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1 
Introduction 

1.1  
The Board of Governors of this University, as part of its commitment to good governance, conducts a periodic review of its effectiveness. The last review took place in 2004.
1.2  
In summary the review team has concluded that the governance arrangements are in good order and are in line with the ‘Governance Code of Practice’ as published by the CUC and endorsed by the Board of Governors of the University as well as the Statement of Primary Responsibilities adopted by the Board. The review team has identified a number of broader issues related to effectiveness and the appropriate governance models for improving effectiveness and recommends that future work is undertaken in this regard.

1.3  
This reflects the wide debate about the future of governance in Universities and moves beyond the arrangements presently in place at Hertfordshire. That being said the consensus is that Universities in the UK are generally well governed. The most recent and comprehensive review of University governance in the UK a study entitled ‘What is an effective and high performing Governing body in UK Higher Education’ published in January 2009 by CUC and the Leadership Foundation has provided a very useful good practice guide.  The review team have measured the Board against this good practice guide.
2 
Methodology 

2.1  
The last review of effectiveness was conducted in 2004 and the document produced and the subsequent action plans have provided a very useful starting point.

2.2  
The review team comprised the Vice-Chairman of the Board and Chairman of the Audit Committee Mr J Trevor Harrison joined by Mr John Heywood and Mr Nigel Matthews and supported by the Secretary and Registrar Mr Philip Waters and the Senior Assistant Secretary Mrs Annette Courtney.
2.3  
The review team started with a thorough review of the relevant literature, a summary of which is set out below in Appendix 3.

2.4  
In the absence of terms of reference, team members prepared a paper setting out the task in hand and some suggested approaches. A simple questionnaire for Board members was devised and circulated to all members. 16 out of 22 members in post as of session 2008-9 returned the questionnaire. The Board review was placed on the agenda of every committee for discussion and feedback through the Committee Chairman. Three meetings of the team were held and a summary report produced and discussed.

3 
Evidence and Review  

3.1  
Governance arrangements at the University are under continual scrutiny and review. Each year the committees of the Board conduct an annual review which leads to a report to the Board of Governors. The terms of reference are reviewed, attendance is monitored and the business of the year scrutinised. Nominations Committee, which now meets termly, co-ordinates not only membership issues but oversees the constitutional arrangements of the Board. The Internal Audit Service conducts a review of corporate governance as part of its annual programme of work and this report is considered by the Audit Committee in the normal way. Periodically HEFCE Audit Services carries out a governance audit and the last audit carried out on the University led to a judgment of “substantial assurance” a judgement which is rarely awarded. A process of academic governance review was established in 2007 and now all committees of the Academic Board and the Academic Board itself are now subject to a rolling programme of reviews. An annual report is prepared by the Academic Board for consideration by the Board of Governors. Regular surveys on governance matters are carried out usually by CUC and the University participates fully in these.
3.2  
The Board of Governors and the Academic Board are supported by the Secretary and Registrar who is the formal Secretary to both bodies and a professional Secretariat team of committee officers. The agendas and minutes are maintained to a high standard. Full records of each Board and Committee’s are kept available and then archived to form a permanent record of the development of the University. Increasingly electronic means are used to create and communicate agenda papers and minutes but the paper record is also maintained.

3.3  
All members of the Board are entitled to the loan of desktop or Laptop computers and a broadband link enabling easy and effective communication. The Vice-Chancellor (VC) issues a monthly briefing notice on the state of the University for Board members in addition to the presentation of papers at Board and Committee meetings. There are numerous opportunities for Board members to attend events and activities at the University, lectures, ceremonial occasions, the research showcases, and artistic events. Every member of the Board can be assigned a student mentor to give insights to members on student life, opinions and issues. An induction programme is available for all new members albeit the programme is being reviewed and upgraded, whilst the Board holds two training events a year which focus on a particular theme and gives Board members an in-depth insight into a particular part of the University world. The full Board meets at least 4 times a year in Business sessions dealing with, in addition to constitutional matters, reports from its committees, presentations and receiving recommendations for decisions on major issues. In addition the Board holds an annual away day which will focus on the strategic direction of the University.

3.4  
This pattern of constant activity is, no doubt, repeated across Boards and Councils in UK Universities.

3.5  
The review takes the following approach: 
1. A test against the Statement of Primary Responsibilities which is set out as Appendix 1;

2. A test against the good practice guide ‘what is an effective and high performing governing body in UK HE’ which is set out as Appendix 2.

