COMMITTEE OF UNIVERSITY CHAIRMEN
GOVERNANCE QUESTIONNAIRE, JANUARY 2006

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A questionnaire (Appendix A) was sent to 117 UK Higher Education Institutions (‘HEIs’) in January 2006 on behalf of the Committee of University Chairmen (CUC), and 93 institutions (79%) responded.  A smaller questionnaire including many of the same questions was circulated in 2003.  In analysing responses to the questionnaire it has often been helpful to draw a distinction between those HEIs governed by Charter and Statutes (the ‘pre-92 sector’) and those governed by instruments derived from the Model Instrument  (the ‘post-92 sector’).

HEI Governing Bodies have a continuing commitment to ensure that their legal instruments of governance are fit for purpose. 61% of all HEIs responding to the questionnaire had reviewed their legal instruments of governance since October 2003, and 81% of those had or would be seeking to make changes. (Page 3)

Reducing the size of the Governing Body continues to be a priority.  After a review 25 HEIs, most from the pre-92 sector, had sought to reduce the size of their Governing Body.  Since the 2003 survey found that 36 pre-92 HEIs had achieved this, it is clear that virtually all pre-92 HEIs have or will soon have reduced their Governing Body membership. (Page 4)

The size of Governing Bodies in the pre-92 sector is falling. In 2003 the average membership was 32.6: in January 2006 it was 30.4, and when changes now agreed by HEIs are implemented the figure will fall to 27.8. (Page 8)

The average actual membership of pre-92 sector Governing Bodies is only one below the maximum permitted, so there is little evidence of ‘running down’ of membership prior to implementing reductions.  Post-92 sector Governing Bodies have an average maximum membership of 25 and an average actual membership of 21.5.  Since only 19% of post-92 sector HEIs report recruitment and/or retention difficulties for lay members, maintaining this high vacancy rate would appear to be deliberate policy. (Page 9)

Lay Governors are getting older. 40% of them are between 60 and 70, and 36% between 50 and 60; comparable figures from 2003 were 33% and 43% respectively.  This aging effect is attributable almost entirely to the pre-92 sector, where 52% of lay governors are over 60 (39% in 2003) and only 15% are under 50 (21%in 2003). (Page 11)

26% of HEIs still have a Governing Body with a lay membership which is at least 80% male.  Ethnic minority lay membership of Governing Bodies is slowly increasing, with 27% of HEIs now having at least 10% ethnic minority lay governors, as compared with 21% in 2003. (Page 12)

More than half of all HEIs have in place regular review/appraisal systems for lay governors.  They are more common in the post-92 sector than in the pre-92 sector but are in general much more widespread than they were in 2003. (Page 16)

21% of all HEIs reported difficulty in recruiting and/or retaining lay members.  The time commitment expected of governors and a shortage of particular kinds of expertise were the most common problems. (Page 16)
26% of HEIs have considered remunerating lay governors.  All but one have rejected the possibility, generally on the ground that remuneration would undermine the public sector ethos and compromise the independence of lay governors. (Page 17-18)

12 HEIs, predominantly in the pre-92 sector, had appointed recruitment consultants to manage the process of identifying and appointing a new Chair. (Page 18)

Post-92 sector governors are much more likely to have attended a CUC/Leadership Foundation Governor Development Programme event than pre-92 sector governors. 81% of all HEIs have in place induction and/or training programmes for governors. 
(Page 19)

Pre-92 sector Governing Bodies have more Committees reporting to them than their post-92 sector counterparts but whereas the number of Committees in the pre-92 sector has decreased, the number in the post-92 sector has increased on average from 5.9 to 7.1 per Governing Body. (Page 21)

91% of all Governing Bodies have carried out an effectiveness review since October 2003 or will have done so by the end of the next academic year, and 75% of Governing Bodies have undertaken at least two reviews since 1997.  The reviews have covered an enormous variety of topics and resulted in a similar variety of changes. (Page 23)

38% of Governing Bodies have required their Committees to carry out reviews of their own effectiveness, and a further 50% are reviewing Committees as part of a wider review.  In 43% of HEIs the Senate/Academic Board has at least commenced a review of its own effectiveness, and most of the remainder either planned a review for next year or were considering doing so. (Page 27-28)

56% of Governing Bodies now explicitly use Key Performance Indicators to measure the performance of their institutions. (Page 29)

67% of HEIs have adopted the Governance Code of Practice set out in the latest issue of the CUC Guide and a further 17% have done so with amendments.  73% of Governing Bodies have adopted a Statement of Primary Responsibilities and a further 18% have one in preparation.  (Page 30-31)

Introduction

A questionnaire (Appendix A) was sent in early January 2006 to 117 UK HEIs. By the final closing date of 15 February 2006 93 responses had been received giving a response rate of 79%.  For pre-92 HEIs, 49 out of 64 institutions responded (response rate 77%) and for post-92 HEIs 44 out of 53 institutions responded (response rate 83%).  A smaller questionnaire including many of the same questions was circulated in 2003 and achieved a response rate of 69%.  The general style adopted in this Report is that the question is given in full, the results are tabulated as appropriate, and then a commentary is provided. Comparisons with results obtained in 2003 is included in the commentary.

A distinction is usually made between responses from HEIs governed by Charter and Statute (the pre-92 sector) and those governed by instruments deriving from the Model Instrument (the post-92 sector), since their governance arrangements are widely divergent.  It should be noted that with the conferment of University title on a number of existing institutions since 2003, the post-92 sector is more varied now than it was then.   

1. 
Has your University conducted a review of its legal instruments of governance since the last CUC Governance Questionnaire in October 2003?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	38 (78%)
	19 (43%)
	57 (61%)

	No
	11 (22%)
	25 (57%)
	36 (39%)

	Total
	49
	44
	93


61% of all HEIs responding had conducted reviews of their legal instruments of governance between October 2003 and January 2006.  The 2003 survey discovered that over a much longer period (1992 to 2003) 71% of HEIs responding had conducted such reviews, overwhelmingly since the publication of the Dearing Report in 1997.  It is evident that a number of HEIs have carried out more than one such review since then.  It seems reasonable to conclude that HEIs have continued to be concerned to satisfy themselves that their legal instruments of governance are satisfactory and fit for purpose in a changing environment.

2. 
If yes, did the review result in a submission for amendments to the University’s Charter, Statutes or other instruments?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	27 (71%)
	9 (47%)
	36 (63%)

	No
	11 (29%)
	10 (53%)
	21 (37%)

	Total
	38
	19
	57


Reasons given for no submission being made:

	Reasons
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Still being considered
	6
	2
	8

	Planned for 2006
	4
	2
	6

	Changed after earlier review
	2
	2
	4

	No changes needed
	-
	11
	11

	Changes needed with HEI remit
	-
	5
	5

	Awaiting results of sectoral review
	-
	3
	3


63% of those HEIs which had conducted a review of their legal instruments of governance had made a submission for amendments to those instruments. Pre-92 HEIs were more likely than post-92 HEIs to have made such submissions (71% as compared to 47%). 6 HEIs reported that they planned to make a submission for changes in 2006 and a further 5 reported that they had made changes for which they had not needed to seek external consent.  In total therefore 82% of HEIs which had conducted reviews, and 51% of all respondents had made or would be making changes to their instruments of governance.  University governing bodies continue to seek to ensure that their legal instruments of governance are fit for purpose and are willing to make such changes as it seems to them are necessary to achieve and maintain this.

3. 
What were the main issues on which amendments were sought?

	Issues
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Changes to the powers of the Court
	6
	-
	6

	Reductions in size of Governing Body
	22
	3
	25

	Clarification of legal powers
	7
	1
	8

	Reducing range of subject matter covered
	4
	-
	4

	Any other issues
	10
	7
	17


Changes to the powers of the Court: 6 pre-92 HEIs made submissions concerning the powers of the Court, as compared to the 18 pre-92 HEIs making such submissions reported in 2003.  It would appear that issues relating to the powers of the Court in the pre-92 sector generally are being resolved. 

