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(1.01 pm) 

1. THE CHAIRMAN: Good afternoon. Welcome back to the second day of 

the Unopposed Bill Committee. As you know, I am Lord McFall, the Senior Deputy 

Speaker. On my right is James Cooper, my counsel.  

2. I adjourned the Committee on 6 February in order to seek further 

clarification on certain points. These principally related to the quorum necessary 

for the board of trustees to alter, revoke or add to the statutes and to the statutory 
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right of relevant trade unions to be consulted where changes to the statutes 

involve employment and staffing issues. 

3. The promoters have met my concerns by proposing amendments to the 

Bill, and I thank them for their co-operation. Relevant emails and evidence relating 

to them will be appended to the transcript of today’s proceedings.  

4. Do you have any points to add for clarification? 

5. RICHARD BULL: No, Lord Chairman. 

6. THE CHAIRMAN: Good. I know that the Attorney-General is content 

with the Bill, so there is nothing else to add at this point.  

7. James, do you have any further questions?  

8. JAMES COOPER: No further questions, Lord Chairman. 

9. THE CHAIRMAN: Good. I was also very interested in the process of 

this Bill. I read a letter in the Times on Friday from the Vice-Chancellor of 

Cambridge University, Stephen Toope, in which he said, “Reducing students to 

mere consumers makes sense only if the value of universities is simply economic”.  

10. He noted that there is another higher education review, which in his 

opinion fails to get to the heart of concerns regarding universities.  

11. His main point was that the focus should be on what values our society 

expects to see reflected in our universities; it is not just value for money.  

12. In that context, I am very pleased that there will be the opportunity for 

the widest consultation on this Bill, so that it is transparent and we can see exactly 

what universities will be.  

13. This has been a very positive exercise from the House of Lords’ point of 

view and, I hope, from your point of view. With that in mind, I am content to let 

the Bill proceed as it stands. 
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14. We move to the formal part of the proceedings. I ask you prove the 

preamble. 

15. RICHARD BULL: Before doing so, Ms Boylan needs to be sworn. 

16. THE CHAIRMAN: That is what we are trying to do. 

17. MAUREEN BOYLAN: I swear by Almighty God that the evidence that I 

shall give before this Committee shall be the truth, the whole truth and nothing 

but the truth, so help me God.  

18. RICHARD BULL: Ms Boylan, is your name Maureen Boylan? 

19. MAUREEN BOYLAN: It is. 

20. RICHARD BULL: Are you acting secretary of the University of London? 

21. MAUREEN BOYLAN: I am. 

22. RICHARD BULL: Have you read the preamble to the Bill? 

23. MAUREEN BOYLAN: I have. 

24. RICHARD BULL: And is it true? 

25. MAUREEN BOYLAN: It is. 

26. RICHARD BULL: That concludes the proof. 

27. THE CHAIRMAN: Fine. Thank you. That concludes our proceedings. I 

will report the Bill to the House with amendments. 

28. RICHARD BULL: We are most grateful. Thank you. 

The Committee adjourned at 1.04 pm.  

 



Addendum 

Correspondence between the Clerk and the Promoter’s Agent from 
5 February to 5 March 2018 

COPY OF EMAIL EXTRACT FROM CLERK TO PROMOTER’S AGENT, DATED 5 FEBRUARY 2018 

Richard 

I have just been to see Lord McFall. He would be grateful if you could, at the hearing tomorrow: 

Provide written proof to substantiate that the governing bodies of the Member institutions and the 
trade unions were aware that they were losing a right to be consulted and they agreed to it. 

Give an indication of the major issues currently facing the University of London, examples of the 
most significant sorts of decisions the University Board of Trustees might take using the new powers 
and what specifically has prompted the University to promote the bill at this time. 

Chris Salmon Percival 

Deputy Head (and Clerk to the DPRRC and SLSC) 
Legislation Office | House of Lords | London SW1A 0PW | 

COPY OF EMAIL EXTRACT FROM CLERK TO PROMOTER’S AGENT, DATED 12 FEBRUARY 2018 

Dear Richard 

 Following the adjourned hearing of the UBC for the University of London Bill on 6 February, we now 
have the transcript. The Senior Deputy Speaker has asked for three pieces of evidence: 

The first two are, in effect, the points set out in the email immediately below. Please could you 
provide written proof that the governing bodies of the Member institutions and the trade unions 
were aware that they were losing a right to be consulted and they agreed to it. 

The third relates to the point about the effect of the Bill in reducing the size of the quorum for the 
Board of Trustees needed to agree amendments to statutes (from about 44% to about 21% (see 
question 84 of the transcript) of Trustees). Please could you provide written proof that the Member 
institutions and the trade unions were aware that this was a consequence of provision in the Bill and 
they agreed to it. 

Chris Salmon Percival  

Deputy Head (and Clerk to the DPRRC and SLSC) 

Legislation Office | House of Lords | London SW1A 0PW | 



COPY OF EMAIL EXTRACT FROM PROMOTER’S AGENT TO CLERK, DATED 27 FEBRUARY 2018 

Dear Chris, 

The University of London believes it will be helpful at this stage - in the interests of the good 
management of the UBC on the 19th -  to explain a difficulty with the third item on which the 
Senior Deputy Speaker has requested evidence, namely: 

the effect of the Bill in reducing the size of the quorum for the Board of Trustees needed 
to agree amendments to statutes (from about 44% to about 21% (see question 84 of 
the transcript) of Trustees). Please could you provide written proof that the Member 
institutions and the trade unions were aware that this was a consequence of 
provision in the Bill and they agreed to it. 

It will not be possible for us to assemble evidence on this point.  We did not specifically 
draw the Member Institutions’ and trade unions’ attention to the effect of the Bill in 
reducing the size of the quorum, since it was not a matter we thought it necessary to 
highlight in the way that it was framed at the UBC. It is our view that the quorum is best 
determined in the Ordinances rather than in primary legislation.  The evidence we will 
supply underlines our belief that the Member Institutions and trade unions have absolutely 
no concerns about the Bill in its current form. If they had concerns they would have 
identified them to the University and, in the event that they remained, they can be expected 
to have petitioned against the Bill.  It is worth noting that even now they will have the right 
to petition in the House of Commons. 

