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Governor Development Programme
Development Plan for the GDP: 2008-12

1
The first Development Plan (2005-07) for the Governor Development Programme (GDP) was the subject of considerable consultation in the sector in order to establish initial priorities, and included discussions with the CUC, AHUA, the various funding bodies, and a general consultation with clerks/secretaries.  That Plan ended in 2007, and a new one is necessary for the period up to 2012 when funding for the LFHE will be reviewed.  

2
The activities undertaken in the first three year period (2005-07) have created a sound foundation for continued work in the area of governor development, and are described in more detail in the annual reports for each of the three years which are available on the web site of the LFHE.  Already a number of planned activities for 2008-09 have been agreed and are in the process of being implemented (see below).  However, some key issues remain to be addressed in planning activities for 2010 onwards.

3
This Development Plan for the GDP needs to be set in the overall context of the Five Year Plan of the LFHE as a whole which has been agreed with the funding bodies and other key stakeholders.  Amongst other things, that Plan notes it is likely the sector will see continuing reform in governance structures and as a result "the pressure will increase on our already strong programme of development, research and support work in this area, where we operate jointly with CUC".  This clearly sets out a context where the existing GDP will need to grow and adapt, and to find a way of removing some of the existing barriers to greater participation within the sector (see below).

The Previous Development Plan 2005-07

4
The previous Plan set out the background to LFHE activities in the area, and identified the main needs which led to the formation of the programme of activities - these issues are not repeated here.  Rather, the following summarises progress in implementing the plan and identifies outstanding issues and challenges. Since its inception the GDP has been run by a part time Programme Manager - Allan Schofield - on the basis of approximately one day a week.

5
The 2005-07 Plan identified five areas of activity to be undertaken or initiated as follows:

(a) A Programme of Meetings, Seminars and Events:  This has now become a mainstream annual activity. Evaluation data (see the respective annual reports) suggest that participant satisfaction has been high, and initial LFHE targets for participation have been exceeded. However, issues remain (see below) about embedding participation in the programme consistently throughout the HE sector.

(b) Producing Briefing Materials and Resources: Funding for this was agreed with HEFCE in 2007, and production will be completed in 2008.  Separately, an induction guide for new clerks/secretaries to governing bodies has been produced by a volunteer working group and has been well received by the target audience.

(c) Researching and Reporting on New Developments: Funding for this was also agreed with HEFCE in 2007, and will be taken forward in two ways: a major research project on what makes an effective and high performing governing body; and the development of a new web site on governance. Completion will be at the end of 2008. 

(d) Services for Individual HEIs: Work in this area has been modest, and largely based on supporting reviews of governance effectiveness coupled with the occasional 'awayday'.  There is some evidence that fee rates charged by the LFHE for such consultancy may sometimes be uncompetitive, however, there is opportunity for expansion of this work and this is discussed below. 

(e) Developing an HE Governance Forum: This is the one area where no progress has been made, largely because of developments elsewhere.  The proposal was to provide a forum (operating under Chatham House rules), where interested parties could - by invitation - meet perhaps twice a year for a half day meeting (or longer) to discuss key governance issues. The primary audience would be office holding governors (eg chairs etc), vice-chancellors, and other senior managers.  The need probably still exists, but the work of the CUC on KPIs etc has provided an alternative focus in the short term. The issue will be revisited in 2009 as part of the dissemination activities for the research project on governance effectiveness.

What is Meant By Governor Development?

6
The conception of governor development set out in the original 2005-07 Plan probably remains unchanged, and is based on a number of elements: 

· First, providing the knowledge, skills, and support in specific areas that individual governors think they need to undertake their roles effectively.  The diversity of membership of governing bodies (independent external members, and staff and student governors) means that needs can vary widely, and therefore flexibility is required in provision.

· Second, providing support on governance in action, including for governing bodies as a whole. This is likely to involve work on both identifying and disseminating good practice in governance, and also on developing the effectiveness of governance and governing bodies.

· Third, providing support on the broader integration of governance, leadership and management, which is central to the Foundation's existence.

7
Several consequences follow from this view, including:

· That development is not just about running courses (although these are valuable) but rather consists of a whole set of integrated activities.

· That as far as logistically and financially possible the GDP needs to be flexible in meeting diverse governor needs and requirements.

· That development is not just about providing new information (although this is important) but also - where invited - supporting implementation and practice.

· That development is not something that should be 'done' to governors, but is rather part of institutional capacity building at senior levels.  This, in turn, requires the need for the integration of leadership, management and governance to be understood widely within HEIs.

