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Introductions & Apologies 

 

EW welcomed everyone to the second ICE forum and clarified she wanted to start promptly 

as there was a lot on the agenda to get through.  

 

JN was also welcomed as she joined the meeting on a conference call and confirmed she 

could hear the proceedings.  

 

KD listed the apologies received ahead of the meeting.  

 

EW also welcomed MN, MH, CO’C and GA-S. 

 

Minutes of the previous meeting (held on 27th November 2017) 

 

EW briefly went through the minutes from the last meeting and asked if anyone had any issues 

with facts to clarify or questions. None were raised.  

 

 

Dignity at work (updates on Consultation Process) 

 

EW welcomed MH to introduce the topic. 

 

MH explained that a review of policies and procedures had taken place in November 2017 

and the working group involved representatives from UCU, UNISON, HR and himself. The 

Disciplinary and Grievance policies were reviewed and a new Dignity and Respect policy, 

Student Guidance Support and Relationship Code of Conduct had been created.  

 

MH explained that the overall aim of these policies is to prevent incidents taking place and to 

ensure that the University of London is doing everything it can in relation to harassment. MH 

confirmed consultation on the policies took place in February and feedback was received. The 

policies have been updated based on feedback and are now waiting to go to JNC and PRG 

for final sign-off. 

 

MH explained that the Student Guidance policy will not be implemented at the same time as 

the other policies, as was the initial plan. MH said this is because there are a number of issues 

with the IT infrastructure that need to be addressed, for example the reporting mechanisms, 

as currently when a student complains this is visible to all who have access to the system, 

which is not appropriate for confidential complaints of this nature. This requires further 

discussion and advice.  

 

EW asked whether KD had anything to add on the consultation.  

 

KD confirmed that MH had covered the topic well but added that the consultation feedback  

received was generally very positive and the documents well received.  There were 

suggestions to make the documents more inclusive, such as changing 'him/her' to 'they/them', 
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which has been done.  KD added that a number of staff commented that it was important that 

the documents refer to all staff, including those in CoSector Limited and within HEE on UoL 

contracts. Again, this was made clearer in the documents.   

 

EW mentioned that the SAS student representatives has been consulted on the Student 

Harrassment Policy  and had made some helpful comments.  

 

TH reiterated that people need to understand that they can approach the University and this 

needs to be communicated effectively. TH added that there needs to be communication with 

members of staff with regards to any historical issues that have taken place as the policy 

applies retrospectively and this needs to be taken seriously.  

 

MH noted this and confirmed that once the policy has had the final sign off, communications 

will go out.  

 

DM said some staff had asked him to raise concerns about the ‘stop messages’ as some 

people had expressed concern as to how this would work in practice. DM said staff were 

worried about potential ambiguity around the use of stop messages.  It may be better to 

recommend that people sought out an appropriate staff member in HR.  

 

MH said that he had had questions raised regarding the Dignity & Respect policy and the 

action outlined.  It was confirmed that the policy outlines an informal route that can be taken 

by anyone. MH confirmed that people can ask for mediation and don’t have to have issued a 

stop message first. MH also confirmed that the policy would signpost people through the 

dignity and respect contacts. The contacts will remain neutral; they won’t be there to advocate. 

MH said he will be suggesting at PRG on Thursday that senior managers volunteer as contacts 

with the appropriate training.  

 

EW said it would be preferable to have different levels of staff as contacts.   MH confirmed this 

had been raised during the consultation but it was important to have senior level commitment.  

 

MH said he felt it was important to emphasise that the steps outlined in the informal policy 

represented an informal route where no records are kept. There is no compulsion to take any 

step. MH added that should there be any more serious harassment concerns then the informal 

route outlined would not be appropriate.   

 

JP asked if the new policy could be shared with line managers who aren’t employees, for 

example those in HEE who manage UoL staff.  CR confirmed that this had been raised already 

during the consultation and confirmed that the policy can be shared. 

 

DM raised the question of outsourced staff, asking if contractors will have to comply. 

 

GA-S confirmed that contractors have to adhere to the policies. 

 

Holiday allowance for Grades 1-6 

 

EW acknowledged the holiday allowance document that DM had shared ahead of the meeting 

which outlined holiday allowance data by gender and ethnicity.  