If despite this, the Senior Deputy Speaker remains concerned that the issue of the quorum 
should be addressed at this point in proceedings, we are prepared to bring forward an 
amendment reinstituting a quorum of two thirds of all members of the Board of Trustees in 
order to alter, revoke or add to the statutes. 

I hope this is helpful. 

Kind regards 

Richard Bull  
Legal Director and Parliamentary Agent 
for Pinsent Masons LLP  



COPY OF EMAIL EXTRACT FROM PROMOTER’S AGENT TO CLERK, DATED 5 MARCH 2018 

Dear Chris, 

I attach three documents in response to Lord McFall’s request for further information/evidence. 

The first is our response to the request for an indication of the major issues facing the University of 
London and why it is promoting the Bill. 

The second is a bundle of correspondence containing one letter from London University to the 18 
Member Institutions together their replies (one, from the Royal Academy of Music, was sent by 
email). The letter from London University was sent as soon as reasonably practicable following the 
session of the UBC on 6th December and therefore before we received clarification of the issues 
which Lord McFall wished to be addressed.  As you will see, some replies came in on the same day. 

The letter makes absolutely explicit that the Colleges are to lose their statutory right to be consulted 
in respect of the statute-making powers and explains why this is appropriate.  The responses 
inevitably differ as to content, but what is clear is that no Member Institution has any concerns 
about the Bill and that many (particularly those institutions which intend to apply for university 
status) are very positive about it.   

The third attachment is a small bundle of correspondence between the University of London and the 
two recognised trade unions, UCU and Unison.  The University of London letter (which again 
explicitly makes clear that the trade unions are to lose their statutory right to be consulted in respect 
of the statute-making powers) was sent to Franco Henwood (Unison’s representative) and Tim Hall 
(UCU’s representative).  Mr Henwood’s and Mr Hall’s expressions of satisfaction with the Bill are 
embedded in the email chain.   

We invite Lord McFall to conclude on the basis of the evidence set out in the attachments that there 
is a pressing need for the Bill and that it should be passed in its current form. 

Kind regards 

Richard Bull  
Legal Director and Parliamentary Agent 
for Pinsent Masons LLP  
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Response from the University of London to questions raised at the UBC on 
6 February 2018 

Major Issues Facing the University 

1. The unique structure of the University creates a set of priorities and concerns which
are in many ways unlike those of its Member Institutions ("MIs") or of the higher
education sector more widely.

Background 

2. The federal University of London is a membership organisation made up of the central

University (“the University”) and 18 MIs (formerly known as Colleges). The 18 MIs and
the University are all separate higher education institutions, legally, financially and
organisationally independent of one another. The MIs are incorporated in various
forms - by Royal Charter, as companies limited by guarantee, or as statutory
corporations. Each MI has its own governing documents appropriate to its legal status,
and its own governing body, independent of the University.

3. Within the federation, the relationship is essentially contractual: the MIs pay an annual
subscription for access to a number of preferential and in some cases exclusive
federal facilities and services, including access to the University's International
Programme and to the University-owned inter-collegiate halls of residence.  The MIs
may leave or join (subject to terms) and there are certain obligations in membership,
mostly designed for collective assurance of the quality of the brand.

4. The University’s Board of Trustees legislates solely for the University, and has no
jurisdiction over the 18 MIs or their governing bodies.

5. Thus, the  Board’s responsibilities in meeting major challenges  cover the overall
strategic direction of the University; the University’s financial sustainability and
accountability; membership of the federation (membership decisions are taken  on the
advice of the Collegiate Council); sound management of  academic provision (the
Senate House Libraries, School of Advanced Study, University Institute in Paris and
the International Programmes);the quality of services provided to the MIs; central
University staffing matters; internal regulation;  legal compliance in all University
activities; the  reputation and good standing of the University; and the appointment of
the Chancellor, Vice-Chancellor, Deputy Vice-Chancellor and University Secretary.

Major decisions in the recent past 

6. Good management of the University’s assets is at the heart of the Board's work
Significant decisions taken in the past 12 months (to serve as a typical period) have
included:

(a) strategic estates purchase of Duncan House in Stratford to provide
a new Hall of Residence;

(b) capital investment programmes to upgrade Cartwright Hall of
Residence;
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(c) investment in Co-Sector (the University’s trading arm for a number
of professional services, notably major IT platforms and careers
guidance);

(d) subsidy arrangements for the Senate House library;

(e) investment in the International Programme’s activities in
Singapore;

(f) senior appointments within the central University (for example,
Directors of School of Advanced Study Institutes);

(g) internal regulation (approval of new Ordinances, Statutes and
Regulations);

(h) approval of new or updated internal policies,(e.g. policies on the
ethical acceptance of gifts and on respect in the workplace):

(i) scrutiny and approval of budget and year-end accounts,
appointment of auditors, and submission of statutory returns to the
regulators.

Major Issues in Future 

7. The main part of the University’s income derives from its estate (including inter-
collegiate halls of residence) and fee income generated by the International
Programmes (distance-based delivery of degree programmes to c 55,000 students
across c 180 jurisdictions world-wide). Managing the estate and generating fee
income remain key priorities.

8. The University remains focussed on maintaining financial and academic sustainability
in a global business which is highly sensitive to the impact of the policies of foreign
governments (for example, decisions taken by foreign governments to invest more in
higher education can affect take-up on the University's distance –learning degrees).
The challenges of international exchange rate fluctuations, worldwide competition in
the University sector, and international perceptions of London as a place to live, study
and invest all affect the University's business.

9. The Bill does not directly impact on the challenges that the University itself
immediately faces (although the next section demonstrates that the MIs have an
urgent need for the Bill).  Its reforms to the statute-making powers are, however,
important because the statutes set the framework for the good governance of the
University.