3.6  
The test in Appendix 2 has a number of what it classifies as enablers and outcomes which can be measured.  There are six enablers and nine outcomes.  The test results and the accompanying commentary of selected evidence has informed the findings of this review and its recommendations.        
4
Commentary and Findings of the Review Team

4.1  
Role and scope of the Board
4.1.1  
The first responsibility of the Board is to select and monitor the Executive Team.  The VC, Professor Tim Wilson is visionary, a strong manager and very open to the Board.  The Director of Finance, Terry Neville is one of the most experienced and talented in the sector and with the VC he has made a major contribution to the growth and renewal of the UH facilities with prudent financial management.  His personal standing and authority and the trust that goes with this has probably inhibited the development of Management Information that is available to the board.  The availability of financial management information to the board and use of KPI’s is, accordingly, being reviewed by the VC and the Director of Finance.

4.1.2  In the last five years four new Deputy VC’s have been appointed (one internally).  Two have moved on to VC posts themselves and one of the two remaining DVC’s has moved to a senior post in a world leading research intensive university.  The Board has done a good job in recruiting replacements to the Executive Team albeit always choosing the higher risk option of choosing people with strong potential.  The rate of turnover of members of OVC has been too high at a time of rapid development at UH and this has put pressure on the VC, his team and on some Deans and many support staff particularly in the OVC.  It can be argued that this was close to being excessive and might give rise to a view for choosing less high fliers in future (this is a very difficult issue to resolve and the review team has not come to a view on the balance of arguments).  

4.1.3 The composition of the Board itself is crucial and an issue of debate at a wider level than just this university.  Having between 20 and 25 members is excellent from the point of view of diversity and quality of experience and inputs.  It is not ideal from the points of view of efficient meetings and decision making, input opportunities, in depth understanding or personal responsibility as Board members.  These problems are managed well at The University of Hertfordshire (UH) by the use of powerful committees and by the quality and openness of the executive.  The degree of commitment by most of the Governors and high attendance records has also been important in this context.

4.1.4 This does mean, however, that the individual Governors (onerous) personal responsibility under statute is discharged not by rigorous examination of every key issue but to a significant extent by trust.  This is both trust in the VC and his team and in colleagues leading and serving on committees.  If there were serious shortcomings in the Executive, or in its openness, or in the quality of the Governors as a whole this current model of HE governance would be problematic.  This has fortunately not been the case at this university.
4.1.5 The quality of individual Governors at UH is very high.  Great care is taken in analysing the diverse mix of skills experience required and in selecting candidates.  Candidates must live within reasonable reach of UH so that attendance is high.  There is a huge pool of professional talent in Hertfordshire/North London which helps.  It is the opinion of the Review Team that the talent on the UH Board is exceptional.
4.1.6 Since the last review in 2004 UH has further developed the inhouse induction and training programmes for Governors and these are generally given good marks.  However UH is so diverse and the governance structures so complex that more could be done.  Key areas are the roles of committees, the mysteries of finance, the Academic Board and interaction with the staff and student experience.  Accordingly the induction programme of members of the board is being reviewed.
4.1.7 Overall the Board at UH is high quality and well informed but is dependent on high quality management and trust. 

4.2  
Mission and Strategy at UH 

4.2.1 There is a good shared understanding and articulation of the Mission at UH (currently being revised) and there has been a strong debate over strategy with opportunities for input from the whole board over the last five years.  The strategy has however been dominated by the vision and strong leadership of the VC in promoting the eye-catching Business Facing Agenda.

4.2.2 Everybody at UH including Board members needs to keep pace with this vision and to underpin it with successful achievements.  Many facilitators are in place including Exemplas, Biopark and the in-house structures such a Business Partnership Office and Graduate Futures.  Somewhat tighter monitoring against KPI’s and milestones are needed before the Board can clearly see that the bold agenda is being delivered.

4.2.3 The involvement of the Board in the development of strategy has improved significantly over the last five years but the preparation for Strategy Away Days could be improved by seeking inputs from Governors before the Day rather on the day thus allowing more informed debate to take place on the Day. 

4.3  
Monitoring performance

4.3.1 The procedures of the Finance and General Purposes, Audit, Employment, Development, Business Review, Remuneration and Nominations Committees and the Board for monitoring are well established and reasonably effective.  Papers are comprehensive and timely.  

4.3.2 Recently there has been some pressure on the time available to committees to cover complex issues.  As in the wider business world some increase in the frequency of meetings may be desirable.  This is already happening in an ad hoc way.  The Business Review Committee is evolving its approach.  

