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ICE Forum Meeting – 14/08/2019 
 
 
Attendees: Catherine Morrissey(CM); Danny Millum (DM); Colin Watson CW; Elizabeth 
Morcom (EM); Lindsey Caffin (LC); Martin Steer (MS); Angela Ireland (AI); Bill Kelliher (BK); 
Jelony Nwaneri (JN); Mark Murphy (MM); Leila Kassir (LK); Ghazwa Alwani-Starr (GAZ); 
Jayne Rose (JR); Martin Wills (MW); Natalie Freilich (NF) 
 
Apologies:  Damien Short (DS); Tim Hall (TH); Mark Newton (MN); Laura Marks (LM) 
 
Chair:  Elaine Walters (EW) 
 
Introductions and Apologies 
 
EW: Introduced Natalie Freilich (NF).  Natalie is Associate Director (Legal Services) and was 
attending the meeting in place of John Stewart (JS) Director (Legal Services).   
 
Apologies noted for Tim Hall (TH), Damien Short (DS), Mark Newton (MN) and Laura Marks 
(LM). 
 
Minutes of 12/04/2019 and 19/06/2019 
 
Minutes from meeting of 12/04/2018 
 
It was noted that the following amendments were missing from the minutes circulated to the 
ICE forum, 
 

● CM: Amendments JR via email (query whether received?) 
● MS: No mention of machine learning just facial recognition.  He had emphasised 

machine learning at the meeting of 19/06 (in relation to FM review). 
 

CM and DM noted that some details in the minutes were very non-specific and there was no 
indication of who had spoken at the meeting.  
 
JR: Explained that the minutes had been written using the “Chatham House Rule”.  It was a 
personal choice to use this.  EW stated that she preferred this style to the way they had 
been presented for previous meetings. CM disagreed: staff ask reps to raise points so it’s 
important for transparency to see that this has occurred. 
 
MM: Requested that going forward: could there be more emphasis on context.  Notation of 
the current minutes is too generic, but thanked Jayne for efforts – no criticism implied. 
 
Action: It was recorded that the notes should be amended next time. CM to resend her 
amendments.  Minutes remain unconfirmed pending amendments. 
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Minutes from the extraordinary meeting of 19/06/2019 
 
The following was noted, 
 

● CM: Points F and G:  No mention of overzealous security causing staff concern as 
initial question was over these concerns. 

● MM: Security: No mention of increased security levels 
● CM: Point 4:  Estates maintenance external bids.  Missing context that the process 

undermined trust in the University’s statement that it is committed to insourcing. 
 
GAZ: Stated points F and G were initially raised regarding staff fears over general security 
rather than increased levels of security staff and their behaviour. 
 
Action: EW as Chair noted and agreed with the points raised by CM and MM. 
 
Matters arising from meeting of 12/04/2019 
 
Item A: First Aid  
  
EW: Had looked into this and was unable to find a comparison regarding the amount of first 
aid allowance paid by the university with similar institutions. 

 
AI: Reiterated that the allowance needed to be raised as it had remained at the same rate for 
a number of years and requested this was looked at again. 
 
DM: Stated that there were still a number of outstanding cases where the backdated first aid 
allowance had not been paid, mostly in Student Central 
 
Item B: Honoraria 
 
EW. This was to be included in the review of awards actioned by Simon Cain (Director of 
Human Resources).  There was however, no given time frame for the review.   
 
DM and AI: Requested a breakdown of information as this was an action point agreed upon 
at the previous meeting. 
 
Item C: Training in Mental Health Awareness 
 
EW and KE: Updated forum representatives on training in mental health awareness and 
confirmed that there were no plans to roll out a training program to all staff. 
 
AI: Acknowledged that training in mental health awareness was different to first aid training 
but believed it should be offered to staff on a voluntary basis. 
 
CM: Mentioned that she had raised this point at a previous meeting and had stated that 
there should be compulsory training for all University of London staff in this area, particularly 
managers. 
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Item D: Office Environment on Lower Ground Floor (LGF), Senate House 
 
EW: Informed the forum that a group had been set up and the first meeting had taken place 
in regards to problems with the lower ground floor. 
 