Impetus for the Bill's promotion 

10. The primary objective in promoting the Bill is to remove a barrier to the MIs becoming
universities in their own right.  By way of background, the 18 MIs provide for around
120,000 students, mainly in London.  Some are very large institutions in their own right
(UCL, Kings, QMUL, City) and others are small, but specialist leaders in their field (the
Royal Veterinary College and the Courtauld Institute of the History of Art, for
example).  Despite their size and/or global reputations, these institutions are legally
colleges within the federal University, even though they are autonomous legal entities,
separate both from one another and from the central University.
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11. This legal situation stems from the University’s history and the description of the MIs
as "Colleges" is now anomalous and unhelpful.  The "College" descriptor also creates
reputational difficulties for the MIs in the modern higher education landscape where
private and alternative providers find it relatively easy to enter the market, as
recognised universities.

12. Any MI could choose to leave the federation in order to achieve separate university
status (as Imperial had to in 2006), but this would weaken the federal University and
disadvantage the MI forced into that position.  The MIs need to be able to obtain
university title, but they wish to remain within the federation:  Imperial did not have that
choice.

13. The status of the University of London's brand is important in varying degrees to the
different MIs. Affiliation with the brand plays a part, for example, in their recruitment of
staff and students, ranging from relatively minor to the completely essential

14. Therefore, in 2016, BIS (which then had responsibility for higher education) agreed
that the University should take the necessary steps to enable the MIs to seek
university title in their own right, while remaining part of the federation.

15. However, BIS also required the definitions section of the University of London Act
1994 - to be amended in order to allow institutions called universities (in addition to as
those MIs known as colleges, schools and institutes) to be defined as members of the
federation. This is the compelling reason why the University has brought the Bill
before Parliament.

PINSENT MASONS 
on behalf of the University of London 



To all Member Institutions 

8 February 2018 

Dear Colleagues 

UNIVERSITY 

OF LONDON 

University of London Bill 2017 ("the Bill") 

You will recall that in summer 2016, we wrote to you as part of our consultation with the 

governing bodies of Member Institutions on the proposed Bill. The Bill, once enacted, would 

repeal the University of London Act 1994 ("the 1994 Act"). I enclose a copy of both the Bill 

and the 1994 Act for ease of reference. 

The Bill has now progressed through its second reading in the House of Lords and is 

presently at the Unopposed Bill Committee stage. As part of the consideration of the Bill by 

that Committee, the Senior Deputy Speaker has asked that we provide evidence of:-

1. the consultation process which we undertook with the Colleges in relation to the Bill;

and

2. any views which the Colleges have in relation to the variation in the way in which the

University consults with the Colleges over the making of or amendments to the

Statutes of the University.

In relation to point 2 above, under the 1994 Act if the University's Board of Trustees wishes 

to make or amend Statutes it must consult with each College governing body. A governing 

body wishing to make representations to the Board on the proposals must do so within a 4 

month period. The Board must then consider any representations, and if significant would 

refer amendments back to the governing bodies for their further consideration. 

The new method of consultation under the Bill is for the proposed new or modified Statutes 

to be considered by the Collegiate Council as the collective voice of all the Colleges. The 

Collegiate Council would also have the opportunity to submit its own proposals to the Board 

for the making or modification of the Statutes, which the Board must then consider. This is a 

right not currently afforded under the 1994 Act. This proposed variation to the method of 

consultation in relation to the Statutes therefore means that individual governing bodies 

would no longer be directly consulted in relation to the Statutes and that it would be a 

Correspondence between the University of London and Member Institutions



matter for each of the Heads of the Colleges (through their representation on Collegiate 

Council) to provide comments on the proposed new or modified Statutes. 

Whilst your institution has already indicated that it is content with the terms of the draft Bill, I 

would be grateful if you could specifically confirm in writing as soon as possible that you 

remain content with this revised approach to the process of consultation. Please note that 

a copy of your response will be shared with the members of the Unopposed Bill Committee. 

I 

Yours sincerely 

Maureen 

Ms MF Boylan, MBE 

For and on behalf of University of London 

Cc Sir Adrian Smith, FRS Vice-Chancellor 

UNIVERSITYOF LONDON 

SENATE HOUSE• MALET STREET• LONDON• WClE 7HU 

TE LE P H ON E 020 7862 8000 • www.london.ac.uk 



London 
Business 
School 
w..��·:.._ .. 

8 February, 2018 

To whom it may concern 

University of London Bill 2017 

Regent's Park 
London NWI 4SA 
United Kingdom 

Tel +44 (0)20 7000 7000 

FaK +44 (0)20 7000 7001 

www.london.edu 

A Graduate School 
of the University 
of London 

This is to confirm that London Business School is content with the changes to the 
University of London's consultation process as set out in the proposed University of 
London Act and believes that the University's Collegiate Council is the appropriate 
forum for considering matters affecting the relationship between the University and the 
member institutions. 

Richard Frost 
School Secretary 



D. J. Ashton MA MBA DPhil FRSA 
Chief Operating Officer & Secretary to Council 

Royal Holloway, University of London 
Egham, Surrey TW20 OEX 

P

The Senior Deputy Speaker, Lord McFall of Alcluith 

Dear Lord Senior Deputy Speaker 

13 February 2018 

I am writing to you on behalf of the governing body of Royal Holloway and Bedford New College in support of 
the proposed amendments to the University of London Act 1994. 

Our Council was first advised of the University of London's intentions to change the membership rules which 
would enable the federal colleges to become universities at its meeting on 11 May 2016. At this meeting the 
Council supported these changes and recommended that we should begin our own investigation into how we 
might be able to apply for university title. 

The University's proposed changes were also presented to our Academic Board at its meeting on 1 June 2016 

which also offered its unanimous support. 

The nature of the relationship between the University and Royal Holloway, and indeed many of the federal 
colleges, has evolved significantly over the past decade. Following the reforms led by former Vice-Chancellor 
Professor Sir Graeme Davies, all of the colleges are their own legal, independent entities, separate from the 
University. We receive our own funding directly from HEFCE, have our own degree awarding powers and are 
subject to very few of the University's regulatory provisions. 

I understand that the amendment to the University of London Act which would enable it to streamline the 
process of amending its Statutes was presented to the Collegiate Council at its meeting on 1 July 2016, following 
which the amendments were approved by circulation. 

