


  

 
4.         Use of International Agents 

Received: a report providing an overview of the University’s approach to appointment 
of international agents and the process of managing agents. 
Reported:  
(1) International agents were responsible for recruiting almost of the University’s 
overall international student intake each year and  of the postgraduate taught 
international intake.   Redacted – restricted information 
 
(2) Apart from at Oxford and Cambridge, agents were used widely within the Russell 
Group to varying degrees and offered a cost-effective route to provide counselling for 
overseas applicants. In comparison to others, the University had a relatively 
conservative approach to agents and maintained a small number of trusted agents 
globally. The appointment and selection process saw agents assessed on their 
quality and contribution at individual market level (the University did not have any 
global agent contracts).  
 
(3) Agents were tightly managed on performance against agreed objectives by the 
relevant International Officer via regular review meetings, site visits and training 
throughout the year. Governance arrangements were robust, with International 
Strategy Group, chaired by the Deputy President and Deputy Vice-Chancellor having 
oversight. Use of agents had formed part of the University’s risk assessment to 
ensure compliance with the Anti-Bribery Act. 
 
Noted: 
 
(1) The University’s approach exceeded the requirements of the UK Agent Quality 
Framework outlined in the report 
 
(2) The counselling element of the relationship, especially the process of obtaining a 
visa was important for students and a cultural expectation in some markets. The 
University received very few complaints from students about agents and this was not 
a subject which featured significantly in feedback from students during 
orientation/induction. 
 
(3) Current systems did not enable tracking of students recruited via agents, but 
overall drop-out rates for international students were minimal. 
 
(4) Confirmation that grade requirements for entry to the University were consistent 
for home and international students, with all admissions decisions made by the 
University. 
 
(5) The regular review meetings referred to above included assessment of 
compliance with agreed processes and confirmation that agents understanding of the 
University’s academic offer and entry requirements was current. 
 
Agreed: that, noting the assurance obtained by the report and presentation, there 
was still merit in a Uniac review of international agents (noting that it was some time 
since a dedicated review of this area had taken place) to gain further assurance 
around process and governance. (Secretary’s note: whilst Uniac had touched on 
elements of international agent activities more recently, its last full audit of this area 
was in 2018.)                                                  Action: Deputy Secretary/Uniac 
 

 
 
 



  

 
5.         Risk of Failure of Operating Model 

Received: a report drafted to promote discussion in response to the Committee’s 
request for a deeper dive into Risk 7 on the Strategic Risk Register: Failure of the 
Operating Model.  
 
Reported: the report included reflection on previous discussions around risk appetite 
and the operating model and explored some possible levers to mitigate the inherent 
risk for the University operating in the current UK and global environment. The report 
proposed further work to develop a risk appetite framework for the University to 
inform the strategic planning process.  
Noted: 
(1) The report referenced earlier consideration of risk appetite by the Board, including 
assessment of strategic dilemmas informing future approach (including preparedness 
to tolerate risk and the need to mitigate risk in specific areas). 
 
(2) The Committee confirmed that the analysis of risks to the Operating Model (i.e. 
global reputation, compliance, geopolitical, condition and security of infrastructure, 
zero carbon, cost base and ability to respond to disruptive change) was 
comprehensive. The strategic dilemmas outlined in the report (as considered at the 
Board Strategy Day in May 2023) would help in development of a risk appetite 
framework: whilst risks were quantified wherever and as far as possible, there was an 
element of subjectivity in the description and analysis of some risks. 
 
(3) The potential to use Artificial Intelligence (AI) to inform work in this area, for 
example modelling of risks, testing scenarios to help inform judgment: this could 
include crystallisation of risks in multiple areas, which had been the subject of 
previous consideration by the Committee.  
 
(4) The potential impact of “black swan” events as outlined in the report, particularly 
market failure of one or more institutions. 
 
(5) A realistic time horizon for assessment of risk was 3-5 years: any longer term this 
was likely to be highly speculative. 
 
(6) In relation to geopolitical risk and over-exposure to recruitment from China and 
potential mitigating measures, there were several factors in play.  For example, 
weighing up potential loss of income in the immediate term to avoid or minimise future 
income loss, and the potential for the risk to be exacerbated or accelerated by 
significant reduction in demand. In this context, there was potential for significant 
adverse impact from the findings of the Migration Advisory Committee review of the 
Graduate Route. 
 
(7) Diversification of student recruitment would be considered at the forthcoming 
Board Strategy Day and efforts were already being made to expand in areas of 
current relatively low recruitment (for example in parts of east Asia and in Africa). 
Countries with expanding populations and/or relatively less mature internal university 
systems (for example, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Vietnam) were potentially fertile 
ground. The Committee noted the comment from one member about the potential 
advantage of aligning recruitment with countries/regions of national strategic 
importance: in this context Japan and South Korea were mentioned. although this 
market was challenging given demographic trends and the maturity and reputation of 
their domestic university systems. 
 











  

(4) In response to a question, the forthcoming staff wellbeing survey would help to 
provide greater insight into current levels of staff absence relating to mental health 
related conditions, noting that student mental health was a subject for deep dive at the 
Board Strategy Day, and previously reported concerns about the adverse impact of 
increased student mental health concerns on staff mental health. 
 
(5) The Committee would receive regular updates on progress in addressing actions 
from the internal audit of health and safety. 
 
 

9.       Public Interest Disclosures 
 

 Noted: an update on the Public Interest Disclosure case reported to earlier 
meetings.  

 
Redacted – restricted information 

 
10.       Committee Forward Agenda 2023-24 
 

Received: the updated Committee forward agenda for 2023-24, noting that a suitable 
date would be found for the workshop on strategic risk noted under item 5. 
 

11.       Any other business 
 

Noted: that Board members had been sent a communication from staff members, 
expressing concern about links with Israeli institutions and companies allegedly 
complicit in Israeli military action. Two similarly worded motions from School Boards 
would be considered at the meeting of Senate later in the day and the Board would 
be apprised of developments at its May meeting, noting earlier circulation of a 
summary from the Vice-President for Social Responsibility of the University’s position. 
 

12.       Dates of remaining meeting in 2023-24 
 

• Wednesday 12 June in person   10am-12pm 
 