There was confusion over the suggestion box mentioned at the last meeting whereby staff 
could anonymously post comments.  CM noted University of London Worldwide (UoLWW) 
had an elective suggestion box that was not electronic but a post box.  This had proved very 
effective. EW confirmed that SAS had an electronic version. GAZ: Suggested that if an 
electronic version was requested this should be directed to the CoSector comms team. 
 
MM: Agreed that a post box similar to the one UoLWW use would be a good fit for 
comments on the office environment problems experienced on the Lower Ground Floor. 
 
Item E: HEE 
 
DM: Reported back that HEE staff had now been TUPED over to NHS.  However issues 
related to the TUPE were ongoing with HEE staff unhappy with the process.  Further action 
was likely following the strike held by HEE staff in July. 
 
Item F: Attendance Management Policy 
 
KE: Informed the forum that this had been launched and was now in use by the University. 
 
AI: Referred to paragraph 43 (?) and asked what it meant.  
 
There was general agreement that this paragraph warranted a clearer explanation. 
 
Item G: Any Other Business (AOB) held over from meeting of 12/04/2019 
 
AI: Enquired as to when the five items from the previous meeting would be addressed. 
 
Action: his was passed to KE to decide how to fit them into the agenda.
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Agenda 
 
Item 1:  ICE Forum Membership and Terms of Office 
 
The membership and Terms of Office for candidates for the ICE forum elections in the 
autumn had been circulated for comment. 
 
KE: Explained the current time table for the elections and was open to changes.  The 
deadline for the result of the ballot is 27th November 2019. 
 
A:  Absence 
 
EW: Proposed that if a forum representative was absent for a period of one year, they 
should not be part of the committee.  This was due to the fact that one representative had 
not attended for the past year.  DM stated that the forum representative in question had 
attended a meeting in the first year and had given input as a representative outside of 
meetings. MM and CM agreed that attending was not the only way to be a good rep. 
 
AI and CM: Agreed it would be good practice to consider the proposal – but CM noted that 
there was always a good representation of constituencies at the ICE forum and it was 
usually the case that elected staff representatives did attend.   
 
EW and JR: Proposed that an informal meeting of representatives of the ICE forum should 
be convened to discuss this and other proposals. 
 
Action: It was decided that ICE forum representatives needed to decide what they 
wanted to do at the proposed informal meeting. 
 
B: Constituencies and Numbers 
 
CM: Asked why the number of reps for UoLWW had gone up to six? 
 
KE: Explained this was based on the number of staff employed in that constituency.  There 
was one representative per fifty staff.  Current figures were based on staff numbers as of 
August 2019 and that this figure will be rechecked before the elections. Currently UoLWW 
had 285 employees. 
 
EW: Confirmed numbers would be adjusted to reflect staffing numbers at the time of the 
elections 
 
AI: Asked the question: where a constituency covered two departments, could two reps 
could come from one department? 
 
KE: Answer: yes, two from one department was acceptable. 
 
JN: Enquired if it was possible to mix up the meeting timings to take into account part-time 
staff or those who were away. EW agreed this was a good idea. 
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KE: This would be considered. 
 
C: Voting 
 
CM: Noted that the current document stated voting would be through an internal process.  
Why not use the ERS (Electoral Reform Society) as per the last ICE forum elections since 
ERS costs of this were not prohibitively expensive? 
 
MS: Added that issues of trust in the election process would be raised if the process was 
internal. 
 
Action: KE to discuss ballot and ERS with Simon Cain 
 
D: Candidature 
 
LK: Asked the question: can current ICE forum representatives re-stand? 
 
KE: Answer:  yes all current representatives can re-stand but will have to go through the 
ballot process.  Only 1 representative (LK) from Senate House Library would not be up for 
re-election as her tenure on the ICE forum began in February 2019.  KE was hoping to tie in 
all dates if new people joined after the elections in November. 
 
AI: Asked the question: what was the current status of ICE forum representatives? 
 
KE: Answer: all current representatives would remain as ICE representatives until 26th 
November 2019 so therefore would be able to attend any extraordinary meetings called 
before this date. 
 
E Timing of ballot 
 
CM suggested pulling it back so that a meeting could take place in November. 
 