Reductions in the size of the Governing Body: more HEIs reported seeking changes under this heading than under any other. 25 HEIs sought changes to the size of the Governing Body (one to increase, but to a total membership of less than 25, the remainder to reduce), overwhelmingly from the pre-92 sector.  In 2003 36 pre-92 HEIs reported that they had sought to change the size of their Governing Body.  The combined results of the 2003 and 2006 questionnaires suggest either that virtually all pre-92 HEIs have reduced the size of their Governing Body, or that in the period concerned for every HEI which has not reduced the size of its Governing Body another has done it twice.

Clarification of legal powers: 8 HEIs had sought clarifications to the legal powers of statutory bodies, again overwhelmingly from the pre-92 sector.  The comparable figure from the 2003 survey was 15, all but one from the pre-92 sector.

Reducing range of subject matter covered: only 4 HEIs, all from the pre-92 sector, reported seeking to reduce the range of subject matter included in governing instruments.  It would appear that the sector as a whole has not yet had time to digest and take advantage of the signals from the Privy Council/DfES that it wishes to see much simplified governing instruments, with many matters historically included in Charters and Statutes being delegated to local decision.  (There was no comparable question in 2003.)

The ‘Any other issues’ were:

	Issues
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Staffing- post, titles, appointment processes
	5
	3
	8

	Model Statute
	2
	-
	2

	Membership and ‘housekeeping’ issues
	3
	-
	3

	Changes to academic governance structure
	2
	-
	2

	Merger issues
	1
	-
	1

	Convocation
	1
	-
	1

	Role of Visitor
	1
	-
	1

	Raising borrowing limits
	1
	-
	1

	General up-dating
	1
	-
	1

	Membership of Senate/Academic Board
	-
	2
	2

	Change to legal status
	-
	1
	1


Any Other Issues: as might be expected, the matters reported under this head were miscellaneous, although 10 out of the 17 HEIs reported seeking changes in relation to staffing and staffing restrictions- titles and ranges of posts, appointment etc processes, and the Model Statute.  The range of issues reported on 2003 was similarly miscellaneous although issues relating to staffing and officers (including lay officers) were again prominent.

4. 
Have the amendments in respect of the above changes been approved by the Privy Council or other appropriate authority?

a) 
Changes to the powers of the Court

	 
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	4
	-
	4

	No
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	4
	-
	4


b) 
Reductions in size of Governing Body

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	17
	2
	19

	No
	3
	1
	4

	Total
	20
	3
	23


c) 
Clarification of legal powers of statutory bodies

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	6
	1
	7

	No
	1
	-
	1

	Total
	7
	1
	8


d) 
Reducing the range of subject matter included in governing instruments

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	5
	-
	5

	No
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	5
	-
	5


e) 
Any other issues

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	12
	4
	16

	No
	3
	3
	6

	Total
	15
	7
	22


Based on the classification used in the questionnaire, HEIs made submissions on a total of 62 subjects between October 2003 and January 2006 (many HEIs made submissions under more than one head), and as at January 2006 only 11 of these submissions had not been approved.  The questionnaire responses give no indication that submissions on any particular topic had caused undue difficulty. 19 out of 23 submissions to change the size of the Governing Body had been approved.

5. Can you provide information on the speed of response to 4?

	Months
	Submission to Approval Time
	Unapproved; Waiting Time 

	1
	2
	2

	2
	4
	2

	3
	5
	3

	4
	4
	1

	5
	1
	

	6
	2
	

	7
	3
	

	8
	-
	

	9
	1
	

	10
	-
	

	11
	-
	

	12
	1
	

	13+
	1
	


Of the 24 submissions reported to have been approved all but 3 had been approved within 7 months.  18 submissions (75%) had been approved within 6 months- exactly the same figure as revealed by the 2003 survey. 8 submissions were outstanding, but in no case was the waiting time longer than 4 months.  However, it should be noted that a number of respondents reported extensive informal discussion prior to the formal submission, and that this resulted in short or very short (in one case, one week) response times between formal submission and formal approval.  The figures reported therefore significantly understate the length of time taken by the whole process of the revision of legal instruments of governance, which for the most part remains a lengthy and time-consuming undertaking. 

6. 
Does the University’s Governing Body have legally unambiguous authority for the governance of the University?

All respondents replied ‘yes’.  Two respondents from the pre-92 sector qualified their response by noting the powers of the Senate in their institutions, and one respondent from the post-92 sector remarked that the authority of the Governing Body in his institution had ‘never been challenged’.

7. 
What is the maximum membership of the governing body permitted by the University’s statutes or other legal instruments?

	Membership
	Pre-92 HEIs 
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	18
	-
	1
	1

	19
	1
	-
	1

	20
	1
	-
	1

	21
	-
	-
	-

	22
	1
	-
	1

	23
	4
	1
	5

	24
	1
	7
	8

	25
	8
	27
	35

	26
	1
	-
	1

	27
	1
	1
	2

	28
	1
	1
	2

	29
	3
	-
	3

	30
	4
	-
	4

	31
	1
	1
	2

	32
	3
	-
	3

	33
	3
	-
	3

	34
	4
	-
	4

	35
	3
	-
	3

	36
	2
	-
	2

	37
	1
	-
	1

	38
	3
	-
	3

	39
	1
	1
	2

	40
	1
	-
	1

	47
	1
	-
	1


Responses to this question from the post-92 sector were largely unchanged from those reported in 2003, with 34 of 39 respondents reporting Governing Bodies with a maximum membership of 24 or 25, as set out in the Model Instrument.

Change has been more pronounced in the pre-92 sector.  Four Universities reported Councils with a membership larger than 38, as compared with 5 in 2003.  However, as responses to question 4(b) indicate, many Universities have reduced or are seeking to reduce the size of their Governing Body.  In 2003 the average size of Governing Body reported by respondents was 32.6 members; by 2006 that figure had fallen to 30.4 members.  10 respondents from the pre-92 sector with Councils of between 30 and 36 members indicated that their institutions had agreed to seek reductions in membership to between 19 and 25 members.  Once these changes are implemented (assuming that they are approved) the average size of Governing Body will reduce further to 27.8.

8A 
What is the actual membership of the Governing Body?

	Members
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	15
	-
	1
	1

	16
	-
	2
	2

	17
	-
	4
	4

	18
	-
	3
	3

	19
	1
	3
	4

	20
	1
	4
	5

	21
	-
	1
	1

	22
	2
	9
	11

	23
	6
	3
	9

	24
	2
	3
	5

	25
	6
	6
	12

	26
	1
	-
	1

	27
	-
	-
	2

	28
	2
	1
	3

	29
	3
	-
	3

	30
	4
	1
	5

	31
	1
	1
	2

	32
	3
	-
	3

	33
	3
	-
	3

	34
	4
	1
	5

	35
	2
	-
	1

	36
	-
	-
	-

	37
	2
	-
	2

	38
	1
	-
	1

	39
	1
	-
	1

	40
	1
	-
	1

	47
	1
	-
	1


In the ordinary course of events a small difference between the theoretical maximum membership of Governing Bodies and the actual membership is to be expected.  Casual vacancies will arise periodically and in some cases a short delay in replacing retiring members will occur.  A large gap between theoretical and actual memberships, however, might indicate either a difficulty in recruiting and retaining members, or a deliberate policy of ‘running down’ membership in response eg to the Lambert Report and prior to obtaining formal permission to reduce the maximum permitted membership.