8
This notion of development also gives rise to a set of core 'values' which has guided the implementation of the GDP, and which should continue. These include:

· The implementation of the GDP must be explicitly client centred, and wherever possible activities should be arranged to maximise convenience for governors.

· An explicit model of partnership with HEIs is required in building capacity and sharing good practice.

· The GDP needs to build on the work of the CUC, UUK, SCOP, and the funding bodies, and thus become a genuine sector wide initiative.

· Collaboration with relevant partner groups (eg BUFDG) and other initiatives (eg the HEFCE Leadership, Governance and Management Fund) need to underpin the programme. 

· All aspects of the GDP need to be of the highest quality.

· The programme will only be successful if it is credible to HEIs and governors, and requires strong institutional and personal commitment to have a significant impact.  

The Market For The GDP


9
There are no exact figures on the number of governors currently serving in all HEIs, but as smaller boards become the norm it is probably in the region of 3000.  Of this figure around 1750-2000 will be independent or lay governors, and approximately 75% of the total will be in England.  Assuming that in future governors (except students) serve no more than three three-year periods of office (a CUC Guide suggestion), then the annual turnover by 2012 will be approximately 200-300.

10
However, the size of real market (ie active demand) is much less than these figures, and from the outset of the GDP is has been clear that there are significant barriers to maximising participation.  A recent independent report on governor development in non or low participation HEIs confirms that many of the barriers to engagement continue to exist that were set out in the original Development Plan.  These include:

· The time requirement on governors (who, of course, act in a voluntary capacity) not only in attending events but also in travelling time.

· Variations in the extent of institutional encouragement for governors to participate in development activities.

· The increasingly different contexts of governance in the various UK jurisdictions which may effect the relevance of the content for some UK wide events.

· The reduction in size of governing bodies by definition means that the potential market will be reduced, particularly amongst internal board members.  

· The diversity of the sector means that, arguably, generic governor development needs to be combined with activities more focussed on the needs of particular kinds of institutions and governors with a very wide range of experience.

However, the same report also notes that although many HEIs now provide basic induction for governors, substantial in-house development programmes remain relatively rare.


11
  The experience of the three years 2005 to 2007 provides important background information for assessing future demand.  Annual participation on GDP events has averaged around 360 governors for 11 or12 events and appears stable at around that number (trend data is misleading as the actual yearly numbers attending are not comparable due to variations in the nature and number of events).  Typically such events, have consisted of:

· Three one day events for new governors which have generally recruited to target (typically 32 participants).

· Workshops for vice-chancellors and chairs, for new chairs and deputy chairs, and for finance directors and chairs of finance committees (typically small scale events with participants ranging from 14 to 24).

· An event for new student governors (with NUS) that has recruited well.

· One day events on topical issues where participation has ranged from 20 to 60 governors.  (The largest such event was a dissemination event held jointly with the CUC on their KPI report, which attracted 210 participants although only 60 were governors.)  Some of the events which have attracted fewest participants were nonetheless on important issues such as pensions, risk and the role of the governing body in relation to international strategy.

· Attempts to increase participation through events in English regions or in other jurisdictions have generally been unsuccessful, as was an attempt to run short early evening events in London and Scotland.


12
So far as participation by the numbers of HEIs is concerned, the GDP Annual Report for 2007 identifies that 108 institutions sent at least one participant to an event, including six that sent 10 or more.  Numbers attending from the colleges sector grew slightly from 2006.  In total in 2007 53 HEIs whose governors were eligible to attend sent no delegates: 15 from Scotland and Wales; 19 from English pre-1992s (including a few specialist institutes); 12 from English post-1992s; and seven from colleges of HE. This compares favourably with institutional participation levels when the GDP started in 2005 when 60 HEIs sent no delegates, but suggests that non-participation is still a significant issue to address in future. Participation from Scotland and Wales has continued to be disappointing despite attempts to encourage it, and is considered below.  

13
Some of the reasons for the plateauing of participant numbers are those listed in paragraph 10, but additional factors include:

· There is no 'optimal location' for events.  Internal research suggests that London is preferred by small majority of governors (approximately 55%), but as a location it discourages a minority.  However, in practice, demand for local or regional activities appears largely notional, and often doesn't translate into actual attendance.

