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Dear Mr. Wilson:

| have the honour to submit to the Council of The College of The Bahamas the Fina
Report of the Ad Hoc Advisory Committee on Governance, established by the Council on
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This Report presents the results of the work of the Committee over the past nine months.
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Yourssincerely,

Keva M. Bethel, President Emerita
Chair, Ad Hoc Advisory Committee on Governance
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. Introduction

While the pursuit and transmission of knowledge, through teaching, research and service, stand
at the core of its mission, the foundations of how a university should be governed rest on
philosophical and practical issues that are enshrined in legally acceptable instruments of
authority. Given this context, as The College of The Bahamas stands on the threshold of its
transformation into the University of The Bahamas, formal consideration of structures and
processes that will ensure good governance in the new University has been recognized as being a
critical preparatory step.

This Report outlines the work undertaken over the period September 2006 to May 2007 by an Ad
Hoc Advisory Committee on Governance established by the Council of The College of The
Bahamas for the purpose of advising Council on matters of academic governance, including the
wisdom of establishing a University Senate. The detailed findings of that undertaking are
presented and proposals, derived from those findings, are advanced regarding a governance
structure and processes that might effectively support a national university for The
Commonwealth of The Bahamas.

2. The Report
The Report comprises 5 sections:

Section 1 provides an historical context that spans the evolution of The College of The Bahamas
from its establishment in 1974, through its further empowerment by means of the 1995 College
Act that afforded it greater autonomy to support its move to four-year status.

Section 2 presents the more recent devel opments that have marked its preparation for transition
from a College to aUniversity. One of these preparatory steps was the establishment of the Ad
Hoc Advisory Committee on Governance (The Committee).

Section 3 details the work of the Committee and its use of approaches and methods that ensured
consultation with past and present Council members, administrators, alumni, faculty, students,
staff and members of the general public. To lend reliability to the qualitative approaches used in
the conduct of this study, information gained from consultations was analyzed along with
archival documents, relevant literature and examples of legislative instruments establishing
universities and higher education systems.

Section 3 also details what the Committee found, including a worldwide interest in university
governance, the compelling reasons for good governance and how, internationally, institutions



have responded to these, and the congruence of the concerns and expectations articulated by the
various groups of stakeholders consulted.

Section 4 outlines the main recommendations that the Committee proposes, based on its
findings.

These include the following:

a) The specification of Values and Principles that ought to inform the vision and mission of the
University of The Bahamas and guide their realization. Those values and principlesinclude a
commitment to the following: national development, excellence, shared governance, academic
freedom, ethics and integrity, tolerance of and respect for diversity, autonomy, accountability,
efficiency and effectiveness, transparency and adaptability.

b) Changesin Nomenclatur e that would reflect the institution’s new status.

The name of the institution would now be the University of The Bahamas (UB).

Principal officers of the University would be the following:

the Chancellor (a new, honorary position, with largely ceremonial duties.
The Chancellor would, however, be an ex officio member of the
Governing Council);

the President and Chief Executive Officer of the University would be the
Vice-Chancellor, who would be responsible for providing leadership and
general supervision of the work of the University;

the Pro-Vice-Chancellors (one of whom would be appointed as Deputy to
the Vice-Chancellor), who would hold responsibility for such areas of
operation within the University as the Vice-Chancellor might determine.

¢) A Governance Structur e that, along with its associated processes, would reflect both the
principles and values identified and internationally accepted norms.

The structure would embrace two main governance bodies: the University Governing Council
(UGC) and the Senate (UBS).

The University Governing Council

e The University Governing Council (UGC) would be the principal governing body of the
University, having jurisdiction and final authority over all affairs of the University. The
Council would be responsible for the planning of the work of the University and for the
effective management of the human, financial and material resources of the University
and for the management of risk.




e The membership of the Council would allow for appropriate representation from major
stakeholder groups within the University, but would consist mainly of members drawn
from key sectors of the wider Bahamian society.

The Senate

e The Senate (UBS) would serve as the academic authority of the University, having
control and general direction of curricula and instruction, research and examinations, the
award of credentials and all associated policies and processes, including establishment of
criteriafor the admission, continuation and graduation of students, the welfare and
discipline of students, the organization of units of instruction and research, and the
identification of the human, physical, material and financial resources necessary to
support these entities.

e Membership of the Senate would be predominantly drawn from the faculty of the
University, elected by their peersin the respective schools and in the faculty union. The
Vice-Chancellor would serve as Chair of the Senate, and other relevant senior personnel
of the institution would be members by virtue of their offices. There would also be
student, alumni and staff members (elected by their peers) and two external members
(one arepresentative of the Ministry of Education) appointed by the University
Governing Council.

d) Section 4 also addresses the future role of existing boards and committees within The College
and urges a careful analysis of their existing mandates to determine whether or not thereis
overlap with the distribution of powers and responsibilities proposed for the new structure.

Section 5 reiterates the benefits derived and important lessons learned from the range of
activities undertaken over the period of the Committee’ swork. It also identifies additional work
to be donein order to lay the groundwork for the orderly implementation of the
recommendations made, including, but not limited to, further consultation with a wider range of
stakeholder groups, the development of guidelines, procedures and supporting documentation for
the main governance bodies, and identification of the kinds of committee structures needed to
ensure that the work of the governance bodiesis effectively carried out.

The section aso emphasizes the need for careful management of the process of communicating
to members of the College community, the Ministry of Education, the Members of Parliament
and the country as a whole the extent and implications of the changes proposed. The section also
stresses the need for focused management of the change process and the provision of appropriate
resources for this purpose.



. HISTORICAL CONTEXT

1.1. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COLLEGE OF THE BAHAMAS:
THE COLLEGE OF THE BAHAMASACT, 1974.

The College of The Bahamas was established by an Act of Parliament, passed on October 30,
1974. Itsfunctions, as defined by that original Act, were to be:
(a) to provide aplace of education, learning and research of a standard required and expected
of a College of the highest standard,;
(b) to secure the advancement of knowledge;



(c) to grant diplomas, certificates and other awards;

(d) to enter in any association or affiliation with universities, colleges or other institutions of
learning, whether within The Bahamas or otherwise as the College may deem necessary
and appropriate.”*

Governance of The College

Two bodies were specified in that Act to carry out the major functions of governancein The
College. These were a Council and an Academic Board.

The Council

Functions and responsibilities

The Council was the body in which the “government, control and administration” of The College
were vested. Specific responsibilities of the Council were student welfare, the control and
oversight of property and policy, the appointment of the Principal, Registrar, and “such
academic, administrative and other staff as appears to the Council to be necessary, on such terms
and conditions (including salaries, allowances, other remuneration and disciplinary control) as
the Council may determine,”? receipt of donations, grants or other moneys and the making of
rulesfor the carrying out of the provisions of the Act.

M embership and procedures

There were nine members of Council, all appointed by the Minister of Education. The
membership consisted of the Principal (ex officio), a public officer from the Ministry of
Education, six individuals drawn from such “economic or social bodies or associations’
considered by the Minister to be appropriate, and a student of the College “ selected in
accordance with such procedure as the Principal may deem appropriate.”®

There was no specific provision in this Act for faculty representation on Council.* The Registrar
of The College served as Secretary to the Council.

Section 9 (1) of the First Schedule of the Act provided for meetingsto be held at least every
three months and at other times as necessary. In practice, however, meetings were held on a
monthly basis.

Powers

It is noteworthy that Council’ s powers were statutorily restricted, as the Minister was empowered
under the Act to give directions to Council, “either generally or in any particular case.””

! The College of The Bahamas Act (1974), Section 5

2 ibid,, Section 8 (c)

3ibid, First Schedule, Section 1 (d)

* From 1983 onwards, as a result of petition made to the Minister by the Faculty Association and with the support of
the Principal, afaculty member was appointed as one of the members of Council. This practice continued
throughout the remainder of the period during which the 1974 Act wasin force.



Financial matters were directly under the control of Ministers of Government: (1) the Minister of
Education fixed fees and charges for tuition, facilities or other services of The College, and these
were al paid into the Consolidated Fund; ® (2) expenses of The College were to be paid out of
the Consolidated Fund and all expenditure had to receive the prior approval of the Minister of
Finance.” Further, all gifts, donations, grants or other moneys received on behalf of The College
were to be “expended in such manner as the Minister of Finance may direct.”® There was the
proviso, however, that any stipulation attached to a gift by a donor should be adhered to.

The Academic Board

Functions and responsibilities

The Academic Board was responsible for the academic administration of The College, subject to
the special or general directions of the Council. Its specific functions were to provide for the
delivery of curriculaand instruction of The College, to determine criteriafor the admission of
students to the institution, to approve and revise courses and programmes in all departments, to
conduct examinations and make rules for the award of diplomas and certificates, to make rules
for the management and conduct of the library, to provide for the preparation and publication of
acalendar and to regulate its own procedure and the conduct of its meetings.

M embership and procedures

Chaired by the Principal, the Board’ s members included the heads of all teaching departments,
the Librarian, a student, selected “in accordance with such procedure as the Principal may
determine”® and three other persons “selected by the Principal and appointed by the Council.
There was provision for the inclusion of external personsin the work of the Board, for Section
16 (3) accorded to the Board the right to invite persons not members of the Council or the staff
of the College to attend meetings of the Board for the purpose of giving advice to the Board.

»10

According to the Act, the Board was to meet “at such times and in such places as it may provide
or the Principal may require, not being |ess than three times during an academic year.”™* In
practice, the Board generally met once each month, and more frequently if circumstances
demanded.

General comment

The tightly controlled governance of The College reflected very much the context of the period.
When The College was established, the Commonwealth of The Bahamas had only recently

® College of The Bahamas Act, 1974, Section 12 (1)
® ibid, Section13 (1) and (2).