4.3.3 Two things should change, however.  Firstly, there should be a thorough review of financial Management Information provided to the Board (which is in hand).  Secondly the VC has performance targets which he uses to monitor progress and to enable the board to reward the Executive Team members with annual bonuses.  These performance targets should be more explicitly linked into the general Board and Committee process and into the wider UH management structure. 
4.4  
Board and Committee Processes 

4.4.1 The Board and Committee meetings are generally well planned and prepared for with (mainly) timely papers.  Papers are of high quality and sometimes rather lengthy (a sector problem, no doubt).

4.4.2 There might be scope for increasing the use of electronics and reducing paper.

4.4.3 Some committees are in danger of overload e.g. Finance and General Purposes and some matters are treated as routine when more time should be devoted to them.

4.4.4 The Secretariat provides a very good service to the Board and Committees.

4.5  
Is the Committee Structure still appropriate?
4.5.1 The existing structure works well for the majority of the normal workload but there are signs that it is not always ideal.  Again the review team believes this a sectoral issue.
4.5.2 The away day is valuable but there is always room for enhancement by looking for at even further advance planning of the topics for discussion on the day.

4.5.3 The training days are also good partly because they allow interaction and free discussion between members of the Board and also officers and students when they are present..
4.5.4 More recently the Independents dinner to which all external members of the Board are invited, has become useful with the Executive not present to allow free ranging debate.

4.5.5 Most strikingly the Chairman has found it useful to meet with Committee Chairmen informally and the VC has also used this group to comment on some key issues.

4.5.6 This suggests of course that smaller groups with members who have the most experience/perspective of UH are more effective at dealing with policy issues.

4.5.7 The full Board at UH and most universities with some 24/25 members is too large for a two way debate.

4.6  
Relationship with Staff and Students

4.6.1 It is vital that all Governors have some feel for the “Student Experience at UH” and this is not easy to achieve.

4.6.2 The Student/Governor mentor scheme is a great addition in this context but other direct contacts with students are few ie the President or another sabbatical Officer of UHSU being on the Board, the annual presentation to the Audit Committee by UHSU and the annual lunch with UHSU sabbatical officers.
4.6.3 Staff contacts are more frequent i.e. at Board/Committee presentations, at Away Days and Training Days and also when Governors attend events on Campus.
4.6.4 A staff contact for each Governor might be useful.
4.7  
The Business Facing Agenda 

4.7.1 This topic is singled out because it is the most distinguishing feature of UH and if successful will continue to raise the profile of the University.  It is the biggest ambition and potentially a major concern of most Governors.  
4.7.2 Great progress has been made :
· The acquisition of Exemplas and Biopark 

· The Establishment of UH Holdings and UH Ventures and Graduate Futures.

· The increasing contact with alumni.

· The growing income from Consulting and Short courses.

· Successes in Research, especially in Applied Research, which demonstrates the relevance of business although the prestige obtained from success in pure research activity should not be underestimated..

· HEFCE grants have been won. 
4.7.3     More needs to be achieved and the review team believes that the following three themes can be pursued- a) student facing with work experience being found locally, and relevant business skills being part of each degree course;
b) teaching staff facing business with UH academic staff working more with business enterprises as consultants, in giving relevant training to staff of business enterprises, or in fulfilling research objectives for or jointly with business enterprise;
c) UH as an institution being business facing with UH managing its own activities in a business-like manner and indeed running some business activity commercially.


The University needs to ascribe the relative importance of each of these themes and how it proposes to identify and quantify targets and how it would intend to monitor progress.
4.8 The Review Processes 

4.8.1 There is an annual review process in place for the Chairman and the Chairman of each Committee. 

4.8.2 Each Committee prepares an annual report to the Board which is an opportunity to review the performance of the Committee. 
4.8.3 The performance of each Board member is discussed at the Nominations Committee when the three year terms expire and the Chairman has a discussion with the member.  
4.8.4 The quinquennial review (this one) includes questionnaires to each Board member and to each Committee.  These and other inputs have been reviewed by Trevor Harrison, John Heywood and Nigel Matthews with the help of Philip Waters and Annette Courtney.  This group have also consulted the Chairman and the Executive.  

4.9  
The following Improvements affecting Board Effectiveness have been made in the last   

five years.

