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AGENDA for the meeting on Friday 05 October 2018 
 

 

 
The sixty third meeting of the Governance & Nominations Committee will be held on Friday 05 
October 2018 at 13.30 in Room G06, Old Broadcasting House, City Campus.  
 

13:30 Part A: Preliminary Items Paper Led by 
     
 A1 Apologies  Chair 
     
 A2 Declarations of interest  Chair 
     

 
A3 Minutes – 08 June 2018 GON-2018-001 

CONFIDENTIAL 
 

Chair 

     

 A4 Matters Arising  
GON-2018-002 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Clerk 

     
13:40 Part B: Governance matters  Paper Led by 
     

 
B1 Corporate Governance Statement for the 

Year Ended 31 July 2018 
GON-2018-003 
CONFIDENTIAL 

C Thomas 

     

 B2 Board Evaluation 2018/19 (To follow) GON-2018-004 C Thomas 

     

 
B3 School academic committee effectiveness 

review 
GON-2018-005 C Thomas 

     

14:40 Part C: Governor matters Paper Led by 
     

 
C1 Annual review and remuneration of 

Committee Chairs 2017/18 
GON-2018-006 
CONFIDENTIAL 
APPENDICIES  

Chair 

     
 C2 Induction and development update GON-2018-007 C Thomas 
     
15:05 Part D: Compliance matters Paper Led by 
     

 
D1 Annual report on data protection and 

freedom of information 2017/18 
GON-2018-008 S Harper 

     



 

 D2 Register of Interests GON-2018-009 C Thomas 
     

 
D3 Annual Compliance & Assurance report 

2017/18 
GON-2018-010 
CONFIDENTIAL 

S Harper 

     

 
D4 Annual report on fundraising and 

donations 2017/18 
GON-2018-011 
CONFIDENTIAL 

T Lancaster  

     
15:50 Part E: Other Business Paper Led by 
     

 
E1 *Use of the University Seal GON-2018-012 

CONFIDENTIAL 
Chair 

     

 
E2 Schedule of Business 2018/19 GON-2018-013 

 
Chair 

     

 
E3 Date of next meeting: 

13:30 on Friday 18 January 2019, in Room 
G07 Old Broadcasting House, City Campus. 

 Chair 

 
       Shaded items indicate that the Board / Committee is being asked to make a decision. 
 
*Starred items will be taken without discussion unless a member notifies the Chair or Secretary in 
advance that she or he wishes the item to be open for debate 
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Board Evaluation 2018/19 
 

 

Executive Summary 

1. This paper provides an opportunity to look back at some of the key improvements made 
to the operation of the Board as a result of the last Board evaluation in 2014/15, which 
can be categorised under the following headings: 

• Role and purpose of the Board 

• Strategy formulation 

• Agenda management 

• Information requirements 

• Communication, relationships and support 

• Academic Governance 

• Board size and membership 

• Remit and structure of committees 

• Compliance with the CUC Code of Governance 
 

2. It also considers how the context of governance and various codes and practice has 
evolved and changed in the subsequent three years, not just in higher education but across 
other sectors.  Common across all these reviews is the focus and importance of the Board’s 
own culture and approach in promoting institutional success and the composition and 
diversity of the Board. 
 

3. The Board evaluation in 2018/19 provides us with the opportunity to revisit these themes, 
particularly in the context of the changing policy and regulatory environment and with a 
view to having appropriate strength and stability at Board level in preparation for the 
development of the next Strategic Plan during 2020/21.  Succession planning for the Board 
was discussed at the recent Board Away Day and it was agreed as a key focus of the Board’s 
work this year, led through this Committee. 

 
4. The suggested areas of particular focus and associated timescales is recommended for 

discussion at paragraph 21. 
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Action Requested 

 
The Governance & Nominations Committee is asked to: 
 

(a) Discuss and agree the scope of the Board evaluation for 2018/19. 

(b) Authorise the University Secretary to engage an executive search consultant to support 

the recruitment of a number of new independent governors, in consultation with the 

Chair of the Committee and Chair of the Board. 

 

Appendices 

Appendix 1 - Overview of governance developments in other sectors 
 

 

Authors 

Name: 

Job title: 

Date: 

Kate Harvey & Caroline Thomas 

Executive Officer & University Secretary 

October 2018 
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Board Effectiveness Review 2015 
 

1. In 2015, the Higher Education Consultancy Group undertook a review of the effectiveness of 
the Board and of governance more generally at Leeds Beckett.  An action plan comprising 60 
associated improvements was agreed by the Board in November 2015 and was implemented 
by July 2016 and is the basis on which the Board operates today. 
 

2. In summary, it was concluded that governance arrangements were sound, although some 
enhancements were suggested.  The main area of focus related to Board dynamics and the 
development of the relationship and information sharing between the Board and the 
Executive and wider senior management in the context of the appointment of a new Vice 
Chancellor and changes in the senior team and the appointment of a new Chair of Governors 
earlier that same year.   

 
3. The Board also agreed that it wished to operate in a more strategic, risk and performance 

led way which was incorporated in to a revised statement of primary responsibilities, more 
delegation of authority, particularly for compliance matters, to both the Audit Committee 
and Governance & Nominations Committee through a new compliance reporting 
framework. This alleviated some of the Board’s workload in relation to important but more 
routine matters. 

 
4. The time allocation at Board meetings was revised and greater attention given to the 

strategic issues raised in the Vice Chancellor’s report at each meeting.   Similarly, FSR has 
briefing sessions prior to each of its meetings to look at strategic developments in more 
depth outside the formal business of the meetings.  Board Away Days have been used to 
provide more time and space for discussion on strategic priorities and to hear from a 
greater number of people, for example, the session held with all Deans during 2016 and 
more recently employer engagement and mental health and wellbeing. 

 
5. The membership of Finance, Staffing & Resources Committee was amended to include staff 

and student governors. 
 

6. Changes were made to respond to the information requirements of the Board and the need 
for timely and clear information.  The style and format of Board and committee papers was 
revised to provide a more robust executive summary with the aim of reducing reading time 
and overall paper length.  From an administrative perspective, VirtualBoardroom was 
introduced to provide governors with electronic access to all papers and information 
associated with being a governor in a single place, which can be marked up and annotated 
through the use of an iPad, which the majority of governors have adopted. 

 
7. Board members receive the weekly digest of news featuring the University and the weekly 

Bulletin and a combination of briefing meetings, workshops and invites to University events 
and activities, in addition to the pairing scheme with Schools and Services, are all aimed at 
enhancing the engagement and insight between governors and the University across 
different areas of our respective work and expertise.  Similarly, a communication is sent to 
all staff from the Chair of the Board after each Board meeting, which raises the profile and 
awareness of the Board and its role amongst our academic and professional services 
community. 
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8. Academic governance was a key consideration for the Board and a new framework for 

academic assurance was introduced from 2016/17 to give the Board and committees 
necessary oversight of academic matters relating to quality and standards and the student 
experience. 

 
9. New policies on corporate social responsibility, the framework for ethical considerations 

across the University and fundraising and donations were also developed and approved by 
the Board and brought us fully in to the line with the good practice expected by the CUC 
Code of Governance. 