7 ibid, Sections 19 and 20.

8 ibid, Section 21.

° College of The Bahamas Act 1974, section 14 (d)
ibid, Section 14 (3)

" ibid, Section 16 (1)



acquired independence and its Government’ s approach to public institutions still bore signs of
the practices of the country’s colonial past. Further, the entrance upon the educational scene of a
tertiary-level institution of the scope and magnitude of The College presented new challenges
which, in a system still wrestling with forging an identity of its own, were seen as demanding
close and detailed oversight.

1.2. MOVE TO FOUR-YEAR STATUS:
THE COLLEGE OF THE BAHAMASACT, 1995

As The College matured, it became increasingly obvious to persons within and outside of the
ingtitution that the restrictive nature of its enabling legislation was a major obstacle to its
effective future growth and development. Consequently, on June 21, 1995, anew College of The
Bahamas Act was passed by Parliament to “repeal the existing Act while providing for the
continuity of the College as a statutory body corporate with greater autonomy” .*? The phrase
“greater autonomy” was instructive as liberation from government control was not (and in reality
could not be expected to be) complete, since some 75% of The College’' s financing still derived
from public funding. The Act did, however, bring about some significant changes.

Changesin Nomenclature

Some noteworthy changes in nomenclature were included in the 1995 Act. Thetitle " President”
now replaced “Principal,” and the term “ Registrar” disappeared and in its place were provisions
for an Executive Vice-President, a Vice-President for Financial Affairs and “such other Vice-
Presidents as Council may determine.”*® These new designations were introduced (1) to reflect
the College' s anticipated move to four-year, full degree-granting status and (2) to provide greater
flexibility in the assignment of administrative responsibilities among senior personnel.

Functions of The College

To reflect the progressive development that had taken place within the institution over the two
decades of its existence, in the provisions of the new Act the functions of the College were
extended beyond those outlined in the Act of 1974. Section 5 now read as follows:
“The functions of the College shall be:

(a) toprovideinstruction, conduct research and disseminate knowl edge of

a standard required and expected of a college of the highest standard in

the Liberal and Creative Arts, the Sciences, Technology and other

branches of learning in an environment which fosters academic freedom;

(b) toconfer degrees and grant diplomas, certificates and other awards and

honours as are usually conferred by similar institutions; and

12 College of The Bahamas Act, 1995
3 ibid Sections 6 (1) and 7 (1)



(c) toenterin[sic] any association or affiliation with universities, colleges or other
ingtitutions of learning, whether within The Bahamas or otherwise, as the College
may deem necessary and appropriate.”** (Italics added).

These new provisions formally authorized The College to move to four-year, degree granting
status, emphasizing a commitment to academic freedom and the encouragement of research.

Gover nance of The College

The Council

Functions and responsibilities

In the new Act, the Council was the sole governance body specified and Section 8 (2) gave
Council the responsibility for “the general direction and control of the College.”

Powers

Council’ s powers now included all those it had previously enjoyed in addition to those
previously entrusted to the Academic Board. Further, Council was accorded the authority to
assume some of the powers formerly reserved for the Minister of Education (for example, the
fixing of fees and charges) and was empowered to make al appointments, save that of the
President, without ministerial approval.

Council now also assumed full authority for the management of financial matters (which had
formerly required the specific approval of the Minister of Finance) and The College was
authorized to retain in its own accounts (and to expend) the moneys voted for its purposes by
Parliament, and all revenue generated through fees and other charges payable to The College. In
respect of this greater financial autonomy, however, The College was to be held accountable for
prudent management of its resources. Section 19 required The College to keep proper accounts
and records, to prepare a statement of accounts at the end of each financial year and to submit to
the Minister within three months after the end of each financial year, an externally audited
statement of accounts that was to be laid before Parliament by the Minister.™

In a significant departure from the provisions of the 1974 College Act, in the 1995 Act the
Minister of Education was only authorized to give “general directions as to the policies to be
followed by the Council concerning the administration of the College, as appear to the Minister
to be requisite in the public interest,”® (though such directions were not to apply to appointments
or related matters regarding staff, or to the admission, evaluation, discipline or other matters
pertaining to students). This new definition of the Minister’ s role reflected, again, the intention to
grant The College a greater degree of autonomy in the conduct of its affairs.

4 ibid, Section 5
% ibid, Part IV
18 ibid, Section 10 (&) and (b)
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M embership and procedures

Council now consisted of eleven members, appointed by the Governor-General. These included
the President, ex officio, two public officers (one from the Ministry of Education), a student
selected according to procedure determined by the student government body, a faculty member,
selected according to procedure determined by the faculty union, the President of the Alumni
Association and five persons drawn from relevant sectors of the wider community, who typically
represented the business, financial and medical sectors. The Governor-General appointed the
Chairman from among the members of Council and the Secretary to the Council, was specially
appointed for that purpose by the Council itself.

The intention in these measures was, clearly, to make the membership of Council more inclusive
through the representation of key stakeholder groups, and to strengthen the work of that body by
the provision of full-time support.

It isworthy of note, also, that three of the members of Council were selected for appointment by
the constituency they represented. Further, in order to ensure the continuity of the work of the
Council, Section 1 (2) of the Schedule of the Act stipulated that, after theinitial constitution of
the Council, “the members of the Council shall not consist entirely of persons appointed to
members of the Council at the sametime.”*” In practice, however, this staggering of
appointments has been difficult to enforce, due to the general practice in the country of requiring
all Government Boards to be reappointed at the beginning of each calendar year.

Regarding frequency of meetings, Section 10 (1) of the Schedule stipul ated that meetings were to
be held at least once each month and “at such other times as may be necessary or expedient for
the transaction of its business...” It has been suggested that such frequent meetings, added to
meetings of the various sub-committees of Council, impose a considerable burden upon the
members of the body.

The Academic Board

Functions and responsibilities

The absence of areference in the 1995 Act to a specific governance body that would enable
academics in the institution to have authority over the process of programme and course design,
to set standards of academic performance and to oversee quality assurance, led the Council to re-
establish the Academic Board which had, in the earlier Act, enjoyed statutory responsibility for
those functions. This was done through the approval of Paper CC-96-08, submitted to Council by
the Vice-President of Academic Affairs.

M embership and procedures

The Board was to be chaired by the VP Academic Affairs, and included among its members
were Deans of Faculties, Chairpersons of Divisions (or Schools), Directors of Counselling
Services, the Library and Continuing Education and Extension Services, representatives of
UTEB and COBUS and of the Office of the VP Research, Planning and Devel opment. The Paper

1 ibid Schedule, Section 1 (2)
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does not address the frequency of meetings, but in practice it appears that these are held as
needed.

2. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

2.1. PREPARATION FOR MOVE TO UNIVERSITY STATUS

In 2002, the newly elected Government of the Commonwealth of The Bahamas declared its
intention that The College of The Bahamas should become a full University by 2007, thereby
confirming and setting a specific deadline for The College’ s own previously articulated long-
term aspirations. The new Council and successive leaders of The College were challenged to
undertake the planning and action necessary to ensure that this goal would be met. A variety of
initiatives were taken to prepare The College for this most momentous step in its history to date,
including significant infrastructural improvements, programme review and development and the
formulation of strategic planning frameworks, informed by the work of various task forces and
committees. By the middle of 2006, the process had reached a point where serious consideration
could be given to the drafting of the new legislation necessary to establish formally the
University of The Bahamas, to stipulate its functions and to provide for the governance of the
new University.

The Council, the senior leaders of The College and other key stakeholders within the institution
recognized clearly that central to the effective functioning and general credibility of the proposed
University would be the establishment of a governing structure that would not only be capable of
guiding and supporting the work and reputation of the new University, but would aso be
recognizably that of a University in the wider international academic arena. It was seen as
especially important that such a structure should clearly reflect a concept of collegial governance
and, particularly, enable the body entrusted with the authority to make decisions regarding the
central work of the institution —i.e., the academic programmes, scholarly research and related
matters —to draw deeply upon the expertise and experience of members of the academic faculty
and other relevant stakeholders by the inclusion of a broad cross-section of such individuals
among its members.
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The importance of the role that non-academic staff played in advancing the work of the
institution was also appreciated and an initial step was taken in 2006 to ensure the inclusion of
this group in the governance of The College when a representative of the staff was appointed as
an observer member (with voice but no vote) of the existing Council. This representative was
elected by the members of staff themselves — another significant step forward in the journey
towards ensuring a more democratic and transparent process in the identification of Council
members.

22ESTABLISHMENT OF THE AD HOC ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNANCE

The foregoing understandings regarding a desirable approach to governance in the proposed
University were directly addressed by the Council at its meeting of August 17, 2006, and a
motion was adopted that established an Ad Hoc Advisory Committee to advise Council on
matters of academic governance, including the wisdom of establishing a University Senate. Dr.
Keva Bethel, President Emerita of The College, was hamed to serve as Chair of that Committee.

2.2.1.The Mandate

The text of the motion adopted by the Council was as follows:

WHEREAS it isthe vision of this Council of the College of the Bahamasto inspire the
establishment of The University of The Bahamas;

AND WHEREAS this vision implies an organizational structure which recognizes a
governance structure and relies upon the academic expertise, knowledge and
achievements of its Faculty and allows for collegial governance;

NOW BE IT RESOLVED THAT this Council create an Ad Hoc Advisory Committee, to
advise Council on matters of academic governance including the wisdom of establishing
aUniversity Senate;

AND THAT the Council Chairman do name Dr. Keva Bethel, President Emerita, as
Chair of the said Advisory Committee, or some other person acceptable to the Chairman;

AND FURTHER THAT the Council Chairman do name to the said Advisory Committee
no less than twenty (20) persons, the majority of whom shall consist of members of the
College' s Faculty, but also including persons who are representative of al sectors of The
College and its stakeholders including in particular its staff, students and alumni;

AND THAT the said Advisory Committee do report back to this Council with its findings
by December 31, 2006.

