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ICE Forum Meeting - 12/04/2019 
 
 
Attendees: Colin Watson (CW); Catherine Morrissey (CM);  Elizabeth Morcom (EM); Lindsey 
Caffin (LC); Martin Steer (MS); Tim Hall (TH); Angela Ireland (AI); Rebecca Dooley (RD); 
Mark Murphy (MM); Danny Millum (DM); Leila Kassir (LK);  
Kayleigh Errington (KE);Ghazwa Alwani-Starr (GAZ); Mark Newton (MN); Jacob Crittenden 
(JC); John Stewart (JS); Laura Marks (LM); Jayne Rose (JR) 
 
Apologies:  Lizzy Condor (LCon); Damien Short (DS); Bill Kelliher (BK); Jelony Nwaneri (JN); 
Karl Newton (KN) 
 
Chair:  Elaine Walters (EW) 
 
Introductions 
 
EW:  introduced Jane Rose (JR) Human Resources, Jacob Crittenden (JC) CoSector, Mark 
Newton (MN) CoSector to the meeting and welcomed Leila Kassir (LK), the new ICE 
representative for Senate House Library.   
 
EW: Requested that papers relating to items on the agenda should in future be sent out as 
early as possible before ICE meetings.  Current papers were received two days before the 
meeting.  This did not give forum members enough time to analyse content or consult with 
staff. 
 
Minutes of 28/11/2018 and 11/02/2019 
 
EW:  Minutes from meetings of 28/11/2018 and the Extraordinary meeting of 11/2/2019  
noted for approval. 
 
DM:  Requested an amendment to include note that at the meeting of the 11th February 
2018, GAZ had stated there were no plans to sell the UoL Halls of Residence within the next 
two years. GAZ replied she had no recollection of this.  She acknowledged there were no 
plans to sell but disputed that a two year time period had been mentioned. 
 
Action:  It was decided to record that there were differences of opinions and 
recollections in the distributed minutes of 11th February and that this should be noted 
in the current minutes. 
 
Action:  Minutes approved. 
 
 
Updates from Last Meeting 
 
AI:  Requested updates on the following  from the 28/11/2019 meeting; 
 
A. First Aid - record keeping; payments to first aiders 
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KE:  LM was dealing with this. Despite being reported that issues had now been  
resolved, DM pointed out there were still some outstanding queries that had not been  
dealt with.   
 

B. Family Friendly Policies.  Policies on the intranet were still out of date. 
KE:  Documents on the intranet to be updated and managers informed. 
AI: Requested information should be disseminated to all staff, not just managers. 
 

C. Honoraria (BAME staff nominations) 
 EW:  This was in the AoB section of meeting and would be discussed if time  

permitted. 
 
D. F & M: Lower Ground Floor 
 EW: A group to discuss issues relating the lower ground floor would be set up. 
 
Matters Arising 
 
Item 1: Mental Health 
 
CM:  Requested an update on the mental health first aid training and her suggestion that it is 
made compulsory for staff to attend.   
 
LM:  Suggested that Laura Brown be invited to the next meeting as she would have more 
information. 
 
KE:  Informed forum that a wellbeing survey was nearing completion as part of the Uol 
mental health strategy. 
 
AI:  Commented it would be nice to have more training offered to staff. 
 
Action:  Mark (HR) and Laura Brown to be invited to the next meeting to discuss this 
issue. 
 
Item 2:  Lighting on Lower Ground Senate House 
 
GAZ:   This had been discussed and various suggestions considered including meetings or a 
comments box for staff to raise issued regarding problems with the LG in Senate House. 
 
EW:  Suggestion that each team village should appoint a representative to attend meetings. 
 
TH:   Suggested that Peter Quinn would be a good contact to discuss a template for 
reporting problems.   
 
AI: Reported that the LG had deteriorated and therefore needed a template for reporting 
problems to F & M. 
 
Action:  GAZ and EW to ask Caroline to put together a meeting. 
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LK:  Requested the library be included in this meeting. 
 
DM: Requested an ICE representative be present at any meetings. 
 