In 2006 respondents from the pre-92 sector reported an average actual membership of 29.4, just one member below the maximum permitted membership.  It is unlikely that this difference signifies anything beyond a routine rate of casual vacancies in memberships.  In 2003 the comparable figures were 32.6 and 31.9, again probably implying nothing beyond a casual vacancy rate.  Given that 10 of the 51 responding pre-92 HEIs had agreed to significant reductions in the size of their Governing Bodies, it is perhaps surprising that greater evidence of a ‘running down’ of membership was not apparent.

The reported differences between maximum permitted and actual memberships are much wider for Governing Bodies in post-92 HEIs.  The figure for maximum permitted membership reported in 2006 was 25 and differed little from the figure of 24.7 reported in 2003.  However, the actual membership reported in 2006 was 21.5, a difference of 3.5 members.  This figure seems much higher than would have expected if the difference reflected nothing more than a casual vacancy rate.  Given that few respondents (less than 20%) from the post-92 sector reported recruitment and retention difficulties, it would appear that a deliberate trend to reducing the actual size of Governing Bodies can be detected.  It may be significant that in 2003 only 3 post-92 HEIs had Governing Bodies with an actual membership of 18 or fewer members (11% of the total) whereas in 2006 the comparable figure was 10 (24% of the total).   

8B 
What is the actual number of lay members of the Governing Body?

	Lay Members
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	10
	1
	1
	2

	11
	1
	3
	4

	12
	1
	3
	4

	13
	6
	7
	13

	14
	7
	6
	13

	15
	3
	3
	6

	16
	8
	4
	12

	17
	5
	7
	12

	18
	3
	3
	6

	19
	5
	3
	8

	20
	4
	2
	6

	21
	2
	-
	2

	22
	-
	-
	-

	23
	1
	1
	2

	24
	-
	-
	-

	25
	1
	-
	1

	26
	-
	-
	-

	27
	1
	-
	1


8C 
What is the actual number of staff members of the Governing Body?

	Staff Members
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	1
	-
	1
	1

	2
	-
	-
	-

	3
	-
	5
	5

	4
	-
	13
	13

	5
	-
	15
	15

	6
	2
	3
	5

	7
	5
	2
	7

	8
	4
	1
	5

	9
	8
	-
	8

	10
	6
	1
	7

	11
	5
	1
	6

	12
	6
	1
	7

	13
	5
	-
	5

	14
	5
	-
	5

	15
	2
	-
	2

	16
	-
	-
	-

	17
	1
	-
	1


8D 
What is the actual number of student members of the Governing Body?

	Student Members
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	1
	16
	26
	42

	2
	24
	16
	40

	3
	7
	1
	8

	4
	2
	-
	2


The analysis of actual numbers of lay, staff and student members does not appear to hold significance other than further reflecting the general trend to smaller Governing Bodies.

9. 
Please indicate the approximate age range of lay members.

	Age Range
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Over 70 years
	56 (7%)
	8 (2%)
	64 (5%)

	60 to 70 years
	365 (45%)
	154 (31%)
	519 (40%)

	50 to 60 years
	268 (33%)
	201 (41%)
	469 (36%)

	40 to 50 years
	106 (13%)
	103 (21%)
	209 (16%)

	Under 40 years
	16 (2%)
	25 (5%)
	41 (3%)

	Total
	811
	491
	1302


Eight respondents (four from pre-92 HEIs, and four from post-92 HEIs) indicated that they did not hold information on the age of governing body members.

It is unfortunate that the wording of this question in the 2003 survey makes drawing firm conclusions from this data problematic.  In 2003 respondents were asked to indicate the number of lay members of the Governing Body ‘over 60’ and ‘over 70’.  Some respondents may therefore have taken the question literally and included all lay members over 60 in their return for the ‘over 60’ category, reporting only a subset of that figure in the ‘over 70’ category.  However, the more intuitive reading of the 2003 question is to interpret ‘over 60’ as meaning ’60 to 70’.  That most respondents answered the question in this way is suggested by the fact that the total number of lay governors included in answers to this question was 1229, whereas the total of lay governors calculated from responses to Question 8 was 1346.  This is already a large gap to be explained by non-response to Question 9, and does not suggest that the figure of 1229 is overstated (as of course would be the case had the figure from Question 9 been higher than 1346).

Assuming, however, that most respondents in 2003 adopted the ‘intuitive’ reading of Question 9 in 2003, it is abundantly clear that the lay membership of Governing bodies is getting older.  The extremes of the age range surveyed, over 70 and under 40 years, are almost unchanged at 5% and 3% respectively; the 2003 figures were 4% and 2%.  However, 40% of all lay members are now between 60 and 70 years, compared to 33% in 2003, and 36% are between 50 and 60 years, compared with 43% in 2003.

Virtually all of this aging effect is attributable to the pre-92 sector, where 52% of all lay governors are now over 60, compared with 39% in 2003.  There has of course been a corresponding decline in the number of younger lay governors. 33% are now between 50 and 60 years, and just 15% are under 50, whereas the comparable figures in 2003 were 49% and 21% respectively.

In the post-92 sector the percentage of lay governors over 60 is virtually unchanged (33% as compared to 32%), but 26% of lay governors are now under 50 (19% in 2003), and the 50 to 60 year age range has been ‘squeezed down’ from 49% to 41%.

If the assumption made above about ‘intuitive’ responses to this question in 2003 is reversed, and it is assumed that all respondents adopted the ‘literal’ approach to the question, there is full duplication between the ‘over 60’ and ‘over 70’ categories in the responses.  When the 2003 returns are adjusted accordingly to make them directly comparable with the 2006 returns, the effect is to reduce the total number of lay governors over 60 by eliminating double counting, making the population of lay governors in 2003 younger, and hence accentuate the aging effect between 2003 and 2006.

For the post-92 sector the effect of this revised assumption is extremely small, there having been only 8 lay members over 70 reported in 2003, out of a total lay membership of  390.  The increased aging effect is therefore evident largely in the pre-92 sector. On the revised assumption the percentage of lay governors over 60 in 2003 is 36%, as compared to the 2006 figure of 52%.  The percentage of lay governors between 50 and 60 falls from 43% in 2003 to 33% in 2006, and the percentage of lay governors under 50 falls from 21% to 15%.  (These seem to be very large percentage changes to have taken place in a period of only 2 years and 3 months and in themselves point to the improbability of the revised, ‘literal’, assumption.) 

10. 
What is the gender balance of the lay membership of the Governing Body?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Fewer than 5% female
	2
	-
	2

	10-20% female
	12
	10
	22

	20%+ female
	34
	34
	68


NB The accidental omission of the 5-10% response band from the questionnaire (a typographical error carried over from the 2003 questionnaire) does not appear to have prevented any respondents from completing this section, but does not assist in the interpretation of the data.  In retrospect the question was not well worded and in future respondents should simply be asked to indicate the proportion of the lay membership of the Governing Body which is female.  Perhaps the only significant conclusion to be drawn here is that more than 25% of HEIs have a lay membership which is more than 80% male.

11. 
How many lay members of the Governing Body are from ethnic minorities?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Fewer than 5%
	26
	15
	41

	5-10%
	8
	13
	21

	10-20%
	6
	11
	17

	Over 20%
	3
	3
	6


Three respondents (two from pre-92 HEIs, one from a post-92 HEI) indicated that they did not hold data on the ethnicity of governors.  However, the data which was submitted shows increasing numbers of lay governors from ethnic minorities, 48% of responding HEIs now having fewer than 5% of their lay governors from ethnic minorities as compared to 53% in 2003, and 27% have more than 10% ethnic minority lay governors, as compared with 21% in 2003.