2.2.2. The Committee
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In total, 25 individuals were named to be members of the Committee. These included the Chair;
the President of The College and four (4) other members of the Senior team; one (1)
representative of the School of Business; one (1) representative of the Culinary and Hospitality
Management Institute; one (1) representative of the School of English Studies; two (2)
representatives of the School of Social Sciences; four (4) representatives of the School of
Science and Technology; one (1) representative of the UWI/COB Law Programme; one (1)
representative of the Northern Campus; one (1) representative of Libraries and Instructional
Media Services and the Grosvenor Close Campus; the president of UTEB (from the School of
Education); the President of COBUS; one (1) member of the non-academic staff; one (1)
representative of the Ministry of Education (an alumnus of The College); the Executive Director
of the Bahamas Chamber of Commerce (also an aumnus); one (1) representative of the Alumni
Hall of Fame; and one (1) representative of the Financial Services community.

Dr. Joan Vanderpool, former Director of Research and Grants, was assigned as Research
Assistant/ Executive Secretary to the Committee. (The complete list of individual names appears
asAnnex I).
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3. WORK OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON GOVERNANCE

3.1. METHODOLOGY

From the beginning of its work, the Committee determined that its approach to the mandate
given to it by the Council should reflect two important dimensions: its commitment to a broadly
consultative process and its commitment to grounding whatever recommendations were
advanced in asolidly research-based familiarity with current trends and practices in higher
education worldwide.

The methods employed to achieve those goals are outlined below. It should be noted, also, that
members of the Committee (as well as other representatives from the wider College community)
had opportunities to participate in the consultative processin avariety of settings and in multiple

ways.

3.1.1. Meetings

The Committee held seven meetings between September 14 and December 15. 2006. Seven
more were held between February and the end of May, 2007. An all-day retreat was held on May
7, 2007, to enable members to give extended attention to potential recommendations.

Discussions centered upon key issues to be considered in determining an appropriate governance
structure for the University of The Bahamas. These included an understanding of the Vision and
Mission of the institution and how its governance structure contributed to the fulfillment of
these; what members of the Committee understood by the term “governance” and how
“governance” differed from “management”; and the underlying principles that should inform the
process of governance (e.g., acommitment to academic freedom, academic excellence as
measured by international standards, participatory decision making, transparency and
accountability, as well as to responsiveness to national needs, efficiency and cost-effectiveness).

The Committee also discussed the changes that were occurring in the governing patterns of
institutions worldwide (even old and established ones) and it was agreed that it would be
valuable to review and share findings on models of governance from a variety of contexts to
learn how others organized themselves to achieve similar objectives.

Members of the Committee were therefore divided into eight (8) sub-committees, each of which
undertook to examine University governance issues and practices in a particular area of the
world. The regions to be examined were the following:
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Africa

Asia

Australasia

Canada

Europe

Latin America and the Caribbean
The United Kingdom

The United States of America.

The membership of the various sub-committeesis presented in Annex |1 of the Report.

Without limiting the scope of review and discussion to be undertaken by sub-committees, it was
recommended that the following common el ements be examined in relation to governance
structures worldwide:

o nomenclature employed;

o instruments of authority (charter, legislation, statutes, ordinances);

o organs of governance and their membership (categories of members,
internal/external representation, number of members, methods and criteriafor
selection/election, length of terms of membership and conditions of service),
organization, processes and procedures;

o functions, roles, scope of powers,

o relationships between various bodies,

o mechanisms of accountability, risk management, quality assurance.

Summary reports of the findings of certain of the sub-committees are included among the Annex
V1 of this Report.

It was also agreed that, before proposing any new structure for the University of The Bahamas, it

would be important to review existing governance bodies within The College to determine their
perceived strengths and weaknesses and how they might fit into any future arrangements.

3.1.2. Documents Consulted.

Committee members undertook aliterature review and archival search of printed and electronic
documents related to COB as well as universities and higher education systems worldwide. To
facilitate the sharing of findings and materials and to encourage discussion among members of
sub-committees and the committee as awhole, an electronic discussion forum was established
using Blackboard™®, accessed through the COB Web Site.

3.1.3. Individual Interviews

The Chair and Research Assistant/ Executive Secretary conducted a series of individual
interviews with members of the College community who had participated in or were currently
participating in various organs of governance in the existing structure. By the end of 2006,
twenty-one (21) such sessions had been held: with six (6) members of the Senior Team, three (3)

18 Blackboard Academic Suite ™ (Bb)
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Deans, one (1) former Dean, five (5) Chairs of Schooals, five (5) Directors, and one (1) former
Chairperson who had also been a senior officer in the Faculty Union. Interviews with seven of
the eleven members of Council were held in the period January to March, 2007. A detailed list of
persons interviewed appearsin Annex |11 in this Report.

3.1.4. Stakeholder Consultations.

Members of the Committee held small group meetings with three major stakeholder groups:
community (including alumni and former members of the College Council), faculty and staff,
and students. A team drawn from members of the Committee was established to plan and
implement the small group consultations. In order to derive the maximum benefit from the
limited time available for such consultations, these small group activities were designed using a
rapid assessment method. The planning team was assisted in various ways by other members of
the COB faculty and by volunteers from the wider community in both the planning and
implementation of the consultations.

These consultative sessions yielded important insights into the expectations, perceptions and
concerns of participantsin relation to the proposed University of The Bahamas. A detailed list of
persons participating appearsin Annex |11 of the Report.

NOTE: It should be noted that a variety of unforeseen circumstances conspired to make it
impossible to complete al aspects of the agreed methodol ogy outlined above by the initial
deadline of December 2006. The deadline for the completion of the Committee’ s work was
therefore extended to May 2007.

3.2. FINDINGS

The varied sources cited above yielded rich information that greatly assisted the Committeein
arriving at its recommendations.

3.2.1. Definitions of Gover nance

Very early in the work of the Committee it became clear that it was important to define what was
meant by the term “governance” in the higher education context. Members questioned the
distinction between “governance” and “management,” for example, and how this ought to
delimit the scope of the Committee’ s undertaking.

Thereview of literature on higher education yielded a number of useful definitions, of varying
degrees of specificity but al containing one common thread: the concept of “governance” as
referring to the structures and processes by means of which major (“macro”) decisions and
policies were made in an institution of higher education.
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“Management’ on the other hand referred to the structures and processes by which those
decisions were implemented. The Committee was very aware, nevertheless, that there were many
points at which these two functions would inevitably intersect. For example, in the White Paper
on University Governance published by the University of Oxford in 2006, it was noted that
“governance” aso refersto “...the mechanisms whereby those who have been given the
responsibility and authority to pursue those policies and objectives are held to account...”*

The Committee’ s work was conducted within this framework of understanding.

3.2.1. Documents Consulted: Important Trendsin Higher Education.

[A] General findings

The review of literature on higher education institutions and systems worldwide revealed a
remarkably consistent concern to examine the roles, effectiveness and accountability of various
providers of tertiary education. Asincreased attention has been focused on governance patterns
and practice in the corporate world, so too has greater attention been paid to governance in
higher education. In recent times, more and more government agencies and key stakeholders
within and outside of institutions have demanded that these become more responsive to the needs
of their communities, more accessible to the populations they serve, more efficient and
transparent in their operations, more accountable for the management of their resources (fiscal
and otherwise) and for the quality of their performance. There has been a resultant tendency in
many contexts to introduce a more corporate approach to higher education governance that
allows for the participation of external experts and outside evaluation of stated and approved
goals and, in systems formerly directly controlled by state or national governments, there has
been a discernible move towards greater institutional autonomy.

The traditional, often very hierarchical, “ivory tower” form of governance has been called into
guestion and there have been numerous reviews, in countries around the world, of the practices
of ingtitutions and of systemsin this regard. The results of these, and the subsequent actions
taken based on their findings, provided a revealing source of guidance for the Committee’s
present work which, like the earlier undertakings of previous groups within The College, is
clearly very much in keeping with thisinternational trend. A particularly instructive element in
the reforms noted in other contexts was the emphasis laid on clear definitions of roles and
responsibilities, on the provision of carefully documented details of procedures and processes to
be adopted in fulfilling those responsibilities and on the orientation, training and assessment of
performance of members of governance bodies.

The paragraphs that follow outline in more specific detail the types of literature studied and the
range of information derived.

[B] Specific findings

Types of documents studied

19 White Paper on University Governance. Oxford University. 2006
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The literature pertaining to governance in higher education comprises archival records within
universities aswell as awide range of publications and promotion material. Relevant records and
publications include legislation, policies, national and institutional governance reviews and
protocols, articles and books. Although higher education scholars have noted that published
research on governance in higher education is less abundant,? there are several comparative
research studies that have been conducted under the auspices of national and international
organizations.

Research studies that compare governance practices in universities and national higher education
systems proved particularly useful for the purposes of the work of the Ad Hoc Advisory
Committee on Governance because a key consideration in the selection of literature reviewed
was the inclusion of both local and global perspectives. Locally, governance at The College of
The Bahamas was reviewed using primary and archival sources’. Globally, the review included
universities worldwide and, for ease of reference, these were classified into the eight regions
identified previoudly, i.e., Africa, Asia, Australasia, Canada, Europe, Latin Americaand the
Caribbean, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America®.