We support the University's decision to remove the requirement for every Member Institution's Governing Body 
to sign off on changes to the statutes and indeed we are currently pursuing the removal of the requirement laid 
down in our own Act of Parliament to consult with the University when we wish to change our statutes. Given 

· this,-wedo-norconsider that we asan institutioiYshould be able to approve or deny changes fo the University's

governing documents and consider that our views on such matters would be fairly represented by the occupant
of our seat on the Collegiate Council. We support the efforts of the University to formally recognise the Collegiate
Council as the most appropriate body to make statutes, just as it is for discussing the relationship between the
University and the Member Institutions

To conclude, I confirm that Royal Holloway and Bedford New College is content with the University of London
Bill as set before Parliament.

Yours sincerely

Dr David Ashton 
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Royal 
Veterinary 
College 
University of London 

Mrs MF Boylan MBE 

University of London 

Senate House 

Malet Street 

London 

WC1E7HU 

By email 

12 February 2018 

Dear Maureen, 

University of London Bill (The Bill) 

Thank you for your letter of 6 February 2018 regarding the above, and I am pleased to note that the 

Bill has now progressed through its second reading in the House of Lords and is presently at the 

Unopposed Bill Committee stage. 

In your letter you indicate that, as part of the consideration of the Bill by that Committee, the 

University has been asked to provide evidence of the views of the Colleges on the proposed changes 

included in the Bill to the way in which the University consults with them on the making of, or 

amendments to, the Statutes of the University. 

The Royal Veterinary College has been most appreciative of the extensive consultation on the Bill 

which the University has conducted with member institutions since 2016. We understand that, once 

et}acted, the Bill would repeal ihe University Qf London A_c! 1994, which, inter a/ia, reqµires the 

University's Board of Trustees to consult the governing bodies of member institutions before making 

or amending the University's Statutes. 

With regard to this proposal specifically, we welcome it as a positive step in modernising the 

relationship between the RVC's Council and the University. We do, of course, regard developments 

in the governance of the University as of the utmost importance to the College, and note that, should 

the Bill pass into Law, Council would lose its right to be directly consulted in relation to the 

University's Statutes. 

However, current arrangements can be burdensome and, on occasion, unnecessarily distracting 

within the context of our own governance processes. The proposal for the Heads of Colleges to 

consider matters affecting the relationship between the.University and member institutions through 

their representation on Collegiate Council, as the collective voice of all the member institutions, is, we 

believe, a more appropriate way forward. 
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Mrs Maureen Boylan 

Cont., 

12 February 2018 

In addition, we very much welcome the proposal in the Bill for the Collegiate Council to be able to 

submit its own proposals to the Board of Trustees for the making or modification of the Statutes, 

noting that this is a right not currently afforded under the 1994 Act. 

I hope this letter clearly sets out the College's position on this matter but, if you have any questions or 

comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Ian Darker 

Chief Operating Officer 

& Secretary to Council 

Cc: Lord Curry of Kirkharle (Chairman) 

Professor SWJ Reid (Principal) 



ROYAL CENTRAL 
SCHOOL OF SPEECH & DRAMA ·UNIVERSITY OF LONDON 

9 February 2018 

Ms M F Boylan MBE 
University Secretary 
University of London 
Senate House 
Malet Street 
London 
WC1E 7HU 

Dear Maureen, 

Thank you for your letter dated 8 February 2018 regarding the consultation on 
the Statutes by the Collegiate Council. I hereby confirm that The Royal Central 
School of Speech and Drama was properly consulted on the proposals. Our 
Governing Body considered and welcomed the proposals at their meeting held 
on 27 February 2017. Please find attached a copy of the minutes to confirm 
this. 

Our Board of Governors remain content with the proposals. In particular, the 
Board considers the Collegiate Council to be the most appropriate forum for 
considering matters affecting the relationship between the University and the 
member institutions. 

Please let me know if you require anything further. 

With good wishes. 

Yours, 

Debbie Scully 
Deputy Principal and Clerk to Governors 

Encs: The Royal Central School of Speech and Drama 
Eton Avenue 
London NW3 3HY 
T: +44 (0)20 7722 8183 
www.cssd.ac.uk 

Patron: HRH Princess Alexandra. 
The Hon Lady Ogilvy KG GCVO 
President: Michael Grandage CBE 
Principal: Proressor Gavin Henderson rnr 

The Ra;al Central School of Speech and Drama ,s registered 
as a Company Limited tr1 Guclrtrntee. ,·11th C->:empt charttJhle 
stalus, 1n England and Walc>s under Comp.:my No 2036'llj 
Its ,egistered oHrce 1s as al.Jove. VAT No GU 135 6002 46 





�QI Queen Mary 
University of London 

Ms MF Boylan 
University of London 
Senate House 
Malet Street 
London WC1 E ?HU 

Dear Maureen, 

Consultation on changes to University of London Statues 

Queen Mary University of London 
Mile End Road, London El 4NS 

13 February 2018 

I am writing to confirm that the Council of Queen Mary University of London approved the proposed 
changes to the procedure for consulting on, and approving amendments to, the University of London 
Statues at its meeting on 16 February 2017. A copy of the resolution from the Council is attached for your 
records. 

Queen Mary is satisfied that the proposed changes will streamline the University of London's consultative 
and decision-making processes and that the Collegiate Council is the appropriate forum for considering 
matters affecting the relationship between the University of London and its Member Institutions. 

Please feel free to get in touch if you require any further information on this matter. 

Yours sincerely, 

Jonathan Mor an 
Academic Registrar and Council Secretary 

Patron: Her Majesty The Queen 

Incorporated by Royal Charter as 
Queen Mary University of London 



Office of the Chairman Irene Bill'ell 
& College Secretariat College Secretary 

14 Februaiy 2018 

Ms M. F Boylan 
University of London 
Senate House 
Malet Street 
London 
WC1E7HU 

Dear Ms Boylan: 

K
ING'S
College 

LONDON 

Re: Amendments to University of London Act and University Status for King's College London 

You have asked that we provide evidence of consideration of the proposal to amendment the University of 
London Act that will allow university status for the constituent colleges of the University. 

