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FOREWORD

The Board of Governors has undertaken a review of their effectiveness aligned to the CUC
Framework for Board effectiveness in two phases. The first was undertaken in 2011/2012
and the second and final phase during 2013/14. The Board received the report of the
external facilitator following of the final phase at its meeting on 11TH July 2014 and accepted
the recommendations made. The Board will receive regular reports until all
recommendations have been implemented.
The Board is grateful to Mr Eddie Newcomb for his work in facilitating this review.
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GOVERNING BODY
Final report on stage 2 of the review of effectiveness
Conclusions and Recommendations
The second and final phase of the review of the effectiveness of the Governing Body of
Glyndwr University began with analysis of the 11 responses to the questionnaire. This was
followed by interviews with 15 members of the Governing Body, including the Vice-Chancellor,
and with the Clerk, the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Operations) and the Executive Director of
Finance and Estates. Progress in relation to the implementation of the recommendations in
the report on the first phase of the review was studied as were papers for recent Board
meetings. Importantly, interviews were also undertaken with a range of external stakeholders.
In addition, a workshop with Governing Body members was held. This final report reflects all
of these discussions and sets out conclusions and recommendations for the Board to consider
in seeking to develop further its effectiveness.
1. Introduction
1.1. The review began at a time when the Governing Body, the Vice-Chancellor and the senior
executive team were preoccupied with resolving a major financial issue with which the
University had been confronted. This has been, and continues to be, a testing period for all
concerned but perversely perhaps it could be said that there was no better time in which to
review the effectiveness of the Governing Body. With the agreement of the Chair, it was
decided to delay the final report until the end of the 2013-14 session when an assessment
could reasonably be made of the success of the Governing Body in handling what, in terms of
its scale, was an unprecedented problem for the University.
1.2. Members of the Board are reminded that this is the second and final phase of the
effectiveness review, the first stage of which took place in 2012. The University is using the
methodology which emerged from an earlier CUC study of Governing Body effectiveness
(What is an effective and high performing Governing Body in UK higher education?
CUC/Leadership Foundation report, January 2009) and which comprised three inter-related
core which are shown in the diagram below:

1

1.3. The Board invited Eddie Newcomb, who had undertaken phase 1 of the review in
2012, to facilitate the second and final phase. For information a brief curriculum vitae of
the Consultant is attached as Annexe A.
1.4. The first phase of the review was concerned with the enablers of an effective
governing body and working relationships and Board Room behaviour, that is, the
conditions which are necessary but not sufficient for effective governance. This final phase
relates to what is in the end the most important of the elements, the outcomes. The CUC
methodology identifies eight outcome areas critical to governing body success:









The agreed institutional plan is being achieved
Agreed standards of institutional health and sustainability are being achieved
The required standards of accountability and legal/regulatory compliance are being
achieved
Defined quality levels in academic and service provision and the student experience
are being achieved
Both effective management of risk and optimal support for innovation are being
achieved
Enhanced institutional reputation and competitiveness are being achieved
Enhanced institutional leadership through effective governance is being achieved
Confidence in governance is being achieved both within the institution and by key
external stakeholders