Governance Review |nitiatives

Within the past decade, governance review initiatives have increased. Severa reasons have been
offered for the increased scrutiny of governance in universities and higher education systems. It
is apparent from the literature that the sum of these reasons has derived from the recurring issues
and numerous effects of higher education growth and development in an increasingly global,
knowledge-driven society. Within this context some universities have sought to ensure good
governance by undertaking periodic review and revision of regulations and guidelines™ of
existing governance mechanisms. Others have conducted comprehensive reviews™ to inform
recommendations for policy development. Such reviews and recommendations have also
generated response and critique not only from stakeholders within the University under review
but also from external stakeholders, the general public and the popular press. Response and
critique are particularly valuable in governance review initiatives considering the expressed
values and commitment to consultative communications practices and shared governance.

Definitions and Terminology

The variety and lack of brevity of definitions of governance reflect the complexity of the triune
mission (teaching, research and service) of universities and their multiple functions, such as
conferring credentials, conveying knowledge, fostering socialization, conducting research,
sustaining the institution, providing public service and promoting culture”. Readily apparent in
the review of governance mechanisms, processes and practices is the fact that some universities

% Jones, G. A., Shanahan, T., & Goyan, P, (2001,2002 & 2004),

2L |ndividual Interview Participants, Annex I11; College of The Bahamas Policies Annex |V

2 Annex VI: Reports of Sub Committees of Ad Hoc Advisory Committee on Governance

% McGill University, University of Toronto

24 Oxford University White Paper on Governance; Report on the Chancellor’s Task Force on Governance of the
University of The West Indies

% Helen Willa Samuels Varsity Letters : Documenting Modern Colleges and Universities
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have governance arrangements that others have not, or where these are the same, they are
referred to using different names. Terminology also variesin the identification of university
leadership.

Despite the apparent complexity of governance as a construct there are identifiable elements of
commonality in the definitions offered throughout the world.?® Whatever the definitions or terms
used, it is clear that governance processes involve collective decision-making, policy
formulation, oversight of and accountability for actions relevant to the implementation of policy
and decisions made. Within universities governance processes are pursued through formal and
informal governance mechanisms and arrangements that are authorized and held accountable
through legislation.

Governance Symbols of Authority: Legislation

A review of legislation pertaining to the establishment of universities provides agenerally
accessible and verifiable source of formal university governance mechanisms, arrangements and
terminology. Legal arrangements for the establishment of universitiesinclude charters and
enactment of bills and statutes. Formal arrangements and mechanisms for the governance of
universities are specifically articled in their legisation.

Asisthe case in other corporate bodies, there are governmental legal frameworks and non-
governmental conventions that are all relevant to Universities generally and their governance in
particular. The literature reviewed for this study included national higher education laws*’ and
policy documents™ aswell as international conventions® and associated studies™.

L eadership Roles and Responsibilities — Principal Officers of the University

There are leadership roles and responsibilities that are found in some universities but not in
others. On the other hand there are those that may be similar but referred to by different names.
Whatever the nomenclature employed, the Principal Officers (sometimes referred to as Executive
Officers or Senior Administrators) of the University are inevitably clearly identified at the
beginning of the legislation. For example, while the role of the chief executive officer at the
College of The Bahamas and Florida International University is undertaken by a“President”, at
the University of the West Indiesit is undertaken by a*“Vice-Chancellor,” at McGill University
by a“Principal,” and at Imperial College in the UK and on some campuses of the University of
Sydney by a*“Rector”. There are universities that have as the titular head a Chancellor whose
role (though higher than the chief executive officer) islargely symbolic. Assisting the chief
executive officer of auniversity might be the responsibility of Pro-Vice-Chancellors or Vice-
Presidents and or Provosts. In some Acts, the position of Deputy Vice-Chancellor or Executive
Vice-President is clearly defined,® whilein others that role is assigned on the approval of the
University Council or Board of Trustees.

% K aplan; Keazar; OISE/UT; Oxford

2 south Africa

% Australia

2 UNESCO Lists of Legal Instruments

% Report of the Chancellor’s Task Force on Governance of the UWI
3 College of The Bahamas Act (1995)
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Deans normally lead faculties of Universities and, like Executive Directors of Institutes, have
wider latitude of executive power than Chairs of Schools and Directors of various departments
and portfolios.

Governance Arrangements and Mechanisms

The importance of governance is underscored by the primacy of its arrangements and
mechanisms in the contents of university legislation.

(a) Governance Bodies

The highest levels of university governance mechanisms (i.e. those that have oversight of the
entire university) include Boards of Trustees, Boards of Governors, University Councils, and
University Senates. The highest levels of academic governance (those that are entrusted with the
responsibility for academic affairs) include Academic Boards; Faculty Councils; and Senates

Notably, care must be taken in the interpretation and use of terminology. For example, the term
Senate in a University may refer to a University Senate or an Academic Senate and should
therefore be qualified as to whether it is a governance body with responsibility for all University
matters or whether its scope is limited to academic work.

(b) Powers, membership and processes

Prominently featured in higher education legislation are articles and regulations that refer to
matters pertaining to the membership and powers of governance bodies. The scope of powers
and membership, composition and processes of councils, boards of governors, boards of trustees,
etc., and senates, along with their delegation of authority to standing committees are all carefully
detailed.

Further review of higher education legislation reveals an increasing attention to and elaboration
of detail used to clarify governance powers and processes. Newer universities are more explicit
in their charters and other legislation than those that are older. Notwithstanding their year of
establishment, however, many universities have amended legislation pertaining to their
governance mechanisms and processes. In many cases such amendments were informed by
ingtitutional aswell as national reviews of higher education policies and practices. Therefore,
matters pertaining to the scope of powers, membership and processes of governance bodies are
specified in surprising detail in university legislation and, to a certain extent, in national higher
education legislation. Such legislation is found to include articles relevant to the composition of
governance bodies, including their size, categories of representation; qualifications of members;
selection, election or appointment processes; duties of members; terms of office; vacation of
office; disclosure of interests; meetings; and delegation of powers.

3.2.2. Perceptions of | nter nal and Exter nal Stakeholders of The College of The Bahamas
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Discussions in Committee meetings, coupled with information gleaned from individual
interviews and group consultations with faculty, staff, students, administrators, Council members
and members of the wider community (including alumni and former members of Council),
yielded important insights into both the expectations of these various individuals for the
University of The Bahamas and their perceptions concerning the strengths and weaknesses of the
current governance structure and practice of The College.

(A) Expectations

It was clear that all interested parties held high expectations for the proposed University. The
ingtitution was seen as offering an opportunity to foster higher levels of intellectual leadership
and cultural awareness within the community, as well as more informed, rational decision—
making, all of which was likely to result from the more widespread research initiatives that a
University should promote. It was recognized that academic freedom —i.e. the freedom of
enquiry and expression that should permeate teaching, learning and the pursuit of knowledge
through research and publication—was an important ingredient in meeting these expectations. It
was equally understood, however, that academic freedom must be exercised responsibly and with
accountability.

Stakeholders also expected the University to stimulate greater critical, creative and innovative
thinking that could be of significant national value. They expected, as well, that a University
would provide a space for divergent views, would demonstrate tolerance for diversity (academic,
national, religious, socia or ethnic) and be free of political bias.

Integrity was key among the attributes that the University would be expected to demonstrate in
all aspects of its work and practices. Almost without exception, individuals consulted stressed
the importance of ethical behaviour in the conduct of the affairs of the institution and, indeed, a
number suggested that ethics should be taught as a compulsory part of the University’s
curriculum.

The University was clearly expected to be particularly responsive to national needs and to
contribute significantly to the cause of national development, (i) by preparing individuals to
participate meaningfully in the economy and to become responsible citizens of their society, (ii)
by providing aforum for debate on national issues, (iii) by providing areliable source of
research to inform national policy, and (iv) by its commitment to excellence in its academic
endeavours and in its conduct of its own affairs. The expectation was unequivocally expressed,
also, that responsiveness to the national needs would embrace the whole of The Bahamas and not
merely New Providence.

(B) Perceived strengths and weaknesses of the current governance structure.

Strengths

(a) Council
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The members of the Council were perceived as bringing a valuable range of abilities to the work
of the body. In addition, Council members were seen to be extremely committed to the well
being of the institution and to be willing to work hard to promote its interests. The range of
representation of key stakeholder groups (faculty, students, alumni and, more recently, staff)
allowed for the voices of these various groups to be heard at this highest level of governance.

It was pointed out that Council had received a very clear mandate from the Government of The
Bahamas that had enabled the body to set concrete goals. The Minister of Education had
consistently been a champion for The College and open and available to the Council for briefing
and feedback, without seeking to impose his will upon the institution or to use his statutory
power to direct the Council.

The Chairman was seen to be a strong leader who encouraged participation by all members of
Council before decisions were made. The Council also provided strong support to the President
and her team.

The presence at the meetings of Council of the various Vice-Presidents was seen to be helpful as
they were available to speak directly to the reports related to their respective areas of
responsibility.

(b) Academic Board

The careful and detailed work of the Academic Board, and the many stages of discussion through
which courses, programmes and policies had to pass before being submitted to that body were
perceived as contributing to a high level of quality assurance and as providing an opportunity for
many persons to participate in the development of these. It was perceived that valuable
discussion and exchange of views on academic principles and practices were engaged in at the
different levels.

The membership of the Board itself allowed for the sharing of information across the schools and
faculties of The College.

Weaknesses
(a) Council

There were several areas of weakness identified in relation to functions of and expectations for
the Council.

