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Discuss Results of 2020 Biennial Self-Assessment Survey 
 
INFORMATION 
 
This item is for information only. The Chair of the Board will present results of 
the Self-Assessment Survey and lead a discussion of potential consequent actions. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Board of Regents has periodically administered self-evaluation surveys, 
most recently in 2014, 2016, and 2018. The surveys consisted of questions about 
the performance and operations of the Board and offered opportunities to include 
open-ended comments 
 
Participants were offered the option to reply to questions with ‘strongly agree,’ 
‘agree,’ ‘disagree,’ ‘strongly disagree,’ and ‘don’t know.’ In 2014 Regents, 
President, Provost, Senior Vice President for Finance & Facilities, and Vice 
Provost for Planning & Budgeting were invited to complete the survey. Nine 
Regents and three administrators responded. Regent Smith presented a summary 
of the results to the Governance Committee and Board in October 2014 (Item G–
5: https://www.washington.edu/regents/files/2014/10/2014-10-g-5.pdf).  
 
In May 2016 the Board elected to expand the number of administrators included 
in the survey from four to twenty administrators or academic, educational, and 
student leaders. Ten Regents and fourteen administrators responded. Regent 
Shanahan presented a summary of the results to the Governance Committee and 
Board in October 2016 (Item G–3: https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-s3-
cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/07/23172804/2016-10-G-3.pdf). 
 
In February 2018 the Board reduced the number of questions and the number of 
survey participants. Nine Regents and five administrators responded. Regent 
Jaech presented a summary of the results to the Governance Committee and 
Board in September 2018 (Item G–6: https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-
s3-cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/09/13155928/2018-09-G-6.pdf). 

 
In February 2020 the Board approved the present survey. Questions were 
transformed into statements and participants were asked to rate their agreement 
or disagreement. Statements were organized under the following subject areas: 

1. Board Structure and Composition 
2. Board Meeting Preparation 
3. Board Meeting Operations 

https://www.washington.edu/regents/files/2014/10/2014-10-g-5.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-s3-cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/07/23172804/2016-10-G-3.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-s3-cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/07/23172804/2016-10-G-3.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-s3-cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/09/13155928/2018-09-G-6.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-s3-cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/09/13155928/2018-09-G-6.pdf
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4. Critical Responsibilities 
5. Committee Performance 
6. Other Comments or Concerns 

 
This year’s survey was administered in late July to: 

Joel Benoliel, Regent, Chair 
Rogelio Riojas, Regent, Vice Chair 
Bill Ayer, Regent 
Joanne Harrell, Regent 
Jeremy Jaech, Regent 
Libby G. MacPhee, Regent 
Constance W. Rice, Regent 
Daniela Suarez, Regent 
Blaine Tamaki, Regent 
David Zeeck, Regent 
Ana Mari Cauce, President 
Mark Richards, Provost and Executive Vice President 
Brian McCartan, Vice President, Finance 
Lou Cariello, Vice President, Facilities 
Sarah Norris Hall, Vice Provost, Planning & Budgeting 
David Kerwin, Division Chief, Attorney General’s Office 
Margaret Shepherd, Chief of Staff, Executive Office 

Nine Regents and six administrators responded. 
 
 

Attachments 
1. 2020 Board of Regents Self-Assessment Survey (as administered) 
2. UW Board of Regents Biennial Board Self-Assessment Survey 2020 

Summary of Results 



2020 Proposed Board Self-Assessment Survey 

Scale: Strongly Agree – Agree – Disagree – Strongly Disagree – Don’t Know 

‘Comments’ sections will be free response. 

A. Board Structure and Composition

1. The current committee-of-the-whole structure, by which each Regent sits on every

standing committee, is optimal. Comment on alternatives below.

2. The division of responsibilities between the Board, standing committees, and special

or advisory committees is adequate to the Board’s responsibilities.

3. The responsibilities of each standing and advisory committee are clear.

4. The Board has the appropriate skills among its members to perform its functions.

Comment on areas for improvement below.

5. There is a sufficient diversity of perspectives on the Board.

6. Planning for succession to leadership positions on the Board is adequate.

7. Planning for succession to expert positions on the advisory committees is adequate.

8. Comments:

B. Board Meeting Preparation

1. The process by which Board members contribute to the selection of agenda items is

clear and satisfactory.

