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System and lnstrtutronal Missions

o L4 .

’

.

°

4 ®

+" ' Public MultlcampUS ngher Education Systws

0
B

-~

NO university or college can be all thingsto all peopld Each should have a clearly defined mission—a state-
ment of puspose—if it is to be given rational direction. The board that governs a system-of instltutrons must be
cognizant of the educational needs of the people of the stam and the special abilities of each instrtutrop within
the system to fulfill its part of those heeds. It must also be keenly aware of the resources.available to adequately
fund each perceived educatronal need. = . - :

3

* The board should carefully plan-educational programs on a systemwide basis to avoid &nnecessaryduplrca-
tion of programs of high uriit costs and’ programs of high nécessity but low enroliment potential, The board
‘_,should makg certain that the' specific and unique goals of each institutiop are clearly enunciated to each

academic community so that these goals can serve as guidés to the faculty, t
general public . . T .

1. Istherea statement of mrssron and reIated goals which is applicable to the '

o . L4

i U ' 2

\/’ YL

system as a whole? 3

If not, do you feel that such)_a statement should be prepared at this
time? ‘ -

N ®

1f so, isthat'statemen't“tirh "'andadeqi.ra'te? o
\

2. Do&’ each insfitution W|th 1 the system have a srngle statement of
institutional mrssroh? ; . . d

e.

¥y

Are you personaliy fajliar (uin general ternis)' with each of them?

: Have these statements been developed in relation to each other and -

_to the system sta\’toment of mission? -,

Were these statements developed hy or-in consultatron “With, the
|nst|t‘u.tions?

Are these statements suff‘greuftly clear and spec:frc SO that they can
servé as guides to - acadenric pIannrng decision making, and
budgeting?

.

Are they used to help assess institutiorial performance?

Are the'se statements of mission periodigally reviewed and discussed

- with the system’s executive officer and campus executives?
: 3 . ' . ’

i

3. Were ntembers_of the b(;d personally involved in the developmant of
statements of inission for: . - - e '

a.
5.

4. Have the statements of mission peen related to the statewide plans, and ¢

he system as a whole? ‘

Each institutiOn within the syster"n?

the plans-of other sectors (such as private higher educatron)?

- -

prospectrve students, and to the

S <, » .
sYes N Don’t Know/
; an’t judge’
/‘\ -
‘. 0y
st
LY
P
4
. A
7 A ]
¥ . »
g
! -
7
~ .
ge 3

Sumynary: In relation to this criterion, | feel that the board’s performance has been:

Very Good

»Good Adeduate

_ Poor

5 N . L " -

Further comments or suggestions related to this criterion: -~

[

“.

b

Don’t Know/Can't Judge_




_expertise, and external relationships'to make an effective board? !

, B'oa‘rd‘ Membership .4

T e S B Public Multicampus Higher 'E‘ducatﬁiowms

Criterion.2. - g o

-

" The concept of a “"balanced board" with sufficiéntly divetse personal backgrounds, points of view, interests,”
and skills Ras been given increased attention; particularly as it applies-to lay governing boards of public
institutions. The'se‘éboa'rdsrneed'responsiblé and dedicated persons with an array of specialized knowledge and
skills if they are to govern effectively. The oppQrtunity for the governing board of astate system t electitys own

members may be limited, but a board should be aware of its-membership needsa nak@hese known
through whatever means are appropriate * . R v
o - - o . ' ‘f , ‘ ' « Yes No wDon’t,Kn_gw/ -

. ) ‘ Can’t judge

1. Doyoufeel that the board contains a sufficient range of peréohal attributes,

O
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2. s there an effectiveqmeans of commufdicating membérship needs to the
governor's office, legislature, or other appointing or confirming authority?

3. Do you feel that the members of the board have sufficient knowledge of
~the system and its institutions—their history and their role in higher education .
in the-state—to judge the value of new ideas and practices with reasonable con- - o LN ——
fidence in their decisions? ) a o _ & -
. - T, . KR ;

4. Do you feél that the board members understand their Tesponsibilities to

the whole s&gtem—fnot just .io certain parts of it, or to certain of its * :
constituencies? oy T : ‘

f . * ) ’ \
5. Does the board have an established procedure for orienting new members
to their duties and responsibilities? B 0 -

- ;:/3 . . K - %

_ Summary: In relation to this criterion, I,f'eel t'yfat the board’s performanc:e has been:

S Don’t\Know/CarFYtJudge

~Good Adequaie Poor

Very Good '

'

Further comments or-suggestions related tb this criterion: - \ . : .

. 1. : <+

N
»,._./
3 -
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' N " Public Multicampus Higher_lfducat'idn Systems
Criterion 3 L0 : . R

- . ’

’

Board Organization . . S ]
- ~ . ) .
* : . .