Regarding membership, it was generally perceived that the current number of members of the
Council wastoo small to enable the formation of viable sub-committees of that body. Further,
while the representational membership on Council was seen as an important strength, it al'so
created areas of potential conflict of interest that were perceived as aweakness in current
arrangements, for, it was noted, at times the interest of the body represented by any given
member of Council might run counter to certain aspects of Council’ s responsibilities.

Thelack of clear definition of the role of Council members and of expectations for them was
seen as aweakness in the current practices. It was felt that there needed to be more structured



23

orientation, training and detailed documentation provided for new members in order to make
them better able to perform their roles adequately.

The requirement stipulated in the Act for Council to meet on a monthly basis was seen as
imposing too heavy a burden on Council members, especially as members were also expected to
attend meetings of sub-committees. It was perceived, moreover, that this factor tended to involve
Council too deeply in the day-to-day operations of the institution and to lead the body to run the
risk of micro-management.

(b)_Academic Board

While the attention to detail required (and undertaken) by the Academic Board was seen as
contributing to course and programme strengthening, it was perceived that too often the Board
became bogged down in minutiae, contributing to the length of meetings and leaving the Board
insufficient time to engage in the broader philosophical discussions that ought properly to engage
the highest academic body in The College. It was felt that much of the editorial work undertaken
at the level of the Board itself could be dealt with at earlier stages, and even could be effectively
carried out by a skilled technical unit established for the purpose. There was a perception aso
that the adoption of one standard format for courses and programmes of all disciplines was
someti mes inappropriate to reflect the particularity of language and form demanded by the
traditions of individual academic or professional disciplines.

Again, the lack of adequate orientation to the work of the Board (as noted in the case of the
Council) was cited on a number of occasions. Also the lack of consistent attendance on the part
of some groups’ representatives was cited as a weakness.

Generdly, it was felt that, despite the value of the discussion that occurred at the various levels
of programme or course devel opment, the current process was often overly long and often
inefficiently repetitive.

(c)_Genera
Overall, a general weakness that was identified was that senior administratorsin particular, but

also many middle managers, faculty, staff and student representatives, were called upon to attend
too many meetings of too many different boards and committees.
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4. RECOMMENDATIONS

The general process adopted in formulating the recommendations that follow was to seek
consensus of views among members of the Committee. It was agreed that, where any member(s)
registered significantly opposing views, these would be reported as minority positions.

The recommendations themselves were derived from a combination of sources. the research
findings on higher education, the issues identified in the various forms of consultation
undertaken, and from consideration of both the realities of the existing structure within The
College and the legal and social imperatives of The Bahamas as awhole.

4.1. Values and Principles.

Emerging from all aspects of the work of the Committee was a recurrent affirmation that the
structure and processes of effective governance in a higher education institution must reflect
certain fundamental values and principles that are accepted as being essential in an academic
environment. These were judged as being particularly important in a national university whose
contribution to the development of its society must be at once concrete and symbolic, in that all
aspects of its work—its mission and vision, its programmes, research, service, policies,
procedures and practices—ought to reflect the standards of excellence to which the nation asa
whole should aspire.

The Committee therefore considered at length those principles that the University of The
Bahamas should seek to embody in its governance structure and processes. In many instances
these coincided with those that pervade higher education enterprises around the world. There
were others, however, that seemed to assume particular significance within the context of The
Bahamas.

Four major principles, each equally asimportant as the others, were identified as being central to
the work of anational University in our context: a commitment to national development, a
commitment to excellence, acommitment to the concept of shared governance, and a
commitment to academic freedom. These are elaborated upon more fully below, along with other
significant principles that are inextricably linked with them.
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1. Commitment to National Development.

The Committee embraced the concept that higher education was both a private and a public good
and recognized particularly that, as a national university, the University of The Bahamas would
have a special role to play in shaping the Bahamian society. Those responsible for the
governance of the institution would therefore have a duty to ensure that it remained relevant and
responsive to the diverse needs of The Bahamas as a whole and accessible to students throughout
the archipelago, and that it served as an effective partner in national effortsto fulfil the
aspirations of the Bahamian people. At the same time, understanding that a University was al'so a
member of an international community of like institutions, the Committee accepted the concept,
articulated at UNESCO'’ s 1998 World Conference on Higher Education, that “the international
dimension of higher education is an inherent part of its quality,” and emphasized that it would be
essential to ensure that the University offered the scope, depth, diversity and quality of work that
would secure its credibility and acceptance not only within The Bahamas but also in the
international arena aswell.

2. Commitment to Excellence.

The Committee recognized that, in a society that was all too often accepting of mediocrity, the
University of The Bahamas must in all aspects of its work demonstrate an uncompromising
commitment to standards and quality of performance that would meet or surpass both national
and international criteria. Such a commitment must be clearly reflected in the practices adopted
in the governance of the institution and be confirmed by the systematic observance of quality
assurance and risk management measures.

3. Shared governance and participatory decision-making.

It was agreed that the recommendations regarding a desirable governance structure should reflect
afirm commitment to the principle of shared, inclusive participation in the making of important
institutional decisions. It was further emphasized that the processes adopted by governance
bodies should be genuinely consultative in nature. This principle was seen as essential not only
to ensure that decision-making would benefit from the diverse expertise and experience of key
groups of internal and external stakeholders and to secure “ownership” of decisions taken, but
also to confirm unequivocally to the wider Bahamian community that its University accepted the
pre-eminent value of the democratic process.

4. Academic Freedom

Members of the Committee agreed that the processes and procedures of University governance
must reflect, and foster the centrality of, the principle of academic freedom in the discharge of
the business of the ingtitution. In its “Recommendation concerning the Status of Higher
Education Teaching Personnel,” adopted in November of 1997, UNESCO defined “academic
freedom” as “the right, without conscription by prescribed doctrine, to freedom of teaching and
discussion, freedom in carrying out research and disseminating and publishing the results
thereof, freedom [of higher education teaching personnel] to express freely their opinion about
the institution or system in which they work, freedom from institutional censorship and freedom
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to participate in professional or representative academic bodies.”** The committee recognized as
well, however, that the exercise of such freedom carried with it special duties and responsibilities
and that it must always be accompanied by an expectation of being held accountable for its
results.

5. Integrity and Ethics

As noted previously, amost without exception, members of the various stakeholder groups with
whom the members of the Committee consulted identified the scrupul ous demonstration of
integrity and ethics as being key among their expectations for the University and its people. The
governance of the institution must clearly be grounded in these principles (that are already
reflected in the motto of The College: “Knowledge, Truth, Integrity”). Measures to ensure that
these qualities were consistently reflected in the work of the institution should, it was felt, be
specifically embedded in the requirements for membership of and participation in the organs of
governance and in the policies, procedures and practices adopted by such bodies.

6. Tolerance of and respect for diversity

By the very nature of higher education whose purposes, among others, are to transmit
knowledge, develop critical thinking and encourage scholarly enquiry, a University must provide
aspaceto “let all ideas contend.” *This was emphasized by stakeholder groups with whom the
Committee consulted who articul ated the expectation that the University of The Bahamas would,
in its varied undertakings, demonstrate tolerance of and respect for diversity, be free of bias and
protective of human rights. The Committee interpreted this principle as referring to diversity in
all forms: of gender, ethnicity, nationality, religion, socia class, educational background, sexual
orientation or political persuasion. It held, also, that the processes that the institution followed to
arrive at key decisions must demonstrate the conviction that individuals have aright to hold
differing opinions and to have those opinions heard and respected. It was accepted that only in
this way might all members of the institution be genuinely empowered in their several roles. It
was hoped, further, that this tolerance of and respect for diversity of origin, nature, thought and
belief might extend into the more general relationships that pervaded the life of the institution
and model the level of tolerance desired in the wider society.

7. Autonomy

It is generally accepted in the higher education arenathat the proper exercise of academic
freedom and the duties and responsibilities attached thereto can only occur in an environment of
ingtitutional autonomy that is designed to protect the independence of the institution from
partisan influence and the uncertainties of political change. In this context, autonomy does not

%2 Section VI.B. Clause 27: “Recommendation Concerning the Status of Higher Education Teaching Personnel”.
UNESCO, 1997

* This phrase is taken from the Chairman’ s Preface to “ Time for Action: Report of the West Indian Commission”
Barbados, 1992.
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imply unfettered licence to pursue individual or institutional agendas without due regard for the
overall best interests and priorities of stakeholders and, in the case of national institutions, of the
state as awhole. The definition provided by the UNESCO 1997 Recommendation expresses
succinctly the meaning and implications of institutional autonomy that the Committee would
wish to embrace, i.e., “that degree of self-governance necessary for effective decision making by
ingtitutions of higher education regarding their academic work, standards, management and
related activities consistent with systems of public accountability, especially in respect of
funding provided by the state, and respect for academic freedom and human rights.”**

8. Accountability

It was stressed that the governance bodies of the University (and indeed all members of the
institution) must be scrupulously accountable to internal and external stakeholders for their
faithful discharge of all aspects of their responsibilities. As a national institution, the University
must be particularly accountable to the Government and people of The Bahamas who are its
primary owners. Relevant organs of governance must ensure that the highest standards of
performance are reflected in the academic enterprise, in the management of financial and human
resources and in the conduct of the institution generally within the context of the national and
international communities. Governance bodies must, therefore, be careful to set in place
appropriate quality assurance and risk management mechanisms to ensure that the demands of
accountability are met.

9. Efficiency and Effectiveness

The Committee agreed that the effective management of resources demanded efficiency in their
use, guided by accepted best practices. From a governance perspective, this was seen to imply
that the work at each level of the decision-making process should always add value to that
undertaken in the one preceding it if an inefficient repetition of effort was to be avoided.