1.5. Each of these outcome areas, together with other relevant issues, is studied in later
sections of the report but it may first be helpful to the Board to give an overall assessment:
On the basis of both phases of the review, governance at Glyndwr is fundamentally
sound. The recent challenging circumstances have in several important ways
strengthened the approach of the Governing Body, sharpened its role as the
University’s critical friend and given a new impetus to its work. There are areas which
offer scope for further development but the commitment of the Board to continuing
improvement augurs well for the uncertain times ahead.
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2. Summary of recommendations
The following is a summary of the recommendations made to enhance future effectiveness:
It is recommended that:
(i) as soon as practically possible, the Board implements fully the review process with
individual members of the Board (section 4.3.);
(ii) the strategic planning process and the monitoring of the plan should be enhanced
by the various steps proposed in the report, including the meaningful involvement of
the Board at an early stage (section 5.4);
(iii) as a further step to assist members in their appreciation of the University’s core
business, the Board, in consultation with the Clerk and senior executives, should try to
define the areas of academic work and academic governance in which it would like to
have a better understanding (section 8.2.);
(iv) the Board should develop a student experience strategy on the lines proposed
(section 8.6.);
(v) periodically the Board itself should scan the risk environment and examine the top
risks for the University (section 9.2.);
(vi) the Board should consider whether the University’s unique combination of
missions can be presented more effectively, whether there are ways of enhancing the
role of members as ambassadors and whether the re-structuring and new strategic plan
offer positive opportunities for projecting the University (section 10.3.);
(vii) internal and external communications strategies be prepared for the purposes
identified in the report (sections 5.4. and 10.3.);
(viii) the Board should continue to explore ways of ensuring that students as well as
staff have confidence in the governance arrangements (section 12.1.);
(ix) the Nominations Committee should consider the appointment to the Board of a
senior figure experienced in higher education management in order to strengthen the
skills mix (section 13.3.).
3. The Approach
3.1. This assessment of effectiveness was based on the following steps:








An evaluation of relevant Board documentation (Agenda, Minutes and a range of
supporting papers)
A review of progress in relation to Phase 1 recommendations
An analysis of a detailed questionnaire issued to all members of the Board on the third
principal determinant of Governing Body effectiveness – the outcomes
Interviews with the Chair of the Board, the Vice-Chancellor, 13 other members of the
Board , the Clerk to the Board, the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Operations) and the Director
of Finance; the convention used was that the conversations were non-attributable and
that views would not be ascribed to any one individual
Interviews with a range of external stakeholders
Attendance at a meeting on 27 February 2014 at which the Vice-Chancellor spoke to
an open meeting of staff about the re-structuring process
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A facilitated informal workshop for Governors held on 18 June 2014