The effectiveness of-a board depends greatly on the structure of its organrzatron.and the canduct of its
g\eetrngs The board's own rules, formulated over time and frequently;out of habit or traditign, det‘ermrng these
matters, A productive board is r:/.rally one that has periodically taken the time to assign prityities to its duties,
critically review its @rganizatiorfal structures agd rules of procedure and updite as needed sectrons of its

b,ylaws policy manuaJ or operatrons manual. . &

The board sheuld also review the procedures for formulating agendas and cgnducting meetings to see that ,

necessary business is dispatched promptly, that implications of key polrcy decisions are carefully consxdered
and that tlme is not wasted on trivia or administrative detail.

. | ) . - -
NN o < ) Yes  No ' Don’t Know/

~

4
LN

-~

1.  Within the past‘three or four years has the'board empowereda commlttee

or enlisted counsel to review its procedures, ‘committee practxces, policies and , . i
bylaws to recommend improvements? * R
2. lsthe board’sagenda and supporting information sent to you in the right . - ) T
amount and far enough in ad\;ance to allow proper preparation for meetings? .
3. Do you feel thét the board’s present committee structure: . - '
.a  Makes for effrcxent handling of the board’s work?* . =~
* b, Givesthewhole board the opportunity to consider fully all matters of
. key importance to the institution? . - ! _
4. Do you feel that the prganization of the board and the conduct of its S <
. meetings are such that the interests of every campus are adequately !
consrdered?
. a 'Do thep' rmterest< ofthe”flagshr@ campus,” orany othersingle : .
campus or grép of campuses, tend to domlnate the whole system? e

O

b. Does the board routinely make itself avarlable to -mstxtutlonal
T executives at its meetings?

5. Does the board ensure that ittﬂwas_acce_ss to reports or. the viewpoints
of: o . o

iN T _ € & .

a™ Facuity {eaders/union representatives?
R L s f
b. Student Ieaders? < ¢ -
. o v ' b - o
- c ”Classrfled” employees? . . ‘ R . .
- N - -

rd The general publrc7 . " .

»
..

6. Does the board provide for reasonal§le rotation of its Ieads&ship?

Sﬁrnmary: In relation to this criterion, ! feel that;ihe board’s performance has been:

<

Very Géod_____.  Good Adequate Joor Don’t Know/Can't Judge, -
~ . . T . ' L) -
Further comments or suggestions reIated to thls crlterlon ‘
b S v
/ R . . ’ fin .- . v ) .
? - =
- - 0 ' )

RIC
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L . ' P ’ .- Publit Multicémpus Higher Education Systems
- X , \ \'ﬁ B - * j

« ’ . A [

Criterion 4

. .Yy . | . ’ . : ’ - '
‘Basic Edueational Policyy - . - o -
The.board should aswmerqspohsibility for making certain that each institution’s declared mission ? being
fulfilled. With the aid-and professional expertise of the faculty and administration, the board should ensure that! -
necessary educationall policies are formulated to guide the institutions toward stated goals. In addition, it

should assess periodically the manner jn which these policies aresgging implemented.

»

Yes  No Don't, Know/

> ' ‘ . - . ' » : . Can't Judge'
1. Doés the board keep itself generally 'i.nformed (through ssz reports of : . .
other means) of the trends and changes in society’s educational'needs — and .
the needs of today’s students? - : . N C "
Y \f' . B o b
2. Doyoufeel thatz(the institutions your board governs are living up totheir .~

stated missions through the education programs they are_now off?ring?

3. Does the board regulady receive reports frosg the chief executive officer
on the progress of educational policy implement n? . .

v a. Are'these repérts useful irr assessing the quality of educational pro-
grams and their appropriateness te the-institution - )

b. Are academic personnel policies’reviewed adequgtely (tenure, pro- .
motion, sabbaticals, retirement, etc.)? = : iT-

N ;e K s « . L.
4. Does the board take an active role, in close’collab6ration with administra- ¢
tion and faculty, in long-range academic program and personnel planning?

- . . oo
5. Does the board receive copies ar summaries of the reports of reaccredita-
o ~tion visiting teams? )

’ - .

- o S e } o
Summary: In relation to this criterion, [ feel the boatd’s performance has been:
- - A ’ ’ to »
Very Good__~_- Good,__+ Adeouate Poor Don't Know/Can't Judge
- Further camments '_or suggestions felated to this criterion: -t 4 ) - .

L . . - R ~°
I} -

O
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i 'Critfr/ion 5

Ao n Public Multi€ampus I!lighen Education'Syst.er'ns |

Q‘&P—‘; oL, . ° ' ~ . .