10. Transparency

It was agreed also that, closely allied with the effective demonstration of all the foregoing, was
the principle of transparency that should prevail in the procedures and practices entailed in the
governance of the University. It was deemed essential that there be clearly understood guidelines
and specific requirements for communication of the content of decisions and the method by
which these have been reached, and all participantsin the process should undertake to observe
these closely. Records of procedures and outcomes should be formally documented, carefully
preserved and made available for scrutiny as appropriate.

11. Adaptability

The Committee was sensitive to the inherently dynamic nature of institutions of higher education
which, as an essential feature of their existence, must be responsive to changing imperatives
within societies and the wider world. Governance bodies within a University would need to be so

3 Section V.A. Clause 17: ibid.
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structured as to be able to demonstrate both the willingness and the capacity to adapt to changing
needs, while remaining careful not to jettison indiscriminately important elements of institutional
history or those things that have proven to be of abiding value in the higher education enterprise
worldwide.

4.2. Governance Structure

The recommendations advanced regarding the governance structure and processes seek both to
reflect the principles and values described in the preceding Section, and to reflect internationally
accepted norms. In particular, the proposed structure seeks to respond directly to the section of
the Committee’ s mandate that states “...this vision implies an organizational structure which
recognizes a governance structure and relies upon the academic expertise, knowledge and
achievements of its Faculty and allows for collegial governance; ...”

It was determined that the structure recommended would embrace two main governance bodies:
(1) A Governing Council that would allow for appropriate representation of major stakeholder

groups within the University, but would consist mainly of members drawn from key sectors of
the wider Bahamian society; and

(2) A_Senate, that would allow for broad representation of key stakeholder groups, drawn
primarily from the academic faculty of the University, but that would include senior University
officials who by virtue of their offices had particular responsibility for important dimensions of
the academic enterprise of the institution and related activities. Outside involvement in the work
of the Senate would come through members drawn from institutions or bodies with whom the
University engaged collaboratively. Student interests would be represented through the
membership of present and past students of the institution.

It was understood, also, that the Principal Officers of the University represented an integral part
of the governance structure, so their roles and titles were also addressed.

In making recommendations concerning the nomenclature that might be adopted for such
officers, the Committee gave consideration to the need to reflect the change in status of the
ingtitution, to adopt terminology that would both be recognized in international University circles
and also be particularly in keeping with trends within Commonwealth national Universities. The
close affiliation already existing with North American institutions, however, was recognized and
was reflected by including in the designations titles familiar in those contexts.

4.2.1. Nomenclature and | nstruments of Authority

The Committee recommends the use of the following terms to designate the principal officers
and organs of governance:

(i) The name of the institution shall be the University of The Bahamas (to be known in its
abbreviated form as UB).



29

(if) The University’ s instruments of authority shall be its Charter Act and such
supporting statutes, regulations or ordinances as may be necessary for the better
carrying out of the provisions of that Act.

(iii) Governance of the University shall be vested in the following officers and
bodies:

e TheChancdlor;

e TheVice-Chancellor, who shall be the President and Chief Executive Officer of
the University;

e Such number of Pro-Vice-Chancellors (Vice-Presidents) as may from time to time
be determined by the Governing Council of the University, one of whom shall be
specifically appointed by the Council to serve as Deputy to the Vice-Chancellor

e The University Governing Council

e The Senate

4.2.2. Functions, role and scope of power s of principal officers and bodies

Principal Officersof the University

(1) The Chancellor

It is recommended that the position of Chancellor be essentially an honorary one. The associated
roles and responsibilities would be largely ceremonial in nature (such as presiding over the
convocation/ commencement/ graduation exercises of the University). The Chancellor would,
however, hold ex officio membership on the Governing Council and might serve as the Chair of
that body. The individual chosen to occupy this role should be a distinguished Bahamian national
of outstanding achievement and reputation, who could serve as a highly respected champion of
the University’ s cause.

The Chancellor shall be appointed by the University Governing Council after consultation with
the Senate and with the concurrence of the Minister responsible for Education.

(2) The Vice-Chancellor

The Vice-Chancellor shall be the President and Chief Executive Officer of the University, and
shall be responsible for providing leadership and general supervision of the work of the
University and for carrying out the directions of the major governing bodies.

The Vice-Chancellor shall exercise general and specific supervision over the educational
arrangements of the University and shall be responsible to the Council for the promotion and
maintenance of the efficiency and good order of the University.
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The Vice-Chancellor shall, ex officio, be amember of the Governing Council, of Senate and of
any other Board or committee established by either of those bodies. The Vice-Chancellor shall
serve as Chair of the Senate.

The Vice-Chancellor shall be appointed by the Governing Council after consultation with the
Senate and with the concurrence of the Minister, in accordance with such procedure as may be
determined by the Council.

The Vice-Chancellor shall hold office for such period and upon such terms and conditions as the
Council may from time to time determine.

(3) The Pro-Vice-Chancellors

The Pro-Vice-Chancellors shall hold responsibility for such areas of operation within the
University as the Vice-Chancellor may determine.

Pro-Vice-Chancellors may serve as Provosts of outlying campuses of the University.

The Pro-Vice-Chancellors shall be appointed by the Governing Council after consultation with
the Senate and in accordance with such procedure as may be determined by the Council. They
shall hold office for such period and upon such terms and conditions as the Council may from
time to time determine.

One of the Pro-Vice- Chancellors shall be appointed by the Council to serve as Deputy to the
Vice- Chancellor, for such period (not exceeding five years) and under such conditions as
Council may determine. Thisindividual will assume responsibility for the discharge of the Vice-
Chancellor’ s functionsin the absence of the Vice-Chancellor.

The University Gover ning Council (UGC)

The Governing Council shall be the principal governing body of the University and shall have
jurisdiction and final authority over al affairs of the University. It shall be responsible for the
planning of the work of the University and for the effective management of the human, financial
and material resources of the University and for the management of risk.

Without limiting the generality of its powers, the Governing Council shall have power to:*®

I.  Appoint Principa Officers of the University: Chancellor, Vice-Chancellor and Pro-Vice-
Chancellors upon recommendation of ajoint committee of Council and Senate and after
consultation with the Minister of Education.

ii.  Enact and amend the Statutes of the University, particularly concerning the appointment,
promotion, tenure and duties of the Officers, the administrative officials, and the faculty
of the University.

* Note: the specific suggestions outlined in this section have been adapted from a variety of sources, including the
Statutes of the University of the South Pacific, the University of the West Indies, the University of Canberra, the
University of East Anglia, the University of Sussex and Boston College.
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Enact and amend rules and regulations for the orderly government of the University,
including procedures for the enforcement of the same.

Authorize the appointment of a Dean of any School, College or Faculty.

Approve the Faculty Union Industrial Agreement.

Review and take appropriate action respecting the budget.

Authorize any changesin tuition, room, board or fees.

Authorize the sale and purchase or lease of land or buildings.

Authorize and promote major fund-raising activities.

Authorize acceptance of giftsto the University.

Authorize the incurring of debts, securing mortgage and pledge of real and personal
property.

Constitute standing or ad hoc committees concerning financial matters.

Authorize the construction of new buildings and major renovations of existing buildings.
Receive and approve the Annua Report of the University.

Authorize each year externally audited financial reports.

Submit, each year, a copy of the audited financial Reports to the Minister of Education.

Authorize all major changes in the educational policies and programmes.
Provide for the encouragement and support of research.

Review, amend, refer back, control or disallow any act of the Senate required under the
Statutes, the Ordinances or the Regulations to be reported to the University Governing
Council, and to give directions thereon to the Senate; provided that any such act of the
Senate which is amended by the UGC shall be referred again to the Senate for
consideration and report before such act (so amended) is put into effect. [Alternative
wording suggested for the above: “ Review the work of the University and, subject to the
powers and duties of the Senate, take such action as may appear to be necessary to
advance the interests of the University, maintain its efficiency, encourage teaching, the
pursuit of learning and the conduct of research...”]

Establish, after report from the Senate, such Schools of Studies and other units of
academic organization as may be deemed necessary from time to time; to prescribe their
constitution and functions, and to modify or revise the same.

Approve the granting of all degreesin course and of all honorary degrees on
recommendation of ajoint committee of Council and Senate.

Enact and amend the Statutes of the University, particularly concerning the appointment,
promotion, tenure and duties of the Officers, the administrative officials, and the faculty
of the University [It has been suggested that this clause be deleted since theseterms are
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negotiated through the Collective Bargaining process. However, it would seem
appropriate that the framework for such negotiated terms be enshrined in the Statutes).

xxiii.  Consgtitute, in consultation with Senate, such standing or ad hoc committees concerning
academic affairs and student faculty and staff welfare as may be deemed necessary.

xxiv.  Establish such other standing committees of Council as may be necessary for the better
discharge of the powers of Council.

XXV. Delegate its functions under the Act (other than its power to make Statutes) to a member
of Council, or acommittee that includes a member of Council, or amember of the staff
of the University.

* Examples of such sub-committees might be: Finance, Audit, and Nominating Committees

NOTE: It has been suggested that the Powers of the University Governing Council should also
include the recommendation of two members of Council to serve as members of the Senate.
Thisposition is put forward with a view to ensuring that there would be an integral link
between the UGC and the Senate. The implications of this proposal and of the reciprocal
measure proposed for the Senate are discussed under the Sections that address, respectively,
the members of the Council and the Senate.

