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UNIVERSITY OF GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND INTO 

1. I am writing to follow up our discussion at the Council, Trade Union and Management 

Consultative Committee (CTUMCC) meeting on 30 October, and Barry Johnson’s letter of 9 

November, about the proposed partnership between the University and INTO.  Julie Thackray 

also wrote to you on 19 November on behalf of the Chair of Council, Sir Peter Scott, in response 

to the correspondence from UCU.   

 

2. As you know, there has been extensive discussion over several months within the University 

community about the INTO proposals.  I reported in my August newsletter to all staff that we 

were considering a partnership with INTO.  Andrew Colin and senior colleagues from INTO gave 

a presentation about the company at a meeting on 13 July to which all staff were invited.  In my 

six October briefings for all staff I covered the latest state of play in some detail, and there was 

extensive discussion and questions from colleagues who attended.  That roadshow presentation 

is also available on the intranet for all staff to see.  The INTO partnership has been discussed at 

our informal keep-in-touch meetings with the unions, and at the formal Common Interest 

Groups.  I believe this demonstrates that the University has been open with our staff, ensuring 

that everyone is briefed on developments, providing opportunities for discussion and questions, 

and seeking to ensure that there is a balanced, well-informed debate.  That commitment 

remains.  I want our colleagues to feel that they are being kept informed, and that they can raise 

concerns or issues at any stage, either directly or through their unions. 

 

3. I would like to restate the rationale for pursuing the partnership with INTO.  We said in the 

University’s five year strategic plan that we should look for opportunities to grow and to 

strengthen our international partnerships.  We are a relatively small university, and the 

prospects of expanding UK/EU student recruitment are likely to be limited for some time 

because of the increase in HE fees.  While our financial position is much improved compared 

with three years ago, the competitive pressures faced by a University of our type and profile 

mean that it would be foolish to expect that we could thrive by just standing still and not seeking 

to extend our activities.  Expanding through a carefully-managed partnership with a successful 

and well-established international partner aligns well with the goals we have set ourselves, and 



allows us to capitalize on our strengths in excellent teaching, the wider student experience we 

offer, and our attractive location. 

 

4. The partnership with INTO allows us to develop new pathway programmes for international 

student recruitment through a joint venture in which we would earn additional revenue for the 

University.  Students who successfully complete the pathways would progress on to mainstream 

University programmes as fee-paying students.  We have agreed with INTO that, unlike some of 

their other partnerships, we will retain ownership of all of the buildings used for pathway 

teaching and support and rent them to the joint venture.    

 

5. We have considered alternatives.  We undertook a competitive tender exercise to see what 

other partners there might be for a joint venture of this sort. And we have assessed the 

consequences of remaining as we are.  The central point to recognise is that remaining as we are 

also carries risk.   Both last year and this year the University has fallen short of our targets for 

international student recruitment  -  despite overall growth in international student recruitment 

to the UK.  We need to tackle that.  It is difficult for a University of our size and profile to 

resource on our own the sort of global recruitment network that would be needed to succeed in 

a fiercely competitive market.  Central to the proposed partnership with INTO is that we will be 

better off partnering with an organisation that has that global network already in place, and has 

a demonstrated track record of working with other Universities to increase their international 

recruitment.  Given that this is a joint venture with INTO, not a contract for services, it is wrong 

to say that INTO are carrying no risk.  Their reputation would be at stake along with ours were 

the joint venture not to succeed.   

 

6. Conversely, success would bring significant benefits for the University, in terms of being able to 

extend the educational opportunities we offer to a larger number of students, serving our core 

purposes as a university; in terms of financial benefits from the pathway programmes and from 

student progression to the University’s own programmes; in terms of educational benefits 

through being able to work with students over a more extended period than is currently the 

norm for our international students; in terms of wider cultural benefits for the whole University 

and all our students from having a more diverse but better integrated community; and in terms 

of the scope the University would have to increase career opportunities for Joint Venture and 

University staff, rather than possibly having to retrench.  Given the turbulence affecting the 

whole of higher education at present, failing to grasp the opportunity to secure such benefits for 

the University would represent a greater risk than if we go ahead. 

 

7. Nor are we alone in reaching this conclusion.  INTO already have pathway partnerships with 

eight universities in the UK, including Exeter, Newcastle, Manchester, Manchester Metropolitan, 

University of East Anglia, City, Queens Belfast, and Glasgow Caledonian.  And INTO are only one 

of several organisations forming partnerships of this sort -  Kaplan, Study Group and Navitas 

have entered into similar arrangements with a wide variety of other universities.  We estimate 

that in total over 30 UK universities have entered into partnerships of this type.  So the 

University of Gloucestershire is not adopting an unusual stand in deciding to pursue this 

opportunity.  Indeed, had the University Executive failed to pursue this opportunity, that would 

have provided more valid ground for criticism than the fact that we are pursuing it.   



 

8. Turning to the more detailed points in Barry Johnson’s letter, I would make the following points. 

 

9. The CTUMCC terms of reference are attached.   As you know, they have only recently been 

agreed, following extensive discussion with the Unions.  That being so, I do not see a case for 

reviewing the constitution and function of the Committee so soon after it has been established.  

They provide explicitly that meetings should be held as required “to consider any serious issue 

which the Trades Unions/staff/MCIG wish to raise with the Council which they have been unable 

to resolve at Executive level”.  That is not the case with the INTO proposals.   

 

10. The document entitled “Questions from Council meeting October 2012” was sent to you shortly 

before the CTUMCC meeting, and copies were available at the meeting.  It has been provided to 

the leadership of the University’s two recognised unions and Management Common Interest 

Group for your own information, and should not be used more widely.  If there are any matters 

in the document which you would like to discuss in more detail, I should be happy to do so.  