3.2. The Consultant wishes to place on record his warm appreciation of the trouble taken by
all who participated in the exercise. Particular thanks are due to the Clerk, Val Butterworth, for
making the complicated logistical arrangements which made it possible to undertake the
review in the minimum of time. The degree of frankness in the responses was again refreshing
and helpful. The immense commitment of members of the Governing Body and the spirit in
which the review has been undertaken, in particular the very open and positive discussion at
the June workshop, are highly commendable.
4. Review of progress in relation to Phase 1 recommendations
4.1. This final report should be read alongside the 2012 report and at an early stage a brief
review was undertaken in relation to the implementation of the 10 sets of recommendations in
the first phase report. It is pleasing to note that substantial progress has been made and this
has been confirmed by the Internal Auditors who have declared themselves satisfied with the
actions taken.
4.2. One matter remains under consideration and that is the recommendation to structure
informal one-to-one interviews between the Chair or Vice-Chair with individual members of
the Board within an 18 month period. Steps to this end have been taken but for logistical
reasons and time pressures it has not proved possible to complete this task. The second,
related to the first, is the desirability of the review process to include the Chair. Here
arrangements for the review of the Chair have been agreed and the process was followed for
the first time in autumn 2013 prior to the annual confirmation of the Chair.
4.3. It is recommended that, as soon as practically possible, the Board implements fully
the review process with individual members of the Board.
5. Strategic Planning
5.1. The first of the outcome areas in the CUC/Leadership model concerns the achievement
of a university’s strategic plan. Inevitably the financial crisis at Glyndwr threw the current plan
off course and the Board has now embarked on a new plan. It is accepted by many, if not all,
of Board members that the future approach to strategic planning could be improved. There is
widespread agreement that there is a danger of a strategic plan becoming ‘monolithic’ (to
quote a word used by one Board member) and developing a life of its own so that vitality and
the flexibility to adjust to changing circumstances are lost. Without impinging on the
responsibilities of senior management, Board members could be more intimately involved in
the process at an earlier stage so that there is full ownership of the final version. Indeed the
Vice-Chancellor has indicated his wish to go further and for members of the Board to work
with senior management, staff and students in seeking ideas from all parts of the University
as part of the planning process. Part of this approach might be to invite governors, the
executive and others to undertake a SWOT analysis and to compare the results. Certainly, it
would be helpful for Board members to do this.
5.2. So much for process. As to substance, Board members acknowledged that to some extent
energies may have been deflected by the number of external reviews involving the University
in recent years. Any focus which was lost, however, has now been regained. There is a clear
wish to improve the quality of the next strategic plan, to define closely stretching but achievable
targets with milestones to measure progress along the way. It is recognised that the plan must
be based on a set of robust principles which reflect the University’s unique combination of
missions and which allow flexibility as circumstances change.
5.3. Benefits have sprung from the financial crisis: the Strategy and Finance Committee is now
seeking more and better financial information and student recruitment data, the Board is more
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challenging and monitoring has become more rigorous. Evidence-based decision making has
strengthened, sensitivity analyses are being presented and more helpful KPIs are being set.
These developments must work to the University’s advantage in the future and are to be
warmly commended. The Board and the Strategy and Finance Committee have ‘upped their
game’ in response to recent circumstances and a clear process for consultation is in place as
to the plans for restructuring.
5.4. It is recommended that:
(i) the Board and the Strategy and Finance Committee continue their present robust
scrutiny in relation to financial and recruitment data and embed it as part of the
monitoring process.
(ii) to support forward planning, members of the Board and the senior executive should
consider preparing individual SWOT analyses in relation to the University’s position
and comparing the results; if the outcome is helpful, it could be extended to other
groups in the University.
(iii) the future strategic planning process should provide the Board with meaningful
involvement at an early stage in collaboration with the executive; as suggested by the
Vice-Chancellor, ways be considered whereby Board members and the senior
executive work together to elicit ideas from all parts of the University.
(iv) future institutional plans should contain sensitivity analyses and a ‘Plan B’.
(v) strategic plans should be accompanied by a communications strategy to ensure
that internally staff and students are aware of aims, progress and outcomes.
6. Institutional health and sustainability
6.1. The health of the institution and its future sustainability are necessarily in the very forefront
of the minds of members of the Board and the Vice-Chancellor and his senior colleagues. The
recent financial setback has caused the Board to ask itself whether they could have seen the
crisis coming; the enhanced information now being presented to Board and the Strategy and
Finance Committee described above represents a response to this and the recovery plan
seems to be proceeding well with the deficit falling sharply.
6.2. Glyndwr is conscious that its resource base is relatively small. Steps have been taken to
enhance this, particularly through its London acquisitions. In passing, two points might be
made. First, a number of members of the Board and the senior executive expressed
disappointment that other potential partners in north-east Wales and north-west England did
not appear to see advantages in a closer alliance. Second, the Vice-Chancellor and his senior
colleagues have worked very hard to set up partnerships at home and overseas which would
be to the academic or financial benefit of the University (or both) and which would help to
provide future sustainability. The Consultant spoke, for example, to the lead member of the
University’s Moscow partnership who spoke positively about the success of the relationship.
It is not the purpose of the current study, however, to examine the substance of the University’s
approach but it should be noted that the Board looks long and hard at proposed partnerships,
not all of which are approved. Moreover, the Board is increasingly asking the ’Why?’ question
in relation not only in the context of proposed partnerships but also in relation to any proposals
for significant expenditure. It has set higher thresholds for decision making.
6.3. Like other small institutions (and there are several in England as well, of course), Glyndwr
will continue to face pressures in the years ahead but the sharper edge to the Board’s
challenges as the University’s ‘critical friend’ are extremely encouraging and hopefully this will
be recognised outside the University. No specific recommendations are made as many of
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those set out in section 5 will also support the Board’s determination to try to ensure the future
sustainability of the University.
7. Standards of accountability and legal/regulatory compliance
7.1. The Consultant is satisfied that the University is meeting appropriate standards of
accountability and legal compliance as indeed the reports of the internal and external auditors
testify. The Board has an active and skilled Audit Committee which rigorously scrutinises this
area whilst concerns expressed by UKVI have been vigorously addressed. No
recommendations are made in relation to standards in this respect. The Board can be satisfied
with its performance.
8. Defined standards in academic and service provision including the student
experience
8.1. The first phase report contained a series of recommendations designed to better provide
independent members of the Board with a good understanding of the University’s academic
work. The reports from the Senate and the Vice-Chancellor’s regular briefing notes continue
to be valued but it was accepted that other steps should be taken. Hence, although the
recommendations are being taken forward, they may not, on reflection, be sufficient to give
independent members a base on which they can confidently challenge matters in the
academic area. As stated in the report of June 2012, it is an oddity of higher education
governance that the core academic business is handled to one side of the governing body, so
to speak. The Board has, however, a legal responsibility for determining the mission and
educational character of the University and members cannot carry out this responsibility
effectively without an understanding and appreciation of the academic activities undertaken in
the institution. At the same time, of course, they have to maintain a degree of detachment and
objectivity and must not interfere or become embroiled in the detail. In passing, it should be
noted that the recruitment to the Board of an expert in academic quality has been extremely
useful and has in itself helped other members’ knowledge of this key area.
8.2. It is therefore recommended that, as a further step, the Board, in consultation with
the Clerk and senior executives, should try to define the areas of academic work and
academic governance in which it would like to have a better understanding.
8.3. These areas might, for example, include:







What are the University’s strengths and weaknesses in provision?
How are courses costed and priced?
What market research is undertaken before a new course is launched?
How is research costed and funded and how does this relate to the income streams
involved?
How does the recruitment process work and how do projected student numbers relate
to the financial processes?
What do we mean by ‘academic governance’ and how does it work?

This is not an exhaustive list but may be a helpful starting point.
8.4. In terms of service provision the Board takes the legitimate view that the measurement of
operational performance is a matter for the senior executives and ultimately for the ViceChancellor who is responsible to the Board for the overall management of the University.
8.5. Of key importance under this heading is the student experience. The student voice is
being heard much more strongly in the Board and the contributions of the Guild
representatives are much appreciated by the Board. The NSS and PRES (Postgraduate
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Research Experience Survey) results are carefully monitored and in this context the
improvement in the University’s performance is welcome as indeed is the very good recent
QAA assessment. Steady progress is therefore being made but Board members accept that
a more strategic and systematic approach to the student experience is needed so that the
Board has a fully rounded appreciation of this area.
The June workshop considered the issue of the quality of the student experience in its London
operation as opposed to Wrexham. Members agreed that it was important that the quality of
the academic provision in the two locations should be equivalent. At the same time it was
agreed that, because of the differences in the two very contrasting environments, the student
experience could not be exactly the same in its nature but that it should be just as rewarding
for a student, whichever location they were in.
8.6. There was a very useful discussion on all these matters at the June workshop as a result
of which it is recommended that:
(i) the Board should develop a definition of the nature of the student experience the
University is seeking to achieve, taking into account student expectations in this digital
age.
(ii) the Board should build on the definition by developing a student experience strategy
which should include a list of priorities, the period over which it is intended to achieve
them, how they are to be financed and the steps to be taken to measure progress.
(iii) the strategy would need to reflect and be consistent with the different teaching and
learning strategies required for different groups of students.
(iv) the student experience strategy should reflect the necessary differences between
its London operation and its Wrexham campus but should aim to ensure that the
experience was equally rewarding, whichever location the student attended.
9. Risk and innovation
9.1. The fifth criterion in the CUC/Leadership Foundation model concerns the effective
management of risk and the optimal support for innovation. The University’s policy and
processes for risk management are clear and comprehensive. They are underpinned by the
risk management advisory group and a risk champion. The Audit Committee undertakes a
detailed scrutiny and review of this area to ensure the necessary controls are in place. In
addition, the Strategy and Finance Committee and the Human Resources Committee both
now undertake horizon scanning in relation to risk. The risk processes are shortly to be further
enhanced: the risk management advisory group is considering the University’s risk appetite in
relation to categories of risk, the model for which has been approved by the Audit Committee.
This is sensible and helpful since a single statement on risk does not fit all.
9.2. Risk management seems well embedded in the University. The only issue for
consideration is whether the Board itself should take a more active role in order to fulfil its legal
and fiduciary duties. With a highly competent Audit Committee and the range of policies and
processes in place, it may be tempting for the Board to rely on these other mechanisms. It is,
however, suggested that there are advantages for any organization if the Board plays a
positive part in risk management. This indeed seems to be happening in universities
elsewhere. The May/June 2014 edition of Trusteeship, the journal of the Association of
Governing Bodies in the United States, reports that governing bodies themselves are more
often involved in risk discussions: the percentage of boards so involved has increased from
47% in 2008 to 62% in 2013. Accordingly, it is recommended that periodically the Board
should scan the risk environment and examine the top risks for the University.
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9.3. In relation to innovation the Board has shown itself to be entrepreneurial and ready to
take bold measures, the purchase of the stadium being one example and the purchase of
OPTIC being another. Partnerships with other institutions, both at home and abroad, have
also had an innovative touch in some cases. At the same time the University has been
concerned not to be regarded as maverick and some possibilities have, after careful
consideration, been rejected. Indeed one member of the Board characterized the current
approach as ‘not risk averse but cautious’. In present circumstances that seems entirely the
appropriate stance.
10. Institutional reputation and competitiveness
10.1. The interviews with Board members revealed a considerable amount of unease about
the University’s reputation in some quarters as well some uncertainty as to whether the Board
had achieved an appropriate balance in terms of competitiveness and risk. It should be
emphasised that the University’s reputation locally is very high: it is seen as a powerful and
positive influence in terms of the local community, socially and economically. Four local
stakeholders were interviewed during the project: the Leader of Wrexham Council, two