 

DM said that Kim Frost (University Secretary and Director of HR) had provided him with the 

figures.  DM reported that the data showed that for grades 1-6 there is a higher percentage of 
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women and BME staff and they get lower holiday allowance. According to the figures, 66% of 

men, 57% of women, 65% white and 47% of BME staff get 30 days allowance.   

 

EW asked  MH to comment on what the data showed.   

 

MH said that the gap DM identified is indicative of under-representation of groups in senior 

levels. MH said the University recognises that the gap is there and it is unacceptable. The 

University has set out actions that are being taken to address this under-representation at 

senior levels. MH confirmed staff can find the actions outlined in the annual report, which is 

on SharePoint.  MH confirmed that the actions are being monitored by the Equality and 

Diversity committee on a termly basis and the actions are across all areas of operation.   

 

DM asked if the holiday allowance for grades 1-6 would be increased to 30 days.  

 

CR confirmed that, as discussed as the previous ICE meeting, this is not the forum for making 

this decision, however if a decision was made to change the annual leave then it would come 

to this forum for consultation.  

 

DM stated it is in the University’s interests to do the right thing for staff and that he thought 

that this was the appropriate forum for the issue to be brought to. DM thought that there was 

reputational risk associated with inaction on this issue.  

 

TH thanked DM for the work on the report and findings. TH said this was an historic issue that 

has been raised by the unions before and that due to successful campaigning the University 

had agreed to add 2 extra days annual leave to the entitlement for levels 1-6.  

 

JL asked if the figures mentioned by DM were in the annual report.  

 

MH confirmed that the University does have issues with data accuracy as it needs to collect 

better diversity data from staff.  MH asked for help with that. The University recognises this 

and actions are there to try and resolve this.  

 

CM said she appreciates what has been said but that staff consider this to be unjust and are 

constantly saying this is unfair. CM said perhaps this issue should be formally added to the 

agenda for next time. 

 

Feedback on Multi-Factor Authentication 

 

EW confirmed this was discussed at the previous meeting in terms of the use of personal 

devices to roll out the security improvements. EW mentioned that there were 13 complaints 

received by Steve Terrill (Head of ICT Security). EW said the complaints were mainly from 

people who were not in the country at the time of roll out and that some complaints had been 

received from individuals who were concerned at having to use their personal mobile devices. 

There were also issues encountered with authentication and MAC and Apple devices. EW 

said others would have preferred a USB/dongle option and there was a need for an emergency 

override if people forgot their devices. EW added that for those who do not want to use a 

personal mobile phone, staff can request a University one. 12 such devices have been issued 

to staff across the University. All in all the University regards MFA  as a success. 

 

CM asked how staff get the mobile phone.  CW explained that you can request a University 

phone via the service desk. Staff are unable to make or receive calls via those phones  as 
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they are only for this authentication purpose. The service desk also has local phones for those 

who have forgotten theirs and need to borrow one for the day.  

 

 

 

Vacancies Process for ICE Representatives 

 

CR confirmed this was mentioned at the previous meeting.  The view from the meeting was 

that vacancies will be left open. CR added that if an expression of interest is received from 

someone within a constituency (where there is a vacancy), expressions of interest would be 

invited from all staff within this constituency.  

 

CR confirmed that an expression of interest has been received for the HR & VCs constituency 

and so expressions of interest will be invited from all staff within the VC/HR constituency, 

hopefully in April. If more than one expression of interest is received then an internal ballot will 

be held.  

 

TH explained that it would be good if there was a notification on the intranet which confirmed 

where the vacancies are. 

 

HEE contracts 

 

In relation to a query regarding HEE contracts, CR confirmed that if individuals are applying 

for HEE posts they would fall under Agenda for Change contracts and terms and conditions.  

The University does not have control over this.   

 

JP wanted to clarify on acting up situations and if a member of staff is acting up on a UoL 

contract and then made permanent, what their situation would be.  

 

CR explained that Zaga Makecha, HR Manager at HEE, will need to clarify this.  

 

Communications 

 

EW explained that she was conscious of time and proposed to dedicate no more than 15 

minutes to this agenda item. EW said she would begin with some clarity on the University’s 

standpoint.  She would then open this up for comments and questions. 