Item 3:  CoSector Update 
 
MN: Summary update on CoSector was given.  CoSector had made a surplus of £562,000 
last year and this year was predicted to post a surplus of approximately £1 million.  CoSector 
were now making a positive contribution to UoL.  The surplus was a mixture of decreasing 
costs and an increase in revenue.  External revenue was growing at 5%.  While internal 
demand in some areas was decreasing, CoSector aimed to generate extra income from 
external business with a move away from hosting to digital transformation work. 
 
The biggest area for grow was predicted to be digital assessment and digitising exam 
processes. 
 
CoSector would continue to implement/run or aid institutes and was engaged in talks with 
external companies. 
 
Getting income from Student Homes back from Kinetix was proving a challenge and the 
voids process was still an issue.  Progress had been made in this area and no additional 
debt was being generated. 
 
Moodle would be moved to the cloud due to customer demand earlier and would be followed 
existing services by October.  Moving to the cloud would bring extra benefits to the university 
along with extra services which could be charged for and thus generate an additional income 
stream.   
 
DM: Feedback from CoSector staff reported high stress levels due to staff shortages and 
questioned why staff were not being replaced when they left. 
 
MN:  Reported he was unaware of any problems; staff delays were in part the result of UoL 
recruitment policies, or the reassessment of positions in some departments.  MN argued that 
positions were dependent on the success of obtaining contracts for projects with external 
customers.  If successful, the staff could be recruited. 
 
MS: Queried how UoL staff work for CoSector since CoSector was a private limited 
company. Were staff seconded? 
 
MN:  CoSector was a department of the university.  Most staff  were employees of the UoL 
with some on different contracts.  In answer to a question from AI, the 10-11 staff were not 
legacy staff.   
 
JS:  Clarified that for tax purposes, CoSector Limited was a trading subsidiary created  to 
manage contracts with external clients. 
 
MS: Queried the shareholder agreement.regarding ownership. 
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MN:  Confirmed that shares in CoSector Limited were owned by the University and usually 
there was only 1 share. 
 
JS:  Explained that in the case of CoSector Limited it was financed by 6000 extra shares 
held by the University.  The university had no intention of selling these and was in fact 
prohibited from doing so by charity laws.  Theoretically if CoSector’s expanded beyond 
expectations in the next 5-10 years and a 3rd party included, it could be floated on the stock 
exchange.  However this was not likely to happen. 
 
MN: CoSector was governed by and advisory board while the limited company was 
governed by a board of three directors.  MN stressed the limited company was a vehicle to 
maximise tax benefits to the university.   
 
Action:  MN/EW suggested an update on CoSector and its governance be placed on 
the intranet. 
 
Item 4 - Data Centre 
 
JC:  The paper circulated to the ICE forum was explained as a strategic business case for 
developing a strategy to adopt cloud services, either subscription or managed.  One such 
service was business world which was cloud ready.  Such services would financially benefit 
the university but also bring many benefits to existing services.  
 
The paper therefore was a review of the 3 existing data centres (2 in Stewart House, the 3rd 
in Kent) with a view of moving existing services to the cloud.   The paper sets out the 
rationale for a phased implementation.  
 
The data centre would be resized to reflect the universities service requirements and 
therefore the 3 data centres downsized or closed. 
 
MS: Noted that the paper did not mention the people consequences.  There was no 
assessment on the impact on staff. 
 
JC:  Stressed that he did not see any negative impact.  If any staff were affected by the 
changes, they would be retrained. 
 
CW:  Mentioned the low morale of CoSector staff and their discontent.  Staff felt excluded 
from the process with discussions centred on Moodle rather than the project as a whole. 
 
MN:  Happy to meet staff but stressed the changes were customer driven.  Also not all staff 
needed to be involved, only those within CoSector affected by the change would be 
consulted. 
 
JC:  Acknowledged there was more work to be done at on a communications level to keep 
staff fully engaged.  A desktop strategy would also need to be developed.  None existed at 
the present time. 
 