4.9.1 Better involvement in Strategic Planning via Away Days.
4.9.2 Continued attention to the quality of all recruits and an appropriate mix of skills and experience.
4.9.3 Annual reports to the Board of each Committee.
4.9.4 Annual review of Chairman and of Committee Chairman
4.9.5 Induction programme introduced and second ongoing Training Day.
4.9.6 Student/Governor Mentor scheme and lunch with UHSU members
4.9.7 Monthly report by email from the VC and key issue emails from the VC or OVC members.
4.9.8 Chairman’s meeting with Committee Chairmen.
4.9.9 A revised risk process.

4.10 
Summary
4.10.1 Overall UH is successful.  It has been growing, it has a striking business facing mission, it has high quality facilities based on very substantial investment, a very good record for teaching quality and a recent excellent research assessment.  The Board is clearly doing some things well.  
4.11 Proposals for Consideration 
At the meeting in June 2009 the Board considered the following recommendations and the minute setting out the conclusions of the Board preface the report.
The review team recommends

4.11.1 
The wider issue of the optimal size of the Board and the resultant committee structure should be the subject of a further review.
4.11.2 
The University should complete its thorough going review of the financial Management Information made available to the Board.
4.11.3 
The Board should review and determine KPI’s, strategic targets and milestones for all key UH activities but particularly for the Business Facing Agenda and embed them in all management processes from SBU’s to OVC, Committees and Board.
4.11.4 
The University should continue to offer all Board members a Governor Mentor and in addition should consider offering an academic staff mentor
4.11.5 
Board members should be offered the option of further IT training again.
4.11.6 
The Board should consider using more electronic communication for Board papers e.g. every paper has a no more than one page executive summary (good practice anyway) which would be printed and posted but the main paper is delivered electronically at home and on screen at the meeting suggesting that this be trialled with the Audit Committee.
4.11.7 
The Board should encourage Board members to attend other Committees through the continuation of the ‘rotation’ scheme and the ‘observer’ scheme.
4.11.8 
That every member of the Board should have a face to face appraisal by the Chairman/Vice Chairman at the end of two years and then every three years thereafter.
4.11.9 
That exit interviews should be conducted as members leave the Board.
4.11.10 As part of the induction process which is being reviewed Board members should receive a revised and updated Briefing Pack about UH.
4.11.11 The Board’s review process for risks, objectives and key strategic targets and milestones should be reviewed.  
J.T.Harrison 

J.Heywood

N.M.Matthews

June 2009 (Revised September 2009)
Appendix 1 

Statement of Primary Responsibilities
The principal responsibilities of the Board of Governors are set out in its Statement of Primary Responsibilities in accordance with the Instrument and Articles of Government.  The principal responsibilities (with a note on the application of these responsibilities) are as follows.

1. To approve the mission and strategic vision of the University, long-term academic and business plans and key performance indicators, and to ensure that these meet the interests of stakeholders.
The Board considers and approves the vision and the strategic plan.  The recent 20/20 vision work which recently was the subject of a board awayday can clearly demonstrate that the views of stakeholders had been taken into account. Long term plans are supported by KPI’s. 
2. To delegate authority to the head of the University, as chief executive, for the academic, corporate, financial, estate and personnel management of the University.  And to establish and keep under regular review the policies, procedures and limits within such management functions as shall be undertaken by and under the authority of the head of the University.
The articles of government enshrine the role of the Principal (Vice Chancellor) and the powers at their disposal.  These are re-inforced in the Financial Memorandum with the Funding Council, the Financial Regulations and the other regulations approved from time to time by the Board.  The exercise of these powers is monitored regularly by the Board and through proper assessment of performance of the post-holder.
3. To ensure the establishment and monitoring of systems of control and accountability, including financial and operational controls and risk assessment, and procedures for handling internal grievances and for managing conflicts of interest
The Board has a panoply of control arrangements in place including its Audit Committee, External and Internal Audit, Hefce Audit as well as well developed arrangements for assessing risk and has appropriate grievance procedures and processes for managing conflicts of interest.
4. To ensure that processes are in place to monitor and evaluate the performance and effectiveness of the University against the plans and approved key performance indicators, which should be – where possible and appropriate – benchmarked against other comparable institutions.  
A performance review mechanism is in place to assess performance of the Vice Chancellor and the University.
5. To establish processes to monitor and evaluate the performance and effectiveness of the Board of Governors itself.
A quinquennial review is in progress.
6. To conduct its business in accordance with best practice in higher education corporate governance and with principles of public life drawn up by the Committee on Standards in Public Life.
The Board recruits and inducts members of the Board emphasising the importance of the Nolan Principles and complies with the CUC Code of Practice.
7. To safeguard the good name and values of the University.
The Board has oversight of the profile of the university and asks the Vice Chancellor to draw the attention of the Board to any issues which might harm the good name and values of the University as part of the normal risk management process.
8. To appoint the head of the University as chief executive, and to put in place suitable arrangements for monitoring his/her performance.
The university has established arrangements for the appointment of the Vice Chancellor and has arrangements in place for the monitoring of their performance.
9. To appoint a secretary to the Board of Governors and to ensure that, if the person appointed has managerial responsibilities in the institution, there is an appropriate separation in the lines of accountability.
As set out in the Articles of Government the Board has appointed a Secretary to fulfil the duties and obligations set out above.
10. To be the employing authority for all staff in the University and to be responsible for establishing a human resources strategy.
The Board has established an Employment Committee (now re-titled Student, Employment and Quality Committee) to have oversight of these matters and has approved a Human Resources Strategy.
11. To be the principal financial and business authority of the University, to ensure that proper books of account are kept, to approve the annual budget and financial statements, and to have overall responsibility for the institution’s assets, property and estate.  
The Board has enshrined these arrangements in its financial regulations and approves the annual budget and accounts.
12. To be the University’s legal authority and, as such, to ensure that systems are in place for meeting all the University’s legal obligations, including those arising from contracts and other legal commitments made in the University’s name.
The Board has established regulations for these matters and takes advice from its Secretary on the meeting of these obligations.  

