 

proposal to split them up, without addressing this question, will improve the student experience. 

IWGB members believe that to split up SAC would considerably worsen the student experience. 

There is also a general concern that job titles could be changed to reflect this trend towards the 

‘generalisation’ of some roles. IWGB members would like a guarantee against this, and warn that 

becoming ‘generalists’ would hugely decrease morale by making people feel expendable and non-

specific, and ultimately by de-skilling affected staff as particular areas of expertise are removed from 

roles. There is also a fear that the generalisation of roles would also make it difficult for people to 

progress their careers within UoLIA as there will be no clear path within teams, and experience in 

other teams will be patchy and not as good as that of staff ‘fixed’ in a role.   

IWGB members recognise and understand that a degree of cross-working and cross-training is 

positive practice for the organisation and for individuals’ professional development, but point out 
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that all people within an organisation need defined roles and responsibilities in order to feel valued 

and to know that their contribution is recognised. Across the board there is currently a lack of clarity 

on what people’s roles will be once they have been moved to new teams or directorates or aspects 

of their current roles have been taken away from them. IWGB members will expect to be properly 

consulted on an individual basis should there be any major changes to their job descriptions and/or 

job titles. 

Members of staff in GNC also report concerns about a lack of line-management structure once some 

managers have been moved into other directorates. Again, it is not clear what will happen to their 

staff in this regard. IWGB members note that further detail needs to be released on all team 

structures and individual roles and responsibilities within them. For staff to have confidence in the 

proposals it is essential to convey a clear vision and direction for all teams in the new structure; this 

has not yet been achieved. 

IWGB members in UoLIA were very pleased by Craig’s assurances that there will be investment in 

new staff and in staff training and development, and that progression and retention of staff will be 

more of a priority in future. IWGB members would like to see a detailed plan of how that will be 

achieved, and what will be put in place to stop the practice of defining staff’s capabilities by their 

current role and grade. Several teams such as Exams Distribution and SAC also report that UoLIA’s 

over-reliance on temporary staff at crucial times of year is a time-cost for existing staff that doesn’t 

pay off, resulting in more experienced staff being less able to manage their workloads, and a risk to 

the organisation in the use of inexperienced staff at times of high demand.  

There has been concern about the gap between grades 8 and 10 in the original proposal, which was 

raised at one of the staff meetings – IWGB members are pleased with Craig’s assurance that this will 

be addressed by creating several level 9 Deputy Director posts and would like to see more detail on 

these. However, the converse of this is that IWGB members expressed strong dissatisfaction with 

the inconsistency between the University’s claim that there are insufficient funds to increase London 

Weighting to £4000, and the ease with which a number of costly level 9 and 10 posts can be created. 

Questions & suggestions 
 Has it been considered that some teams could be reorganised or moved (e.g. Publications; 

GNC) without reorganising the entire department?  

 How will success of the reorganisation be measured? 

 Who will be accountable for success or failure of the reorganisation, and how? 

 Staff would like to see a 2-year and 5-year plan of what the reorganisation will achieve (i.e. 

not what new programmes and Tracks will achieve). How will it improve our offering and 

attract new business? IWGB members would like specific examples in each case – e.g. 

‘moving team X to directorate Y will improve our offering by…’.   

 Are changes to job titles for lower-level staff (7 and below) planned as a result of the moves? 

 What involvement have the lead colleges had in this plan? They prompted the GNC review, 

but have they been informed/consulted about the proposals for UoLIA as a whole?  

 Are there statistics on the continuity and retention of students? How many students are 

completing? Staff would like to see some figures on this.  

 IWGB members in UoLIA would like to see a detailed plan of how investment in staff will be 

achieved, and what will be put in place to stop the practice of defining staff’s capabilities by 

their current role and grade.  
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 IWGB members would like to see a further increase in the investment in academic 

development and diversity of programmes that we offer. 

 IWGB members will expect to be consulted on an individual basis on major changes to their 

job descriptions and job titles.  
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