industrialists (one from a firm with which the University has research links and one where there
is a teaching arrangement) and one Principal from a further education college where there is
a teaching partnership. There was unanimous praise for what the University is achieving and
admiration for the range of activities in which it is engaged. It is seen as a powerful force for
good in terms of the local economy and the local community. Communications are generally
thought to be excellent and the energy of the University is much admired. There is confidence
in the leadership of the University and the Board of Governors.
10.2. Further afield some may see the University as opportunistic rather than strategic. They
may have misunderstood, for example, the reasons why the stadium and OPTIC were
purchased or the basis on which the University has sought to develop its London operation.
However difficult it may be to convince the sceptics, it is clearly something the University must
try to do.
10.3. Accordingly it is recommended that:
(i) the Board and the Executive should consider whether the University’s unique
combination of missions – its USP - can be presented more effectively both in Wales
and beyond.
(ii) the Board should consider whether there is scope for members to act more
effectively as ambassadors for the University (without impinging on the responsibilities
of the Vice-Chancellor and senior executive team); this would mean thorough briefing
to ensure a consistent ‘story’ was told and would also require the help of the
University’s Media Department in order to ensure careful management of negative
news.
(iii) the restructuring and development of a new strategic plan should be used positively
in terms of the region and country; it may, for example, offer the opportunity for a formal
presentation to politicians and councils in the region, including Flintshire and
Denbighshire, as well as other stakeholders. In parallel, a business engagement
strategy, focussed on SMEs, may help to consolidate the University’s success in
relation to the regional economy.
(iv) the Board and the senior executive should consider whether the appointment of a
new Chair of HEFCW offers an opportunity for a new phase of engagement with the
Council.
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(v) these and other factors should be brought together in an external communications
strategy to complement the internal strategy recommended earlier.
10.4. In terms of competitiveness the University seems to be doing all it can within the
constraints imposed upon it. The buoyant recruitment figures for home students last October
and the promise of a similar outcome for 2014-15 are very encouraging. The volatility of home
and international recruitment is better understood. Both the Board and the executive have
learned much from recent experience.
11. Enhanced institutional leadership through effective governance
11.1. Governance issues are taken seriously by the Board and there is a commitment to
continuous improvement. The Board is very ably led by a Chair of great distinction and it is
well served by an excellent Clerk who keeps abreast of governance developments across the
UK. It can be fairly said that the Board meets the criterion of enhanced institutional leadership
through effective governance.
12. Confidence in governance internally and externally
12.1. The issue of the extent to which confidence in governance is being achieved internally
and externally is, of course, related to the comments in 11.1. above. So far as the internal
position is concerned the Board decided, in the light of a recommendation on this matter in
the first report, to use a staff: governor workshop to assess this in the first instance. This took
place in November 2013 and consideration is being given to holding such an event annually.
It might also be said that the broad reaction among staff (not all) to the consultative process
on re-structuring has been generally positive. The other principal internal stakeholders are the
students and, whilst the interview with the Guild representative of the Board suggested that
there were no particular issues in this regard, it is recommended that the Board continue
to explore ways of ensuring that students as well as staff have confidence in the
governance arrangements. For shared governance to work successfully, Board members,
the senior executive, staff and students must have respect for each other and the Board must
act inclusively and transparently.
12.2. Externally, as is noted above, the situation is more mixed. Local stakeholders clearly
have confidence in the governance of the University. Further afield it is not certain how far the
leadership provided by the Board is recognised among policy makers in Wales, especially the
way in which the Board has recently ‘upped its game’ to repeat the phrase used earlier. The
external communications strategy recommended earlier should take this into account.
13. Other Matters
13.1. There are four other matters which have been raised in the course of the study which
are relevant to the enhancement of future effectiveness: (i) how best can Board members use
their time; (ii) the composition of the Board; (iii) relationships between the Board and the senior
executive; and (iv) the governance – management continuum.
13.2. On (i) there were some wise words from the Chair at the end of June workshop when he
suggested that that the Board might usefully review its capacity in terms of how it spends its
time, both in meetings and outside meetings. Allied with this is the need for the Board itself to
take more responsibility for shaping its agenda, to focus on the big issues and to be clear
about its future strategic priorities. The pressures on voluntary governors are very
considerable and they necessarily have a finite time to devote to the University though the
‘finite’ is stretched in many cases! No recommendation is made on this matter but the Chair’s
thoughts are endorsed.
13.3. Reference is made earlier in this report to the knowledge required by Board members
about the University’s academic provision and the recruitment of Professor Sharp has added
9