13. To make such provision as it thinks fit for the general welfare of students, in consultation with academic board.
The quality of the student experience is the subject of regular discussion in the Board of Governors 
14. To act as trustee for any property, legacy, endowment, bequest or gift in support of the work and welfare of the University.
Board members are fully aware of and carry out their trustee responsibilities.
15. To ensure that the Instrument and Articles of Government is followed at all times and that appropriate advice is available to enable this to happen.  
The Board receives regular reports and advice on constitutional matters and has full governance audit arrangements in place to ensure compliance with the Instrument and Articles of Government.
Appendix 2

The following self-test exercise was devised by the team that wrote the good practice guide “What is an effective and high performing governing body in UK Higher Education” published by the Leadership Foundation and the Committee of University Chairmen in January 2009.

Whilst any test is in itself not a panacea and even though many of the elements of the assessments are subjective, nevertheless it appears to be the first structured test to measure specifically the effectiveness of a University Board and it seems appropriate therefore that this review uses the new test.

The test is broken into two tables.  The first is entitled “Enablers of Effective Governance” which is formed of six such enablers and across the six enablers there are 30 elements as issues that are addressed.  The table is scored or valued by using the matrix set out below.  The second table is entitled “Outcomes of effective governance” which sets out 8 categories of outcome and which can be scored on the basis of whether the outcomes were achieved or not achieved or whether they were actually exceeded.

It is possible, therefore, to see whether the Board and the University scores well and areas that might need further attention.
A Rating System for “Enablers”

Three different – but related – criteria can be used to assess how any HEI governing body determines the effectiveness of the enabling factors listed above.  They are:

Analysis – How does a governing body know about its effectiveness for each of the six enablers and 30 associated factors listed above?

Approach – How does a governing body go about enhancing its effectiveness for each of the six enables and 30 associated factors listed above?

Outcome – How does a governing body know the impact of its approach?
For each of these dimensions outline descriptions of the processes involved can be identified, and if governors wish can be rated as follows.  However, the rating system is entirely optional:

	ANALYSIS 
	APPROACH 
	OUTCOME 
	OPTIONAL RATING 

	Anecdotal.  No system in place.  Tendency to be reactive.
	Anecdotal.  No system.  Individual action by clerk or board members. 
	No data.  Perceptions of clerk and board members only.
	1

	Ad hoc or partial attention on an irregular basis.
	Internal process within board of identifying requirements and options for action.
	Monitoring processes in place and reported to board.  Positive outcomes evident.
	2

	Systematic and routinised approach integrated with other review mechanisms. 
	Review of requirements based on best practice elsewhere.
	As above plus leading edge outcomes in comparison to other relevant organisations.
	3


	Enablers of Effective Governance 

	1. Effective leadership and governing body dynamics (including the five factors in paragraph 4.8)
	3
	2
	2

	2. Effective governance structures and processes (including the five factors in paragraph 4.15)
	2
	3
	2

	3. Effective governing body membership (including the five factors in paragraph 4.18)
	3
	3
	2

	4. Commitment to vision, organisational culture and values (including the five factors in paragraph 4.20)
	2
	2
	2

	5. Effective performance monitoring and measurement (including the five factors in paragraph 4.23)
	2
	2
	2

	6. Effective information and communication (including the five factors in paragraph 4.26).
	2
	2
	2

	
	Assessment of Enablers – Analysis (1 to 3) 