_..). . W

Selection and Assessmed "Fﬁecgt' é\,,y! fficeps ) '
oo » e - | [ R . -
» \ oIS L :

rand th& campus gxecutive officers gre major responsibilities ofthg'

be pregEded with a clear definition of the qualifications sought and
expected accgmplishments. 0 nTgieds should solicit the viewpoints of all segments of the
academic. community:-Unle i\';(_AOﬁ’ie;Tthf;Wef‘fhar of the community and that of the new exegttive

Thaselection of a sysk m_é_xec;ut' e of
governing board. Each seledgon ghou

may suffer. ST R N a B

' T _e.::‘" P 6"4:\:_ ,’h‘;‘ ’ o ,‘\? . T ’ » .
Itis also important that'thje bo'i‘r*ﬁ"aﬁc‘i\e‘ R ¢xeetitive officer formally agree upon performance goals that will -
.+ provide gUidQline?_'for his/h,'e[canauct af: elgfﬁ{*éf"l-f termination becomes necessary, it should be done in a

“manner which will not harmithe rep'qt@f)h of.the individual or the institution. _ '
» N ",“h' I o "‘4 ’7‘“ . ' ‘ ]
- Am Doy TR AL, T : Yes No Don't Know/
SN T N& » ) - Can't judge
v ¢ T AN Y _ I : Juee
1.7 Has__thé board adopted writtén procedu?é&;)r guidelines for the process of
selecting its principal executive officers? « v . S

i

2. Does the search committee (or its mandated procedures) provide for

mearingful 'participatiqn by members or groups of constituents such as 7
adnfinistration, faculty, students, or alumni? . )
3. When the present incumbents were selected, were there: ) '
a. Statements bf specific duties and responsibilities? S
- b. Written sets of perfosmance expectations? ’ i JE— -
. c. Specific lists of pe}quisit‘és (home, car, retirement plan, etc)? — - '

\

»

. assessment?

a. Is it knowrn and understood by allvconcer_ned?

‘4. ° Has a procedure and schedule beenestablished for formal presi‘dentfﬁl

b: Have thheve_xecutives had a 'voice in the formulation of this
procedure? . ' . ‘ . o

,

Summary: I relation to this ctiterion, | feel that the board's performance has been:
v . .

“Very-Good Adequate Poor

Good Don't Know/Can't Judge

1 Y .

e

. . o

Further comments or suggestions relatéd-to this criterion:
§ . '

i

i

7 . .
. 7.,. P v -= ’i - -
o , . , :
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b ’ , Public Multicampus Higher Education Systems

“ - te

5

- . 3

Crit’érion(y > _ I SN ,

Board Relations with Executive Officers
) C A s :
The quality of the Jworking relationshi;;” between the board afid its principal campus oringstitutional officérs
is of critical impb’na{:e to the effectiveness of the entire system. While the board must take responsibility for
basic policies andwtheir consequences, it must also give the system and cémpus executives the authority they
need to act decisively. This is particularly necessary in crisis situations and in extended neggtiations, butitis also |
true Of day-to-day decision makire. The.board must not hampe7'r these executives by becoming excessively
involved in operational matu;ers.? p\\ J .

)

) b . . 3 Yes | No ~Don’t Know/
L . ’h o N k » Can’t Judge
+ 1. Do you feel that there is &n overall cimate of mutual trust and support in
the board’s relatiqnhships witly its system executive? . ,

a. With the system office’s key staff person.? : - —_ - __',__TT
b. With its campus execative Officers? : - . /— i

2. Are the role and authority-of each principal ex&cutive clearly set forth in -
- written form (in bylaws, operating manual, or othen dosuments)? , '
. ) 4 o . . .

.
1

1 . . .
3. 11s the board satisfied that it has reasonable access to the advice and con-
cerns.of institutional executives and the system executive? . -

_4. Has the board clearly stipulated each executive officer’s authority\o act
decisively and negotiate firm settlements in Cfisis situations? .

3

5.. Do you fe€l'that the board becomes excessivel§ involved in operational

matters? R
6. [if appropriate} During collective bargaining negotiations, has the board * )
supported its administrators, offered advice when requested, and expressed -
q;fide.nc-e when deserved and needed? ° - . S
S}ummary: In relation to this criterion, | feel that the board’s performance h.a% been:
Very Good Good Adequate_ = 7 Poor___ < _ Don’t Know/Can't judge_______
Further comments or suggestions related to this criterion: i
‘ y -~ "
4 & d
@ ~ .
- » -
N \
. . ‘ , N\,
. \
- ’ -
h e 4
} ) s
» y . A
- - J ) .

ERIC
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Public Multicamipus Higher Education Systems
Criterion 7 \ Ty )

] ~ : . ) '
Board Relations with Faqult‘y C : N

° N 7 &

Inthgarea 0facadem|c affairs a very :mportan‘t part of aboard’s success in govermng wisely is the nature of its
relationship with the faculty. Most lay board members lack the professional experttse to legislate in the area of
academic affaiss, yet they shate the burden of responsibility for the quality of the institution and for the manner

- in which the institution fulfills its academic goals. The board should rely upon professionals for advice in formulating

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

governing policy, and delegate to them authority to carry out Operatlonal pohaes and procedures.