During the CTUMCC meeting, we noted that that section of the minutes of the Council meeting 

on 3 October relating to the INTO discussion had been classified confidential, and undertook to 

review that.  The Chair of the University Council has since agreed to remove that confidentiality 

restriction, and the minutes have been made available to you and all staff on the intranet.  

 

11. As regards the comments in Barry Johnson’s letter about the stance of Council members at the 

CTUMCC meeting, as the minutes of the meeting show, CTUMCC members responded fully to 

the Union’s questions about how the Council had reached its decisions on 3 October.  The 

precise decision taken by the Council is recorded in the Council minutes which have been made 

available to you.  The decision was qualified in the sense that the Council gave approval in 

principle to a partnership that is still subject to continuing negotiation, and therefore could not 

be approved in a final form; and in the sense that Council agreed to the formation of a Sub-

Committee to which it delegated the authority to oversee the remaining stages of the 

negotiation, reporting back to Council if it judged that necessary. 

 

12. The implications of the partnership for the staff of the Cheltenham International Languages 

Centre (CILC) have been the subject of discussion with the staff concerned and their Union 

representatives. Their work would transfer to the Joint Venture and the University fully accepts 

our responsibilities towards those colleagues, to ensure that they are treated fairly and 

equitably.  There are significant legal requirements that apply in such cases to the transfer of 

functions and staff. Our clear expectation is that this will be a TUPE transfer, but we are still 

exploring the possibility of secondments.  

 

13. The papers considered by the Council at the meeting on3 October contained a detailed 

assessment of the proposals and their implications.  That included sensitivity analysis of the 

major variables, including student recruitment and the assumed rate of progression of pathway 

students onto University programmes.  Both Council and Executive recognised the risk of 

“optimism bias” within this sort of analysis, which is why we have assessed carefully both the 

impact on the business plan of varying the key assumptions and the exit strategies in the event 

of under-performance.  If the joint venture were to be unsuccessful in the first two years, there 



would be a financial loss, but not such as to threaten the viability of the University.  The primary 

risk in the partnership is that student recruitment does not meet the targets set.  But in that 

eventuality, some variable costs would reduce in line with reduced activity, the capital facilities 

would still be available to the University for other purposes, and we will have an initial period of 

two years to assess the performance of the joint venture in achieving its targets before 

committing to substantial capital expenditure.   

 

14. I remain happy to continue the discussion with the Unions, and with all staff of the University, as 

we pursue the final stages of discussion with INTO.   I am making this letter available to all staff.    

 

 

Best wishes 

 

Stephen 

 

  



COUNCIL, TRADES UNIONS AND MANAGERS CONSULTATIVE 
COMMITTEE 

 

Terms of Reference   

   

Introduction 
The Committee is the principal forum in which representatives of the 
Recognised Trades Unions and the elected staff members of the Management 
Common Interest Group can meet Members of University Council with 
University Management to discuss Human Resource issues of mutual interest 
and concern.  
 
Areas of Activity 
The focus of the Committee’s activities is the discussion of matters of mutual 
interest which impact upon the relationship between the University and the 
Trades Unions/staff.   
 
The Committee will meet as required to consider any serious issue which the 
Trades Unions/staff/MCIG wish to raise with the Council which they have been 
unable to resolve at Executive level. 
 
The committee shall have specific responsibility for reviewing and making 
formal recommendations to Council on matters related to the Recognition and 
Procedure and Facilities Agreements. 
 
Reporting 
Reports on the Committee’s discussions will be made to Council as 
appropriate. 
 
The Committee will normally meet twice per year.  Requests for additional 
meetings may be initiated by members of the Committee. 
 
 

  Specific Responsibility 
for Review of Council 
Area of Activity 
Recognition and 
Procedure and Facilities 
Agreement  
 
Mode of Operation 
Chair: Member of Council 
Vice Chair: Member of 
Council 
Officer: Clerk to Council 
 
Quorum  
See after membership 
 
Frequency of Meetings  
2 times per year  
 
Reporting Line  
University Council  
 
 
Submission / 
Availability of Minutes:  
Minutes will be circulated 
to all Council members, 
Trades Unions reps, 
MCIG and made available 
on the University 
website. 
 

 
  

 



COUNCIL, TRADES UNIONS AND MANAGERS CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
 

 

Group Membership  Appointment 
Dates 

1 5 members of Council (excluding the 
Vice-Chancellor and staff members 
of Council) 
 
 
Co-opted Member 

Scott Harvey (Chair)  
Paul Davies 
Beverley Hodson 
Martin Jones 
Antonia Noble 
Vacancy 

July 09 – Jun 13 
Jun 12 – Jun 16 
Sept 11 – Apr 13 
Jul 12 – Jul 16 
Oct 10 – Oct 14 
 

2 Vice-Chancellor  
 

Stephen Marston 
 

N/A 
 

 2 staff members of Council Frank Chambers 
Steve Treble 

Feb 09 – Feb 13 
Sep 09 – Sep 13 

 Director of Human Resources Lucy Pow  
 Head of Human Resources Clare Hetherington N/A 

3 3 representatives of UCU  
 
 

Andrew Misiura 
Pekka Pitkanen 
Rotational member as 
identified by UCU 

N/A 

 Regional Official of UCU Barry Johnson N/A 
 3 representatives of UNISON Jane Hutton  

Harry Lewis 
N/A 

 Regional Officer of UNISON Gavin Brooks N/A 

4 3 elected staff members of the Management 
Common Interest  
Group  

Jane Cantwell 
Stewart Dove 
 Rotational member as 
 identified by MCIG 

N/A 

 
Quorum 
The quorum shall be two members from Group 1, two members from each Trades Union in Group 3 and 2 
members from Group 4. 

 
 

 