	Assessment of Enablers – Approach (1 to 3) 
	Assessment of Enablers – Outcome (1 to 3) 




Max possible score 54.  Score achieved 40/54.
	OUTCOMES of Effective Governance 

	1. Ensuring that the strategic plan is achieved.
	
	2
	

	2. Ensuring that financial health is achieved.
	
	2
	

	3. Ensuring accountability and regulatory compliance.
	
	
	3

	4. Ensuring quality in academic and service provision.
	
	2
	

	5. Effectively assessing risk and supporting innovation.
	
	
	3

	6. Enhancing institutional reputation and competitiveness.
	
	2
	

	7. Providing confidence in institutional governance.
	
	
	3

	8. Constructively supporting and challenging the executive.
	
	2
	

	9. Other key outcomes specific to an HEI
	
	2
	

	
	Failure to Achieve indicator 


	Indicator Achieved 


	Indicator Exceeded 


Max possible score 27.  Score achieved 21/27

The two tables have been completed for the University and demonstrate that in the opinion of this review the Board is effective in both its use of the “enablers” and that the outcomes that arise are positive. Of course there is room for enhancement in various ways and the use of best practice form elsewhere seems key to this.

To demonstrate the robustness of the assessment and the test, there follows a commentary which sets out the evidence for the scorings achieved.  

Enablers of Effective Governance

1. Effective leadership and governing body dynamics.  
Here there are five key elements:-

· The approach, style and motivation of the Chair of the Governing body.

· Support for the effective governance by the head of institution and –probably– key members of the Senior Management team.

· The quality of the interaction between the governing body chair, the heads of institution and the governing body clerk/secretary.

· The nature of the conduct of governing body meetings and the style of chairing.

· The interpersonal dynamics amongst board members.

Evidence from the University of Hertfordshire

Evidence from the survey of members and discussions with the Executive point to a strong understanding of what constitutes effective leadership. 
In part this is assisted by the review process.  There are the five yearly reviews (i.e. this one), annual reviews of each Committee, annual reports from each Committee, an annual report from the Board itself in the Annual Report and Annual Accounts.  The Nominations Committee clearly plays a lead role on governance issues.  There are clear memberships of committees and groups and the role(s) of the Committee Chair and the Chairman of the Board as ‘leaders’ of the Board are well understood.  In forming a “Senior leadership” team of the Board the Chairmen are mindful of the need to take into account the views of other Board members who might see the issue of a “two tier board”.

The Chairman of the Board has established the informal meeting of the Committee Chairmen.  Debate is encouraged in meetings of the Board and its committees and every effort is taken to minimise the impact of routine business in meetings, such that more time is devoted to discussions about broader issues.  The Chairman has a regular monthly meeting with the Vice Chancellor to discuss the key issues.  The Chairman appraises the Vice Chancellor and meets with the other 4 “appointees” of the Board as part of the annual appraisal exercise.  The Executive meets regularly with the Board members and at Committee and Board meetings and informally.  The Secretary has regular contact with the Chairman of the Board and Committee Chairman to ensure governance matters are dealt with and the smooth running of the Board is maintained.  An excellent Secretariat supports the Chairman and good governance.  The Board has opportunities to meet and develop an appropriate dynamic not only at the regular Committee and Board meetings but at the Away Day, numerous events and activities to which Board members are invited.  There is an annual Board dinner, an annual meeting of the Court and an annual meeting of the Independent members (to which all other external members are invited).  These opportunities generate a good understanding between members to enable them to approach their roles with confidence and having established good networks.
These comments enable the team to score confidently that there is a systematic approach to effective leadership and dynamics with the appropriate processes having been identified and developed and the outcomes of their leadership and dynamics are kept under review.  Again the issue of remaining against best practice elsewhere has not been examined closely by the Board.
2. Effective Governance Structures and Processes

The five elements here are: - 

· Clear roles and responsibilities exist for the governing body and are known by members.

· The governing body decision making structure (including any committee structure) is fit for purpose.

· A clear system of delegation existing with appropriate reporting mechanisms.

· The arrangements for governing body meetings (number, timing, location, etc is fit for purpose.

· The size of membership of the governing body is appropriate to meet its roles and responsibilities.