This issue has been considered formally by the Chairman and Council of King's College London on three 
recent occasions: 

In April 2017, by Chairman's Action, which is provided for in our Chaiter & Statutes, we approved 
amendments to the University of London's Statutes to allow the proposal to move f01ward. In accordance 
with our Statute, this was repo1ted to the Council at its meeting of 29 June 2017. 

Also at the meeting of 29 June 2017, Council approved the submission of a letter to the HEFCE regarding 
our intention to pursue university status with the Privy Council through amendments to our Chatter & 
Statutes. 

At Council's meeting of 28 November 2017, on the recommendation of its Governance Committee, it 
considered and approved revisions to King's Chaiter & Statutes to be submitted to the Privy Council for 
review that would take effect subject to approval of the amendments to the University of London Act. 
(We have since been advised by the Privy Council that for their pa1t, there are no proposed amendments 
or corrections to the text submitted to them). 

I have attached copies of documents and excerpts from minutes related to this matter as evidence of King's 
College Council's full consideration. It is clear from the written record that the Council of King's College 
London is fully supportive of the proposed amendments to the University of London Act and I can attest, 
as College Secreta1y, that there was no dissent whatsoever expressed. Please let me know if there is 
anything fmther that I can provide that would be helpful. 

Sincerely, 

Irene Birrell 
College Secretary 
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13th February 2018 

Ms MF Boylan 
University of London 
Sent via email to Maureen.Bovlan@london.ac.uk 

Dear Maureen 
University of London Bill 2017 ("the Bill") 

www clty.ac uk 

Thank you for your letter of 81h February 2018. You asked member institutions to confirm 

specifically in writing and as soon as possible, that they remained content with the proposed 

revised approach to the process of consultation over the making of, or amendments to, the 

Statutes of the University. 

As you are aware, we put the proposed changes to the method of consultation (incorporated in 

the Bill) to our governing body, City's Council, to seek their approval for the proposed revised 

approach to the process of consultation on 10th March 2017. The minutes of that meeting 

record that Council approved the proposed changes to the University of London statutes. 

In response to your letter, City's Council reaffirmed its earlier decision when it met, recently, on 

gth February. The minutes of the meeting will record that Council remained content with the 

proposed changes to the Bill and with the proposed revised approach to the process of the 

making of, and amendments to, the Statutes of the University of London. 

Do please let me know if you require further confirmation from City's Council on these matters. 

We do hope that the Bill will now be able to make rapid progress through its remaining 

Parliamentary stages. 

Yours sincerely, 

Dr William Jordan 

College Secretary 

City, University of London 



TI-IE 
COURTAULD 
Institute of Art 

Ms MF Boylan 
Senate House 
Malet Street 
London 
WC1E ?HU 

14 February 2018 

Dear Maureen, 

RE: University of London Bill 2017 "the Bill" 

I am writing to confirm that The Courtauld Institute of Art is content with the terms of 
the draft Bill. 

The revised approach to the process of consultation would be a welcome change. It 
would remove a distraction from our own Governing Board and create a more 
appropriate forum for matters affecting the relationship between the University and 
the member institutions by placing this within the remit of the Collegiate Council. 

The revised statutes were taken to The Courtauld Institute of Art's Governing Board 
meeting of 15 March 2017 and were approved. 

Yours sincerely, 

Professor Deborah Swallow 

Mtirit Rausing Director 

[add your department name here) 
The Courtauld Institute or Art 
Somerset House 
Strand, London. WC2R ORN, UK 

T: +44 (0)20 7848 [add tel extension here] 
F: +44 (0)20 7848 !add fax extension here] 
E: (firstname.lastname)@courtauld.ac.uk 
www.courtauld.ac.uk 
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/\ ""'i \t, Im 11••<11·;• 'l 11.111•.!t• .11,,l 1 •I "I!, 
•·', I • ,,, l l :-� I i -,, ... ( f 1: 

' l 1• I• ! ' ll'"t ,,• .: ;, � :1 



Dear Maureen, 

UMIVEflSITY OF LONDON 

Golclsmitlis, University of London 

I\Jew Cross London SE14 61\JW 

T 020 79'19 7171 www.goldsmiths.<1c.uk 

14 February 2018 

I understand that the Committee. on Unopposed Bills is seeking further evidence in 
respect to matters pertaining to the University of London Bill, currently before 
Parliament. Set out below is information that may be of assistance to the .Committee 
in its deliberations. 

The governing body of Goldsmiths College has given consideration to the University 
of London BIii on the following occasions: 30 November 2016; 5 April 2017; 28 June 
2017; 19 September 2017; and 23 November 2017. 

On the first of these occasions, the text of the Bill was placed before the governing 
body along with an explanatory note of the purpose and effect of the draft legislation. 
The College's governors had their collective attention explicitly drawn to the proposed 
revision to the consultation process to be followed by the University of London in the 
event that a change to its Statutes was sought. The governing body noted the fact of 
the Bill and its contents and resolved that various action be taken in furtherance of the 
proposed legislation achieving Royal Assent. 

On all of the other listed occasions that it has given consideration to the Bill, the 
governing body of Goldsmiths Coflege has resolved to pursue action in anticipation of 
the Bill achieving Royal Assent. At no time has the governing body been in opposition 
to the Bill or the effect of any of its provision�. 

Goldsmiths College is supportive of the University of London Bill's passage through 
Parliament. 

Yours sincerely, 

Matthew Brooks 
Head of Governance and Legal Services 



Ms Maureen Boylan MBE 

University of London 

Senate House 

Malet Street 

London WC1 E ?HU 

20 February 2018 

Dear Maureen 

University of London Bill 2017 ("the Bill") 

'"'*"'" 

Thank you for your letter of 8 February 2018. I confirm that the Governing Body of 

Heythrop College has no concerns with the terms of the proposed University of London Bill. 

Yours sincerely 

Maureen Skinner 

Clerk to the Governing Body 

Heythrop College, University of London 



I 

Sent by email to Maureen.Boylan@london.ac.uk 

II 

Dear Ms Boylan, 

R�: your letter dated 8 February 2018 

I am writing to restate the support of the LSE for the proposed changes to the 
University of London Act 1994 as articulated in the University of London Bill. 