12. 
If the size of your Governing Body exceeds 25 members in total, please say why you believe this is necessary.

36 post-92 HEIs answered this question, and gave replies as follows:

	Already applied or agreed to apply to reduce membership to 25 or less 
	12

	Need numbers to get sufficient width of expertise and provide Ctte members
	7

	Considering a reduction but see no particular merit in 25
	2

	Need to maintain adequate representation of interested parties (inc staff)
	8

	Council works effectively as it is 
	2

	Recently reduced from 50 to 29 members
	1

	Need to secure adequate actual attendance
	1

	Waiting to see effect of other changes
	1

	Fewer members would increase burdens on remaining individuals
	1

	Geographical location
	1

	Bound by legislation
	1


Only four post-92 HEIs which responded to the questionnaire had Governing Bodies with a membership of over 25.  Three of these respondents answered this question; two noted a need to maintain adequate width of expertise among members, and one was considering a reduction in membership.

It will be apparent that, of those HEIs intending to maintain a Governing Body of over 25, most justify this on the basis of a need to maintain a sufficient range of expertise amongst members, and provide adequate representation for stakeholders and other interested parties including staff.  These reasons featured prominently among the justifications offered in 2003 by HEIs wishing to retain Governing Bodies with a membership of over 25, although it is perhaps interesting to note that the reason of the workload expected of Governing Body members (most notably Committee memberships) was offered by 16 HEIs in 2003 but by only 3 or 4 in 2006.  It may be tentatively concluded that individual lay governors now accept the higher workload likely to follow from a reduced total membership.

13. 
How many times a year does your Governing Body meet (excluding special meetings)?

	No of Meetings
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	3
	1
	-
	1

	4
	32
	19
	51

	5
	7
	16
	23

	6
	8
	9
	17

	7
	1
	-
	1


The Governing Bodies of HEIs responding to the questionnaire, excepting only two, meet 4, 5 or 6 times a year. There has been a withdrawal from the extremes at both ends of the scale since 2003, when seven Governing Bodies met only 3 times and six met 7 times. 55% of all Governing Bodies now meet 4 times a year (little changed from 52% in 2003). However, in a change from 2003, pre-92 HEI Governing Bodies are most likely to meet four times a year (65% doing this), whereas in the post-92 sector only 43% of HEIs meet four times: 36% meet five times and one in five meets six times.

14A
What is the proportion of lay members of your Governing Body normally in attendance at meetings?

	%age attending
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	45-49
	-
	-
	-

	50-54
	-
	1
	1

	55-59
	4
	1
	5

	60-64
	1
	2
	3

	65-69
	3
	-
	3

	70-74
	11
	7
	18

	75-79
	5
	4
	9

	80-84
	11
	11
	22

	85-89
	5
	6
	11

	90-94
	5
	4
	9

	95-100
	4
	5
	9


14B
What is the proportion of staff members of your Governing Body normally in attendance at meetings?

	%age attending
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post 92-HEIs
	All HEIs

	10-14
	-
	1
	1

	15-19
	-
	-
	-

	20-24
	-
	-
	-

	25-29
	-
	-
	-

	30-34
	-
	1
	1

	35-39
	-
	-
	-

	40-44
	-
	-
	-

	45-49
	-
	-
	-

	50-54
	-
	-
	-

	55-59
	1
	-
	1

	60-64
	3
	-
	3

	65-69
	1
	1
	2

	70-74
	5
	1
	6

	75-79
	6
	1
	7

	80-84
	11
	5
	16

	85-89
	11
	7
	18

	90-94
	5
	6
	11

	95-100
	3
	18
	21


14C
What is the proportion of student members of your Governing Body normally in attendance at meetings?

	%age attending
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	0-9
	-
	1
	1

	10-14
	
	
	

	15-19
	
	
	

	20-24
	
	
	

	25-29
	1
	-
	1

	30-34
	
	
	

	35-39
	
	
	

	40-44
	
	
	

	45-49
	
	
	

	50-54
	4
	5
	9

	55-59
	1
	-
	1

	60-64
	-
	1
	1

	65-69
	1
	1
	1

	70-74
	1
	1
	2

	75-79
	1
	2
	3

	80-84
	3
	1
	4

	85-89
	4
	-
	4

	90-94
	4
	1
	5

	95-100
	27
	27
	54


NB 
The two respondents reporting low or very actual attendance of both staff and students probably misinterpreted the question. 

Lay members in the pre-92 sector are achieving higher attendance rates than they were in 2003. 92% of pre-92 sector Governing Bodies achieve 60% or better attendance, exactly the same as reported in 2003, but 84% achieve a 70% attendance rate, as compared to 66% in 2003, and 51% achieve an 80% attendance rate, as compared to 30% in 2003. Attendance rates in post-92 sector Governing Bodies are similar to those reported in 2003 and remain higher than those achieved in the pre-92 sector, with 90% of Governing Bodies achieving a 70% attendance rate and 63% achieving an 80% attendance rate.

Staff and student member attendance rates are very similar to those reported in 2003.  

15. 
Do you have role descriptions for members of the Governing Body, Chair and Vice-Chancellor/Principal other than those contained in the Statutes or Articles?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	27
	25
	52

	No
	22
	20
	22

	Total
	29
	45
	74


NB. Two respondents indicated that role descriptions were in preparation at their HEIs. Some respondents had role descriptions for some but not all of the roles mentioned in the question; their responses have been counted in the ‘Yes’ category.

55% of respondents reported that their HEIs had role descriptions, and 45% did not. Perhaps surprisingly, these figures are virtually unchanged from 2003 (53% and 47% respectively).

16. 
Do you carry out a regular appraisal/review of the effectiveness of individual members of your governing body?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	22
	20
	42

	No
	27
	12
	39

	Total
	49
	32
	81


If yes, indicate how these are carried and how frequent they are.

	mechanism
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	By Nominations Cttee at end of term of office
	9
	7
	16

	Annual one-to-one meetings
	4
	3
	7

	Annually by the Nominations Committee
	2
	2
	4

	Annual questionnaire, with meeting if required
	2
	4
	6

	Informal meeting with Chair
	1
	1
	2

	‘Interview’
	1
	-
	1

	Self-assessment every three years
	1
	-
	1

	Biennial one-to-one meetings
	1
	1
	2

	Annually, by the Chair
	1
	1
	2


The 2006 survey reveals that substantial change on this topic has taken place since 2003, particularly in the pre-92 sector.  In 2003, only 22% of pre-92 sector respondents reported any regular appraisal/ review activity, whereas in 2006 the figure had risen to 45%.  There has also been an increase, albeit from a higher base, in the post-92 sector with 43% in 2003 rising to 63% in 2006.  More than half of all HEIs now have in place regular review/appraisal systems.

The further information supplied by respondents indicates that where review/appraisal are in place, they tend to be more formal than those described in 2003.  For instance, 6 HEIs now ask members to complete a questionnaire annually, whereas in 2003 no respondent mentioned the use of a questionnaire.  Some HEIs have quite sophisticated review/appraisal systems in place and a further study of the operation of these schemes, their effectiveness and how their use interacts with other governance issues might be useful. 