 

EW confirmed that on the 26th January she, as Chair, sent an email asking the representatives 

not to communicate with all staff using their union tags. EW confirmed she regarded the 

representatives as being part of the ICE Forum representing the individual  constituencies who 

elected them. EW said the University, of course, welcomes that a number of the 

representatives belong to a Trade Union although this is not required in order to be an ICE 

representative. The ICE representatives came forward and were elected however to represent 

all staff within the constituencies who elected them. ICE Representatives were not appointed 

as members of a particular Trade Union and it is not part of the role of an ICE Representative 

to pursue the priorities of that Trade Union. The role of an ICE Representative is a 

representative one. ICE representatives receive information from the University and are 

consulted on that information. Members of Trade Unions can write to their union members in 

whichever way they want.  
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EW confirmed the standard provisions of the ICE regulations apply. It is not the case that 

representatives can carry out the role as they see fit, not least because of confidentiality 

requirements. The University is not restricting the role of representatives and has no interest 

in doing so. The University does however feel it can challenge ICE representatives when they 

are acting outside of their ICE role. EW confirmed her email asked the representatives not to 

communicate as IWGB, UCU and Unison representatives; that doesn’t mean they can’t share 

information with their departments, but it is not the role of an ICE Representative to use a 

union tag when doing so. The University does not think this causes any detriment.  

 

DM said he does not agree and that the IWGB does not agree, and he imagined that UCU 

would not agree either. DM said the representatives sent a lengthy email on their position and 

that the University itself has made clear TU affiliation is relevant; KD had sent an email back 

in October requesting that it would be helpful if trade union affiliation (if any) was stated on the 

expressions of interest.  

 

EW confirmed that was requested for information only.  

 

DM said in UoLIA where there was an election the campaigns were carried out as trade union 

representatives. DM said the main issues concern what ICE representatives can and can’t do 

and what’s appropriate in avoiding discrimination. DM said it is illegal for staff to be intimidated 

or suffer detriment. The email sent constitutes detriment and intimidation.  

 

EW disagreed with this statement.  

 

DM said that he found it astonishing that the University established  the forum and then allowed 

senior management to restrict its operations. DM said IWGB believes it is legitimate for ICE 

representatives to choose what they send.  

 

EW clarified that the University is not seeking to improperly restrict ICE Representatives from 

carrying out their functions and is not asking the representatives not to communicate with their 

constituencies.  

 

DM confirmed they will continue to send communications as IWGB.  

 

CM confirmed that EW’s comments constitute the University’s interpretation of the regulations. 

CM said as we have seen before, the University is not allowed to impose its own interpretation. 

Regarding the statement that ‘reps can’t carry out their roles as they see fit’: CM confirmed 

that there is nothing on this in the Regulations and would ask the University to point to the 

section that states this if they believe there is. She confirmed that the University is welcome 

to take this to the CAC and have a declaration on it but this has not gone well for the University 

in the past. CM said confidentiality only applies if the University has given the Representatives 

an official document. The whole content of the forum is not subject to confidentiality. 

 

CM confirmed it is important that staff know who the representatives are and what they are 

there to do and a person may wish to find a representative that doesn’t affiliate with a trade 

union so they need to know. It is important representatives are freely able to communicate 

and that people can give feedback as staff surveys in the past have shown that communication 

is very poor. The University posts on the intranet with a highly skewed point of view. It is 

important that people are kept up to date on matters that arise.  CM said the representatives 

are not able to perform their roles effectively if they cannot effectively communicate.  
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EW reiterated that ICE members should sign off emails as ICE representatives and not union 

members.  She once again reiterated that this is not an attempt by the University to prevent 

communication between ICE reps and members of staff. 

 

One of the ICE Reps disagreed that there is no attempt to prevent communication: she 

confirmed that they are not allowed to mention ‘trade union’ at all in her department and have 

to send communications through a senior member of staff.  Because of this staff miss a lot of 

important information, for example the minutes of the previous meeting or the information on 

holidays. EW said she was not aware of the issue.  

 

CR confirmed that the ICE minutes are available on the intranet for everyone. 

 

TH confirmed that it is a big issue, there were so many times when people were asking about 

pensions and where the representatives stand on ICE. There was a lot of work done by UCU 

to provide information to its own members.  

 

MM mentioned that during the ICE consultation process there was an opportunity to reach an 

agreement with UCU and Unison to apply a restriction on this type of communication to staff 

but that opportunity was missed. MM added that the default ICE regulations are very vague 

but essentially if there’s nothing in there to restrict in terms of identifying as IWGB then the 

University cannot enforce it by way of the Regulations. MM said that’s a rod the University has 

made for its own back but could have negotiated on. MM said no such restriction exists under 

the default arrangements.  