 

The wider governance context 
 

10. Over the past 18 months, there have been a number of governance developments in the 
higher education sector and beyond. Several governance codes have been revised and 
updated, with a focus on Board and organisational culture, the composition and diversity 
of the Board, and improving improved stakeholder engagement across organisations.  This 
is particularly clear in the new UK Corporate Governance Code and in the Charity 
Governance Code. In the corporate sector, work is also ongoing to engage large private 
companies and small to mid-size listed companies with governance best practice. 
 
Higher Education Governance 
 

11. The Higher Education and Research Act 2017 came into law on 27 April 2017, creating the 
new regulatory framework intended to increase competition and student choice, ensure 
students receive value for money, and strengthen the research sector.  The Act established 
the Office for Students (OfS), which assumed legal responsibility as the regulatory and 
competition authority for the higher education sector in England on 01 April 2018.  The OfS 
merges the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) and the Office for Fair 
Access (OFFA), inheriting HEFCE's funding responsibilities (aside from those for research), 
and OFFA's responsibility for promoting fair access to higher education. 

 
12. We received confirmation of our approval status as a registered provider on 29 August 

2018, having satisfied all the initial conditions of registration in full.  It is important to note 
the critical nature of entry on to the Register and our continued compliance with the 
expectations of the OfS in order to recruit students from home and international students 
and access loan funding, charge a higher fee (£9,250) or award our own degrees. 
 

13. As an exempt charity, the University is now regulated by the OfS and recent guidance has 
reduced the amount of information we are required to formally return and publish each 
year which has now been brought in to line with other charities regulated by the Charity 
Commission. 

 
14. A number of high profile sector governance reviews, including those at Plymouth and the 

subsequent Halpin review at Bath provide some useful insight to inform our own review, 
which relate to the theme of Board behaviours and the importance of openness and 
transparency, but also getting the basics right and following agreed University’s 
procedures.  The OfS framework itself sets out its regulatory proposition through a series 
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of ‘behaviours’ it expects from us in demonstrating a ‘low risk’ of breaching the conditions 
of registration. 

 
15. In addition, there has been a great deal of media and public debate and criticism around 

vice-chancellors’ pay and how universities are run.  Subsequently the CUC announced a 
consultation on approaches to senior pay, culminating in the publication of the HE Senior 
Staff Remuneration Code in June 2018. The Code was issued on an ‘apply or explain basis’ 
and is intended to enable governing bodies to “demonstrate leadership and stewardship in 
relation to remuneration within their institutions, and in doing so help to protect 
institutional reputation and provide greater assurances to key stakeholders and partners, 
including the student community and wider society”1 
 

16. The Board commissioned its own review of the operation of its Senior Staff Remuneration 
Committee (SSRC) in September 2017 and the membership was reviewed and amended in 
May 2018, prior to the publication of the new Remuneration Code.  We apply the majority 
of the Code to our remuneration practice and those outstanding areas of application relate 
to the new publication requirements relating to salary data which will be addressed in 
December 2018 with the publication of the financial statements for the year ended 31 July 
2018 and is now the subject of a separate accounts direction from the OfS.  Further, more 
detailed requirements for transparency of remuneration at or above the level of £100,000 
is expected from 2019/20. 

 

Board Effectiveness Review 2018/19 
 

17. In developing the recommendations set out below for the evaluation of the Board’s 
effectiveness in 2018/19, best practice for Board evaluation and effectiveness in a number 
of other sectors has been considered, and the following codes of governance reviewed:   

 
a) The UK Corporate Governance Code 2018; 
b) The Charity Governance Code (for larger charities) 2017; 
c) The Good Governance Standard for Public Services 2014; 
d) Corporate Governance in Central Government Departments – Code of Good Practice 

2017;  
e) UK Sport/Sport England Code for Sports Governance 2017; and 
f) Code of Good Governance for English Colleges. 

 
18. The Financial Reporting Council published an updated version of its Guidance on Board 

Effectiveness, to coincide with the publication of the UK Corporate Governance Code 2018. 
This, and a number of other documents including The Healthy NHS Board – Principles for 
Good Governance and the NHS - The Foundations of Good Governance – A Compendium of 
Good Practice have also been consulted. 
 

19. An overview of the developments in the UK Corporate Governance Code for listed 
companies and guidance on Board effectiveness in the private sector and in the governance 
of charities and sport is attached at appendix 1 for information. 

 

                                                      
1 The Higher Education Senior Staff Remuneration Code: https://www.universitychairs.ac.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2018/06/HE-Remuneration-Code.pdf  

https://www.universitychairs.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/HE-Remuneration-Code.pdf
https://www.universitychairs.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/HE-Remuneration-Code.pdf


   

6 
 

 
Proposed scope 
 
20. The recommended approach to evaluating a Board’s performance and effectiveness is 

broadly similar across the sectors.  As such, the following scope and phased approach is 
recommended for our Board evaluation. 

 
October 2018 to January 2019 (Phase 1) 

 
(a) Review the outcomes of the end of year reviews undertaken with each governor and any 

feedback on areas for further focus on improvement with the relevant Chairs. 
(b) Engage executive search consultants to support the recruitment of a number of new 

independent governors, in consultation with the Chair of the Committee and Chair of the 
Board.  It is proposed that we should look to prioritise candidates with experience in higher 
education, finance, legal and digital industries and where possible to increase the diversity 
of the Board’s membership profile and to secure at least one independent governor who 
could succeed the Chair in due course. 

(c) Conduct an Board effectiveness survey to seek views from governors and UET on the 
following issues: 

a. Strategic focus and purpose 

b. Relationships, communication and Board support 

c. Information provision and requirements 

d. Board size and membership (in particular the future role and purpose of co-optees) 

e. Remit and structure of committees 

f. Meeting management 

(d) Simultaneously a separate survey would be targeted at the Audit Committee to seek views 
on the assessment and management of risk, internal controls and sources of corporate 
assurance. 

 
January 2019 to March 2019 (Phase 2) 

 
(e) Shortlist and interview independent governors and make recommendations to the Board. 
(f) Report the survey findings to the Governance & Nominations Committee and any other 

committees for discussion. 
(g) Review the requirements of any new HE Code of Governance against our current practice. 
(h) Map out the compliance and oversight requirements of the new OfS regulatory framework 

(and other requirements) against the current role and remit of the Board and committees 
and identify any gaps. 
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April 2019 to June 2019 (October if necessary) (Phase 3) 

 
(i) Appoint and induct new independent governors. 
(j) Consider the Board and committee structure and remit in light of the feedback and 

discussion of the survey outcomes and governor feedback and any further regulatory 
guidance. 

(k) Consult Board committees on any emerging recommendations for change. 
(l) Draft any proposed constitutional amendments to the Instrument and Articles for approval 

by the Board (and OfS). 
 
 

21. Our last Board evaluation was externally-facilitated in 2014/15.  In accordance with the HE 
Code of Governance a review must be undertaken not less than every four years.  The 
Board agreed in 2016 that it would formally review its effectiveness every three years and 
that these reviews would alternate between being internally and externally facilitated so 
that an independent view was considered every 6 years. 
 