17. 
Has your institution experienced any difficulty in recruiting and/or retaining lay members of the Governing Body?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	11 (22%)
	8 (19%)
	19 (21%)

	No
	38 (78%)
	35 (81%)
	73 (79%)

	Total
	49
	43
	92


Causes of difficulty mentioned by respondents included:

· Time commitment expected of governors (7 respondents)

· Shortage of particular kinds of experience/background (8 respondents)

· Particular difficulty re ethnic minority members (3 respondents)

· Inability to pay, unlike competitor organisations like health trusts (1 respondent)

· Competition from other organisations in a metropolitan area (1 respondent)

Steps taken to overcome these difficulties included:

National and local advertising (3 respondents)

More targeted recruitment generally (1 respondent)

Procedural changes to make better use of governors’ time (1 respondent)

This was a new question in 2006, so comparative data are not available and drawing clear conclusions is not easy.  In an environment where the job of a lay governor is becoming more demanding (and not just of time) it is perhaps not surprising that some HEIs at least report difficulties in recruiting and retaining them.  Yet, as reported above (see Question 8), in the pre-92 sector at least vacancy rates are low, and the number of post-92 HEIs reporting problems is not so large as to explain the difference between maximum and actual memberships reported above).  Should it be a cause for concern, given the importance of Governing Bodies in HEIs, that one fifth of institutions report difficulty in recruiting and retaining lay members of the calibre they believe they need?

18. 
Do you appoint lay members to Governing Body Committees who are not members of the Governing Body?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	45
	33
	78 (84%)

	No
	4
	11
	15 (16%)

	Total
	49
	44
	93


Comments by respondents on this question:

	Comment
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Very effective, no problems
	19
	16
	35

	Gives wider range of expertise/advice
	5
	8
	13

	Specialist contribution esp to Audit Cttee
	24
	19
	43

	Training ground for full membership
	10
	9
	19

	‘Potential issues around connectedness and depth of knowledge’ 
	5
	4
	9

	Can use former members- with care
	3
	1
	4


Two respondents, both from pre-92 HEIs, reported mixed experience.

This was also a new question in 2006. the great majority of HEIs appoint lay members to Committees who are not members of the Governing Body, and the great majority of those report that the arrangement works well.  Specialist contributions to Audit Committees are particularly important.  Adopting this practice may be a sensible course of action for HEIs which do not use it and experience recruitment and retention difficulties.

Several respondents stressed the need to ensure that lay Committee members who were not part of the Governing Body were properly informed about and committed to the HEI.

19A 
Does your institution offer remuneration, other than payment of expenses, to lay governors?

Only one respondent, from a pre-92 HEI, reported that remuneration had been offered to but not taken up by the Chair of the Governing Body.  One respondent, from the post-92 sector, reported the offer of a package of in-kind support to all lay governors, including a lap-top computer.  Another respondent, also from the post-92 sector, reported that his institution was considering offering compensation for loss of earnings suffered by lay governors. Remaining respondents replied in the negative.

19B 
If no, has your institution formally considered introducing such remuneration? 

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	9
	11
	20 (26%)

	No
	35
	22
	52 (74%)

	Total
	44
	33
	77


Reasons given for declining to offer remuneration included:

	Reasons
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Would undermine public service ethos
	8
	5
	13

	Prohibited/legally impossible
	2
	6
	8

	Payment would alter balance of relationship and compromise independence of lay members
	4
	2
	6

	Would not influence recruitment/ retention
	3
	1
	4

	Not normal HE practice
	1
	-
	1


It is clear from the comments of some respondents that there is a small group of HEIs in the post-92 sector which would very seriously consider an offer of remuneration or compensation to lay members, if circumstances in general were more favourable to such a change.

Of those HEIs which have considered the possibility of remuneration, the issues which weigh most heavily in causing remuneration to be rejected are that remuneration is contrary to the public service ethos and would compromise the independence of lay members.  A number of respondents believe that these payments would be illegal for their institutions.

20. 
CUC intends to produce guidance on the appointment of Chairs. Please describe the process you use for selecting the Chair of your Governing Body.

	Process
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Elected from within the Council/Board
	9
	21
	30

	Recommendation from Nominations Committee after informal consultation
	13
	8
	21

	Search/appointment committee, recruitment consultants, advertisement and interview
	9
	3
	12

	Search committee created
	7
	3
	10

	Sought by out-going chair, with consultation
	-
	3
	3

	Rector elected by student body
	3
	-
	3


This was also a new question in the 2006 survey. Responses were varied.  The majority of respondents simply referred to the procedures laid down in Statute or elsewhere for the appointment of Chairs and/or reported a role for the Nominations Committee in making a recommendation.  Any informal processes are not revealed by these responses.

Of more interest are the 22 HEIs (28% of respondents) which reported the establishment of a specific search/appointment committee to seek a new Chair, and the 12 of these which appointed recruitment consultants to manage the appointment process, placed public advertisements and conducted formal interviews prior to appointment. Perhaps also of interest is the fact that 16 of these 22 HEIs were from the pre-92 sector.  On this evidence it seems clear that a significant minority of HEIs see the role of Chair as requiring the appointment of individuals with very high quality background and experience, and that such individuals may not be identified unless specific and perhaps sophisticated recruitment methods are used. 

21A 
How many members of your Governing Body have attended at least one event from the CUC/Leadership Foundation Governor Development Programme in the last two years?

	Number
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	0
	4
	-
	4

	1
	4
	1
	5

	2
	8
	4
	12

	3
	8
	8
	16

	4
	5
	3
	8

	5
	3
	8
	11

	6
	4
	4
	8

	7
	3
	3
	6

	8
	3
	2
	5

	9
	2
	2
	4

	10
	-
	-
	-

	11
	1
	1
	2

	12
	1
	1
	2

	13
	-
	-
	-

	14
	-
	1
	1

	15
	-
	2
	2


Again this is a new question for 2006 and difficult to interpret authoritatively. 57% of responding HEIs had sent four or more governors on courses (i.e. at least 2 a year).  However, this overall figure masks that fact that 63% of post-92 HEIs had sent four or more governors, while only 48% of pre-92 HEIs had done so.  Given that post-92 HEI Governing Bodies are smaller than those of pre-92 HEIs, post-92 HEI governors are much more likely to have attended a course.

21B 
What might be done to encourage better attendance?

	Suggestion
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	More regional/local courses
	13
	9
	22

	Greater expectation of attendance from the Chair, institution
	6
	-
	6

	Do training needs assessment of members
	2
	-
	2

	Different content/mode of delivery
	1
	2
	3

	Lower cost
	2
	3
	5

	Set an attendance benchmark for members
	1
	-
	1

	Leadership Foundation to visit HEIs to publicise
	1
	-
	1


Two respondents suggested evening meetings, but another remarked that evening meetings were of dubious value. 

The majority of respondents answering this question felt that geographical location was a factor in discouraging attendance.  A few respondents felt that cost was an issue.  The comparatively low attendance of pre-92 HEI governors at courses may be linked to the (implied) comment of several respondents that there was sometimes no clear or strong expectation that governors should attend.

22A
Has your institution developed in-house induction and/or training programmes for members of the Governing Body since October 2003?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	29
	27
	56 (60%)

	No
	20
	17
	37 (40%)

	Total
	49
	44
	93


NB Of the 37 respondents who answered ‘No’ to this question, 18 (10 from pre-92 HEIs, 8 from post-92 HEIs) did so on the ground that they had induction and/or training programmes in place prior to October 2003.

This was also a new question for 2006. 81% of all HEIs now have in place induction and/or training programmes in place for governors.  Many of these programmes have been developed since 2003, although it is probably not justified - given the comments made by some respondents- to conclude that the 56 HEIs reporting the development of training programmes since October 2003 had nothing in place prior to that date.

22B
If yes, is attendance compulsory?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	4
	8
	12

	No
	24
	17
	41

	Total
	28
	25
	53


10 respondents (three from pre-92 HEIs, seven from post-92 HEIs) pointed out that although attendance was not compulsory, it was strongly expected. 22 respondents (13 from pre-92 HEIs, 9 from post-92 HEIs) organised individually tailored briefings or programmes, arranged with the individual governor at his/her convenience.  In this circumstance the concept of compulsion has limited validity.

Many HEIs do not make attendance formally compulsory in acknowledgement of the voluntary service nature of governing body membership.  Several of those reporting compulsion indicated that this related in particular to the possible role of governors as members of employee appointment, grievance and disciplinary committees.