Item 2:  Update on Facilities Management Review 
 
GAZ: Updated those present on the current situation.  She believed (her opinion) that the 
current services brought in-house had calmed down.  Feedback to FM had indicated that 
staff brought in-house were now settling into their roles within the University. 
 
The security strategy was in production although this had not been a smooth process and 
there had been delays.  The time table was still on track but that the proposal for the Board 
of Trustees would take a different format. 
 
A: Security Strategy 
 
DM: Asked the question:  what would be presented to the Board of Trustees? 
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GAZ: Answer: current thoughts on what to present to the Board of Trustees included: 
number of risk factors; financial review and risk strategy.  However this may be more 
proportional. 
 
DM: Asked the question:  would this include recommendations concerning just CCTV or 
would it include bringing all security staff in-house? 
 
GAZ: Answer: she is not in a position to answer.  Security contract with Cordant ends in May 
2020 and this cannot be brought forward.  If Board of Trustees agree to proposals then the 
timeline is for decision on security to be made by February 2020. 
 
MS: Asked the question: would any strategy be put before the Board of Trustees without 
consultation? 
 
GAZ: Answer: no, there would be some consultation on proposals put before the ICE forum 
in November. 
 
DM: Asked the question: will proposals include the possible continuation of the outsourcing 
of security services? 
 
GAZ: Answer: cannot confirm or deny as there needs to be a strategy decided first. 
 
DM: Asked about the level of detail put forward for consultation. 
 
GAZ: The current plan was for the strategy to be proposed in November and decisions on 
how it will be implemented proposed by February. 
 
DM: Commented on the ongoing problems caused by the Cordant/in-house division of 
labour, for example where jobs overlapped.  He reiterated that the sooner the security issue 
was resolved, the sooner the division of labour would be resolved. 
 
AI: Requested an extraordinary meeting of the ICE forum to discuss the FM security 
strategy. 
 
Action: EW to discuss with Simon Cain the possibility of an extraordinary meeting of 
the ICE forum. 
 
B: Security Concerns  
 
MS: Questioned whether security staff had to abide by certain protocols.  The way they 
operated within the University was causing distress.  A number of staff had reported 
concerns over the security staff (guardian service) at Senate House.  Bag searches had 
been conducted in offices and security personnel had jumped over library security gates in 
order to pursue individuals.  Staff report there appeared to be profiling based on youth and 
non-white characteristics. 
 
GAZ: Asked MS to send any concerns to her for investigation as this was not the policy.  The 
current policy for security was to prevent occupation. The University’s policy was that 
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occupiers would be evicted. She explained to the forum that staff fears when students 
previously occupied Senate House had led to this policy. 
 
DM: Mentioned the Goldsmith occupation that lasted 100 days in which security were not 
instructed to interfere. Why had the university taken a different approach? 
 
MS: Noted that the increased security presence in the building had increased staff fears 
rather than eased them. 
 
DM: Stated that if all staff were brought in-house, the fear of occupation would recede. 
 
GAZ: Replied that bringing all staff back in-house would not stop the attempt to occupy the 
buildings. Policy was ‘lift to shift’. 
 
AI: Requested that ICE representatives be informed and consulted on any policies.  There 
was a need to know. 
 
C: Timeline 
 
MM: Asked the question: will an interim arrangement be needed since the contract with 
Cordant ends in May 2020? 
 
GAZ: Confirmed there will be an arrangement in place.  The University could not afford to 
continue the review process.  The timeline would be adhered to. 
 
DM: Asked the question:  will there be a comparison between tenders and bringing staff in-
house? 
 
GAZ: Answer: tenders and recommendations will be presented to the Board of Trustees 
however she questioned whether they were should be discussed by the ICE forum. She 
would consult with Simon Cain. 
 
EW: Noted that there was a difference of opinion as to what should be discussed. 
 
MM: Mentioned that the previous director of Human Resources (HR) had brought in a QC to 
mediate and decide what was suitable for discussion.  For example, staff salaries did fall 
under the remit of the ICE forum. 
 
Action: KE to consult with LM.  Proposal that this is discussed with ICE 
representatives at an informal meeting. 
 
AI: Asked the question: was the timetable for the maintenance contract different to that of 
security? 
 