The avenue for this relationshipshould be throughthe system and campus e'xecuttves because these persons
work with the-faculty on a day-to-day basis. The line between governing policy and operating policy should be
established with reasonable cIarityJ;he instjitution needs to be given academic dlrectlon yet thé faculty should
have necessary freedom in the perfbrmance of its professmnal work.

o

»

s

: _ . Yes No Don’t Know/
. ' . ' . Can't Judge-

1. Does the board ha 2 a satisfactory organizational channel for continuing et
two-way communicatior with the facutty for information, opinions or advice? -

A - s ' Y
2. " Have the respectiva roles of the board, the administration, and the faculty L . ’
been effectively delinez'ed in the for-julation-of academic policy?

' \ ) T = " v
3. Do you feel that the board cxercises authority over: .
B * n - >
L More agpects of educational affairs than it needs to? * ' A : \
‘b, s _. Fewer aspects of educational affairs than it needs to? _

c. ! "_ Neither; its participation in educational affairs is appr\opriate.
4. Hasthefaculty and/oradministration formulated, and the boar+approved, 1 ;
up-to-date policies relating to: L : .

a. Faculty promotion and tenure? ) - s : ' - (

-b. Selection of new faculity? . : . : -
) . . . : b
c. Faculty retrenchment whenever or wherever it may be nec  sary? P
d. Standards of performance? S : ‘ R
. e. Acceptance of “outside” work or consultancies? ' .
s . ¥ . . ’
f.  Faculfy sabbaticals or professiomgl leave? . . ,
g. Faculty grievance? r SO .
f 5
h.  Information thaushoulg be part of a faculty member's permanent
: record and the conditidns of ifs dnsclosure? - .k ey <

v C%ﬁfhct of interest? ‘ E o v N o — ' .
Summ@)ﬁ relation to this crltenon I feel that the board s performance has been: . €
Very Good___"__ 4 Good Adequate Poor Co. Dont Know/Can t Judge
Further comment< or sugg e<t|ons related(to- this cuterlon

4 . ’ _ » . . - ’ - '

~ . . - . . N \

! . . h ) i . 1 ‘\..’ & ~
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PR Public Multﬁi‘canus Highe}'}/dubcé_i'i:on Systems
Critérion 8

Board Relations With Students o ‘ I /

The board has a clear obligation to protect the welfare of students and their right to a campus environment
that is conducive to scholarship, intellectual development and personal deveI?}iment The students’ health
and comfort are essential to Ieaimg The students’ freedom to learmindependentlyis abasic tenet.ofacademic

freedom, and like other freedoms it must be exercised under the obligation to/protect the welfare of the com-
munity as a whole. The' boatd must be sure that it has clear lines of corpmu?‘fcatton through approprgate chan-

‘nels to and from students. oA )
. i Yes No ° Don’t Know/
L} . . . . . ,Can’t Judge
1. . Do you feel thattheboard hasa satlsfactory orgamzatlonal channel for con- : ’ -
tinuing two-way commumcatlon with students? . . . 2 S |
2. s there an effective mechanlsm for reviewing periodically student satlsfac-
tion with the institution regarding: - S *
a. The academic program? g S TR N
- - .- 4 ’
b. Faculty performance?--- - : : ‘ L L
- ) ’
‘¢ Student ggrvices? w <0 - ; .
d.- Extra-curricudar programs? o ) )
- : ® -
) B . N ‘ ’ .. . RS .
3. Has the board approved policies that make adequate provision for the: ™ . . >~
students_non-curricular (cultural, educational, recreatiOﬂaI) activities? ' SR )
4. Do thé institutions and the system have governaw poluc;es for student ’ ..
appeal of perceived. mjustlces (academlc or other) L € - : .
5. Are there adequate *policies and procedures f'or the <mooth operataon of the ) o
'student financial assistance programs? : [ S
& . N . . , .-
".Sumn]ary;ﬁln relatior.1 to‘c‘#}&glitsvr:lon,_‘l feel that th.e boarvd’s performance has been:'ﬁ :
d 3 , ‘
“Verv Good Good _ Adequate Poor_____. . Don't Kn.ow/Cén’t Judge__ ____
Z S _ ] p ,

Further comments or suggestions related to this criterion:

&
. . . ‘ - .
. . ‘« N .
- . P : L . o
s B : /
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Criterion9 - =~ ° | . N o I
} . - ‘ v ‘ : U .. s . o -‘ e . . . s T ‘J
Financial Resources and Management A : Ve -

Re uésting public funds from" state flnaﬁclal departments the governor/ d~the legislature, is a most impor-
q grsia