23. 
How many Committees report direct to your Governing Body?

	number
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	3
	1
	-
	1

	4
	2
	3
	5

	5
	5
	7
	12

	6
	4
	9
	13

	7
	5
	9
	14

	8
	3
	6
	9

	9
	7
	4
	11

	10
	6
	4
	10

	11
	3
	1
	4

	12
	2
	-
	2

	13
	3
	1
	4

	14
	1
	-
	1

	15
	2
	-
	2

	16
	1
	-
	1

	17
	-
	-
	

	18
	1
	-
	1

	23
	1
	-
	1


Across Higher Education there has been small reduction in the number of Committees reporting to each Governing Body. In 2003 the average Governing Body had 8.57 Committees reporting to it, whereas in 2006 the figure was 8.25.  This total figure masks very different changes in the pre-and post-92 sectors.  In the pre-92 sector, although each Governing Body has on average in 2006 two more Committees than the average post-92 HEI Governing Body, since 2003 the average has declined from 10 to 9.34.  By contrast, in the post-92 sector the average number of Committees per Governing Body has increased from 5.88 to 7.09.

Given the emphasis in Lambert and elsewhere in favour of leaner governance and managerial structures, and the great amount of effectiveness reviewing which has taken place, it is perhaps surprising that in general the number of Committees has not declined further.  It is perhaps ironic that in some HEIs at least one result of effectiveness reviews has been the establishment of the new Committee dealing with governance matters.

24. 
How does your Governing Body assure itself about the academic governance of the University?

	Mechanism
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Reports from Senate/ Vice Chancellor to Council
	43
	31
	74

	Senate Minutes to Council
	5
	9
	14

	Senate members of Council
	7
	6
	13

	Results of inspections, reviews, etc- egg QAA and professional accreditations
	5
	10
	15

	Internal audit reports
	2
	4
	6

	Annual reports from Cttees etc
	2
	4
	6

	Use of KPIs
	3
	5
	8

	Joint Committees
	4
	1
	5

	Faculty/ Dept reviews/reports
	1
	4
	5

	Lay members of Senate and/or its Cttees
	2
	2
	4

	Internal Quality Assurance Committee
	3
	-
	3

	Risk Register
	1
	1
	2

	Student Satisfaction Survey
	-
	3
	3

	Senate Effectiveness Review
	2
	-
	2

	Excellent management/ secretariat
	-
	2
	2

	Joint meetings of Council and Senate
	-
	1
	1

	Lay members ‘attached’ to Schools
	1
	-
	1

	Awayday
	-
	1
	1

	‘Quinquennial Effectiveness Workshop and Questionnaire’
	-
	1
	1

	Council Clerk attends Senate
	-
	1
	1

	Strategy Approval
	1
	-
	1

	‘Through the V/C’
	-
	1
	1


Responses to this question from both the pre- and the post-92 sectors indicate that Governing Bodies place heavy reliance on formal reports from the Senate (or equivalent body) and/or the Vice-Chancellor in relation to assurance about academic governance. These reports are supplemented by a very wide range of mechanisms, factors and indicators.  It may be of interest that twice as many post-92 as pre-92 HEIs use the results of external inspections and reviews to provide assurance on academic governance, even discounting the effect of the smaller post-92 HEI sample size.  It was, however, evident in the answers of many respondents that they had interpreted the term ‘assurance about academic governance’ very broadly and described in their answers all the ways in which the Governing Body in their institution was informed about academic matters. 

25. 
Has your Governing Body conducted a review of its effectiveness since the last CUC Governance Questionnaire in October 2003?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	33 (67%)
	33 (75%)
	66 (71%)

	No
	16 (33%) 
	11 (25%)
	27 (29%)

	Total
	49 
	44
	93


If no, is the Governing Body in the process of conducting such a review, or intending to undertake one in the next academic year?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	11
	8
	19

	No
	1
	-
	1

	Total
	12
	8
	20


How many effectiveness reviews has your Governing Body undertaken since the publication of the Dearing Report in 1997? 

	number
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	0
	1
	2
	3 (3%)

	1
	12
	7
	19 (22%)

	2
	27
	25
	52 (59%)

	3
	5
	3
	8 (9%)

	4
	2
	2
	4 (5%)

	5
	-
	1
	1 (1%)

	6
	-
	1
	1 (1%)

	Total
	47
	41
	88


Responses to this question indicate that 91% (85/93) of those HEIs responding either have carried out a review of the effectiveness of the Governing Body since October 2003 or will have done so by the end of the next academic year.  Given that a small number of respondents were involved in merger discussions or had only recently been established as Universities, which suggested that a full effectiveness review in the period would not have been appropriate, the responsiveness of the sector to the recommendation that Governing Bodies review their effectiveness is virtually 100%.

Moreover, 75% of HEIs have undertaken at least two effectiveness reviews since the publication of the Dearing Report in 1997. 

26A
If an effectiveness review has been or is being undertaken, is it being conducted by the whole governing body, an existing committee or a specially-appointed group?

	mechanism
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Whole Governing Body  
	7
	15
	22

	Existing committee
	4
	5
	9

	Special group
	23
	14
	37

	Total
	34
	34
	68


Two respondents indicated that the review in their institutions had been carried out by a consultant, and one respondent reported a review carried out by the institution’s Internal Audit Service.

54% of respondents reported that the Governing Body of their HEI had established a special group to conduct the review.  In 32% of HEIs the review was conducted by the Governing Body itself, and in a small minority (13%) the task was entrusted to an existing Committee. Pre-92 HEIs were much more likely to establish a special group to conduct the review than post-92 HEIs, which were more likely to conduct the review themselves.  This picture is broadly the same as was reported in 2003.

26B
Did the review involve specially-appointed external members of a committee or the use of a facilitator?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	External members-yes
	9
	3
	12

	External members-no
	18
	16
	34

	facilitator
	4
	11
	15


HEIs were split almost equally on whether or not to include an external element in their effectiveness reviews.  Pre-92 HEIs were more likely to utilise the services of external members (eg members of Councils or Registrars of other HEIs) than post-92 HEIs, which were correspondingly more likely to use the services of a professional/consultant facilitator.  The 2006 survey showed a marginal increase in the use of an external element of some sort in effectiveness reviews when compared to 2003 data. 

26C. Did the review include a questionnaire to members of the Governing Body?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	28
	29
	57 (79%)

	No
	8
	7
	15 (21%)

	Total
	36
	36
	72


In a few cases respondents indicated that members of the Governing Body had been individually interviewed, and an answer of ‘yes’ has been recorded.

26D
If the review was carried out by the Governing Body itself, how was this done?

	mechanism
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Awayday/special meeting
	8
	18
	26

	Ordinary meeting
	3
	6
	9


One respondent reported that the Chair in his HEI had conducted one-to-one interviews with each member of the Governing Body and then reported to the Council himself.

Dealing with effectiveness review issues at an awayday or special meeting was fairly common, with 38% of HEIs which had replied in the affirmative to Question 26 following this route. (NB. The total of HEIs whose actions are reported in 26D is larger than that reported under 26A as carrying out a review by the whole Governing Body because some HEIs both established a special group and had an awayday or special meeting to consider effectiveness issues.)