22. It is proposed that this review be facilitated internally by the University Secretary working 
closely with the Chair of Governance & Nominations Committee as a Board-led exercise.  
However, depending on the feedback and any issues that may arise along the way it is 
recognised that it may be necessary to seek some additional assistance.  If that situation 
were to arise the Governance & Nominations Committee be consulted accordingly. 

 

Recommendations 
 

23. Governance & Nominations Committee is asked to: 
 
(a) Discuss and agree the scope of the Board evaluation for 2018/19. 

(b) Authorise the University Secretary to engage an executive search consultant to support 

the recruitment of a number of new independent governors, in consultation with the 

Chair of the Committee and Chair of the Board. 

 
 
Kate Harvey & Caroline Thomas  
Executive Officer & University Secretary 
October 2018 
 
 
 



Appendix 1 

GON-2018-004 
OPEN 

 

 
Overview of governance developments in other sectors 
 
Corporate Governance 
 
1. In July 2018 the Financial Reporting Council (FRC) released an updated UK Corporate 

Governance Code, which will take effect from January 2019. Alongside the new Code, the FRC 
has also issued an update to its Guidance on Board Effectiveness. All companies with a Premium 
Listing in the UK will be required to apply the Code and set out in their annual report and 
accounts how they have done so. The new Code:  

 
“puts the relationships between companies, shareholders and stakeholders at the 
heart of long-term sustainable growth in the UK economy… 
 
…This Code places emphasis on businesses building trust by forging strong 
relationships with key stakeholders. It calls for companies to establish a corporate 
culture that is aligned with the company purpose, business strategy, promotes 
integrity and values diversity. 

 
There is a renewed focus on the application of the Principles – the FRC wishes to 
see clear, meaningful reporting. Investors and proxy advisors must assess 
explanations carefully and not take a tick-box approach.”2 

 
2. The London Stock Exchange announced in March 2018 all companies listed on AIM (formerly 

the Alternative Investment Market) will be required to apply a recognised corporate 
governance code from 28 September 2018. Previously, AIM companies had the choice of either 
noting on their website which code they followed, or merely stating they did not follow a code 
and setting out their own arrangements.3 Following the Stock Exchange’s announcement, the 
Quoted Companies Alliance (QCA) issued an updated QCA Governance Code in April 2018. This 
Code is aimed at small and mid-size companies.  

 
3. The FRC is currently consulting on the proposed Wates Corporate Governance Principles for 

Large Private Companies, with the intention of publishing the final version of the principles in 
December 2018.4  

 
4. Following the collapse of Carillion in early 2018, a joint inquiry was carried out by the Commons 

Select Committees for Work & Pensions and BEIS.5 The report found that “The board was either 
negligently ignorant of the rotten culture at Carillion or complicit in it”, and that its non-
executive directors, who should constructively challenge and scrutinise management 
performance as part of their role, had been “unable to provide any remotely convincing 

                                                      
2 A UK Corporate Governance Code that is fit for the future: https://www.frc.org.uk/news/july-2018/a-uk-corporate-
governance-code-that-is-fit-for-the  
3 AIM companies to be required to apply a recognised corporate governance code: 
http://www.theqca.com/news/briefs/141126/aim-companies-to-be-required-to-apply-a-recognised-corporate-
governance-code.thtml  
4 Consultation on the Wates Corporate Governance Principles for Large Private Companies: 
https://www.frc.org.uk/news/june-2018/consultation-on-the-wates-corporate-governance-pri 
5 Carillion Joint Inquiry: https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/work-and-
pensions-committee/inquiries/parliament-2017/carillion-inquiry-17-19/  

https://www.frc.org.uk/news/july-2018/a-uk-corporate-governance-code-that-is-fit-for-the
https://www.frc.org.uk/news/july-2018/a-uk-corporate-governance-code-that-is-fit-for-the
http://www.theqca.com/news/briefs/141126/aim-companies-to-be-required-to-apply-a-recognised-corporate-governance-code.thtml
http://www.theqca.com/news/briefs/141126/aim-companies-to-be-required-to-apply-a-recognised-corporate-governance-code.thtml
https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/work-and-pensions-committee/inquiries/parliament-2017/carillion-inquiry-17-19/
https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/work-and-pensions-committee/inquiries/parliament-2017/carillion-inquiry-17-19/
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evidence of their effective impact”. The report recommended that the Insolvency Service 
consider whether the members of Carillion’s board had breached their duties as directors 
under the Companies Act 2006.  

 
5. Further, the report recommended that the Government refer the statutory audit market to the 

Competition and Markets Authority for review.  The terms of reference of such a review 
“should explicitly include consideration of both breaking up the Big Four into more audit firms, 
and detaching audit arms from those providing other professional services”.6  

 
Charity Governance 

 
6. In 2017 the Charity Commission published the Charity Governance Code, replacing Good 

Governance: a Code for the Voluntary and Community Sector which was published in 2010. The 
new Code was developed through consultation by a working group including representatives 
from the NCVO, ACEVO, the Small Charities Coalition, the Wales Council for Voluntary Action, 
the Association of Chairs, and ICSA: the Governance Institute. Charity trustees are asked to 
engage with the Code on an “apply or explain” basis, applying the recommended practice or 
explaining either their alternative approach, or why the charity chose not to apply it. Charities 
who do adopt the Code are encouraged to statement in their annual report outlining their use 
of it.  

 
7. The NCVO summarised the new Code as including:  
 

“…a range of significant changes to the previous code…: 

• an expectation that the board will review its own performance and that of 
individual trustees, including the chair, every year, with an external 
evaluation for larger organisations every three years 

• that no trustee should serve more than nine years without good reason 
and that term limits are important for accountability 

• thinking carefully about how boards recruit a diverse range of trustees with 
the skills and experience required to lead a charity 

• boards involving stakeholders in key decisions and operating with the 
presumption of openness 

• emphasis on the role of the chair and vice chair in supporting and achieving 
good governance 

• increased oversight for large charities when dealing with subsidiary 
companies, registers of interests and third parties such as fundraising 
agencies or commercial ventures 

• that the board evaluate a charity’s impact by measuring and assessing 
results, outputs and outcomes.”7 

  

                                                      
6 Ibid. 
7 Charity Governance Code Launched Today: https://blogs.ncvo.org.uk/2017/07/13/charity-governance-code-
launched-today/   

https://blogs.ncvo.org.uk/2017/07/13/charity-governance-code-launched-today/
https://blogs.ncvo.org.uk/2017/07/13/charity-governance-code-launched-today/
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Sports Governance 
 
8. In April 2017 UK Sport published its Code for Sports Governance, which “sets out the levels of 

transparency, accountability and financial integrity that will be required from those who ask 
for Government and National Lottery funding from April 2017”.8 The Code applies to any 
organisation, at any level, seeking funding from UK Sport or Sport England, and it aims to 
increase the range of skills and diversity in decision-making with particularly emphasis on 
gender diversity on boards, to increase organisational financial and strategic transparency and 
to ensure the board has a prime role in decision-making in any organisation. 
 