 

JL asked if, for example the statistics referred to earlier in the meeting could be put in a central 

place so people could refer to them.  

 

CM stated there is obviously a difference of opinion between UoL and the representatives’ 

side. This is the forum where the University challenges the ICE Representatives if it feels there 

should be a different approach. If managers want to challenge the approach they can contact 

the University to raise this, but directly contacting representatives, threatening them about 

their conduct is not acceptable.  

 

DM said presumably a member of staff brought the issue to EW’s attention. DM confirmed 

there were emails and began to read these out.  

 

EW asked DM not to read the personal emails. 

 

CR confirmed we would not be speaking about specific individuals at this forum.  

 

EW confirmed she would speak with Simon Cain (Director of HR Services).  

 

DM said the university should also speak with the member of staff who he said had interfered.  

 

DM asked why the distribution lists provided cannot be used in some departments. CR 

confirmed the University was not aware of this.  

 

DM said that it was unacceptable for ICE representatives to be told they cannot send an email 

without it being signed off by a senior member of staff first.  
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EW said she was not going to comment on that member of staff’s practice and the issue will 

need to be left with the University.  

 

 

FM Review – General Update 

 

GA-S confirmed that the latest FM review update is on the internet. The extract is below from 

14 March 2018: 

 

“As I announced at the ASM the FM Working Group which is reviewing the five FM outsourced 
contracts, recommended reducing the seven options to only two (insourcing or a hybrid of in-
house/outsourced provision) with a view to making further recommendations in March. This 
approach was approved by the Board of Trustees in January.  

Since then, survey results have been discussed and a framework for contract analysis agreed. A 
great deal of work has been completed however the UCU strike has meant that the FM Working 
Group has only been able to meet twice in the past 6 weeks. This has hampered the development 
of the proposals and, in particular the assessment of costs, risks and implementation of changes. 
Consequently, in consultation with UCU and Unison the FM Working Group have agreed to 
postpone further recommendations on the two options until the May 2018 meeting of the Board of 
Trustees. While I know that this delay will be frustrating for many I hope that you understand and 
agree that it is important that all aspects of the contracts are discussed and considered fully before 
reaching conclusions.” 

GA-S confirmed that the Board had considered the interim report in January and the survey 

of UoL and contracted staff is finished. There now needs to be a detailed review and what that 

means for services, security, post room etc. and those who are sub-contracted. The 7 options 

have been narrowed down to two  – either bringing the contracts in-house or partly in-house. 

GA-S reiterated that the intention was to take the recommendations to the Board of Trustees 

in March, however due to the amount of analysis which was required this had been deferred 

to May.  The agreement was to take all 5 contracts and review them together so that the Board 

can see the full picture rather than partial.  

 

DM said that in January there was an announcement that there were 2 options considered 

and it seems to be a missed opportunity for UoL to have deferred the decision due to the UCU 

strike, which seemed strange as the vast majority of people making the decisions were not on 

strike. DM added that the University is creating more trouble for itself, as was warned, every 

day it doesn’t bring workers in-house as it’s a two tier system leading to discrimination of race 

and gender. DM said that not only security and cleaners but gardeners will be on strike in April. 

DM said there are students in occupation on the lower ground floor, it is terrible for the 

University’s reputation and they should be brought  in-house. 

 

EW outlined the complexity of the decision-making process and confirmed that every effort is 

being made to make a decision which is right for all but such decisions cannot be taken quickly.  

 

DM said it is a principle of what is fair.  

 

GA-S explained that this is not an easy piece of work and the University needs to look into 

things such as how the costs can be absorbed. GA-S added that the University respects staff 

and their views. The current industrial action has meant that the FM group has only been able 

to meet twice. GA-S reiterated that as EW has said, it is a complicated piece of work with other 

considerations such as financial consequences.  
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TH said he was surprised when he saw the HR message that the delay was due to industrial 

action and mentioned that there are other places where meetings could have been arranged 

if it was felt meetings could not take place on site. TH said he understands there are financial 

implications . There is also the need to consider what the impact will be in the long-term. TH 

added that the position is that everyone should be brought in-house and that is why he is not 

keen on a piecemeal approach to determining who should and shouldn’t be brought in.  

 

MM said the reason for the urgency that people are feeling is that GA-S did not engage with 

this issue throughout her first year in the post. MM added that the delay has not helped with 

the situation. MM said that he felt UoL is giving the impression to staff that it is still not 

prioritising the issue.  