During 2016 the School was consulted on the revised Statutes through our 
representative on the Collegiate Council and the School Council received the 
draft Statutes at its meeting on 7 February 2016 and endorsed them without 
comment. The School is satisfied that given the relationship between the 
University of London and the LSE as a Member Institution the Collegiate 
Council is the most effective and appropriate consultative forum for new or 
modified University statutes. The Council entrusts the Director, or their 
nominee, to represent the School at the Collegiate Council and to act in and 
advocate for the best interests of the College, updating colleagues and the 
Governing Body as necessary, 

I attach the formal Council records relating to this matter in case they are of 
use. 

Yours sincerely, 

... 

Louise Nadal 
School Secretary 

THE LONDON SCHOOL 

OF ECONOMICS AND

POLITICAL SCIENCE • 

Houghton Street 

London WC2A 2AE 

Tel: +44 (0) 20 7955 7825 

Glpd.governance@lse.ac.uk 
www.lse.ac.uk 

Secretary's Division 



LEE Fatmata 

From: 

Sent: 

Maureen Boylan < Maureen.Boylan@london.ac.uk> 
21 February 2018 15:13 

To: j.barber@RAM.ac.uk 
Subject: FW: VERY URGENT request for evidence of consultation on University Bill 

Dear Maureen 

I can confirm that the Senior Management Committee of the Academy briefly discussed the matter before Christmas 

but as it was seen to be neither applicable to our status or title as a specialist, we have not made a recommendation 

to our Governing Body. I can say that as a member of Collegiate Council, I have no concerns with its proposals as it 

applies to the constituent colleges within the federation. 

With all best wishes, 

Jonathan 

Professor Jonathan Freeman-Attwood CBE 

BMus, MPhil, Hon RAM, FKC, FRNCM, FRCM 

PRINCIPAL 

1 



27 February 2018 

Ms Maureen Boylan 
University of London 
Senate House (LGF) 
London 
WC1E 7HU 

I can confirm that Birkbeck College was consulted about, and supported, the proposal made 
in 2016 to initiate a new University of London Bill. In June 2016, our governing body agreed 
that the College should engage with the University's process to draft and submit the Bill, as 
confirmed in the Minutes attached. 

I also note the minutes of the University's Collegiate Council meeting of 1 July 2016: 

"Members welcomed the proposal; they noted that the new Act would improve 
governance arrangements and strengthen the existing working relationships between 
the University and Colleges." 

As a member of the University's Collegiate Council I fully endorse this position. 

Professor David Latchman CSE 
Master 

-

From the Master 

Professor David Latchman CSE 

Malet Street 

Bloomsbury 

London 

WC1E 7HX 

Tel +
44 (0)20 7631 6274

Fax +44 (0)20 7631 6259 * 
Email master@bbk.ac.ul< 

www.bbk.ac.11l1 

THE QUEEN'S 

ANNIVERSARY PRIZES 

2006 



Ms Maureen Boylan MBE 

University of London 

Senate House 

Malet Street 

London WC1 E 7HU 

23 February 2018 

Dear Maureen, 

I write to confirm that the ICR supports the changes proposed in the 

University of London Bill. 

We are aware that under the 1994 Act, if the University's Board of 

Trustees wishes to make or amend Statutes it must consult with each 

College governing body. A governing body wishing to make 

representations to the Board on the proposals must do so within a 4 

month period. The Board must then consider any representations, and if 

significant would refer amendments back to the governing bodies for their 

further consideration. 

We strongly support the move to the new method of consultation under 

the Bill, that is for the proposed new or modified Statutes to be 

considered by the Collegiate Council as the collective voice of all the 

Colleges and for the Collegiate Council to have the opportunity to submit 

its own proposals to the Board for the making or modification of the 

Statutes which the Board must then consider. 

Since this proposed variation to the method of consultation in relation to 

the Statutes means that individual governing bodies would no longer be 

directly consulted in relation to the Statutes, we have consulted the ICR 

Board on the proposed changes by circulation and they have confirmed 

their agreement. 

Yours sincerely, 

The Institute of 

Cancer Research 

D 

Registered office: 

The Institute of Cancer Research 

Royal Cancer Hospital 

123 Old Brampton Road 

London SW7 3RP 

A Charity. Not for Profit. 

Company limited by Guarantee. 

Registered in England No. 53414 

7. VAT Registration No. 849 0581 
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Medicine, B1omed1cal Sciences, Health and Social Clire Sciences 

Cranmer Terrace, London, SW17 ORE 

Paul Ratcliffe 
Chief Operating Officer 

By email: maureen.boylan@london.ac.uk 

14 February 2018 

Dear Maureen, 

University of London Bill 2017

Thank you for your email updating us on the progress with the University of London Bill 2017. 

Since your letter of summer 2016 to the governing bodies of Member Institutions, the Council of St. George's, 
University of London have considered the proposed Bill and implications for University Title and Constitutional 
Reform though Its committee structure on four separate occasions. It was also discussed Internally at our Space, 
Strategy and Resources Committee. 

This letter summarises the process that was followed and decisions of the Council of St. George's, University of 
London (SGUL). 

Council - February 2017 

Council received and considered: 

(I) A paper on the implications for SGUL of the changes to the Statutes of the University and the ability of
the University of London Colleges to apply for University title; and

(II) The Bill to amend the constitution of the University of London.

The minutes record that the University of London had requested confirmation from Colleges that they wish to 
go forward with the application for University Title, and they had set out the actions that the Colleges themselves 
should be taking in order to meet the criterf afor University Title. It was noted that whilst there was a long list of 
requirements, HEFCE had direct access to the majority of information, leaving three key requirements from the 
colleges: a letter from the Chair confirming compliance with requirements; self-assessment against the CUC 
Code of Governance; and the last three years complaints to the OIA. 

Council were asked to consider and approve amendments to the Statutes of the University of London. 

Following discussion at its meeting on 7 February 2017, Council agreed that SGUL should apply for University 
Title at the same time as the other Colleges of the University of London. 