GAZ: Answer: yes, however the maintenance contract would be discussed in October and 
terminated with Bouygues if not recommended at the Board of Trustees meeting. 
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MM: Enquired if this meant a quicker time frame was possible. At the last meeting he had 
asked if more resource could be allocated. 
 
GAZ: Answer: no, as there was no extra time as she did not have capacity to manage more 
people but that the recognised unions would be sent any feedback in relation to any 
changes. 
 
DM: Noted that according to previous information the contracts for cleaning and food 
services (Aramark) were not up for consultation until 2021 and 2022 respectively.  He also 
alluded to a letter sent by Dr Jo Fox, director of the Institute of Historical Research (IHR) that 
suggested all outsourced staff would be brought in-house by 2021.  Could this be confirmed 
as true or had Dr Fox been misinformed? 
 
Action: DM to pass letter to EW and GAZ to look at. 
 
GAZ: Asked for a correction to be noted.  Recommendations resulting from the Board of 
Trustees meeting would be implemented in January, not February as previously mentioned.  
Decisions on strategy would therefore be completed before Christmas 2019.  The ICE forum 
would be consulted on these decisions. 
 
Item 3: AOB 
 
It was decided to quickly run through items still outstanding from the April meeting. 
 
A: Holidays for Grades 1-6 
 
KE: Explained there were currently no plans for a change to holiday allowance for these 
grades. 
 
MM: Informed the forum that this is still a live issue for staff: over 200 signatures had been 
received supporting an uplift in holiday allowance for grades 1-6. 
 
KE: Agreed to add to the agenda if item falls under ICE regulations 
 
B: London Weighting Increase 
 
KE: The University’s position on LW was unchanged, there would be no engagement on this 
subject with ICE representatives until a proposal was brought forward.  However AI claimed 
this was being discussed and fought for at JNCC meetings. 
 
C: Refurbishment of Senate House Library 
 
EM: Asked if there were any plans to refurbish floors occupied by staff at Senate House 
library.  The heatwave had proved unbearable with staff unable to open windows since they 
had been bolted shut. 
 
GAZ: Reported that she was unaware of any projects but would ask. . Agreed it may be 
possible to do something about the windows. 
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EW: Suggested this should be taken to the environmental working group.  DM also 
suggested that EM and LK mention this to Jonathan Blaney, the School’s Health and Safety 
Officer. 
 
Action: An update to be provided at the next meeting. 
 
D: Overtime Payments 
 
It had been noted that overtime payments were not consistent across the University, and 
depended on local interpretation. 
 
MM: Suggested the form used by UoLWW be used as the basis for a university-wide form 
for overtime payments. 
 
DM: Stressed that this was a big problem for the recently in-sourced porters, who were no 
longer being offered paid overtime. 
 
CM suggested that the form itself should include information on how OT payments work so 
that individual managers cannot apply different rules. 
 
Action: KE would speak to Simon Cain regarding a universal form. 
 
Item 3a:  AOB: August 2019 
 
1: Establishment Lists and Staff Contact Lists 
 
DM: Requested updated staff lists for ICE representatives in order for them to contact 
constituents. The establishment list would also be useful since they listed grades. 
 
KE Stated that distribution lists had been provided as a one-off for ease but that Reps could 
use the address book.  
 
Discussion around how reps would know who was in their department. 
 
CW: Explained that staff lists such as the SAS All Staff list was up to date and could be used 
to contact constituents, but that there were sometimes anomalies and couldn’t guarantee 
that it would catch 100% of people.  But this likely to be most efficient. However DM pointed 
out that not all staff had permissions to access these lists.  CW confirmed this. It would be 
useful if ICE representative could be given access. 
 
KE: Agreed in principle to this as she had not realised that access had been denied.  She 
confirmed stated that the establishment lists had been removed from the intranet for GDPR 
reasons although budget holders did have access. 
 
DM: Expressed scepticism that there was a GDPR risk, and that if this was the case, very 
old lists should be removed more urgently as they list people no longer here – but they are 
still there. 
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LK: Having the lists increases transparency and trust. Helpful to know how people in teams 
relate to each other and where you are. 
 
KE: Stated these would be removed. 
 
MS: Requested that archival procedures be considered when disposing of or removing these 
lists. 
 