· Only a few HEIs report trying to plan and coordinate participation by their governors, so that their institution is represented at a wide range of events. Rather most rely on the personal choice of individual governors, both as to whether to attend or not, and if so what event to choose.  Almost inevitably this means that attendance will be low at events - which whilst important - are not the priority of individual governors (eg international competitiveness and strategy). 

· So long as attendance is based almost solely on the personal motivation and enthusiasm of individual governors then growth in participation in the GDP is likely to be slow.  (This is, of course, not by itself an argument for any kind of requirement on governors to attend development activities, although that case has been made by some in the sector.)

· In practice, there is some evidence that the potential value added that an effective governing body can bring to an institution continues to be unrecognised in a significant number of HEIs, and without this there may be no significant institutional driver to enhance governance through engaging in development activities.  It is hoped that the outcomes of the research study on effective and high performing governing bodies being conducted is 2008 will help to address this issue. 

14
All this means that the actual market for governors participating in GDP events in 2008-2012 is likely to be much lower than the total number of governors. A realistic figure (excluding in-house activities) at the moment is probably an absolute maximum of about 600-800 potential participants for events that might be held regionally or in the different jurisdictions, and perhaps 400-500 for national UK-wide events held in one of the metropolitan centres.  These numbers might increase as the recommendations of the CUC Guide are implemented, and in the longer term the GDP should have a strong aspirational element in encouraging widespread participation by governors in some form of development activity.  

The Funding Model for Governor Development

15
The funding model for governor development raises three main issues, and these will need to be addressed in relation to future activities in the new Plan.  The first concern the consequences of moving towards full cost recovery for GDP events calculated over the duration of the year.  This is, in general, widely accepted, and will be pursued in line with general LFHE policy in this area.  The LFHE now offers two fee rates for events: a lower members rate and a higher non-members rate.  So far as the GDP is concerned very few enrolments come from the latter source. 

16
Current fee levels charged on GDP events are broadly comparable with those charged by competitor programmes, and less than those charged for some other LFHE programmes.  Moreover the Oakleigh Consulting report of an evaluation of the LFHE in 2006 (and accepted by the funding bodies) recommended a continued move towards self-financing, a view also accepted by the LFHE Board.  

17
Evidence of the affect of fee levels on demand is mixed.  Evaluation data on those HEIs who take part most actively suggest that full cost recovery fees are not a barrier to participation, a view general confirmed in interviews with the chairs of governing bodies as part of the study of low participating institutions mentioned above.  Conversely amongst governing body clerks there is more concern about fee levels, and there is evidence that fees levels are a barrier to participation in some small colleges of higher education and in Wales.  The low participation study also notes that relatively few such institutions report having budgets for governor development despite the recommendation of the CUC Guide.

18
Such variations in institutional reactions to fee levels presents a number of challenges, not least the threat to the future viability of the overall programme through the loss of a potential part of the target market.  It also raises a fundamental dilemma over whether it is the role of the GDP to support the overall enhancement of governance in UK higher education, or to provide a more limited service to those institutions who are prepared to pay the full economic cost.  In order to address this issue, ongoing discussions will be required between the LFHE and a range of stakeholders and interest groups including CUC.

.

19
The second issue, is whether event fees should just seek to recover costs restricted to those events, or seek to provide a surplus to fund other developments activities for which fees cannot easily be charged.  As noted above, in 2008 a number of such activities (for example, the production of briefing materials) are being funded with support from the funding bodies but it could be argued that the GDP should move towards obtaining funding for future development activities from other sources.  These include raising event fees, seeking sponsorship, and perhaps working in partnership with other bodies.  All such options probably raise broader issues for discussion across a range of LFHE activities.


20
Finally, the third financial issue for the period 2008-2012 is the implication of the funding model for the size of each event and the number of participants.  Currently, all one day events are charged at the same rate irrespective of event costs or the number of participants.  For 2008-09 the LFHE is proposing to run an expanded programme (see below) of 15 GDP events, and whilst this has the potential to increase participation, it also carries the danger of spreading the number of delegates more thinly, thus raising some risk in relation to financial viability.  Nonetheless some events - by definition - require small numbers (for example, the workshop for new governing body chairs and deputy chairs), and participants frequently comment favourably on the benefits to networking and engagement of avoiding overly large events even where this is possible.  Again this is an issue that we will discuss with partner and stakeholder bodies.