AI:  Asked question of how much money would be saved by downsizing the data centre? 
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JC:  There was potential for savings but also potential income streams due to improved 
efficiency.   As the university is moving towards digital, there was more scope for staff. 
 
MM:  Stressed need for staff engagement as the key to addressing staff concerns and asked 
if CoSector were planning to work with the  LPUC? 
 
JC:  This will be explored.  CoSector was investigating working with other universities with 
more experience in cloud management. 
 
Item 5 - HEE Update 
 
LM:  The University had issued a statement regarding the HEE transfer. Following feedback 
on the consultation, the University had agreed a transfer date of 1st August 2019 for all HEE 
staff.  Discussions would now take place on TUPE.  There would be a formal 45 day 
consultation period from the end of May 2019. 
 
DM:  Asked the following questions: what is going to happen in lieu of UoL pay rises?  Will 
staff continue to rise up pay scales? 
 
LM:  Stated this was a static TUPE transfer and questions on scales and pay would go into 
any Q & As. 
 
DM:  Asked if the ICE forum be informed of the Q & As? 
 
LM:  She would endeavor to update the forum but generic information would be shared. 
 
TH:  Asked the question: is it possible for HEE staff to transfer to the UoL if they decide 
against TUPE? 
 
LM:  This will be investigated. 
 
 
 
Item 6 - FM Review 
 
GAZ:  Updated the forum on the FM review.  The FM review now had a page on the intranet 
to pass information  regarding the transfer.  The process will start on 20th May 2019.  
Consultation on estate maintenance and security would  begin in late 2019 but consultation 
on cleaning and grounds staff would not start until 2020.   Catering staff would be left until 
last. 
 
MS:  How long would the decision making process take? 
 
GAZ:  Her focus was on the 20th May deadline only.  There was a statement regarding the 
intimidation of staff.  Laura Brown would provide support mechanisms for those staff. The 
new website would provide all information. 
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DM:  The IWGB had responded to the allegations made against the union regarding abuse 
and intimidation that had been raised at the All Staff meeting.  All allegations were false and 
the union had asked for the UCU branch to rescind the email alluded at the meeting. 
 
DM:  Asked what would be the best approach to various issues that had arisen during the 
transfer process, particularly for individuals whose work overlapped and therefore would lose 
hours.  It was a question ICE representatives were entitled to ask. 
 
GAZ:  The scope was Cordant’s decision not the Universities.  Cordant had decided the 
rationale on who met the universities criteria for transfer. 
 
LM:  Cordant was responsible for their employees up to the date of transfer.  Any scope 
issues should therefore be discussed with Cordant.  The scope was determined by Cordant 
using there methodology.  It was up to the transferring organisation to give the final list of 
staff for TUPE. 
 
GAZ:  Asserted each case would be dealt with individually. 
 
DM:   Stated that problems had come about because of the universities insistence in splitting 
contracts.  In light of this, the University should look at a generous implementation with roles 
defined as broadly as possible. 
 
DM:  Asked the question: when will Cordant give the University the final list of those who met 
the criteria to be brought in-house?  Is there a cut off date? 
 
LM:   Answered that this was a moveable feast with no deadline attached. 
 
AI:  Question: is there a deadline in TUPE regulations for staff not in the scope? 
 
LM:  No deadline but questions could still be raised after the deadline had finished 
 
DM:  Question: would the University be prepared if an individual falls into the scope at the 
last minute? 
 
LM:  The answer to this question was unknown. 
 
Action: Preparation for individuals that fall into the scope just prior to 20th May to be 
checked by HR. 
 
EW:  Advised for staff to contact Cordant who believed they fell into the scope but had not 
yet been contacted by Cordant. 
 
DM:  Question: were any one to one sessions planned with the University for staff 
transferred from Cordant? 
 
LM:  The University was not obliged to hold one to one sessions.  This was a question for 
Cordant.  There were no plans for the University to hold sessions. 
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DM:  Question: when will draft measures be implemented for TUPE staff? 
 
LM:  These will take place before the 20th May but no date had been set. 
 
DM:  Question: since consultation on bringing the cleaning  contract in house could 
potentially be brought forward, had any dates been discussed? 
 