9. The Code continues to be embedded in 2018, and alongside this work ICSA: The Governance 
Institute published a report in May 2018 titled Organisational culture in sport: Assessing and 
improving attitudes and behaviour.  

 

                                                      
8 A Code for Sports Governance: http://www.uksport.gov.uk/resources/governance-code  

http://www.uksport.gov.uk/resources/governance-code
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School Academic Committees – Effectiveness Review Outcomes 
 
 
Executive Summary 
An effectiveness review of School Academic Committees was undertaken during the 2017/18 
academic year.  The key findings were discussed at Academic Board in July 2018 where it was 
agreed that further discussions would be undertaken with Dean on the School specific results 
during 2018/19. 
 
This report provides the Committee with an overview of the outcomes of the effectiveness 
review. 
 
Academic Board concluded that the School Academic Committees were generally working well 
and recognised the need for some variation in approach at local level to reflect the different 
scope, scale and character of each School.  During the coming year, Deans will revisit the 
membership profile and in particular the level of Course Director representation for each School.  
The role and engagement of student representatives on the committee, linked to the success and 
development of the School Forum, led by the Students’ Union will also be considered further.  
Where necessary, a clearer distinction between the role of School leadership teams and the 
Academic Committee is being made and will be reflected in any proposed revisions to the terms 
of reference at the end of the academic year. 
 
  
Action Requested 

The report is for information. The Committee is asked to note the report.  
 

Appendices  

Appendix 1 – Terms of Reference of School Academic Committees 
 

Author 

Name: 
Job title: 
Date: 

Rachel Bradford 
Governance Services Manager 
14 September 2018 

 

Approval Route 

September 2018 Caroline Thomas, University Secretary   
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School Academic Committees – Effectiveness Review Outcomes 

 
Background  

1. The purpose of the School Academic Committee effectiveness review was to 
obtain an understanding of how well School Academic Committees were 
operating under the academic governance structure which was implemented 
from 1 September 2016, where the University moved away from a four faculty 
structure to thirteen Schools. 
 

2. Under the new academic governance structure, each of the thirteen Schools 
has been given the discretion to run their School Academic Committees as they 
see fit, within the remit of the Terms of Reference for School Academic 
Committees. The Terms of Reference are the same for each of the Schools and 
they were approved by the Academic Board on 6 July 2016.  

 
3. The Terms of Reference establish that the business considered by School 

Academic Committees relate to all academic maters within the School and that 
it is accountable to the Academic, Quality and Standards Committee and the 
Research & Enterprise Committee. The Terms of Reference also set out a 
recommended membership profile. A copy of the School Academic Committee 
Terms of Reference is provided at Appendix 1 for information. 

 
Structure of the review 

4. The effectiveness review was undertaken in three phases, as follows:  
 

Phase 1: Meetings with Deans of Schools:  
5. At the outset of the review, one-to-one meetings were held with the Deans of 

each School to get their opinion on how they felt the Committee had been 
working to date, what it did well and any areas which they felt could be 
improved.  
 

6. The Deans welcomed the review and were happy to share their opinions on 
how their School Academic Committee operated. It was largely felt that the 
Schools could benefit from sharing good practice and there was a keenness to 
explore the scope for greater information sharing across the Schools and their 
administration.  

 
7. On the whole, the Deans were happy with the way their School Academic 

Committees were running, though some of the larger schools faced issues with 
the prescribed membership profile set out in the terms of reference, as their 
membership was very large and this presented challenges to both attendance 
and the effectiveness of the Committee in some cases. 
 

8. Deans valued the contributions made by student representatives where they 
were able to attend and outlined the welcome and meaningful role students 
brought to debate and discussions.  However, in other Schools is was 
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suggested that further clarification of the role of students on the Committee 
was needed. The membership profile for School Academic Committees 
includes an elected undergraduate student representative, a taught 
postgraduate student representative and a research student representative. 
Attendance of student representatives at meetings varied.  The success of the 
School Forums, led by the Students’ Union, was cited by many Deans who 
found this a really valuable way to engage with students and hear their 
perspectives on the student experience and development of the School.  There 
was a view that the success of the School Forums may have been a 
contributory factor to any lack of student engagement in School Academic 
Committees which had a more formal role, approach and responsibility.  This 
will be kept under review with the Students’ Union over the course of the 
coming year as part of other ongoing work and discussions on the role and 
engagement of School and Course Representatives via Academic Board. 

 
9. It was also apparent from the review and discussions with Deans, that while 

the formal governance structure relating to Schools has been slimmed down 
to a single School Academic Committee, a number of other committees and 
groups had been established to manage other priorities and fed in to either 
the School Academic Committee or the School Leadership Team.  While this is 
a matter for each Dean to determine, some advice has been offered as to how 
to avoid any duplication and streamline decision-making structures. 

 
10. In a minority of cases further clarification of the distinction between the roles 

of the Dean, the School Leadership Team and the School Academic Committee 
was requested and has been addressed with those Schools.  A review of the 
terms of reference for School Academic Committees will be undertaken in 
2018/19 and will further clarify this distinction. 

 
Phase 2: Observations of School Academic Committee Meetings 

11. A meeting of each of the School’s Academic Committee was observed by either 
the University Secretary or the Governance Services Manager. The 
observations provided an insight into how Committees of varying sizes 
operated in practice and the different approaches taken by Schools to 
addressing academic matters.  
 

12. Meetings varied in length depending on the size of the School and its 
committees. They were well chaired, with good levels of member engagement 
and generally concluded within the allocated time but varied in length from 
half an hour to 3 hours, usually depending on the size of the meeting which in 
some cases involved up to 40 people. 
 
Phase 3: Online questionnaire 

13. A link to complete an online questionnaire was sent out to each member of all 
of the thirteen School Academic Committees inviting them to complete a short 
survey to get their views on the effectiveness of the School Academic 
Committees.  



 3 

 
14. The response rates varied per School as shown in the table below. The average 

response rate across the thirteen schools was 45.8%. 
 
School Response rate for completion of 

questionnaire 
Art, Architecture and Design 6 out of 24 (25%) 
Built Environment and 
Engineering 

17 out of 28 (60.7%) 

Clinical and Applied Sciences 11 out of 24 (45.8%) 
  Computing, Creative Technologies  
& Engineering 

7 out of 15 (46.7%) 

Carnegie School of Education 8 out of 19 (42.1%) 
Cultural Studies and Humanities  10 out of 20 (50%) 
Carnegie School of Sport 14 out of 28 (50%) 
Events, Tourism and Hospitality 
Management 

12 out of 18 (66.7%) 

Film, Music and Performing Arts 7 out of 26 (26.9%) 
Health & Community Studies 10 out of 24 (41.7%) 
Leeds Business School 18 out of 41 (43.9%) 
Social Sciences 18 out of 26 (69.2%) 
Leeds Law School 3 out of 13 (23.1%) 

 
Findings 
 

15. The results from the questionnaire supported the view that, on the whole, the 
Schools Academic Committees are performing well and members are happy 
with the way they run, with respondents indicating that they generally 
understood the purpose of the meetings and that they were able to contribute 
positively.  The individual survey results have been shared and discussed with 
each Dean.  There were variations between Schools which was expected and 
there were certain categories of membership in some Schools that felt that 
they were over represented (e.g. Course Directors) but this will be addressed 
by Deans during 2018/19 and any recommendations for change at School level 
made via Academic Board. 