“tant function and, perhap the most difficult for the governing board. LW Heilbron, veteran trugtee in

for asking for what is neede‘i taking into consideration a gealistic approach totge state finances. .. This posture —

pu§hc higher education, has said: “"The Condmon'bfsuccess is credibility. Thee tjustees must havearecord of fis-
cal re\sf)onSbehty in operatjons. THey also sHould have a reputation for makipg supportable budgetary requests

-affirmative to obtain apprepriations to meet demonstrated needs, yet restrained to show crednblllty — is dif-
ficult to establish and maintain.” (Lduis H. Meilbran. The College and Un:vers:ty Trustee San - Frantisco:

. e ) o "Public ‘Multieamous Higher Education S'yséems'

Jos.sey Bass, Inc., 1973) . ’ s . P o . S
o LT - - . “Yes No Don'tKnow/,
R » “ . «. o ) ( . - A L. E - Canlt Judge
M . SN ' - v ) . : "

1. Do you feel that the board’s review of budget requests is carried out with ., . '(j - A

/bj reasonably equating the necessny for programs wnth the availability of funds .

sufficient care, so that the resulting submission tothe state i$ truly the board’s )
own considered decision? . - i N

-

-a. , Isthe board then willing and ab‘re‘to defend 1t~before appropnate state 4

1
off:uals or agenaes? ) . ¥

" b. - Has the board demonstrated its ability to be effecuve \ylth state agen-

- cies in this regafd? . S S S S

- ) T A :

i “ .

2. Doyoufee!thattheboard hasectablxshed credlbllnymltcfundmgrequests ) ' ) 4{‘,, .

0 support thém? ) ) ) N 5
. . \ KN o,
3. Are thefiscal plans and budgets related to msmutlonal and system master
pIan goalsd -’ i ,

4. Isthe board provided with meamngful and uceful ”vardcuck mformatlon ' " ‘. e e
“to judge-expenditures, such as trend comparisons, data on etenomic mfl)atnon ‘ A <

Jfactors, and comparisons with institutional costs in ather states? -/'j _—

‘5. Has the board adopted guidelines that will regula?lx assure all cOrtgerned« .

7. Are the'campusesor |m<t|tut|on~ inyour! wstem encouraged to ralse momes

O

that the funds made avallabfe are managed wisely and spent prudently? Y SV R A&

6. Doe< the board have an objectweend clearlv understood method to gu:de N . u,

allocation of funds fairly and equitably among the mstltuuons? . AN T -

from private sources for specified purposes? : ’ e A
-~ : .
8. Are guidelines or pohc:ec for such fund raising adequate parueularly with o P )
‘regard to the role of the institutional foundation (if any)? ~ | . - _'_\__ -
. : o .

Summary In relat*ron to thls criterion, | feeI that the board < performance has been

Very%ood } . Cood : o Ade‘quate " Poar___ .. Don tKnow /Can t ludge
: e -

Further commemc or <€Jgge<t|ons related to phls crlterlon T .
~ . .o~ ot
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- - ™ . . « . - -

s L ' et \\\\F‘ .fRul?,lic Multicampus Higher Educatjon Sys't‘ernlg‘ :
Crlterlon 10, e T, o : LT
3 . _“;‘\/k- o /A , .. . (- 3 by ‘-.- , . “‘ o
Physrcal Plant » b T {“ LN T T T
. . TN N . . ’ . Lo o
¢, Tl is. the board! § r,esponsrbrhtyto create and malnta1n a physrcal envrronment that is conducive to<scho|arshrp

and learning and’consistent with reasbnable eéxpectations offuture fu nds. Décisionsthatinvolve campus mas-
- térplansand the c,apital outIay budget requests are the major concerns. P;udence demands that maximum use
" be made of exrstrng physrcal plants before construction or remodeling:is considered. Bfficiency of the board’s
'time and effort requrre that itbe concerned only with those matters that cannot be properly delegated to the

adfmn;stratrve staff . N N e : o
<N . ST e A , ' ~Yes - 'No Don't Know/
ceo o f". S - o S o - . Can'tjudge-
- R e " : . _‘ - ‘ N ]
L Has the board approved master plans for the cqmpUSes that reflect both -
present and antrc'ﬁed needs? o - .
: ) A L]
2 . Are the physrcal plans related to educat|0nal master plan g als? . B -
3. Prrorto its consrderatron of requests for remodelrng orne 'constructron is o )
«the board satisfied that presentspace is being used ef£ectrvel‘ andinstructional T
areas are scheduled for maximum use? -~ . <
- : ) ) L
. 4. Do youfeel that the hoard has established credrbrhty in \ts capital funding
_ requests by equating the necessity of proposed projects wrthtwblht of the B
- state totsupport them?. . ;
L 5. Do you feel that the board makes decisions on detarls related to buildings
and grounds that should have been’ delegated to the admlnlstratrve staffe. '
6. s the board informed about and does it review perrodlcally |ts posrtron . » ‘.

concerning: - N . : . _ 5

a. Deferred'maintenance?

b. Energy conservation methods? -

C. Renovatron versus new construction? .

5

Summary in relatron to thrs crrterron | feel-that the board’s performance has been:

Very Good

/Food____ Adequate . Poor Don't Know/Can't Judge’ -
. , OB —

' Further comments or suggestions related to-this criterion:

N -
-

O
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. S -,‘ S L S . Publrc Multrcampufﬂigher—Educa’tign.Syste,‘msa»
B , ., \’ - L : w_— s Caw v‘ . . .