The Senate

The Senate shall be the academic authority of the University. It shall have the control and
general direction of curriculaand instruction, research and examinations, the award of degrees,
diplomas, certificates and other academic awards, the establishment of criteriafor the admission,
continuation and graduation of students, student welfare and discipline, the organization of
Schools, Faculties, Institutes and other units of instruction or research, the identification of
facilities required for those entities, and of the size and relative composition of the complement
of academic staff. The Senate will, where appropriate, collaborate with unions and other
collective bargaining units on all matters relevant to the appointment and promotion of faculty.
All decisions of Senate that have financial implications shall be subject to the approval of the
University Governing Council and all decisions of Council that have academic implications shall
require consultation with Senate.®

Specifically:*’

The Senate shall be the academic authority of the University of The Bahamas and shall, subject
to the powers, duties and functions referred to the UGC by the Charter Act and Statutes, take
such measures and act in such manner as shall appear to it best calculated to promote the
teaching, consultancy, research and other academic work of the University. The Senate shall,
subject to the Charter Act and Statutes, in addition to all other powers vested in it, have the
following powers, duties and functions:

% Adapted from the University of Guelph, the University of the West Indies and the University of Hong Kong.
3" Adapted from University of the South Pacific and the Statutes of other universities.
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i To regulate and ensure the quality of all teaching programmes and courses of study
and the conditions under which persons may qualify for the various Degrees, Diplomas,
Certificates and other distinctions and awards, of the University: provided that
Regulations relating to any programme or course of study shall be referred to the UGC for
comment and that any comment or  recommendation that the UGC may make shall receive
consideration by the Senate.

I To recommend to the UGC the institution of Degrees, Diplomas, Certificates and
other distinctions and awards.

i To regulate and ensure the quality of the admission of persons and categories of

persons to the University for the purpose of pursuing any programmes or courses of
study and to regulate and control their continuance in those programmes or courses
of study.

iv To approve the appointment of examiners and where examinations, tests or other
methods of assessment are necessary under requirements prescribed by the Senate
for the granting of Degrees, Diplomas, Certificates and other distinctions and
awards, to regulate such examinations, tests and methods of assessment andto  appoint
examiners, assessors and moderators, whether internal or external.

v To accept examinations passed and periods of study spent at other Universities or other
institutions or bodies as equivalent to such examinations and periodsof  study in the
University as the Senate may determine and to revoke such acceptance at any time.

Vi To accept courses of study in any other institution or body, which in the opinion of the
Senate possesses the means of affording the proper instruction for such  courses, as equivalent
to such programmes or courses of study in the University as the Senate may determine.

Vii To recommend the granting of Degrees, Diplomas, Certificates and other distinctions
and awards to persons who have pursued a course of study approved by the Senate and
have qualified for such grant in terms of requirements prescribed by the Senate.

viii  To recommend academic distinctions including Honorary Degrees: provided that an
Honorary Degree shall not be granted to any person except on the recommendation of a Joint
Committee of the Senate and the UGC to be established by the Senate.

iX To determine what formalities and requirements shall attach to the conferment of
Degrees, Diplomas, Certificates and other distinctions and awards.

X To regulate the use of academic dress in the University.
Xi To recommend to the UGC the terms and conditions under which any institution or
body may affiliate to the University, the terms and conditions of any association or

cooperation between the University and any institution or body, or the terms of any agreement
for the incorporation in the University of any institution or body.



Xii To recommend to the UGC the institution or acceptance of awards such as
Fellowships, Scholarships, Bursaries, Studentships, Prizes and other aids to study and
research.

xiii  To approve recommendations for the operation and development of the University
Libraries.

Xiv To approve recommendations for the operation and development of extramural  (i.e.,
outreach, continuing education and extension) activities of the University.

XV Review periodically the academic organization and development of the  University,
with special reference to the effectiveness of the work of the University inrelation to its
mission and objects, including that of providing at  appropriate levels education and training
responsive to the well-being and needs of the communities of the Bahamian archipelago.

xvi  Whether or not consequent upon the periodic review of the academic organization
and development of the University, to recommend to the UGC the establishment or
discontinuance of any School, institution or body for the  University, and the creation,
suspension or abolition of any faculty post, cognizant of the role of specialized groups
including unions and collective bargaining units.

xvii  Toreview from time to time the duties of all faculty, cognizant of the role of
specialized groups including unions and collective bargaining units.

xviii  To make recommendations to the UGC on any matter pertinent to the University and its
affairs.

XiX To recommend to the UGC appropriate provision for the personal development and
well-being of the students.

XX To take such steps as it thinks appropriate to advise and assist the Students
Association and other organizations of the students.

XXi To regulate the discipline of the students of the University in accordance with
Ordinances to be made by the UGC after consultation with the Senate.

xXii  Subject to an appeal to the UGC, to expel any student guilty of grave misconduct after
giving him an opportunity to appear personally and to be heard by a committee of the
Senate to be established under the Ordinances.

xxiii  To propose to the UGC new Statutes or Ordinances which it shall be the duty of the
UGC to consider.

xxiv  To express an opinion on any matter pertinent to the University and its affairs.

xxv  Generally to exercise all such powers, duties and functions as are or may be
conferred on the Senate by the Charter Act and Statutes, including the power to  make
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Regulations in the exercise of the powers, duties and functions hereinbefore expressly set
out and of all other powers, duties and functions of the Senate.

xxvi  To establish such standing committees of Senate as may be deemed necessary for the
better discharge of the powers and duties of Senate.

xxvil  To delegate any of the powers, duties or functions assigned to it under the Actto a
member of Senate, or any committee involving a member or membersof Senate, or to a
member of faculty or staff of the University.

NOTE: Asindicated earlier, there has been a suggestion that the powers of the Senate should
also include that of electing two of its membersto serve as Senate representatives on the
University Governing Council. Again, this proposal is made with a view to ensuring that there
existsa direct and integral link between the Senate and the Council.

4.2.3. Member ship of major organs of Governance

A. The University Governing Council (UGC)

Size: There shall be no fewer than 17 members of the UGC.

Composition: The UGC shall comprise internal and external members. External
stakeholders shall constitute the majority of members.

a) Internal members shall include the Chancellor and Vice-
Chancellor (President) ex officio, faculty, student, staff, and alumni
representatives.

b) External stakeholders shall include representatives of the
Government and members of the wider Bahamian community from
throughout the archipelago.

Categories: There shall be ex officio members; appointed members and
elected members
a) Ex Officio Members

i. The Chancellor
ii The Vice-Chancellor /President

b) Appointed Members

i. A senior officer of the Ministry of Education who shall be authorized to speak and act on
behalf the Minister.
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ii. A senior officer of the Ministry of Finance who shall be authorized to speak and act on
behalf of the Minister *

iii.  Four individuals drawn from key sectors of the Bahamian society, e.g., the
business, financial services, tourism, education or scientific communities.>

iv.  Three persons drawn from communities outside of New Providence: one resident in the
Northern Bahamas, one resident in the Central Bahamas and one resident in the Southern
Bahamas. Further, because such appointments are to be made with a view to encouraging
national unity and ensuring a broad archipel agic perspective they should be made by the
Governor-General acting in his sole discretion, provided that no person who isafull-
time member of the staff of the University, as defined by Ordinance, shall be eligible to
be appointed under this paragraph®.

c) Elected members

(i) Two persons, being members of the faculty: one to be elected by the faculty at large
in such manner as UGC shall determine and the other electedto  represent the faculty unionin
such manner as provided for in the Union’s constitution.

(it) Two persons, each of whom shall be at the time of his election aregistered  student
of the University (one undergraduate and one graduate) to be elected by the Student
Associations in such manner as the UGC shall determine.

(v) One person who shall be at the time of his election a staff member of the

University to be elected by the staff at large in such manner as the UGC shall

determine.

Co-opted members.

The Council may from time to time co-opt individuals with special and  relevant
expertise who are not members of Council to serve on sub- committees of Council or such other
standing or ad hoc committees that Council may from time to time establish.

Secretary to the Council

The Secretary-General of The College shall serve as Secretary to the University
Governing Council.

% Theinclusion of a specialy empowered delegate of the Minister of Education has been recommended in order to
reflect the commitment to transparency and accountability emphasized in our guiding principles. It isfelt that, in this
way, the Government would have ongoing firsthand knowledge of the plans and affairs of the University and be
integrally involved in their formulation.

¥ The same principle appliesin the instance of the specially empowered designate of the Minister of Finance. The
management of the ingtitution’s finances would be open to scrutiny on an ongoing basis and should therefore hold
NO Surprises.

“0 |t was originally recommended that the persons drawn from communities outside of New Providence should be
elected by those communities, in accordance with an ordinance to be made by the UGC. It was later suggested,
however, that a more practical approach to effecting this broad archipelagic representation would be to have such
individuals appointed by the Governor-General of The Bahamas acting in his or her sole discretion.
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NOTE: If the proposal made earlier were accepted —i.e., to include two representatives of the
Senate (in addition to the two faculty already provided for in the recommendations above) - it
would increase the total number of Council membersto 19, made up of 10 “internal”
members and 9 external. Thiswould run counter to the intention that there should be a
majority of external members on the Council, to redress which situation would require
increasing the total of outside members aswell.

Appointment of Members of the UGC

The members of the University Governing Council shall be formally appointed by the Governor-
General of The Bahamas

One of the members shall be appointed by the Governor- General to be the Chairman of the
Council.

Selection and Election of members

“Ex officio members’ of Council shall be appointed by virtue of their office within the
University.

“ Appointed members,” other than those representing communities outside New Providence, shall
be selected by the Minister responsible for Education who may receive nominations from ajoint
committee of the UGC and the Senate. In the making of such appointments, due regard shall be
paid to ensuring that there is a balanced representation of skills, expertise and gender among the
members of the UGC. Particularly, care must be taken to ensure that members have skillsin
finance, management, law or education and that they have an appreciation of the needs of the
community, as well as the values and principles of the University, including its independence
and academic freedom, and its core activities of teaching, research and service. Appointed
members representing communities outside New Providence shall be selected and appointed by
the Governor-General acting in his or her sole discretion.