Evidence from the University of Hertfordshire.  
The score demonstrates that whilst the Board knows about the processes and keeps them under review it knows that there might be other and possibly better ways of structuring its business.  The Instrument and Articles of Government of a Higher Education Corporation established under the 1988 and 1992 Acts drive the roles and responsibilities of the Board of Governors.  
The Board has standing orders and has adopted the Code of Practice recommended by CUC and a Statement of Primary Responsibilities (albeit draft at Hertfordshire).  Terms of reference and membership lists exist for each committee and these are reviewed at the first committee meeting of each year.  The terms set out clearly the powers of each committee.  
The Nominations Committee keeps an overview of terms and membership and also makes recommendations to the Board.  There is sometimes robust debate about where particular issues should be considered e.g. there has been a lengthy discussion at various committees and in the Board about the best place to consider community issues.  Every committee makes a full report to the next meeting of the Board and an annual report is submitted by each committee to the Board.  The cycle of meetings is well established to meet external demands such as the submission of the annual accounts by the due deadline and good management such as the approval of the budget.  Most committees have a planned schedule of business.  Agendas are structured to combine the need to process routine business with the opportunity to consider broader more strategic issues.  Most meetings can be contained within 2 hours in length and proper arrangements are made in terms of location and the quality of facilities which allow for presentations and opportunities for uninterrupted debate. 
The size of the governing body lies within the size permitted under legislation.  Some members have commented that a full Board meeting is not an ideal forum for free flowing debate.  Also a larger Board with a substantial committee structure means that members not on the committee whose items are being discussed at the full Board are unable to assimilate the full details lying behind the debate and sometimes leads to repetition of discussion between the Committee and the full Board.  These are not issues peculiar to the Board at Hertfordshire and engender much debate at national level.

3.  Effective Governing Body Membership

The five elements here are: - 

· The recruitment of governing body members with sufficient skill, experience, motivation, and diversity of background..

· Support for members once appointed.

· The provision of induction and ongoing professional development. 

· Utilising the skills and experience of members once appointed 

· Reviewing and appraising member performance.

Evidence from the University of Hertfordshire.  
The score highlights the effort that is devoted to the recruitment of the highest quality Board.  It is not an easy task but once appointed there are always ways of enhancing still further the support for members such that the Board can make best use of the skills of members.  Of course, the primary role of the Nominations Committee is to seek and make recommendations on the appointment of new members.  It uses a variety of mechanisms, such as the creation and annual revision of a “skills matrix” of the “ideal” Board matched to the skills of existing members.  In managing the terms of office of office of members and seeking new members it keeps this matrix very much in mind.  External members of the Board at Hertfordshire are appointed for 3 year terms.  Whilst renewal of a term is not automatic it is normally expected that a member will be invited to serve two terms of three years.  Service beyond two terms is possible if members have a particular role such as committee Chairman or they can offer particular expertise or insights that cannot easily be replaced by a new member.  Occasionally members will be invited to serve shorter terms to meet particular needs.  
A variety of “search methods” are used.  Members of the Nominations Committee and the Board use their extensive networks including the University Court to identify potential members and periodically the University advertises for Board members on the Public Appointments website of the Cabinet Office.  This has yielded a number of valuable applications.   A lot of thought is given to addressing the diversity of the Board and several members of the Board pay particular attention to identifying suitable candidates from diverse backgrounds.  The application process then involves formal interviews by the Nominations Committee and formal recommendations to the Board via the Independent members (where appropriate).  

Once appointed members undertake induction, although this is being reviewed, and can engage in the various development events e.g. the Audit thematic enquiry day, the summer development day, courses, conferences and events provided by the Leadership Foundation (usually in liaison with CUC) and the many opportunities for engagement provided by the University.  The Nominations Committee considers an annual report on member personal development.  Support for Board members is provided by a dedicated committee secretariat which attends to matters such as the organisation of development, the student mentor scheme, the provision of IT equipment, the processing of expenses and provision of information as well as supporting the committees and the Board itself.  The skills of individual members can be matched to the wide array of activities that exist within the University.  Those that have particular interests in fund raising and alumni, may serve on the Development Committee and its various bodies.  Those with interests in the Estate may put themselves forward for the Major Projects Group.  In other words the committee structure can harness skills and interests.

4.  Commitment to Vision, Organisational Culture and Values

The five elements here are:-

· An understanding of and commitment to organisations vision and mission 

· An understanding and acceptance of organisational culture.

· Supporting and where necessary defending core academic values.