Council - July 2017

Council received and considered a report on progress of the University of London Bill and steps towards 
achieving University Title for the constituent Colleges of the University of London, and other related issues. 

Council noted the issues around the change of name as discussed at the meeting on 4July 2017. As noted the 
process can be undertaken at any time and is currently not critical to obtaining University Title. Advice to date 
suggested that changing the legal name was an extensive process, and that there were cost implications, both 
for the process itself, and subsequent to changing the name itself. The trading name of 'St George's, University 
of London', could be amended relatively quickly, and at less expense. 

�-

\• 



The letter of intent to apply for University Title was approved at the meeting of Council held on 4 July 2017 and 

was submitted to HEFCE on 13 August 2017 (prior to the deadline of 31 August 2017). 

In advance of the University of London Bill being passed, Governing Bodies were asl<ed to pass a formal 

resolutlon that they agree to the application for University Title. This was approved at the meeting of Council on 

4 July 2017. It was noted that St. George's, University of London will need to make minor revisions to its own 

Scheme and Statutes to reflect the acquisition of University Title. 

Council - October 2017 

Council received and considered a report on progress of the University of London Bill and steps towards 

achieving University Title for the constituent Colleges of the University of London, and other related issues. 

It was recorded in the minutes that HEFCE had now confirmed that they would require three years of OIA data 

including calendar year 2017. The data would be submitted in 2018. 

In light of the above, I confirm that St. George's, University of London remain content with the terms of the draft 

University of London Bill 2017 and are fully supportive of the revised approach to the process of consultation. 

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Ratcliffe 

Chief Operating Officer 

Cc: Mr Michael Draper, Chair of SGUL Council 

Professor Jenny Higham, Principal of SGUL 

Susan Trubshaw, Director of Governance, Legal and Assurance Services and Clerk to Council 







Correspondence between the University of London and Trade Unions





BULL Richard 

Subject: FW: University of London Bill 

Dear colleagues 
No concerns from UNISON's side. 
Best wishes, 
Franco 

Franco Henwood 
Project Manager 
Library and Knowledge Services and Technology Enhanced Learning 

Health Education England, Working Across London and the South East 
Stewart House I 32 Russell Square I London I WC1 B 5DN 

TWITTER. eKATeam and NHSelearning 

From: Tim Hall 

Sent: 16 February 2018 11:36 

To: Maureen Boylan <Maureen.Boylan@london.ac.uk> 

Cc: Kim Frost <Kim.Frost@london.ac.uk>; Angela Ireland <Angela.lreland@london.ac.uk>; Ruth Buckingham 

<Ruth.Buckingham@london.ac.uk>; Franco Henwood <Franco.Henwood@hee.nhs.uk> 

Subject: RE: University of London Bill 

Importance: High 

Dear Maureen, 

Thank you for these clarifications. 

Once again I am replying to you on behalf of both UNISON and UCU local committees who, having seen your 

response to our additional queries, confirm that we remain content with the terms of the Bill. 

For completeness, Franco will also be contacting you to reconfirm regarding UNISON but unfortunately he's 

unavailable today so it will have to be on Monday morning - If this is a problem then do let me know and I will 

endeavour to find a solution. 

All the best, 
1 



Tim Hall 

(Chair, UCU Senate House Branch) 

Tim Hall 
Digital Student Experience Manager, Executive Office 
University of London International Programmes 
Stewart House I 32 Russell Square I London WClB 5DN I United Kingdom 
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From: Maureen Boylan 

Sent: 15 February 2018 11:54 

To: Tim Hall <Tim.Hall@london.ac.uk> 

Cc: Kim Frost <Kim.Frost@london.ac.uk>; Angela Ireland <Angela.lreland@london.ac.uk>; Ruth Buckingham 

<Ruth.Buckingham@london.ac.uk>; Franco Henwood <Franco.Henwood@hee.nhs.uk> 

Subject: FW: University of London Bill 

Dear Tim, colleagues 

Thank you so much for this very speedy response - I do appreciate it. I hope these replies will be helpful but please 

don't hesitate to contact me if you want to follow up. 

I have dropped my substantive answers into your text below. But an over-arching point would also be to consider 

the main function of the statutes which is to set out the high level governance structures, the functions and 

responsibilities of the Board and the Collegiate Council, the relationship between them, the status of the Colleges 

and so on. They do not cover employment matters in any detail. 

The statutes touching on staffing and employment matters (19, 20,21 which I have copied below for reference) 

require the University to create appropriate mechanisms, to follow the letter of the law and established good 

practice. Were these statutes to be amended, the University would have to consult with the recognised TUs. Not 

only because this is the sensible and correct thing to do but because the Privy Council - the final authority on our 

statutes - simply would not approve changes to relevant statutes without fully evidenced and appropriate TU 

consultation. The changes we are proposing in the Act thus bring this University's practice into line with the Mis 

and the wider HE sector where TUs are consulted appropriately but not on every irrelevant amendment. 

Thank you again for your help 

All best wishes 

Maureen 

2 





2015, we amended the categories of membership of the Collegiate Council and the Board. These changes allowed 

the Chief Executive of the International Programmes and the Deputy VC to become ex officio members of the 

Collegiate Council and allowed the Deputy VC also to become an ex officio member of the Board. Resulting from 

that shift in membership of the Board, the same revisions also added two extra lay members (to keep the 

external/internal balance right) and increased the quorum (to reflect the fact that the whole membership was now a 

little larger). The recognised Trades Unions were consulted but had no comments. 

As you know, we revised them again in 2017 to align with the new University of London Act - this version 

hasn't. been applied yet but is approved awaiting Royal Assent. That was largely an exercise in updating 

nomenclature (Colleges/Member Institutions especially) and updating the text to reflect updated practice. We 

consulted again and the TUs had no comments. 

3. Can you also clarify the existing reference to trade unions in the current Act - does this mean trade unions

in the Central University of London only or trade unions within the Member Institutions (Colleges) as well?

Exclusively the central University. 

Thank you again for your clarifications. 

Sincerely, 

Tim. 