 

GA-S responded that when anyone starts  a new post they take a few months to get to grips 

with the complexity of the issues. GA-S added that she formally announced the review last 

year but was trying to understand where the University was with contracts in the run up to that 

time. GA-S said she was sorry if MM felt it was too late but to address an issue within the first 

12 months felt reasonable to her. GA-S added that the University has outsourced services for 

a very long time.  

 

EW confirmed that everyone is working hard behind the scenes; since it was announced in 

November a lot of work has already been done, including carrying out the surveys. EW added 

she knows it’s not as moving fast as people expect but staff can be assured the work is being 

carried out as quickly and thoroughly as possible. 

 

MM agreed it had moved fast since November but that is excluding the 12 months GA-S had 

been in post.  

 

DM added that the issue should be resolved quickly, as there have been some skillful staff 

leaving, contractors are falling apart and staff cannot be replaced and if this is not resolved 

soon it can happen again. 

 

EW confirmed the University were aware of the issues.  

 

Asbestos Management – Policy and General Update  

 

GA-S confirmed that the Asbestos Management plan has been sent for external review 

including to the Health and Safety Committee. As soon as this is returned, the plan will be sent 

back to the Chair of the Committee for a final review and then published on the intranet.  

 

DM confirmed that 2 employees have already been referred for private scans and colleagues 

who have been exposed to asbestos in a similar way also want referrals.  

 

CR confirmed that anyone with concerns should get in touch with HR and will be referred to 

Occupational Health.  

 

CoSector – Communication Process and General Update 

 

MN said that there had been a hiatus in staff meetings due to a change in the leadership team 

but the format is now right and the meetings are in the diary every 6-7 weeks. MN added that 

feedback was gathered from the previous meetings around format, formality, content etc. and 

also around the newsletter. MN said lots of staff didn’t engage with the newsletter so this was 
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taken on board and the newsletter changed. The aim of the all-staff meetings is to give 

information that is meaningful. MN added that separately, work has been done on the growth 

strategy and how CoSector is taken forward. There has been communication at all levels 

(team and staff) and positive feedback from staff.  

 

MN said that CoSector has turned a corner financially. At the end of July, CoSector had 

achieved a very good performance of reducing the deficit down to £0.5m. MN confirmed that 

this year, CoSector has gone into a surplus and are now net contributors to the University. 

CoSector is on the way to reaching its target for this year, which is to get to £340k surplus. 

MN added that there was a small dip in January and February as they were quiet months in 

recruitment, however CoSector is still on track. The surplus was achieved by a number of 

things, including shedding some loss making business operations such as DHLE, putting up 

prices in some areas, in internships and recruitment; in research and technology the prices 

were put up but customers were held onto. MN also said that there was a reduction in the 

leadership team last year and changes made to the marketing budget. All of these changes 

helped to get back on track and CoSector is now in a position to grow. MN confirmed CoSector 

is facing a number of challenges, particularly from VLE customers who want services provided 

from the Cloud in their next contract.  

 

CW asked if he could request that a process be put in place for new staff introductions 

internally, and when changes are made to current staff roles. CW said that new staff details 

are not widely circulated and it would be nice if departments take staff around and introduce 

them to others. CW added that he has been at the University for 10 years in May and there 

are some people who he doesn’t know. 

 

EW suggested that managers could walk staff around.  

 

CW said this doesn’t seem to happen.  

 

MN confirmed he had seen this happen but if CW wanted to give MN specific examples after 

the meeting he will pick this up.  

 

 

UoLIA Review and QSG – General Update 

 

C’OC confirmed that the QSG review was now complete and recommendations had been 

accepted by staff.  

 

CO’C confirmed that QSG has been disbanded following the review that was carried out.   

CO’C confirmed the following changes with effect from 1st February 2018: 

Former Director of QSG has taken early retirement. 

The Programme Management team has been renamed Academic Services Management, and 

this team, along with the Quality team, have moved into the re-titled Student and Academic 

Services Directorate.  

Student Affairs and Assurance have moved to the Executive Office. 

Contracts Management has moved to Finance and Planning. 
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Deputy Director of QSG is now Associate Director: Student & Academic Services 

(Governance)  

CO’C confirmed that there will be a review of the Academic Services Management job 

descriptions to broaden their roles as highlighted in the review.  