considerably to the Board’s experience in relation to academic quality. However, it is
recommended that the Nominations Committee consider the appointment to the Board
of a senior figure experienced in higher education management to strengthen the skills
mix. It is understood that this is already under way.
13.4. Fourthly, this is a time of major re-structuring at the senior executive level and various
changes in experienced personnel are taking place. In addition, there will shortly be a number
of changes in the membership of the Board as normal rotation takes place. Although the ViceChancellor will provide continuity, it is suggested that as these changes take place there will
be a need to renew the relationship between the Board and other senior executives, so that
the good working relationship, noted in the first report, can be continued. In this context, it is
to the Board’s credit that it appreciates the heavy load borne by the Vice-Chancellor and his
senior officers and it is conscious of the stress placed on them. This is a matter for the Board
to keep under review.
13.5. Finally, in the first phase report there was reference to the difficult and sensitive
distinction between governance and management. The report concluded this discussion by
recommending that, as a matter of good practice, the Board and executive should keep this
under review and continue to have an open discussion whenever it is felt that the boundary is
being inappropriately crossed. The boundary between governance and management is not a
fixed point. In smaller institutions with a specialist mission, governors are often themselves
experts in the subject area concerned and are looked to for advice to management in a way
which would be anathema in a large institution with a substantial managerial infrastructure.
Similarly, when the University is experiencing a major crisis of some kind, for example, it might
be necessary for some members to become closer to management, but the trick then is to
know when to withdraw into the governance role. Knowing where to go and where not to go is
the issue. The old adage ‘noses in, fingers out’ remains a useful touchstone. It seems evident
that Board members at Glyndwr are conscious of this issue and, as recommended earlier,
keep the matter under review.