Tim Hall 
Digital Student Experience Manager, Executive Office 

University of London International Programmes 
Stewart House I 32 Russell Square I London WClB SDN I United Kingdom 
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Dear Franco, 

As you will recall from our JNCC discussions last year, the University of London Bill is 
moving slowly through the House of Lords procedures, and we hope for it to clear the 
final stages and be presented to the Commons around Easter (we discussed the Bill and 
its related new statues at JNCC meetings on 23 November 2016, 21 February 2017 and 
4 July 2017). I attach my email of 2 August 2016, which explicitly drew attention to the 
proposed changes in the way that the University proposed to make statutes in future. 

The Bill has reached the committee stage and the Unopposed Bills Committee 
considered it on Tuesday. The UBC didn't pass the Bill at this stage, deciding that they 
wanted further written evidence on how the University had consulted with the 
recognised Trades Unions, and that you were content with the terms of the Bill at that 
time. 

4 



Neither UCU nor UNISON responded in writing last year to the written consultation 
although both unions indicated they had no comments to make and we believed our 
discussions at JNCC were sufficient evidence. However, I have been asked to obtain 
from you explicit written confirmation. We are under a lot of time pressure since the 
Committee wishes to meet again in early March. 

I attach a formal letter from Maureen Boylan, who is handling the Bill on behalf of the 
University, which seeks confirmation that UNISON is content with the removal of its 
right to be consulted in relation to the making of all Statutes by the University and 
replacing this with a process of consultation where the Board of Trustees consider that 
the amendments to the Statutes would require consultation with the unions (for 
example, employment provision and other matters of concern to staff). I covered this 
point in my email of 2 August (attached) at the start of our JNCC discussions. 

I would be grateful if you could provide the confirmation requested as soon as possible 
and ideally no later than by close of business on Friday 16th February. Please let me 
know if you see any problems in meeting this timescale. I simply need a short letter or 
email to confirm that the local union remains content with the proposals in the Bill. 

Best wishes 

Kim 

Kim Frost 
University Secretary and Director of Human Resources 
University of London 
Senate House 
Malet Street 
London 
WClE 7HU 
Web: www.london.ac.uk 

The University of London is an exempt charity in England and Wales. We have cut 
carbon emissions from University buildings by 32% and are committed to cutting 
emissions by 43% by 2020. Please think before you print. 

If you consider this email spam, please block using the Mimecast option on your Outlook tool bar. See the Information 

Security Intranet pages for details. If you have clicked on a suspect link or provided details please report to the IT 

Service Desk immediately. 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This email is sent on behalf of Pinsent Masons LLP, a limited liability partnership registered in 
England & Wales (registered number: OC333653) authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority and 
the appropriate regulatory body in the jurisdictions in which it operates. 

The word 'partner', used in relation to Pinsent Masons LLP, refers to a member or an employee or consultant of the 
LLP, or any affiliated firm with equivalent standing. A list of the members of Pinsent Masons LLP, and of those non-
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Correspondence between the Clerk and the Promoter’s Agent from 5 to 7 March 2018 

COPY OF EMAIL EXTRACT FROM CLERK TO PROMOTER’S AGENT, DATED 5 MARCH 2018 

Dear Richard 

 In your email of today you conclude with a request that the Bill should be passed in its
current form. Presumably that is subject to your offer to provide an amendment on the
quorum point if Lord McFall remains unsatisfied?

 In the letter of 9 February from the University to Franco Henson, UNISON chair, it states in
the fourth para of the first page: “… the Privy Council will expect to see that the University
has consulted the recognised trade unions …” (a point repeated in an email from Maureen
Boylan to the unions dated 14 February (p 3 of the emails).)  Para 5.4 of the policy document
however states that it is anticipated that the requirement for PC approval of amendment of
the statutes of chartered universities will end (and clause 4(2) of the Bill makes provision for
that). How are these two statements reconciled?

 The same email (from Maureen Boylan to the unions dated 14 February (p 3 of the emails))
mentions that the University would be bound by the Act (and by the PC) to consult on
changes that would affect staffing and employment rights.  To which Act was Ms Boylan
referring? From the context, it appears not to be the legislation governing statutory
consultation rights, but I may be wrong.

Chris Salmon Percival  

Deputy Head (and Clerk to the DPRRC and SLSC) 

Legislation Office | House of Lords | London SW1A 0PW | 

COPY OF EMAIL EXTRACT FROM PROMOTER’S AGENT TO CLERK, DATED 7 MARCH 2018 

Dear Chris, 

I am now able to respond on all three bullet points as follows: 

1. I confirm that it is indeed our hope that the Bill can be allowed to pass without amendment, but
the offer of an amendment on the quorum stands if Lord McFall is not satisfied by the evidence.

2. Ms Boylan’s statement in her letter of 9th February that “the Privy Council will expect to see that
the University has consulted the recognised trade unions…” was made in the context of the
oversight role which the Privy Council currently enjoys under the 1994 Act.  The Bill retains that
oversight role, but it anticipates that if the Privy Council oversight role in respect of Chartered
Universities changes and generally comes to an end, that role should equally cease to apply in
the case of University of London.

By way of background, the Privy Council will cease to oversee the constitutional arrangements
of higher education corporations (of which University of London is not one) from 1st August
2019.  The Department for Education has not determined whether the Privy Council will also
cease to oversee the constitutional arrangements for Chartered Universities.  A change in policy



affecting Privy Council oversight of Chartered Universities would not apply automatically to the 
University of London because its governance arrangements are prescribed in statute. The Bill 
would entitle the University of London to request to be placed on an equal footing with all other 
Chartered Universities.   

The Privy Council would only proceed with an application for the Bill to be amended in this way 
if it was consistent with Government policy. 

3. The reference in Ms Boylan’s email to an Act should have been to the Bill.  It was made in the
context of the fact that clause 3(3)(b) of the Bill requires consultation on amendments to the
statutes with “such other persons as it [the University of London] considers
appropriate”.  Where issues about employment are affected by amendments to the statutes the
University of London will consider it appropriate to consult the recognised trade unions.  This
will be reflected in the Ordinances.

Kind regards 

Richard Bull  
Legal Director and Parliamentary Agent 
for Pinsent Masons LLP  
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