 
16. Consideration of issues relating to Research Ethics and Research and 

Enterprise varied across each Committee, depending on whether the School 
had a separate group or committee which reported in to it. In the majority of 
cases the balance of agenda tended more towards academic quality and 
standards, but again this was understandable given the role of the committee 
in academic assurance. 

 
17. The School Academic Committees report into the Research & Enterprise 

Committee and the Academic Quality & Standards Committee.  Feedback 
suggested that Schools would benefit from some guidance on the level of 
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detail required in their reports to these Committees and from reminding 
themselves of the areas that these Committees are seeking assurance in to 
satisfy themselves that they are appropriately meeting the expectations of the 
Deputy Vice Chancellors who chair those parent committees respectively. 
While this has been previously provided to Academic Services Managers, it 
would benefit from being revisited in 2018/19 now that the Committees are 
more established and the School structure is more embedded across the 
University. 

 
18. The focus of meetings sometimes strayed from academic matters, with items 

included on agendas including School risk registers, equality & diversity and 
health & safety which are topics more suitable to be discussed at the School 
Leadership meetings.  This has been discussed as necessary with the relevant 
Dean and the distinction between academic and managerial responsibilities 
will be addressed through the review of the terms of reference in 2018/19. 

 
19. Not all respondents on some committees reported to understanding the role 

of the Committee and its remit. For example, there seemed to be a frustration 
in some cases that the committee was not making decisions and was ‘rubber 
stamping’ decisions that had already been made.  While this is important 
feedback to consider, it is worth noting that as a committee with a governance 
and oversight responsibility there are certain issues which will be helpfully 
discussed elsewhere in the School, or for which the Dean is accountable, that 
still benefit from and may be expected to formally report to the School 
Academic Committee for audit and accountability purposes. 

 
20. Course Directors generally provided the most feedback and made suggestions 

for change including rotating the responsibility for attending the meetings 
between Course Directors or reducing the number of them on the membership 
in larger Schools or establishing a School level Course Director Forum to feed 
into the School Academic Committee.  This is being considered by Deans in the 
relevant Schools where this does not already happen. 

 
21. Responses to the questionnaire showed that there was a strong appetite from 

members for committees to be paperless and for the committee papers to be 
distributed electronically where this was not already the case.  This will be 
progressed by the School’s administration team. 
 

Conclusions 
 

22. A report on these headline findings was discussed at Academic Board in July 
2018 and subsequently meetings are underway with each Dean to discuss the 
School specific feedback. 
 

23. Academic Board concluded that the effectiveness review has shown that the 
School Academic Committees are performing well and in line with 
expectations.  Operation of the School Academic Committees remains at the 
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discretion of the Deans of School and any proposed changes to the 
membership profile to fit the needs of particular Schools will be considered 
further during 2018/19 and recommended to Academic Board.  Alongside this, 
the terms of reference for School Academic Committees will be reviewed 
towards the end of 2018/19 to incorporate the subsequent discussions and will 
be recommended to Academic Board in time for the next academic year. 

 
Rachel Bradford 

Governance Services Manager 
 



SCHOOL ACADEMIC COMMITTEE 
Terms of Reference & 

membership 

Terms of Reference 

The School Academic Committee is responsible to the Research & Enterprise Committee 
and the Academic Quality & Standards Committee for general issues relating to all 
academic matters in the School.  

The School Academic Committee’s terms of reference are to: 

(a) oversee the sustainable development of the School within the University’s overall
strategic framework, taking account of developments in the external environment;

(b) analyse and evaluate the School’s performance against agreed KPIs and make
recommendations for continuous improvement and the enhancement of the student
experience;

(c) oversee the quality and standards of the School’s teaching and research and the
implementation in the School of the University’s Academic Principles, Regulations and
Procedures and wider quality assurance framework including activity in relation to PSRBs;

(d) promote academic enhancement across the School in line with University strategies and
associated priorities;

Delegated Authority 

The School Academic Committee has authority from the Research & Enterprise Committee 
and the Academic Quality & Standards Committee to: 

(a) approve, and monitor the implementation of, school-level academic and operational plans
and associated success measures which are aligned to the University strategic plan and
strategies;

(b) approve the School’s annual quality plan;
(c) review and approve the School’s annual report on how it is working towards achieving the

University’s success measures concerning research & enterprise, learning & teaching and
other academic related matters;

Reporting Line 

The School Academic Committee reports to the Research & Enterprise Committee for matters 
relating to research & enterprise and to the Academic Quality & Standards Committee for 
matters relating to taught programmes of the University.  In addition, it may report to 
Academic Board and other sub‐committees as required. 

Appendix 1



Delegation 
 
The School Academic Committee has established, as required by Academic Board, Course 
Committees which shall exercise the functions and powers stipulated in their terms of 
reference. 
 

Membership Profile 
 
Members [various depending on School] 
Quorum [50% of the membership] 
 

 Dean of School (Chair) [1] – Ex-officio 

 Heads of Subject  – Ex-officio 

 Director(s) of Research  – Ex-officio 

 Course Directors  – Ex-Officio 

 Senior School Administrative Manager [1] - Nominated 

 Senior Lecturer representatives [X] – Elected (one from each subject area within a School) 

 Undergraduate student representative [1] - Elected 

 Taught Postgraduate student representative [1] - Elected 

 Research student representative [1] - Elected 
 

The Pro Vice Chancellor is entitled to attend School Academic Committee Meetings 
 
For non-ex-officio members, terms of office should normally be three years.  Students’ 
terms of office should normally be one year. 
 
The Constitution of the Committee is made by resolution of the Academic Board on 06 July 
2016. 
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Annual review and remuneration of the Committee Chairs 2017/18 
 
 
Executive Summary 
In accordance with paragraph 9(3) of the Instrument of Government, the Board has the power to 
remunerate the chairs of committees of the Board.  On 13 May 2008, the Board decided to enact 
that power and agreed that the decision to remunerate and the level of that remuneration would 
be taken by the full Board on the recommendation of the Governance and Nominations 
Committee.  The maximum annual remuneration permitted for a committee chair is £7,500. 
 
The purpose of this paper is to enable the Committee to: 
(a) consider the Chair’s reports in relation to the 2017/18 academic year following his annual 

review meetings with the chairs of each of the Board’s committees;  
(b) make recommendations to the Board in respect of the level of remuneration that the chairs 

of Committees should receive in relation to that period.  
 
It is noted that due to the timing of the Chair / Deputy Chair’s review meetings a recommendation 
for remuneration for David Lowen and Jean Dent will be submitted directly to the Board of 
Governors at its meeting on 23 November 2018. 
 
Action Requested 
This report is for decision.  The Committee is asked to consider and recommend to the Board an 
appropriate level of remuneration in recognition of the contribution of the chairs of Committees 
in 2017/18. 
 