Crlterron 11 e e KLU AR U T S

,Court of Flnal Appeal L S ,. | _;,‘ -

Govermng boards may be called upon to fqu|II a quasr-;udrcral fundlon in the settlement of disputes arrsrng' '
within institutional communities.-f possible, disputes should be settled at the admrnrstratlve level where they
originate. If thisis not possible, the governing board may be asked to interveme. The board‘can control abuse of
this privilege by carefully delegating authority for sett n\ement of dlspultes at the-administrative Ievel supportlng
these admrnrstratwe decrsrons and selectlvely refusing further mvolvement : : » ~ '

. ~ .
o v ' - P

| ’ ' . : ' Yes T No Don't Know/
' ‘ ' ' : 7 Can'tjudge
. . N . -
1. Doyoufeelthatthe board hasbeen called upon toadjudicate cases of con-
flict that should have been settled before they came:-to the board? ;
' A N ‘ 4 Id .
2. Has the board developed procedures for delegatrng the management of . & o
conflict S|tuat|ons to its executive officers, academic administrators, appropriate S oo
committees, or, approprra faculty or student organlzatrons?
Py .
3. Are the disputes that have been brought to the board: -
a. Accurately.and condsely briefed for your study? - l‘ -
' - Lo - . L
b. Done so before they have-escalated to crisis proportion?
c.’ “Settled without und& prolonged debate? : L = e
4. Do you feel that the*board has sought tasettle drsputes wrth sympathetlc
understandrng of thethuman and |nstrtut|onal issues rnvolved? .
\v\ﬁ- ¢ N ’ b
. 5. Does the board have a history of consrstently supporting those decrsrons
made by its xecutive-and administrative officers that have been in I|ne with
established pollcy and procedure? _ , -
. ~ - 8
-~ ‘ & . . , v -
Summary IQ reIatron to, this crlterlon t feel that the board ] performance has been:
Very Good - GborL__ Adequate Poor____ DOn’t ‘Know/Can't Judgé ’
s . E B . £ . -
Further.comments or suggestions related to this ¥riterion: ‘ . Y
T I . - . . ) .
‘ = e : "
. ‘ -~
. ) .

O
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'necessary programs? » “.

N o

'. o L N - Public MuIthampus Hrgher Educatron Systems,"'

MR " o : . Coee N R T “..~ . ,. . r\* o . -, C e \- i
Crlr rion 12 3 I AP R SR I
a\ . . . . k - &‘ ‘,’ ,‘ L 3. R R AR r’_',' Lo e & n i
. - 0 c . x - ",. S "o - e
Accountabrlrty/Autonomy o Bt SN o
_ . . ¢ . N

Every university or college needs to reassure its con'sgt‘_pJencres that itisadheringtoits stated mission. The sys-
tem.is accountable for the quality of its educational programs, for prudent use of public resources; and forper-_
formance standards stemming from direct or indirect aCCeptance\%irtam public funds. "However, the call for’

< _accountability must not become a demand for added control or ill-adyised intrusions on éts\sentral autononty.

The system and its institutions must not only serve the public interest, they must be percerved as doing
SO.

r - . £ . “ S )
- B , K o ‘Yes “'No Don’t Know/
. » ’ - L . gian’t Judge
e . : T
_ 1. *Do you feel that the system and jts. rnstrrutr(a_ns have the confidence of the - T o
general public? - ' i _ r
- a.” Of the Iegislature? . _ Co ' v i

b. Of the governor’s offrce? ‘ ' . V k P

c. Do you feel that the expectations of these groups- have changed in
recent years? (If so, please eIaborate below)

)

2. Does the board ensure that the institutions take advantage of oppor- o ) L

tunities to inform the public and other interested parties about educational and
. scholarly attainments, administrative objectives and’ accomplrshments and

evidence of how funds have been utrlrzed? . : S ' ‘ -~
-
[ Y - . } . o
- 3. Haﬁthe board orits representatrves establrshed good workrng reIatronshrps . -
wrt,h state offrces the legislature, and state agencies dealing with gbstsecondary > v ' .
educatron that include recognition of  the system'’s legitimate goals and ‘ B .
. . ST

i -Are the majority of board members effectrve spokesperson for the system
dits institution? :

5. Has the board been willing to take a stand against unwarranted controls or -
other intrusions on the autonomy of institutions within the system?