 

CO’C said they had invested heavily in Global Engagement and that this has been a driving 

force for years. CO’C confirmed that the new Business Development team have been doing 

well and they will be reviewed at the end of the coming financial year. CO’C confirmed he 

wanted to be sure the team is making an effective contribution, as it will have been in existence 

for 2 years.  This review was agreed with the member institutions when the function was set-

up. 

 

CO’C confirmed there was discussion with the Directors of Student Engagement and of Global 

Engagement to consider whether there was a need to undertake a formal review of marketing 

but it was decided this was not necessary. CO’C said there appeared to be a lack of 

coordination and so he looked at changing the areas and bringing more senior roles to those 

areas. CO’C said there may be changes in line management but nothing substantial. CO’C 

confirmed that those who have been subject to the review will be exempt from any similar 

reviews in the future.  

 

RD mentioned she was a part of QSG and, speaking personally, the review itself was a very 

stressful time and the communication during the process was very poor. RD said staff were 

not supported and went for days without any sort of communication. RD said managers were 

taken aside for meetings but the staff received no updates from them afterwards. RD said it 

felt like they were important and the staff were not. RD said there was a feeling of waiting and 

worrying and although staff were assured they were not going to lose their jobs, it was how 

those jobs would look. RD said it played into the goodwill of people and is really destructive 

about how they engage with their employer. RD said speaking for herself personally, it stripped 

away a lot of her goodwill and she did not feel respected or valued. RD said staff understood 

that reviews and restructures are stressful but people who have been at the University for 

years should be taken into account and updated accordingly.  

 

CO’C said that the process agreed with HR for assimilation of information was impacted by a 

particular staffing issue which meant this had to be changed, and contributed to the hiatus of 

information. CO’C said the engagement of the staff was exemplary; they were constructive, 

engaging and put forward a very strong set of views and ideas which contributed to the 

outcome of the review and strengthened what went forward. CO’C said that from his 

perspective, he was hugely impressed in what was a stressful process.  

 

TH said he had spoken to a few members of QSG, who are all in new homes and generally 

satisfied but at the time it felt like there was going to be a less positive outcome. Issues that 

needed to be addressed were addressed. Now that the review is finished, it’s okay but 

during the review, it was stressful, lessons have been learned but it should have been 

handled better at the time. 

 

RD confirmed the process was effective once staff were all involved and able to get into the 

consultation. RD said for her team in particular, the recommendation changed following their 

input and they were happy with that. RD said if she hadn’t pushed the team they may have 

just accepted the change of title. It’s important to encourage staff to realise consultation is 

genuine.  
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Any Other Business 

 

EW highlighted that there was only 8 minutes left before the meeting ended and lots of AOB 

had been raised previously, including items on pensions, lighting and heating in the lower 

ground floor, Business World, honorariums, grading with reference to manager incompetence, 

and cold weather procedure in the library, so if anyone had any urgent issues they wanted to 

discuss these needed to be brought forward. 

 

The majority of representatives agreed to discuss pensions as a priority.  

 

EW acknowledged the dispute between UCU and UUK.   

 

TH referred to the email that went out the previous day to all members of USS. TH said that 

UoL has stayed relatively quiet but they were one of the Universities that voted for more risk. 

TH said the messages on the intranet are towing the line with USS and UUK. TH said it was 

about making sure everyone received a balanced view and valuations and calculations were 

clear for people as there is a lot of misinformation around. TH said HR have the power to send 

an email to everyone in the University but it was only when management were asked that an 

intranet announcement was made.  

 

CR confirmed that messages have been posted and the last message is the University’s 

understanding of the situation. CR confirmed that pensions was not her expertise but Tara 

Thomas (TT), who was unable to attend, was the best person to contact with regards to any 

pension queries. 

 

BK said that the intranet announcement that went up on 20th February was very confusing 

regarding payments of anyone that was involved in the strike. It mentioned pay will be 

deducted for the day but the notice had conflicting information as it also said 2 hours of pay 

will be deducted for action short of a strike. BK said that the message was unclear and 

intimidating and it concerned him that HR put out incorrect information. BK requested more 

clarity on information in the future.  

 

EW asked BK if he now had clarity on the situation. BK said he thought there has been one 

case of someone having 2 hours pay deducted.  

 

TH said he had questioned what was meant, as nobody was being asked to do partial work 

and so the statement was meaningless in respect of strike action. TH said the response from 

HR was that it was fine but that the intranet item was not being changed. TH said it felt like a 

concerted effort to confuse and confound.  