It is proposed that the level of remuneration to be recommended to the Board for each of the 
Chairs is as follows: 
 
(a) The level of remuneration recommended to the Board for Nick Whitaker, Chair of the Audit 

Committee, should be the maximum permitted, that is £7,500, for the academic year 2017/18. 
 

(b) The level of remuneration recommended to the Board for Ann Bishop, Chair of the Senior Staff 
Remuneration Committee should be the maximum permitted, that is £7,500, for the academic 
year 2017/18. 

 
(c) The level of remuneration recommended to the Board for Dr David Fletcher, Chair of the 

Governance and Nominations Committee, should be the maximum permitted, that is £7,500, 
for the academic year 2017/18. 

 
 
 



   

 

CONFIDENTIAL Appendices 

Appendix A: Report on the Annual Review of Nick Whitaker by David Lowen, August 2018 
Appendix B: Report on the Annual Review of Ann Bishop by David Lowen, August 2018 
Appendix C: Report on the Annual Review of Dr David Fletcher by David Lowen, August 2018 (to 
follow) 
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Induction and Development  
 

 

Executive Summary 

This paper provides an update on the induction of the new student governor and new committee 
members and reflects on the induction feedback received during 2017/18 as well as engagement 
with development opportunities available to governors through Advance HE and internally. 

Action Requested 

The report is for information. The Committee is asked to note the governor learning and 
development undertaken during 2017/18. 

 

Appendices 

None 

Author 

Name: 

Job title: 

Date: 

Cath Smith and Susie Bradford 

Governance Co-ordinator 
18 September 2018 

 

Approval Route 

26 September 2018 Caroline Thomas, University Secretary 

 



INDUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT  
 
New governors 
 

1 Charlie Hind was appointed to the Board as a student governor with effect from 1 July 

2018. Charlie has completed much of his induction programme which has included 

meetings with the Chair of the Board, the University Secretary, the Vice Chancellor and 

other senior staff and key stakeholders. Charlie has also familiarised himself with key 

governance documentation. 

 

2 A recruitment campaign commenced on 19 September 2018 to attract and recruit a staff 

governor from the professional services community with a closing date of 10 October 

2018.  It is expected that a new governor will have begun their induction and be 

welcomed to the Board meeting in November. 
 

Induction Feedback from 2017/18 
 
3 Induction feedback was received from five governors that started their terms of office 

during 2017/18. Their feedback was mostly positive with some suggestions for 

improvement.  

 

Positive feedback received included views that: 
 

a) The induction programme was very well structured, professional, thorough and well 

organised with the right amount of information provided. One governor who sits on 

a number of Boards mentioned that they felt that it was one of the best inductions 

they had received.  

 

b) The September Away Day which explored the University’s vision and strategy was 

considered to be a very good introduction to the University and a good way of 

understanding its strategy and priorities.  

 

c) The administration team was professional.  

 

d) The external development courses offered by the Leadership Foundation / Advance 

HE were deemed to be very valuable by a number of governors.  

 

e) The estates tour was considered to be very useful, particularly when undertaken 

shortly after joining the Board as it allowed governors to better understand the 

Estates projects considered at meetings at put them into context.   

 

f) One governor also commented that VirtualBoardroom was a useful tool.  

 
Improvements: 



g) The Student Governor felt that the introductory meetings to the Board were 

beneficial and helped to build their confidence when attending Board meetings. 

However, they identified that the first introductory day was quite long.  We have 

reduced the number of meetings on the first introductory day for the recent student 

governor induction in response.   

 

h) One of the staff governors commented that it would be useful to have an 

understanding of the time commitment and allowance or formal deployment time 

given for Board and induction related activities. This is advertised explicitly for 

independent governor recruitment and has been made clear in the current staff 

governor recruitment campaign. 

 

i) A suggestion was made that it would be helpful to offer a buddying scheme for new 

governors and to pair them with an experienced governor to enable newer 

governors to benefit from their insight, experience and knowledge. This was 

considered as part of the last effectiveness review and can be considered on a case 

by case basis if requested. 

 

j) Induction meetings are currently held with the Chair of the Board, Vice Chancellor, 

University Secretary and Governance Co-ordinator and with all members of the 

University Executive Team.  

 

k) Three governors commented that a few of the introductory meetings with 

individual members of the University Executive Team would benefit from more 

structure.   Unfortunately they wouldn’t elaborate on which meetings or which 

members of UET were being referred to and there is perhaps limited value in too 

much structure to what is an informal meeting designed to provide an overview of 

the different UET portfolios, get to know new governors and enable relationship 

building, 
  

l) A number of comments were also raised by a staff governor in relation to the 

operation of the Board and its committees which were superseded by discussions 

held at the Board Away Day on 27 April 2018.  
 

Committee inductions 

 

4 As President of the Students’ Union Jack Harrison has been appointed to the 

Governance and Nominations Committee and the Finance, Staffing & Resources 

Committee for 2018/19. Committee induction meetings with the respective chairs have 

been organised to help familiarise Jack with the business of these committees.  

 
 
 
Governor Learning and Development 
 



5 Governors will receive a quarterly information email detailing a rolling programme of 

training opportunities and events on offer via the Governor Development Programme 

run by Advance HE (formerly the Leadership Foundation for Higher Education LFHE), 

Wonkhe, and the Leeds Beckett events team the during the academic year 2018/19. 

 

6 The Advance HE Governor Development Programme offers a mix of induction and 

development of knowledge skills and understanding via toolkits and specialist sessions.  

Details of governor engagement in the programme during 2017/18 and sessions booked 

to date for 2018/19 include: 

 

Date Name Event 

03 November 2017 Jenny Ryatt Rethinking governance – five week online programme 

23 November 2017 Ted Sarmiento The role and responsibilities of staff governors 

30 November 2017 David Lowen Governance: Improving effectiveness for a new age 

30 November 2017 David Fletcher 

30 November 2017 Meg Robinson 

30 November 2017 Jack Harrison 

23 January 2018 David Lowen Roundtable: Student Safeguarding 

23 February 2018 
 

Meg Robinson Getting to Grips with TEF for student governors and 
student leaders Jack Harrison 

08 March 2018 Ted Sarmiento Governors Toolkit  

17 April 2018 Gill Webber Higher Education Insights 

5 September 2018 Jack Harrison  Student as Governor 

Charlie Hind 

11 September 2018 Charlie Hind Let’s talk value 

11 October 2018 Charlie Hind  Getting to grips with the TEF  
 

7 A number of areas for additional briefings were identified during 2017/18 including 
employer engagement, external relations strategy and the new regulatory framework.  To 
date governors have met with colleagues from Business Engagement, External Relations 
and Research & Enterprise over the summer to discuss the external engagement strategy 
and maximising the benefits of our relationships. 
 

8 All governors who had not previously completed fraud and anti-bribery training were 
enrolled on the mandatory online training module in September 2018 and, with the 
exception of two governors, this has now been completed.  

 

9 All governors have also had the opportunity for an annual review of 2017/18 with either 
the Chair of the Board or one of its committees to discuss the work of the Board, their 
contribution and potential priorities for the Board the year ahead. 