The Planned Programme of Work 2008-12


21
All the drivers that led to the establishment of the GDP remain, so it is to be expected that work in the 2008-12 period will represent a continuation of that begun in 2005.  These drivers include: the enhanced prominence given to governance; the need to ensure that all governors have the necessary knowledge and skills to fulfil their role; and ensuring that governors are able to meet the requirements of the funding bodies in relation to institutional accountability.  In addition, a number of new developments are likely to emerge, including a trend towards still smaller governing bodies; a reduction in the number of sub-committees; a continued emphasis on board effectiveness and performance measurement; etc.  This will require the GDP to evolve to meet needs as they develop.

22
In addressing some of the issues raised above, the main challenges to be faced by the GDP in the period 2008-12 are likely to be:

· 
Keeping under review the impact of the programme in participating HEIs (HEFCE funding allows a short impact study in each of the years 2007-09).

· 
Increasing participation in governor development activities, which could occur in various ways which are discussed below. Action will include encouraging more local activities and support for in-house activity, however, although this is easy to identify the evidence is that it can be hard to achieve in practice, and most attempts to run activities locally have not been successful even when supported by local chairs of governing bodies.  

· 
Ensuring as far as possible that the forms of programme delivery is flexible enough to meet the variety of demands of both institutions and individual governors.  Clearly the activities being undertaken in 2008 (particularly the production of briefing materials and the development of the governance web site) are important parts of this, but more will need to be done.  The implications of the availability of such materials for the take up of national governor development events is unknown.

· 
Increasing attention to supporting governance-in-action.  A start has been made on this, by running three existing programmes: for vice-chancellors and governing body chairs attending a workshop jointly to explore issues of mutual interest; a similar workshop for chairs of finance committees (or equivalent) and finance directors; and a workshop for new chairs and deputy chairs.  However, to undertake such work effectively much of it would need to be undertaken in-house on real governance issues, and is part of the need to enhance LFHE consultancy services in the area of governance.  

· 
Supporting developments in Scotland and Wales.  The 2006 and 2007 GDP Annual Reports notes specific issues in relation to these jurisdictions which are part of their broader engagement with the LFHE. 

· 
Providing support for small colleges of higher education.  Currently participation in the main GDP is limited, and a separate annual event has been run for small colleges through the MASHEIN network with costs being met by MASHEIN.  As noted above, the costs of attendance in main GDP events are reported to be a barrier to participation for this group.

· 
A specific issue arising from the review of low or non-participating HEIs has been the suggestion that the future governor development might also include policy oriented events (probably run locally) on key topical issues of the day.  Although the potential benefits are immediately evident, there is also the danger that it could lead to the more personal aspect of governor development being ignored.  

23
The implications of meeting all of these challenges needs to be discussed with key partner and stakeholder bodies.   

24
On the basis of existing commitments and resources the current planned programme of work for the GDP for 2008-12 is as follows.  Subject to demand this could be increased although only on the basis of additional resources being available:

a) 2008-09:
( Running a programme of approximately 15 events, which is the maximum that can be sustained within existing resources.  As in previous years 
this will include: a three event programme for new governors; a number of specialist workshops (for VCs and chairs, for new chairs and deputies, and for chairs of finance committees and finance directors); and open events on topical issues.



( Project managing the delivery of the HEFCE funded projects on enhancing 

governance.


( Dissemination of the outcomes of HEFCE funded projects (the research project on governing body effectiveness; briefing materials; and the implementation of the web site on governance). 

b) 2009-10:
( Running a programme of approximately 15 events for governors, the nature of 


which is to be determined in the light of discussions about the implementation of 

this Development Plan.




( Continued maintenance and up-dating of the governance web site.

( The availability in early 2009 of the briefing materials produced as part of the additional HEFCE funded activities, also provides the opportunity in 2009-10 of producing an ‘induction package’ for new governors for HEIs to use in-house if demand exists.  This would consist of a combination of some of the content of the three core GDP events for new governors and the learning materials. 

( Implementing the outcomes of the discussions with partner and stakeholder bodies of the issues raised in paragraph 23.

c) 2010-11:
( Running a programme of approximately 15 events for governors.



( Continuing the activities of 2009-10 particularly in regard to new forms of 


programme delivery.


( Ensuring a review of the GDP to inform any broader evaluation of the LFHE required by the funding bodies 

d) 2011-12
( Continuation of activities from 2010-11.



( Undertaking action resulting from the evaluation of the GDP.



( Seeking funding for and then undertaking a study on the sector-wide impact of 

the 2008 research study on effective and high performing governing bodies.


( Preparing for post-2012 period when overall funding arrangements concerning the LFHE are likely to change. 

Allan Schofield

15 February 2008
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