· Actively implementing principles of good conduct in public life.
· Building trust and confidence in governance.
Evidence from the University of Hertfordshire-

The score demonstrates that whilst the Board has good understanding of the importance of this aspect of their roles it is difficult to identify what would be ‘leading edge’ behaviour.  The Board starts from the basis that the setting of the vision and mission is very much their role as part of setting the strategic plan.  

Engagement by Board members in the life of the University is important.  Good understanding of the history, culture and work of the University is seen as very important by the Board and besides attending numerous events and activities at the University Board members are always seeking additional ways of engaging with students, staff and the life of the University.  The role of the Vice-Chancellor is critical in setting the vision and values.  The experience of Hertfordshire confirms this with the Vice-chancellor leading the adoption of the business facing agenda.  The Board accepts completely the role of the Academic Board set out in the Articles in maintaining the academic standards of the University although the Board does query, from time to time, the exact relationship between it and the Academic Board.  This is a national debate and although it is possible to square the overall responsibility of the Board in legal terms the question of how the Board can have overall responsibility for the health of the institution when it is another body ie the Academic Board or Senate that actually controls standards is not easily resolved.  It goes to the heart of the debate about academic freedom, the self-governing nature of academic communities and the structure of academic standards in the United Kingdom.  Suffice to say that the Board at Hertfordshire is assured of the standards in place.  
5.  Effective performance monitoring and measurement
The five elements here are:- 


Adopting agreed KPIs to measure institutional performance.

Ensuring an effective strategic planning process to inform performance measurement.

Receiving and analysing defined information relevant to agreed KPIs.

Benchmarking institutional performance with relevant peers. 

Measuring the performance of the governing body itself.

Evidence from the University of Hertfordshire 

The score indicates that whilst the Board uses appropriate measures it has not yet consistently identified ground breaking means of monitoring and measuring performance.  The Board uses a range of KPI’s, some of which are driven by committees such as Employment and Business Review.  At board level a suite of KPI’s are used to determine the performance of the Vice Chancellor and the University as a whole.  Particular attention is paid to various League Tables.  The KPI’s used, the appropriate benchmarks and the manner in which they are used is under review.
6.  Effective information and communication 

The five elements here are: -

Ensuring that the board receives timely and accurate information for all areas for which it is responsible.  

That information is presented in as effective a way as possible.

That there is effective communication between governing body members and senior managers.

That there is effective two way communication within the institution about the governing body and its work.

That there is effective external communication on governance issues with key stakeholder bodies and the public at large.

Evidence from the University of Hertfordshire
The score indicates that there are appropriate methods in place to provide the Board with the information it needs and to ensure proper two way communication between the Board and university management and the Board and the wider community.  Again there are opportunities for enhancement and fresh thinking.  The Board receives very detailed information for each of its meetings.  It can be argued that some of the papers are too long and contain too much information but there is a balance to be struck in all organisations.  Increasing use is made of executive summaries and presentations to present often complex issues in an effective way as possible.  Electronic communication is used extensively and the University provides supportive arrangements for Board members.  Further use of electronic communication can be made and would be supported by a number of members.  The Vice Chancellor provides the Board with a monthly written briefing.  There are monthly meetings between the Chairman and the Vice Chancellor.  There is regular communication between Board members and members of OVC.  An effective Secretariat publishes Board papers and information for University wide and public dissemination in a timely and appropriate manner.  Organisations such as the Court provide a means of effectively communicating with key stakeholders and the public at large.  The extensive public activities of the University provide many opportunities for the public to question the university about its role including governance.
Outcomes of Effective Governance
The enablers described in some detail above lead to the university being able to assess a number of outcomes.  There are nine in all set out in the table.  The assessment of the team is that in six of the nine outcomes suggested in the table the University achieves what might be expected of an institution.  In three areas-ensuring accountability and regulatory compliance, effectively assessing risk and supporting innovation and providing confidence in institutional governance the team has scored the Board with the highest indicator ‘indicator exceeded’.  Governance at the university is scrutinised by a whole manner of mechanisms including externally most notably by external audit and the periodic review of Hefce Audit Services.  The last Hefce Audit Service report gave the university the highest possible level of assurance for corporate governance.  The university has a mature set of arrangements through audit and regular review to ensure accountability and regulatory compliance.  Similarly in terms of assessing and managing risk the board is engaged heavily in overseeing the top risks and considers these matters at every meeting.  The mission of the university is specifically designed to promote innovation and taken in the round the activities highlighted in this paragraph generate confidence in the governance of the institution.
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