
	  
 

Board Evaluation - A cutting-edge approach to ensure effective 
compliance and performance 

 

 
Responding to recent UK and local Governance requirements, we 
have developed a new offering to evaluate board teams based on 
our thought-leading research1. 
 
In the 2012 UK Corporate Governance Code, the Financial Reporting 
Council stipulates that evaluation, ‘should consider the balance of 
skills, experience, independence and knowledge of the company on 
the board, its diversity, including gender, how the board works together 
as a unit, and other factors relevant to its effectiveness’. However, 
what factors are actually relevant to board effectiveness? Two 
conclusions emerged from my research: 
 

1. An overwhelming preoccupation with attempts to link board 
structure to board performance. Over 80% of the research 
focuses on governance structures (e.g. CEO/Chairman duality, 
exec/non-exec ratio, committee structure, board size/diversity, 

meeting frequency) 
or human capital 
(e.g. director age, skill 
set, experience), and 
less than 20% on 
behavioural aspects 
such as director’s 
personal attributes 
(e.g. commitment, 
psychological type) 
and board dynamics 
(e.g. communication, 
team mix, relationship 
quality).    

 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Conducted at Henley Business School in 2012	  

“Boards are happy to examine, think about and benchmark their 
structures - so do we have a certain number of committees, how 

many board members do we have, what's the split between execs 
and non-execs, do we have a senior independent director. But what 

is a whole different kettle of fish is the behaviour in the boardroom 
which is, I think, the next generation of board evaluation” 

(Head of Corporate Governance, Institute of Directors) 



	  
 
2. Although it may be necessary to have governance structures in 
place to be an effective board, it is not sufficient just to have them. We 
have been ignoring some important criteria when evaluating our 
boards because it is the behavioural factors that predict board 
performance. As proponents of good governance, we now need to 
shift our perspective from ‘structural to behavioural’. 
 

 
 
What we can offer? 
 
We consult with you around the seven 
key evaluation questions to design and 
deliver a bespoke board evaluation to 
suit your needs and budget.  
 
A typical evaluation will combine 
questionnaires, interviews, board 
paper analysis and board observation, 	  
Verbal and/or written feedback is then 
given to the Chairman and Secretary 
and the board (and committees) as a 
whole, as appropriate. A board 
meeting facilitation is then used to 
clarify and understand key themes, 
debate to gain insight and to develop 
actions. 
 
We can also support the creation of 
monitored action, advise on any 
structural changes if appropriate, and 
undertake development for the board 
individually and/or as a group. 
 
Contact: 
 
Dr Jeremy Cross at Bailiwick Consulting 
 
      bailiwickconsulting.co.uk 
      +44 (0) 7797849226  
      jeremy@bailiwickconsulting.co.uk 

“High performing boards look inward and aspire to more ‘meta’ 
practices—deliberating about their own processes, for example—to 

remove biases from decisions” (McKinsey, 2014) 
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decided at the same time as “who will conduct
the evaluation”. Similarly, external issues may
dominate the approach (e.g. scarce resources
may dictate an internal review). However, at
some point, each of these questions will need
to be answered.

 

What are our objectives?

 

The first stage of the board evaluation process
is to establish what the board hopes to achieve.
Clearly identified objectives enable the board
to set specific goals for the evaluation and
make decisions about the scope of the review.
Such issues as the complexity of the perfor-
mance problem, the size of the board, the stage
of organisational life cycle and significant
developments in the firm’s competitive en-
vironment will determine the issues the board
wishes to evaluate. Similarly, the scope of the
review – how many people will be involved,
how much time and money to allocate – will
be determined by the severity of the problems
facing the board and the availability of suffi-
cient resources (human, financial and time) to
carry out an evaluation.

The first decision for most boards to con-
sider is the overriding motivation for the eval-
uation process. Generally, the answer to this
question will fall into one of the following two
categories: (1) corporate leadership (for ex-
ample, “We want to clearly demonstrate our
commitment to performance management”,
“We believe reviewing our performance is
essential to good governance”, “We want to
provide directors with guidance for their
learning and growth”) or (2) problem resolu-
tion (for example, “We are not sure if we are
carrying out good governance”, “Our gover-
nance (or some specific aspect) is ineffective

and/or inefficient”, “There are problems in the
dynamics in the boardroom”, “We do not seem
to have the appropriate skills, competencies or
motivation on the board”).

Many boards find that establishing the
specific objectives for the review is best dele-
gated to a small group (such as the governance
committee or nomination committee if you
have one) or an individual (such as the chair-
person or lead independent director). In this
case, the first step is for the board to request
the group or person to document the specific
objectives for the process. At this stage you
may also wish to consider consulting with an
external adviser to overcome any board “blind
spots” or biases. The second approach in-
volves the board as a whole discussing and
agreeing the objectives of the board evalua-
tion. Generally an individual, usually the
chairperson or chair of the governance or
nomination committee, is delegated the task of
leading the process.

With clear objectives, it is relatively easy to
decide whose performance will be evaluated,
who the most appropriate people are to assess
performance and the person or group best
suited to conducting an evaluation.

 

Who will be evaluated?

 

With the objectives for the evaluation set, the
board needs to decide whose performance will
be reviewed to meet them. Comprehensive
governance evaluations can entail reviewing
the performance of a wide range of indivi-
duals and groups, as illustrated in Figure 2.
Boards need to consider three groups: the
board as whole (including board committees),
individual directors (including the roles of
chairperson and/or lead independent direc-
tor), and key governance personnel (generally
the CEO and corporate/company secretary).
Pragmatic considerations such as cost or time
constraints, however, often preclude such a
wide-ranging review. Alternatively, a board
may have a very specific objective for the
review process that does not require the
review of all individuals and groups identified
in Figure 2. In both cases, an effective evalua-
tion requires the board to select the most
appropriate individuals or groups to review
based on its objectives. To make this decision,
we recommend a four-stage process that
gradually filters a comprehensive list of
possible review participants to a pragmatic
selection of review subjects.

The first stage in the process involves iden-
tifying the roles that clearly impact on the
board’s review objectives and compiling a
comprehensive list of individuals or groups
that affect this objective. For instance, a review

 

Figure 1: Framework for a board evaluation
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