 
Conclusion 

 

10 The report is for information. The Committee is asked to note the governor learning and 

development undertaken during 2017/18. 
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Annual report on Data Protection and Freedom of Information 2017-18 
 

 

Executive Summary 

This report provides a summary of activity related to Data Protection and Freedom of Information 
in 2017/18 and outlines the work undertaken in relation to the changes in the law on data 
protection. 

Action Requested 

This report is for information. 
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Annual report on Data Protection and Freedom of Information 2017-18 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This paper provides an overview of the University’s activities in relation to Freedom of 

Information and Data Protection during 2017/18 and outlines the work undertaken in 
preparation for the changes in Data Protection law. 

 

Freedom of Information 
 
2. As a public authority, the University is subject to the provisions of the Freedom of Information 

Act 2000.  We are, therefore, under a statutory duty to disclose information about the 
University’s business on request; to provide assistance to requesters to help them to clarify 
their request; and to explain the reasons when information is withheld.   

 
3. We have 20 working days from receipt of a request to issue the response.  All requests are 

coordinated centrally by Governance & Legal Services, but the clock starts as soon as a request 
is received in the University, irrespective of where in the organisation it has been sent.  In the 
majority of cases, it is necessary to source information from colleagues in other teams in order 
to fulfil the request. 

 
4. 237 requests for information under the Freedom of Information Act were received in 2017/18, 

a small decrease from 2016/17 when 240 were received.  96% were responded to within the 
statutory deadline, compared with 99% in the previous year.  While the aim is always to meet 
the deadline, there are occasions when this is not possible.  In most cases, the delays were due 
to information being provided late or a request being particularly complex.  The majority were 
issued within a day of the deadline.  Organisations that fall below an 85% compliance rate may 
be subject to intervention from the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO), although there is 
no formal system of monitoring how organisations comply with the Act.  Intervention normally 
follows complaints to the ICO about an organisation’s persistent failure to meet the deadline. 

 
5. Information was disclosed in full in response to 149 of the 237 requests.  In 18 cases the 

University did not hold the information requested and a further seven were withdrawn.  In five 
cases, information was withheld in full.  There were various reasons for this including that the 
information related to an individual and was therefore exempt as it was personal data, the 
release of which would have constituted a breach of the Data Protection Act. In two cases, the 
information requested was reasonably accessible by other means.  One request was for 
information that the University concluded would harm its commercial interests if disclosed. 

 
6. Information was withheld in part in 53 cases.  In some of those cases, we did not hold all of the 

information requested.  In others, a range of exemptions was applied under the following 
sections of the Freedom of Information Act: 

 

• s.12 – to provide the information would exceed the Fees Limit as it would take in excess of 
18 hours to identify, locate, retrieve and/or extract it 

• s.21 – the information is reasonably accessible to the requester by other means, for 
example on our website 

• s.40 – the data protection exemption was applied because it may have been possible to 
identify individuals from the data 



   

 

• s.43 – prejudice to commercial interests 
 
7. The scope of requests is wide.  In the last year, subjects included estates and maintenance; 

student number data; university policies and procedures; course information; research; 
information about hardware and software; the University’s finances; procurement; student 
conduct; and policy and regulatory matters.  The majority of requests were for financial 
information (which includes details of contracts; tendering processes; expenditure; 
remuneration; and budgets) and student number data.  2017/18 also saw an increase in the 
number of requests for information about sexual assault and harassment and any incidence of 
student suicide, both of which have received significant coverage in the news. 

 
8. While FOI requests can be anonymous, we know that almost a quarter (24%) of all requests 

were made by journalists or media organisations.  11% were submitted via the What do They 
Know? website, which enables users to make FOI requests without providing their own contact 
details and publishes all requests and responses online at: www.whatdotheyknow.com.  

 
9. Under the Freedom of Information Act, the University is required to maintain a Publication 

Scheme which makes information publicly available via our website.  We routinely publish a 
wide range of information, including key documents relating to the University’s governance 
and structure; financial and staffing information; course information; and the services that the 
University provides.  While we make a substantial amount of information available proactively, 
this has not resulted in a significant reduction in the number of requests received as they tend 
to be very specific and detailed and require information that is not normally available from 
within the Publication Scheme. 

 
Data Protection 
 
10. In 2017/18, 67 requests for personal data were made in accordance with the Data Protection 

Act.  Of these, 20 were Data Subject Access Requests made by individuals who requested 
information about themselves that was held by the University.  This was a significant increase 
from 2016/17 when seven requests were made.  Of the 20, 10 were from current members of 
staff compared to four in 2016/17.  There are likely a number of reasons for this increase, 
including increased awareness of data protection rights as a result of the new GDPR and DPA 
2018. 

 
11. 41 requests were made for information under the exemption in the Act that allows us to 

disclose personal data without the knowledge or consent of the data subject when it is for the 
purposes of the detection or prevention of a crime; the apprehension of an offender; or the 
collection of a tax or duty.  40 of those requests were made by the police in connection with 
criminal investigations.  One request was made by a fraud investigator with Student Finance 
England. 

 
12. Six requests were made by third parties.  These were mainly solicitors acting on behalf of 

clients.  It is fairly common for information to be requested relating to an individual’s 
performance when they are pursuing a personal injury claim and need evidence of how an 
incident has affected them.  None of the requests related to claims against the University. 

 
  

http://www.whatdotheyknow.com/


   

 

Changes in Data Protection law 
 
13. On 25 May 2018, the law relating to Data Protection changed when the General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA 2018) came into force.  
DPA 2018 incorporates the principles from GDPR that form the basis of the law and also 
includes UK-specific references to immigration, national security and law enforcement. 

 
14. In preparation for the changes, the University reviewed and updated all Information Asset 

Registers which identify what personal data is held in each School and service area; where it is 
held; who has access to it; and where that personal data goes.  Once the registers were 
complete, each area audited every system containing personal data to identify any issues of 
risk or concern.  Action plans to address those issues are either in development or already in 
place.  The process of review, audit and action plan will need to be repeated regularly to ensure 
compliance.  The majority of the matters raised by schools and services relate to document 
retention processes, although a range of other matters are raised and support is being made 
available to those schools and services to address the issues in their action plans. 

 
15. Privacy notices for colleagues and potential colleagues were developed and published and the 

student privacy notice reviewed and updated to reflect the new requirements.  In addition, 
contracts where personal data is shared with a third party have been updated to ensure that 
they are compliant with the new requirements.  The team worked closely with Procurement 
on this review.   

 
16. Specific privacy notices were developed for Alumni Relations and Sport & Active Lifestyles in 

recognition that these activities were not adequately reflected in the main privacy notices. 
 
17. In order to ensure that all staff understand their obligations under the Act, a comprehensive 

programme of training was undertaken.  All staff were required to complete an updated online 
training module on data protection.  To date, over 1700 staff have completed the module, 
representing about 2/3 of relevant staff. 

 
18. In addition, over 600 members of staff were identified as requiring face to face training.  

Typically these were colleagues who either managed others who dealt with personal data or 
managed systems that processed personal data.  Since February 2018, Governance & Legal 
Services has delivered training to 530 staff.  This includes bespoke sessions for Libraries & 
Learning Innovation, Research & Enterprise and colleagues in the Carnegie School of Sport.   
Briefings have also been provided to Student Services, the Languages Leadership Team, the 
annual Research Ethics update and the Students’ Union.   