14. The Future
14.1. As at the workshop which accompanied the first stage exercise, the June workshop took
time examining the future and the changes that might need to be made to governance. Some
of the questions raised covered:


The lessons learned from recent problems and how they might be avoided or mitigated
should there be a danger of recurrence: each level of the University needs to be aware
of early warning signals
 The need to continue to be challenging in order to help the executive
 The importance of focussing on both core and new business and in doing so retaining
core values and vision
 The desirability of more horizon scanning and improved contingency planning
 The need for the Board to develop KPIs to measure its own performance
This list is not exhaustive but it was clear that Board members acknowledged the importance
of spending time looking ahead. In the first report it was recommended that the Board devoted
a Strategy Day to consideration of future challenges. This was adopted and the intention is to
continue this approach.
15. Concluding Comments
15.1. The conclusion of the first stage of the review should be recalled: ‘.. governance at
Glyndwr is fundamentally sound in terms of the foundations required for effectiveness and of
Board Room relationships. The Board is highly effective in virtually all key respects. There are
10

some areas which offer scope for development but the commitment of the Board to continuing
improvement augurs well for the future generally and for the second phase of the review in
particular.’
15.2. The University has since been through a period of turbulence and it is hoped that the
present report will enable the Board to take stock of its performance, looking back on lessons
learned, but more importantly looking forward to ensure the University’s future sustainability.
In the Consultant’s view, the Board is emerging from the difficult period all the stronger. The
Board is more challenging and questioning and sharper in its approach but in a manner
appropriate to the University’s ‘critical friend’. It is hoped that members will be encouraged by
the tenor of this report and that its recommendations will be helpful in meeting the uncertain
terrain ahead. The Consultant wishes the Board well: the University has much to be proud
about.

Eddie Newcomb

June 2014
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ANNEXE A

EDDIE NEWCOMB OBE (2002)
BA (Hons) (Dunelm), Dip Ed (Dunelm), Hon LLD (Manchester)
Eddie Newcomb was Registrar and Secretary of the Victoria University of Manchester from
1995 until 2004. Before that he held comparable posts at the universities of Leeds and Essex.
He has been a member of many national groups concerned with higher education (including
the Funding Group of the Dearing Committee of Enquiry into Higher Education) and has
developed extensive links with universities abroad. From 1998 to 2004 he was Chair of the
Association of Heads of University Administration.

Since 2004 he has worked as consultant or project manager on a wide range of national
projects, particularly for the Committee of University Chairs, the Leadership Foundation and
the Higher Education Funding Council for England, as well as undertaking studies for other
national bodies and individual universities in the UK and overseas. This work has been largely
in the areas of governance, organisation, structures and senior staff remuneration.

Between 2004 and 2010 Eddie Newcomb was Chair of the Board of Rose Bruford College, a
drama and performance institution of higher education in Kent of which he is also an Honorary
Fellow. He was awarded the OBE for services to higher education in 2002. In 2004 he was
appointed the first Distinguished Fellow of the Association of University Administrators and in
the same year was awarded an honorary doctorate of the Victoria University of Manchester.

12