3

Summary: In relation to this_criterion, | feel that the board’s performance has been:

Don’t Know/Can't Judge

’

Very Good Poor

. o ,
Good : Adequate
\ .

Further comments or suggestions related to this criterion: .

3 b -
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O . ,- _ o , , { % Public Multicampus Higher Education Systems
.. General Assessment - . o Y L L. o e
ki ,f:' - - s N .. “)v'\-f, Ty T .. I . N e _, T ' O T s TR "".‘ g
e 4 ’ o S ™ 3 ) - N . - N . Y N ' ' ¢ .
. Coa o . - <. ’ - s . ‘
1. . 'What issues-have most occupied the board’s time and attention duripg the past year?
R Y t . . . . R . i -
\ ‘ i : . ~
, .
. .

* A

attention?

. X X ’
. . . .
s Y . .

-

. -

N - (S

3. What particular sfortcomings cﬁ? you .see in the board’s organization or performance t

)

14. Other comments

ERIC
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\ " rd ) ' . A ) ﬂ\ ' . ’ . Ll 1Y . -
v
. .
.
. . ’
° f + ’ )]
: ) e . : o - .
or suggestions? _ . - . e
N . ‘ .
. . .
.- P
¥ . % .
t Z‘_ L .
-
7‘.
i D
|
16 .

L N o . ' - . i
2. What were the one ortwoe successes during the past year for which the board feels some satisfaction?

e

hat need-
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‘ ! o L e . - Public Multicampu's Higher Education Systems:
* - - ’ ‘. V.\ . ) N _ . . . " . ‘./ " - . -- . ~ ! ’ ' | .. . : . .8
. Trustee Audit -~ _ + .7 .. v o o= S ot S
. v . ) : - RN E - . Z i : R
. . e

' L) N ’ PR . "".A(.

A The respansibilities ofyndividual trustees are different from those of boards as corporate éntiti€s. ‘The',fo'liow_-f )
- .ing checklist is désigned to help board members assess the-extent to which-they have absorbéd,the'breadth .
- and dépth.of their roles and institutions. The, questions seem somewhat imposing, bufthey are notintended to " ™
“cause acute trustee or presidential anxiety. A “perfect’score” is an unreasonable expectation. - o
Cow e ' < . . oo o o :
~ Candid responses can be helpful to the design of orientation programs for new b_oald members, or future.” ~
workshops and retreats. The checklist can be adapted to the-upique characteristics of your particularinstitution .
‘as a' supplement to the preceding board self-study criteria. :‘t\yas developed by Richard T. Ingram, execttive
vi'Ce'p(esident'of'ACB, as part of a Handbook ofCoI[egé and University Trusteeship (Jossey-Bass, 1980)-The
qu‘esti‘on_i/ar'e ’thel&esult of the scrutiny of a ndmber of chief executives-and trustees. o -