“Elected members’ shall be elected by the groups that they represent in accordance with such
procedure as may be determined by those groups and as are approved by the UGC.

Term of Office of Membersof the UGC

Commencement and Length of Term.

1) The term of office of members of the Council, other than ex officio members, shall commence
or shall be deemed to have commenced on the first day of July of the year in which they are
appointed or elected.

2) Ex officio members shall hold office for so long as they continue to occupy the positions by
virtue of which they became members.
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3) Members of the UGC appointed as “ appointed members,” including those appointed as
representatives of communities outside of New Providence, shall hold office for aterm of three
years and shall be ligible for reappointment or re-election for one additional consecutive term.

Note: A member of the UGC may be appointed for aterm shorter than three yearsto provide for
greater continuity through the staggered terms of service.

4) A member elected as a representative of faculty, staff, students or alumni of the University
shall hold office for aterm of two years, unless during that period he or she shall ceaseto be a
member of the group he or she was elected to represent.

The Chair

(a) The Chair may be elected from among the UGC members for such period as may be
determined by the UGC. This service may be in addition to the normal time of service for aUGC
member.

(b) If not elected from among the members of the Council, the Chair shall be appointed by the
Governor-General for such period as may be determined by the Governor- General. This service
may be in addition to the normal term of office for amember of the UGC.

When members cease to be

A member of the UGC appointed or elected ceases to hold office if he ceases to be eligible under
the clause under which he was appointed or elected.

NOTE: Additiona detailed recommendations regarding the selection, el ection and appointment
of members of Council, as well as qualifications, duties, performance expectations and
associated matters are presented in Annex V of this report.

B. The Senate

Size: The number of members of the University of The Bahamas Senate shall not
exceed 40.

Categories: There shall be ex officio, appointed and elected
members.

Apportionment of Representation: Each School shall have faculty representation

proportionate to the number of its full-time faculty members. Faculty
representatives shall constitute at least fifty-five percent (55%) [or 50%+2] of the total
membership of the Senate. Ex officio members shall constitute twenty-seven and one-half
percent (27.5%). Student members, staff members and appointed members shall each
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account for five percent (5%) and the alumni shall account for two and one half
percent (2.5%) of thetotal  membership of the Senate.

a) Ex officio members

The Vice-Chancellor (Chair)

Three (3) Pro-Vice-Chancellors

The Deans of the Faculties (4)

The Executive Director of the Culinary and Hospitality Management Institute
The University Librarian

The Registrar

b) Appointed members
Two [2] persons from institutions and bodies affiliated to or otherwise associated or
cooperating with the University as shall from time to time be determined and recommended

by the Senate, and appointed by the University Governing Council.

It is recommended that one of these individuals be a senior technical officer of  the
Ministry of Education.

c) Elected members®

(a) Full-time Faculty:

School of Business. 2

School of Communications and Creative Arts. 2

School of Education: 2

School of English Studies; 2

School of Nursing and Allied Health Professions: 1

School of Science and Technology: 4

School of Social Sciences: 2

Law Programme: 1

Representatives of the Northern Bahamas Campus (from any School): 2

(b) Part-time faculty: 2 (one to be drawn from a Family Island Centre)

“L It should be noted that Chairs of Schools have not been included among the ex officio members of the Senate.
They may, however, serve as elected membersiif their Schools so determine. It is anticipated, moreover, that Chairs
of Schoolswill play asignificant role in the Standing Committees of the Senate with delegated powers such as
Faculty Boards and other policy-making bodies.

“2 The distribution of numbers suggested in this section reflects the current situation at The College, and is
recommended as an initial composition to facilitate the implementation of the Senate concept. Enabling Statutes
would need to reflect that the makeup of the Senate would be subject to change as circumstances in the University as
awhole changed.
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(c) UTEB representatives: 2

(d) Staff: 2 (one to come from outside of New Providence)
(e)_Students. 2 (one undergraduate and one graduate)

(f) Alumni: 1

Secretary to the Senate
The Secretary-General of the University shall serve as the Secretary to the Senate.

NOTE; If two members of Council were added to the membership of the Senate, as proposed
previoudly, it would increase the size of the Senate to 42 (in a situation where 40 is already
considered large) and, again, have implications for the intention of ensuring that some 55%
(or 50%+2) would be drawn from the faculty.

Selection, Election and Appointment of Members
1) “Ex officio” members’ shall serve by virtue of their position within the University.

2) “Appointed members’ shall be appointed in such manner and based on such criteriaas are
prescribed by Ordinance by the Council in consultation with the Senate.

3) “Elected members’ (with the exception of the faculty union and student and alumni
associations who shall be elected by their own criteria and procedures) shall be elected in such
manner and in accordance with such criteria and procedures as are prescribed by Council by
Ordinance after consultation with Senate.

Term of Office of Members of the Senate

1) Commencement and length of term

a) The term of office of members of the Senate, other than ex officio members, shall commence
or be deemed to have commenced on the first day of July in the year in which they are appointed
or elected.

b) Ex officio members shall hold office for so long as they continue to occupy the positions by
virtue of which they became members.

¢) Appointed members and elected Faculty members of Senate shall hold office for aterm of
three years.

d) Student members of the Senate elected shall hold office for aterm of two years. Student
members of the Senate shall cease to be membersif they cease to be students other than by
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becoming eligible for the grant of a degree, diploma, certificate or other distinction or award of
the University.

2) When members cease to be

A member of the Senate, whether appointed or elected, ceases to hold office if he ceasesto be
eligible under the clause under which he was appointed or elected.

3) Reappointment and re-election

Any member appointed or elected is eligible for reappointment or re-election so long as he does
not serve continuously for more than six years, but on the expiration of one year after having
served continuously for six years, he again becomes eligible for appointment or election.

NOTE; Detailed recommendations regarding the selection, election and appointment of
members of Senate, as well astheir qualifications, duties, terms of office, performance
expectations, procedures regarding meetings and related matters are found in Annex V of this
Report.

4.2.4. Future Role of Existing Boards and Committees

It isrecommended that, if the governance structure outlined above is accepted, a careful analysis
of the terms of reference of all Boards and Committees currently operating within The College of
the Bahamas be undertaken to determine whether or not their specific responsibilities are now
included among those of the proposed organs of governance for the University. The Committee
isvery conscious that, in the interest of efficiency and effectiveness cited previously as guiding
principles, it isimportant to minimize as far as possible the layers of procedure involved in the
governance of theinstitution. It may be that, in certain cases, existing Boards or Committees
would serve as standing committees of the major Governance Bodies, exercising delegated
powers and making substantively the decisions that are reported to the main body for ratification
or information only. (The Appointments Board may be one such body, for example, that might
be designated a joint Standing Committee of both the University Governing Council and the
Senate).

With the introduction of the Senate as the body responsible for broad academic policy making,
the role of the Academic Board in its present form would seem to be redundant. Many of the
specific functions of that Board regarding programmes, courses and policy proposals could, it
would appear, be dealt with at the level of the Faculty Boards that could be designated as
Standing Committees of Senate, operating with delegated powers within guidelines established
by the Senate and formalized by Ordinance approved by the University Governing Council.

In order to ensure the maximally efficient and appropriate supporting architecture for the
proposed governance structure, the criteriafor determining the desirability of the continuance of
existing bodies should include as an important benchmark the concept that each additional step
must add significant value to the process. The specific duties of each body should be clearly
defined to ensure that there is no unnecessary overlap, and be clearly known and understood by



al. Further, routine aspects of procedure that can competently be undertaken by technical
personnel should be so “out-sourced” and overall effectiveness of all governance mechanisms
should be regularly evaluated.

42
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5. CONCLUDING COMMENT

The various activities undertaken by the Ad Hoc Committee on Governance over the past nine
months have been instructive on severa levels. Therich store of ideas and perspectives arising
from the research undertaken, committee discussions and consultative sessions held has
confirmed the value of involving a broad spectrum of individuals and sources in the formulation
of proposed plans or policies. It has confirmed particularly, moreover, that while collegial
participation in such processes does not necessarily mean that one’ sindividual perspective will
in the end prevail, it does ensure that one’s point of view will have been taken into account in the
eventual position agreed.

This has been the experience of this committee. At some point, each member islikely to have
had to concede an aspect of his or her specific conviction on an issue, but will, it is hoped, have
recognized the value of the final position taken. Thisis the nature of the democratic process to
which we all claim allegiance. Clearly, no formulation of proposals can ever be considered
perfect or final, however. Governance of human institutions is a dynamic process and both the
principles upon which specific structures and processes rest and the forms of those structures and
processes themselves must be periodically examined and assessed, to ensure their continued
validity.

The Committee recognizes, also, that considerable additional work must be done to lay the
groundwork for appropriate implementation of the recommendations presented above, if these
are accepted. Attention needs to be paid to developing detailed guidelines, procedures and
necessary documentation for the main governance bodies, regarding, for example, the kinds of
supporting committee structures needed to ensure that the work of those bodiesis effectively
carried out, and the appropriate orientation and training of members that must be undertaken. In
addition, the whole process of familiarizing the wider College community, the Ministry of
Education, the members of Parliament and, indeed, the country at large with the implications of
the changes entailed in this transition needs to be carefully managed. At the risk of stating the
obvious, therefore, the Committee recommends that focused thought be given and resources
allocated to the practical further measures that will need to be taken.

It is with these understandings, and in gratitude for having been afforded this unique opportunity

to serve, that the Ad Hoc Committee on Governance now presents this Report of its work to the
Chairman and members of the Council of The College of The Bahamas.
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