27. 
What topics did the review focus on?

	Topic
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Proper role of the Governing Body
	10
	11
	21

	Effectiveness of the Council
	13
	16
	29

	Effectiveness of members
	9
	13
	22

	Compliance with CUC Guide 2004
	7
	10
	17

	Size of the Governing Body
	12
	6
	18

	Mission, strategy, and strategic planning
	7
	20
	27

	Operation of Governing Body, practical issues 
	18
	9
	27

	Committees; effectiveness and review
	15
	11
	26

	Council/Senate relationship
	8
	14
	22

	Council/senior officers relationship
	8
	12
	20

	Members; recruitment, training, support services
	14
	4
	18

	Quality, accessibility of information
	9
	1
	10

	Communications generally
	7
	3
	10

	Role of the clerk
	5
	6
	11

	Development of KPIs and monitoring performance
	4
	7
	11

	delegation
	6
	1
	7

	Development of Statement of Primary Responsibilities
	7
	3
	10

	Functional responsibilities (HR, Finance, Estates, etc)
	1
	3
	4

	Time for discussion of strategy
	5
	2
	7

	Relations with stakeholders
	3
	2
	5

	Risk management
	-
	5
	5

	Relationships between lay and internal members
	3
	-
	3


It will be evident from this table that the effectiveness reviews carried out by Governing Bodies in the recent past have covered an enormous variety of topics (and it should be noted that some individual categories in the table themselves cover a wide range of matters.)  It seems beyond dispute that there has been no standard pattern or model for effectiveness reviews.  On the contrary, Governing Bodies have conducted reviews, and included topics in them, which they regarded as appropriate for and reflected the issues and priorities of the individual circumstances of the HEI itself- in other words, a demonstration of mature autonomy seen in action.  

28. 
What changes have been or are being introduced in the operation of the Governing Body and the conduct of its business as a result of the review?

	Nature of change
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Reduction in size of Governing Body
	14
	2
	18

	Committees: effectiveness reviews, new structures
	9
	6
	15

	Revised agenda to focus on key issues
	10
	4
	14

	More structured induction/training for members
	6
	6
	12

	More time or meetings to concentrate on strategy
	1
	9
	10

	Better communications generally
	5
	7
	12

	New arrangements for delegation
	6
	3
	9

	Membership issues-recruitment, attendance etc
	6
	2
	8

	Adoption of Statement of Primary Responsibilities
	3
	5
	8

	More engagement with other members, academic community
	2
	4
	6

	Future arrangements for effectiveness reviews
	2
	4
	6

	Adoption of KPIs
	2
	2
	4

	Review recent and still under discussion
	3
	4
	7


Subjects mentioned by two or fewer respondents are not included in the above analysis.

As might be expected from answers to Question 27 above, Governing Bodies have introduced or are introducing an enormous range of change to their operations and the way that they conduct business.  Many of the changes relate to issues of the moment such as the size of the Governing Body, Committee structures and effectiveness, strategy, and communications.  But as the reviews were individualised for each HEI, so were the recommendations and changes.  There can be few aspects of Governing Body business which have not been reviewed and changed (or not as the case may be) in at least one HEI somewhere on the UK.

29. 
How were the results of the effectiveness review disseminated in the University?

	mechanism
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Website
	13
	16
	29

	Newsletter
	6
	4
	10

	Report to Senate
	6
	3
	9

	To senior managers
	1
	3
	4

	To Council only
	1
	4
	5

	In Annual Report, Financial Statements
	1
	1
	2

	Special seminar 
	-
	1
	1


Use of the University website was the most popular single vehicle for disseminating the results of effectiveness reviews, followed some way behind by a published newsletter.  The other dissemination methods would appear unlikely to have reached a very wide audience within the University.  These results are similar to those reported in 2003, with a slightly greater emphasis on dissemination by electronic means.

30. 
Has your Governing Body required its Committees to carry out reviews of their own effectiveness?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	18 (38%)
	17 (38%)
	35 (38%)

	No
	29 (62%)
	27 (62%)
	46 (62%)

	Total
	47
	44
	81


If yes, what has been the outcome of the review?

	outcomes
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Revised terms of reference, membership
	7
	7
	14

	Reduced number of Committees
	3
	1
	4

	New ways of handling business
	3
	1
	4

	Continuing, not yet concluded
	5
	6
	11


If no, please explain why not.

	Reasons
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Being done/planned as part of larger review
	10
	13
	23

	New structure recently introduced
	5
	-
	5

	Under consideration
	7
	6
	13

	Not thought to add value
	-
	4
	4


The recommendation that HEI Governing Bodies require Committees to carry out reviews of their own effectiveness was included in the 2004 edition of the CUC Guide for Governors for the first time. 38% of HEIs (split evenly between the sectors) reported having implemented the recommendation.  The most common outcome of these reviews was a revision of terms of reference or membership of Committees, although a third of those HEIs which had implemented the recommendation reported that the reviews were not yet complete. Only 4 HEIs reported a reduction in the number of Committees.  This is consistent with the analysis of responses to question 23.

It should be noted that of those Governing Bodies which had not required their Committees to carry out reviews, only four (all in the post-92 sector) had concluded that the exercise would not be worthwhile.  Half of all the HEIs responding that they had not implemented the recommendation  reported that a review of Committees was taking place or would take place as part of a wider effectiveness review (this is consistent with answers to Question 27), and a further third reported that implementing the recommendation was under consideration.  Five HEIs, all in the pre-92 sector, had recently introduced a new structure.

31. 
Has the Senate/Academic Board in your institution conducted a review of its own effectiveness?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	19
	21
	40 (43%)

	No
	29
	24
	53 (53%)

	Total
	48
	45
	93


If yes, what has been the outcome of the review?

	Reasons
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Smaller Senate, streamlined procedures
	5
	3
	8

	Revised membership
	2
	2
	4

	Changed procedures
	1
	4
	5

	Sub-Committees adjusted, reduced
	4
	5
	7

	Continuing, not yet concluded
	4
	8
	12


If no, please explain why not.

	Reasons
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Under consideration
	10
	9
	29

	Planned for next year
	6
	7
	13

	Included in larger review
	5
	2
	7

	Senate only recently re-constituted
	4
	1
	5

	Not considered necessary
	-
	2
	2


The 2004 Edition of the CUC Guide also recommended that Senates/Academic Boards review their own effectiveness. 43% of HEIs had accepted the recommendation and at least commenced a review, with post-92 HEIs somewhat more likely to have done so than pre-92 HEIs.  Over a quarter of these reviews were reported to be still continuing. Those which had concluded had- rather in the way of Governing Body reviews themselves- produced a very wide range of outcomes, dependent on local circumstances and issues.  Most of those HEIs which had not yet accepted the recommendation reported that the issue was under consideration, planned for next year, or part of a larger review.  Five HEIs had only recently re-constituted their Senates, and just two HEIs, both in the post-92 sector, reported that a review of the effectiveness of the Academic Board was regarded as unnecessary.

32. 
How is the Governing Body in your institution involved in the formative stages of the strategic planning process?

	mechanisms
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Awaydays and/or special meetings
	29
	27
	56

	Comment on drafts of plans
	11
	17
	28

	Through a Committee
	12
	6
	18

	Informal meetings/seminars/workshops
	7
	6
	13

	Governors’ membership of various committees
	3
	-
	3

	‘governors involved at every stage’
	4
	1
	5


It is clear from the responses to this question, and as was reported in 2003, that a wide variety of mechanisms are used to involve Governing Bodies in the formative stages of the strategic planning process.  The single mechanism most frequently cited by respondents was the awayday or special meeting, with 60% of all respondents reporting such an activity.  Emphasis on awaydays or special meetings was somewhat more pronounced than in the 2003 survey, emphasis on the work of Committees slightly less so. Responses indicate that post-92 HEIs are more likely to see drafts of a strategic plan than pre-92 HEIs, which are more likely to rely on the work of a Committee.  Excepting this point, there is little difference in the modus operandi of pre- and post-92 HEIs.