0
N .

*. T [ ) ) . y . .
o o . LT - . Yes No _Somewhat -
. . - e or. ..
< - ' . ' . ‘Sometimes
Background . o . S _ . . o
) o . ’ ' ' - o . ’ - . o ) .
1. Do you feel you have adequate opportunity to understand your obligatiorgs, o : o
responsibilities, and opportunities for growth as a trustee? - T
2. Have you a clear grasp of your board's responsibilities? N ’ - « ?
* 3. Are you familiar with the stated missions, plans, and current policies of the - ' * s
_institutions within your system? . ) T S .
. , : »
4. . Do you stay abreast of higher education trends, legislation, and other . s
public policy by reading AGB Notes, The Chronicle of Higher Education, AGB .
Reports, or other material?’ o : _
5. "Have you taken an opportunity tecently to meet with trustees and
educators from other institutions? : ‘ -
' . ' . R AR ’
6. Do you have adequate‘opportunities to know your fellow trustees? " . '
7. Do you find any conflict between your responsibility for the welfare and
" .advancement of the various institutions in your system, and your responsibility
to the citizens of your region, state, or nation? . . : I
8. Please.indicate.with an”X" your strongest areas pf expertiée based on your -
background and éxperience. . . : e
. budget/finance , _ student affairs - . ’
iAvestments : faculty affairs .
management ~ " fund ™ising S
planning A ., R public relations I
legal affairs marketing - )
plant management government relations ______
real estate | ‘other:
education T ' -
. - : i ' +
+ 9. Nowgo back and check (V') any primary areas of interest outside of your .
background and experience. : . : . E
- ‘ - 1
\)‘ . N . . . ‘
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. . R . AR . ., . S . ¢ ) . N
» Y ..  Public Multicampus-Higher Education Systems
. .h..‘:, : . ;/ v..: "‘_"_'v‘.r o
) . o . - .)" B ._? " \ 3 .- _'v..,'. .":.o R . ‘} . -~ . N NS
ot AR . "'7;;- S s Hes No , Somewhat «-« 7
' ST R ST e or
, S S v R ' © .. 'Sometimes
/ . . ° 0 ‘ - Lo . . L L
1 é X -
10. Do you feel weII mformed about the type andxquahty of your syste s
educational programs? o R
\ L . _ . .
11. Have you visited one or more campus(es) within the past year? -
12 Are you fanhiliar with the Ieadershlp effectlveness of: .
‘a. The key admlnxstrators of your system offlce2 L ) oo :
. . .
b. The chief xecutlves of YCJI' xnmwdualvcampuses? - — i
13. Are you acqyaxnted Wt{h the physical plant and maintenance needs of all -
- your institutions? . .
. . » ‘ 1
“ Board and Committee Meetings - ’ .
&
14. Are you satisfied thh your attendance at board and committee , : ) :
meetlngs? ) , , - v
g ) i
15. Do you read the minutes of meetmgs to determine whether they faithfdlly :
represent the proceeding and decisions as you recall them? - R
2 \ . ’ L)
“16. Do you prepare for board meetmgs By 'reading the agendas and
supporting materials? - N
17..Do you suggest agenda items? )
18 Do you help board and committee meetings to steer clear of non- pollcy - Ce
matters better left to the admlnlstratlon? . . - T E
. ; . [7
"Fund Raising and Public Relations
«
+ 19. Have you recently taken advantage of an opportunity to say a good yvord _ '
about your system to a pollcymaker -or organization at the state Ievel? . -
. 20. Do you take advantage of opportunities to inform other groups or persons
about your system or higher education generally? - : . I
v e
g‘ . N . - ¢
l\\ - R -
\: R <
g ' 3
B
- N 'Y , ’
15 : |
y ) .

O
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e e T o & ! .- Pablic Multicampus Higher Education Systems: .
e , . . C . . * _ R { - . - T o
o e < . S L T r :
# . ‘Xrustée Coficerns .. . ) ST e T _ .
. AT T, A e e cot o T R “.o2Yes No_\ ‘Somewhat,
. - .»..‘ ”,A ) ‘ :o_ ” . ‘2 :‘ 1 " . . T i . ) R - ) ., .
AR STk RN X . ~ R RN LI e Ll L ~‘:{a ‘ we T s Oﬁ -
,":'r" DL L . . ;. JREEERIE - < St » . - .. “-i\ , . Sometimes
.‘; - . . . - N v - ;D ‘ - . N . - - . . ¢ “
21, Do you Understand the concept of ”fund-accountrng”? < S
22, Do yobflnd your system s fm@cral statements mtellrgrble? o L A
23 Are you m|ndful ofyoursystem s plannrngand goal statements, and current T , . ‘
* policies- when voting on pro?osals presented to the board? R 2T ? -
., : . -
24 Do you feefyOU are sensitive fo the concerns of studEnts and faculty whrle v\\ .vf' -
marntarmng impartiality and a total system pe‘rsp.ectrve?* o .
25. Do you help meet the needs of Eour chief executive. for occasronal counsel - N "',.i' R '
and suppoftin his or her often difficu relatrohshlps with the mdrvrdual campuses o »
or lnstrtutror)s as well as state. polrcy Ieaders?‘ " C o s -
. " . . -
26 Do you appreclate the importance of keeprng your chief executive ¢
“informed in the event you establish personal commuhrcatlon lines with campu§. - o } ”
oo leaders, and of the need to avord prejud“ced Judgments on the basis of . L
’ _such relationships? . C -
' S ’ ' . i N .
27. HaV9 you ever suggested to the governor or other apporntlng authonty : I
someone who would make an outstandlng new, board member? v N %___ a
L4 .. . a . ‘ -
28. Are you satxsfred t there are no real or appare conflrcts of interest in .
_your service s a trustee? Lo L R B :
29. Doyou avord asking speéralfavors Qf the admmlstratlon rncIudrng requests
for information, without the knowledge of the chief executlve and the
board chairperson? - N . , ‘ .
) i : - . . ~
# 30." If you have not already done so, would you be willing to serve as acommit- N :
tee chairperson or board officer? _ ' - N
! Why (or why not)? - : - h
- . . , ‘
31. Have you found your trusteeshlp to be stimulating and rewardlng thus
far?u . R . . -
Why (or why not)?
’ : /(V . - — > ‘-
- : ’ ' Lo &+
32. How would you rate yourself as a board member at this time? : N &
Above Average Average ‘Below Average___.___. )
- v - . : £
" . N .
~ »
B
- - ?

O
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