 
19. The web pages on data protection have been updated and Frequently Asked Questions added.  

They will continue to be developed and plans are under way to include guidance for research. 
 
20. We have streamlined our processes in regard to reporting of data breaches and this has been 

communicated to staff through the training referenced above.  This has resulted in an 
increased in the number of breaches reported to the Governance team – though not 
necessarily reflective of an increase in breaches since it may be that similar matters were going 
unreported previously.  Since the GDPR came into effect on 25 May 2018 we have had five 
reports of breaches, of which two were reported to the ICO.  In both cases, the matters were 
at the lower end of the scale of risk, but we believed that it was sensible to report them to the 



   

 

ICO.  There has been a significant increase in the number of reports made to the ICO generally, 
especially from public sector organisations, and the ICO are now concerned about ‘over-
reporting’, although the guidance of the ‘threshold’ for reporting is not yet established.  It is 
also worth noting that 2017/18 saw the first fine levied on a university for a data breach when 
the University of Greenwich were fined £120k following the discovery that an old website with 
considerable amounts of personal data had remained online and available. 
 

21. Through the year the Governance & Nominations Committee, and the Audit Committee have 
been kept appraised of our preparations for GDPR.  We have also used our internal auditors to 
consider GDPR preparedness and a follow-up review commences in the week of 24 September 
2018 to review progress. 

 
 

Conclusions and recommendations 
 
22. The number of Freedom of Information requests received in 2017/18 remained stable with a 

very small decrease compared with 2016/17. There was also a significant increase in the 
number of Data Subject Access Requests made during the year. 

 
23. A considerable amount of work has been undertaken to meet the requirements of the law 

relating to Data Protection.  This work will need to continue in order to ensure that the 
University remains compliant. 

 
24. The Committee is asked to note this report. 
 

 
 

Kathryn Giddings, Compliance & Casework Manager 
19 September 2018 
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Executive Summary 

This report provides an overview of the Register of Interests annual update exercise which was 
undertaken between July and August 2018. 
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This report is for information.  The Committee is invited to note the status of the Register of 
Interests. 
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Register of Interests 
 

Introduction 

1 Section B17.1 of the Financial Regulations requires members of the Board of 
Governors, senior management or those involved in procurement to disclose 
any relevant interests which are then registered and maintained in our 
University’s Register of Interests which is held by the University Secretary’s 
Office. The Financial Regulations also set out the expectation that individuals 
are responsible for ensuring that entries in the register are accurate and any 
updates to their positions are notified to the University Secretary’s Office 
promptly.  
 

2 Colleagues are expected to discharge their duties impartially and objectively 
and to take steps to avoid conflicts of interest but occasionally outside 
interests and activities, or those of close family members, may give rise to 
actual or perceived conflicts of interest. The purpose of the Register of 
Interests is to help provide openness and transparency by recording these 
interests and helping to ensure that they are handled appropriately.  
 

3 The Register of Interests is provided to the University’s Financial Services 
department who use the information in the preparation of its annual financial 
statements, and our external auditors (currently Ernst & Young) to complete 
their review work in time to report through our governance structures and 
submit our accountability return to the Office for Students.  

 

Compliance 

4 A number of changes were made to the way information was collected this 
year which included reviewing the colleagues required to submit returns to 
reduce the administrative burden and ensure that returns are only collected 
that are required for compliance or accountability purposes. The number of 
questions have also been reviewed and reduced, to again reflect only what is 
required. In line with external audit requirements the text was amended to 
clarify the requirement for colleagues to declare interests of their close family1.   
 

5 In July Governance & Legal Services contacted colleagues required to complete 
a Register entry, which included Governors, Senior Management Group, 
Resource Centre Managers and University Nominated Directors on our 
subsidiary and associated companies.  

 
6 A total of 62 individuals register entries were required for 2017/18, a small 

number from colleagues that had left during 2017/18 and therefore their most 
recent entry was used. At the time of writing compliance with the annual 

                                                      
1 Close family refers to: your children, spouse or domestic partner; the children of your spouse or 

domestic partner; or anyone who is dependent on you or your spouse (for example, parents who are 
financially dependent on you). Financial Reporting Council Standard 102. 



 

exercise was as follows, (please note that many of the 62 individuals required 
to complete a register entry contribute to more than one of these categories):   

 

(a) all 21 entries have been received from governors 
(b) all 40 entries have been received from members of the Senior 

Management Group; 
(c) all 34 entries have been received from Resource Centre Managers; 
(d) 6 of the 6 entries for staff that are university nominated directors on 

subsidiary and associated companies have been received.  

 

7 The Register of Interests for 2017/18 can therefore be considered complete. 
 

Recommendation 

8 The Governance & Nominations Committee is invited to note the status of the 
Register of Interests.  
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Schedule of Business 2018/19 
 
 
Executive Summary 
The schedule of business for the Governance and Nominations Committee for 2018/19 is 
attached, based on the University’s business cycle. 
 

Action Requested 

The report is for information.  The Committee is asked to note the current schedule of business 
for 2018/19 and to add or amend it as necessary in response to the discussion and priorities 
identified at the meeting. 
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Schedule of Business 2018/19 

 
 

05 October 2018 
Deadline – 20 September 2018 

18 January 2019 
Deadline – 07 January 2019 

15 March 2019 
Deadline – 28 February 2019 

14 June 2019 
Deadline – 30 May 2019 

COMPLIANCE 
MATTERS 

Annual report on data protection 
and freedom of information 
(report on 2017/18 – incl GDPR) 

Annual Slavery and Human 
Trafficking statement 

Student complaints and appeals 
2016/17 annual report 

Compliance matters annual 
report 

Register of Interests Students’ Union Elections held in 
October 2018 

Subsidiary companies annual 
report 

UKVI compliance annual report 

Compliance report    Report on Students’ Union 
elections (Spring 2019) 

   OIA referrals (Annual Report) 
GOVERNANCE 
MATTERS 

Internal effectiveness review of 
the Board 

Internal effectiveness review of 
the Board 

Internal effectiveness review of 
the Board 

Internal effectiveness review of 
the Board 

Corporate Governance Statement 
for the Year Ended 31 July 2018 

  Annual review of committee 
terms of reference 

School academic committee 
effectiveness review 

   

GOVERNOR 
MATTERS 

Annual review and remuneration 
of Committee Chairs 2017/18 

 Board membership and 
recruitment (including 
reappointments)  

Appointment of committee chairs 

Induction and development 
update 

  Appointment of Academic Board 
nominee (category A 
representative) 

   Committee memberships 
2018/19 

   Governor pairing 2018/19 
OTHER 
MATTERS 

Annual report on fundraising and 
donations 

   



STANDING 
ITEMS 

Apologies, Declarations of Interest 
Membership & terms of reference 
Minutes of the last meeting 

Matters arising 
Schedule of Business 2018/19 
Use of the University Seal 

OTHER 
MATTERS 

Board Effectiveness Review  (external) – September 2021 
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