GAZ:  None at the moment but there would be a better idea at the end of May or beginning 
of June. 
 
CM:  Asked, is it the intention to break contracts early (cleaning/gardening/maintenance)?   
 
GAZ:  The first stream was to break the contact with Cordant re: reception/porter/AV.  
Subsequent workflows would need approval by the Board of Trustees.  A new arrangement 
is however being looked at. 
 
CM:   Stated it would be helpful to know what is being proposed to the Board of Trustees 
regarding workflows, and helpful if by the next meeting there was some clarity on the matter. 
 
EM:  Remarked on the effect on staff.  Feedback gathered prior to meeting indicated that 
intimidation was seen to be coming from sub-contracted security officers not protestors.  It 
was important this should not be overlooked.  This was also having a negative impact upon 
the University.  
 
GAZ:  Reiterated that any complaints should be sent to F & M. 
 
MM:  A complaint brought to the attention of ICE representatives regarding treatment of a 
member of staff by sub-contracted security staff.  Thus far, no response by F & M had been 
received. 
GAZ: Acknowledged this had be an oversight although she had been made aware of the 
issue at a later date. 
 
Action:  GAZ to investigate why the matter had not been dealt with by F & M upon 
receipt of email. 
 
RD:  Provided insight into intimidation of those involved with the back in-house campaign, 
particularly towards members of the IWGB.  She had felt personally intimidated at the All 
Staff Meeting on 27th April and had written to GAZ and Simon Caine regarding the matter on 
a previous occasion to highlight the concern..   
 
GAZ:  Noted comments from RD.  A number of emails had been received from staff 
regarding student occupations and protests.  A request to give more information as to the 
number of emails received was declined. 
 
AI:  Asked when cleaning and gardening contracts were due to end. 
 
GAZ:  These contracts were due to expire in 2022. 
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MM:  Questioned the University’s use of social media. Was the University still encouraging 
supporters to use social media to counter criticisms of its policies?  This was in reference to 
the VC’s plea to “fight fire with fire” regarding criticism of the University on Twitter, a 
response which was considered inappropriate. 
 
TH:  Stated that UCU had believed the VC’s comments were ill-conceived and that the VC 
had been asked to withdraw them. 
 
Item 7:  Attendance Management Documents 
 
KE: Policy documentation on attendance management had been updated and were 
circulated for consultation by the ICE forum.  Forum representatives had until 26th April to 
respond with comments. 
 
CM:  Stated there was no enough time to consult on this matter, since the Easter break was 
about to start.   
 
LM:  Commented that the documents reflected procedural changes for the new Business 
World sickness module to capture data. 
 
CM: Asked how this dovetailed with existing documents/policies and whether this now 
replaced the existing documents. 
 
KE:  In response KE requested that all comments and questions be sent before 26th April for 
consideration. 
 
MM:  Requested information on when the sickness/absence module of Business World 
would go live? 
 
LM:  The new module would be launched in conjunction with the new policy documents. At 
some point in May 2019. 
 
DM:  Stated that there was not enough time given to consult on the documents and that this 
was not the proper way to consult on changes to such documentation. 
 
EW:  Requested that the consultation date be extended to 1st May 2019.  Documentation 
had been circulated too late for proper consideration by forum members. 
 
Action:  It was agreed that the consultation be extended to 1st May 2019. 
 
Any Other Business 
 
Since the forum overran, there was time for one item to be discussed in brief. 
 
AOB 1:  Recruitment Chill 
 
DM:  There was confusion as to who were member of the recruitment chill committee.  
Therefore the question was asked:  who are the members? 
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LM:  Would seek clarity on this issue as she did not know who the members were. 
 
Action:  LM to find out who were members of the chill committee. 
 
Other agenda items and AOBs would be added to the agenda for the next ICE meeting in 
July.  EW requested that forum members give a rationale for their addition to the agenda and 
their position in the agenda. 
 
Action:  DM to give rationale for items added to the agenda or included in AOB. 
 
Meeting closed:  13:10. 