 

EW said she was sure that was not the intention. 

 

CR confirmed that was absolutely not the intention and explained that these points will be 

taken away for future communications.  

 

CM said that staff had tried to get information on what would happen if they chose not to cross 

the picket lines. CM mentioned that someone tried to get clarification from HR on this issue 

but the response was that the information was clear. CM said that responding in this way to a 

genuine request for clarification is disrespectful of HR and there needs to be a change in 

approach in terms of clear communications.CM pointed out that similar queries at UCL had 
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been met with neutral and clear information as requested by staff and queried why UoL 

management felt the need to behave in this way.  

 

 

 

CW asked for more clarification on the CoSector pensions. It was agreed that this point will 

be taken back to TT for further information. Further information will be communicated to all 

regarding CoSector pensions. CR agreed to get in touch with CW regarding the individuals 

concerned with CoSector pensions. 

 

EW said that there was not enough time to discuss honorariums.  

 

LC asked if there could be an update on the situation concerning the HR aspects of Business 

World.  

 

EW confirmed that an update had been posted on that intranet that morning, which read as 

follows: 

  

“Thanks to the hard work of the project team,  holiday booking and manager view functionality 
in Business World is almost ready for release.  

Unfortunately, we will not be able to resolve all known issues pre-release, so are anticipating 
a number of queries will come through to the service team. To ensure that queries are 
responded to promptly, we will be rolling out access to holiday booking and manager view 
across the University over the next few weeks. Frequently asked questions will also be 
circulated, which identify and advise staff on known issues. 

We will be contacting departments this week to advise them of when the functionality will be 
made available to them. 

Sickness booking still requires additional testing; this will be rolled out asap once completed. 

Guidance on how to book/approve holiday can be found here.  

We would like to thank staff again for their continuing patience and understanding as we 
resolve these issues and roll out access. 

If you have any access issues or questions about Business World, please contact: 
service@london.ac.uk” 

LC asked if there was a reason that the system was not operating. EW confirmed that there 

have been some staffing issues.  

 

LC said it was not a criticism but curiosity.  

 

EW said that the volume and complexity of work had perhaps been underestimated.  

 

CW said that a couple of people had mentioned that on the payslip the wrong department is 

showing. CW asked if an urgent request for a correct payslip came in, could HR issue this. 

CR confirmed that the member of staff should get in touch with HR but confirmed that the 

project team are working to resolve the issues. JP asked when the older payslips will be on 

https://uolonline.sharepoint.com/Pages/Human%20Resources/Business-World-%28HR-self-service-portal%29.aspx
mailto:service@london.ac.uk
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the system. CR confirmed she was not part of the project team so could not answer, but would 

take questions away.  

 

MM asked if Business World could be added as an agenda item for the next meeting. MM said 

he went to a finance and planning meeting and it was very congratulatory. EW confirmed there 

are different elements to Business World and some had gone well.  

 

TH said that in UoLIA, they have a working culture group where issues such as the lighting 

are taken to. TH confirmed any relevant issues raised at the working group end up being taken 

to senior management and perhaps that is something that should be encouraged so that the 

ICE forum can deal with larger issues.  

 

EW asked if people agree it would be helpful to raise issues initially with their individual 

managers.  

 

CM said it was fortunate that they have the working group in UoLIA but she is not sure it is 

replicated. CM said it might be worth noting it as a piece of good practice.  

 

EW confirmed she was happy to champion this.  

 

DM asked if honorarium and grading can be put on the agenda for the next meeting.  

 

CR confirmed that the focus should be on the matters that fall within the scope of  the ICE 

Regulations.  

 

DM asked if the representatives should put forward why they think items should be on the 

agenda and how they fall under the Regulations.  

 

CR confirmed that would be helpful.  

 

CM said she was not sure the University should be 100% the arbiter of the agenda, as this is  

a staff forum. CM confirmed the University should be viewing this as a good thing and this is 

the point the University misses; communication should not be a one way street. CM said staff 

believe these things are important and the University should welcome their engagement.  

 

Date of Next Meeting 

 

EW thanked everyone for attending and for their participation.  

 

KD confirmed that the next meeting is due to take place on 25th July 2018 from 2 – 3:30 pm. 

 

MM requested for the meeting to be extended to 2 hours and not 1.5 hours as originally 

booked. CR and KD will look into the room availability and notify accordingly.  

 

  