Action: Kit Good, the University data protection and information compliance manager 
to be consulted on this issue and invited to speak at the next meeting. 
 
2: CoSector 
 
CW: Listed a number of complaints he had received by email from CoSector staff.  Problems 
included work related stress; lack of training, with requests by staff affected by the closure of 
the data centre for retraining ignored; lack of communication or no communication.  All this 
had resulted in low morale with staff fearful of reporting their concerns to senior 
management. Staff feel that engagement is not genuine and issues raised are shut down. 
Feels like two separate organisations each doing their own thing. Uncertainty over the data 
centre and CoSector. The approach makes people feel they are not valued.  
 
KE: Said that staff experiencing problems should report to HR and/or call the Employee 
Assistance Programme. 
 
CM: Expressed concern that work related stress had increased across the board and should 
be looked at as an organisational problem that needs to be dealt with, rather than a series of 
individual cases.   
 
BK: Confirmed that several members of staff were signed off work with stress related 
illnesses. 
 
MS: Suggested it would be good to look into the causes of stress to try to deal with it. 
 
GAZ: Wanted the minutes to reflect that she thought the university had a good record on 
wellbeing and speaking personally had not been told about serious problems but was 
reminded by EW that the situation across the university may differ from that experienced in 
Facilities Management. 
 
CW: Agreed to pass on emails from his constituents for HR to investigate providing he had 
permission from the sender.   
 
CM: Added that management representatives at the ICE forum needed to accept meetings 
as a form of communication.  Several times in meetings, when reps report issues, managers 
(including CoSector managers at last meeting) respond that ‘they have not been made 
aware of any issues’. Raising issues on behalf of staff is the reps’ job and part of the forum’s 
purpose. JN noted in agreement that communication was poor throughout the university and 
needed to be addressed. 
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MS: Added that low morale and poor siloed internal communications added to time costs 
since multiple requests were needed in order to get things done. 
 
Action: KE to take this up with Laura Marks. 
 
3: “Bring your child to work week” 
 
JN: Asked why this had not been promoted throughout the university despite being 
implemented in student central. 
 
Action: KE to investigate as this was a national event held every year. 
 
4:  Level 2 Grades 
 
LK: Asked how jobs were re-graded and if Grade 2 was still used as there was a belief 
amongst library staff that this grade was to be phased out.  In Senate House library there 
had been a number of jobs downgraded from Grade 4 to Grade 2 with very little change 
detected in the job descriptions. 
 
KE: Explained that the university used the Hay methodology to regrade. 
 
Action: EM and LK will report the response from the ICE forum back to Senate House 
Library staff and then see whether they wish to do anything further. 
 
5.  Equal Pay Audit 
 
CM: Mentioned that there is an annual audit at Imperial College and asked if the university 
had any plans to implement this. This would tie in with concern reported by JN about 
possible pay discrimination affecting BAME staff.   
 
Action: KE to discuss with Simon Cain. 
 
This discussion linked in to pay scales.  JN asked why some managers are on a different 
grade to other managers. According to the salary scales managers should be on a particular 
grade, however this is not the case as some managers are on a lower grade. 
 
KE: Explained that there were two separate scales: CTS and AMP.  Grade 6 in AMP was a 
rarely used training scale and usually those at the end of the grade were upgraded after 
three years.  This was not the case with CTS. 
 
GAZ: Mentioned that the appraisal system was the best place to start as it was easier for 
staff to list their achievements during the year. 
 
JR: Noted that an outcome from the Athena/Swan working group was a recommendation to 
set up a race equality pay audit. 
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5:  Lower Ground Floor Flexible Working 
 
JN: Noted worries that managers were not adhering to flexible working policies.  She 
believed managers were falling back into old styles of working despite the intention of 
Project Beveridge to introduce activity based working. 
 
KE: Explained this should be discussed by management in the department concerned.  By 
its nature activity based working could change if the activities changed.   
 
CW: Confirmed there had been discussion and inclusion on this issue at the start but that it 
appears to have been forgotten about.  
 
Action: This matter to be discussed at the next LGF team meeting and added as an 
agenda item to get a general overview of the matter and see whether working 
arrangements generally differ from expectations. 
 
Meeting closed at 1.04 pm.  EW thanked all present for their attendance. 