33. 
How does your Governing Body measure the performance of your institution?

	mechanisms
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Uses KPIs, Metrics, benchmarking
	24
	28
	52

	Monitoring against corporate plan
	9
	11
	20

	Financial reports
	9
	12
	21

	Developing KPIs
	8
	1
	9

	Developing/using balanced scorecard
	4
	3
	7

	QAA and similar reviews
	2
	5
	7

	Annual Report of Audit Committee
	3
	2
	5

	Risk management reports/risk register
	1
	1
	2

	Annual accounts, external auditors’ reports
	-
	3
	3

	RAE results
	-
	4
	4

	Minutes/reports of Committees
	4
	1
	5


Responses to this question suggest that the general approach of HEI Governing Bodies to measuring the performance of institutions is becoming more sophisticated. 56% of respondents reported the explicit use of Key Performance Indicators (‘KPIs’) or benchmarks.  Although responses to the 2003 survey show Governing Bodies using data of various kinds to assess institutional performance, that use appears to have been less systematic and it is perhaps significant that the term ‘key performance indicators’ is not used in the analysis of responses.

The KPIs and benchmarks employed by those Governing Bodies which use them will of course cover a wide range of aspects of institutional performance but it may be surprising that

· only 20 HEIs report that they explicitly monitor institutional performance against corporate plan

· only 21 HEIs refer explicitly to financial performance

· only 7 HEIs refer explicitly to the results of QAA and similar reviews

· only 5 HEIs refer explicitly to the work of the Audit Committee

· only 4 HEIs (all in the post-92 sector) refer explicitly to RAE results

· only 3 HEIs refer explicitly to annual accounts and the reports of external auditors

· only 2 HEIs refer explicitly to risk management.

Overall there is little difference between pre- and post-92 HEIs, although there is a tendency, similar to that noted in responses to question 24, for post-92 HEIs to place more weight on external judgements of all kinds than pre-92 HEIs.

34. 
Has your institution formally adopted the Governance Code of Practice as set out in Part 1 of the 2004 Edition of the CUC Guide for Governors?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	26
	36
	62 (67%)

	Yes with variations
	13
	3
	16 (17%)

	No
	10
	5
	15 (16%)

	Total
	49
	44
	93


If no, please explain why not.

	Reasons
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Being considered or reviewed
	5
	2
	9

	Not formally adopted but taken into account
	2
	2
	4

	Unable to meet all of the terms
	4
	-
	4

	Code is voluntary
	2
	-
	2


Two thirds of all HEIs have adopted the Governance Cod of Practice set out in the 2004 Edition of the CUC Guide for Governors, and a further 17% have done so with variations.  Pre-92 HEIs, because perhaps of their more varied governance structures, were much more likely to have introduced variations than post-92 HEIs.

15 HEIs (10 from the pre-92 sector and 5 from the post-92 sector) had not yet adopted the Code. 9 Of these were still reviewing or considering the issue.  Why the four pre-92 HEIs which were unable to meet all the terms of the Code had not adopted the Code with variations was not clear from the responses.

35. 
Has the Governing Body in your institution adopted a Statement of Primary Responsibilities?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	38 (76%)
	30 (68%)
	68 (73%)

	No
	12 (24%)
	13 (26%)
	25 (27%)

	Total
	50
	43
	93


If no please indicate why not.

	Reasons
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	In preparation
	8
	9
	17

	Being prepared as part of a larger review
	2
	1
	3

	Already have a document serving this purpose
	3
	1
	4

	Under consideration
	-
	2
	2


73% of HEI Governing Bodies were reported to have adopted a Statement of Primary Responsibilities, as recommended by the CUC Guide. Of the 25 HEIs reporting that they had yet to do so, 17 had a statement in preparation.  There is no significant difference in the responses to this question from the pre-and post-92 sectors.

36. 
Has the Governing Body of your institution yet adopted KPIs, even if on a provisional basis?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	23
	28
	51 (55%)

	No
	26
	15
	41 (45%)

	Total
	49
	43
	92


55% of HEIs were reported to have adopted KPIs, even if only provisionally. Post-92 HEIs were more likely to have done so than pre-92 HEIs

37. 
Were the descriptions of good practice in the CUC Guide useful to your institution in its consideration of governance issues?

	
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Yes
	43
	27
	70

	No
	5
	6
	11

	Total
	48
	33
	81


If yes, please indicate the areas in which they were useful.

	subjects
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Examples of good practice/benchmarks
	22
	20
	42

	Useful as checklist
	2
	6
	8

	Membership issues
	4
	-
	4

	Informed debate and generated ideas
	2
	1
	3


The great majority of HEIs had found the good practice descriptions in the CUC Guide useful.  Most HEIs regarded the descriptions as exemplars or benchmarks against which to assess their own processes or activities.  They were also useful as checklists.

General comments on the importance of governance issues and the helpfulness of the CUC guide in enabling your institution to deal with them.

	subjects
	Pre-92 HEIs
	Post-92 HEIs
	All HEIs

	Governance issues important or very important here
	9
	12
	21

	Guide a source of exemplars of good practice
	12
	14
	26

	Guide a useful stimulus and raised profile of governance issues
	4
	5
	9

	Guide a useful source of reference
	8
	5
	13

	Guide useful in governor induction
	-
	3
	3

	Of marginal usefulness, since we are already compliant
	2
	-
	2

	Guide helpful on distinction between governance and management
	2
	-
	2

	Guide not helpful on distinction between governance and management
	1
	1
	2


Of those respondents who took advantage of the opportunity to make a general statement at this point, the majority referred to the increasing importance of good governance in their HEIs, and the usefulness of the CUC Guide- as a source of good practice, a source of reference, and a training manual for both members and clerks.

Respondents were, however, not totally unanimous in their assessment of all the Guide’s qualities!

APPENDIX: LIST OF INSTITUTIONS RESPONDING TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Aberdeen, University of

Aberystwyth, University of Wales 

Anglia Ruskin University

Aston University

Bangor, University of Wales 

Bath, University of

Birkbeck College, London

Birmingham, University of

Bolton, University of

Bournemouth, University of

Bradford, University of

Brighton, University of

Bristol, University of

Brunel University

Buckingham, University of

Cardiff University

Cardiff, University of Wales Institute 

Central England Birmingham, University of

Central Lancashire, University of

Coventry University

De Montfort University

Derby, University of

Dundee, University of

Durham, University of

East Anglia, University of

East London, University of

Edinburgh, University of

Essex, University of

Exeter, University of

Glamorgan, University of

Glasgow Caledonian University

Gloucester, University of

Heriot-Watt University

Hertfordshire, University of

Huddersfield, University of

Hull, University of

Imperial College, London

Institute of Cancer Research, London

Institute of Education, London

Keele University

Kent, University of

King’s College, London

Kingston University

Lancaster, University of

Leeds Metropolitan University

Leicester, University of

Lincoln, University of

Liverpool John Moores University

Liverpool, University of

London South Bank University

London, University of the Arts

Luton, University of

Manchester, University of

Middlesex University

Napier University

Newcastle upon Tyne, University of

North East Wales Institute

Nottingham Trent University

Open University

Oxford Brookes University

Paisley, University of

Plymouth, University of

Portsmouth, University of

Queen Mary, London

Queen’s University Belfast

Reading, University of

Royal College of Art, London

Royal Holloway, London

Royal Veterinary College, London

Salford, University of

School of Oriental and African Studies, London

School of Pharmacy, London

Sheffield Hallam University

Sheffield, University of

Southampton, University of

St Andrews, University of

St George’s, London

Staffordshire University

Stirling, University of

Strathclyde, University of

Sunderland, University of

Surrey, University of

Sussex, University of

Swansea, University of Wales 

Teesside, University of

Thames Valley University

Ulster, University of

University College, London

West of England, University of the

Westminster, University of

Winchester, University of

Wolverhampton, University of

York, University of
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