2. Agenda items address the most important, strategic, operational, and constituent

issues in a timely manner.

3. The information that Regents receive prior to Board meetings is clear, concise, and

delivered in a timely manner.

4. The information received is sufficient for Regents to make the decisions that are

required of them.

5. Board members receive timely and sufficient information on emerging issues between

meetings.

6. Comments:

C. Board Meeting Operations

1. The Board holds the appropriate number of meetings.

2. Meeting time is appropriately allocated between Board discussion and staff

presentations.

3. Appropriate time is allotted to the Board’s most important responsibilities.

4. The right staff members are in attendance at meetings to answer questions.
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5. Board meetings are conducted in a manner that ensures open communication,

meaningful participation, and timely resolution of issues.

6. Executive sessions are candid and constructive, and conducted in manner that

encourages civil disagreement.

7. The relationship among the Regents is constructive.

8. The relationship between the Board and the Administration is constructive.

9. The substance and volume of work expected of Regents is appropriate.

10. Comments:

D. Critical Responsibilities

1. The institution’s values, mission, goals, and strategic business plan are clear.

2. The Board understand the institution’s values, mission, goals, and strategic business

plan.

3. The Board works collaboratively with the President to establish a clear set of goals or

priorities for the year and beyond.

4. The President and senior administrators openly communicate progress toward these

goals, expectations, and concerns to the Board.

5. The Board reviews strategic, operational, and capital plans and evaluates performance

on these throughout the year.

6. The Board understands major risks to the institution and exercises effective oversight

of the Administration’s plans for prevention and remediation at the Board or

committee level.

7. The Board in regular, adequate communication with the President and senior

administrators.

8. The Board effectively evaluates the President in a constructive manner.

9. The Board engages with constituents sufficiently to understand their concerns.

10. The orientation program for new Regents clearly communicates the Board’s

responsibilities and facilitates effective participation.

11. Comments:

E. Other Comments or Concerns:

G-4.1/207-20 
7/8/20

Page 2 of 2



UW Board of Regents 

Biennial Self-Assessment Survey 

2020 Summary of Results 

 

This survey was administered to ten Regents and seven administrators. Nine Regents and six 

administrators responded. It consisted of thirty-one statements with which respondents were 

asked to rate agreement or disagreement. There was with space for comment after each of five 

sections and for general comment at the conclusion. There is general agreement that the Board is 

performing well and has improved its functioning in terms of the relationship of Regents with 

each other and of the Board and the administration, and in terms of the quality of materials, 

although points of improvement are suggested in answers and comments. This is consistent with 

results of the 2014, 2016, and 2018 surveys. In comparison to the 2018 survey, the Board 

articulated a number of areas of improvement quite clearly. Some of these areas of improvement 

are consistent with past surveys, others are not. 

In general, respondents generally agreed with 25 of 31 statements, with 2 or fewer respondents 

disagreeing. 

 Ratings of 10 of 31 statements were wholly positive, with no disagreement. 

 Ratings of 9 of 31 statements were positive, with one disagreement. 

 Ratings of 6 of 31 statements were positive, with two disagreements. 

 Three respondents rated three statements negatively, and four respondents rated two 

questions negatively. 

 One statement had 10 “do not know” responses. 

With respect to the five statements with three or four negative ratings, four concerned statements 

about the focus of agenda items: 

 2(b). Agenda items address the most important strategic, operational, and constituent 

issues in a timely manner. 

 3(a). The Board holds the appropriate number of meetings. 

 3(b).  Meeting time is appropriately allocated between Board discussion and staff 

presentations. 

 3(c). Appropriate time is allotted to the Board's most important responsibilities. 

First Theme: Strategic Discussion 

While many respondents note improvements in meeting planning and materials, and recognize 

that annual planning calendars are now circulated at each meeting of the Governance Committee 

and are aligned with presidential priorities, a desire for greater focus on strategic issues and a 

greater place for pointed discussion in meeting agendas has been a consistent theme of past 

Board surveys as far back as 1999. Selections of characteristic comments (edited for anonymity 

and style) include: 
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 I wish the board had more time for conversations about the biggest issues. 

 I do believe we have the benefit of diverse perspectives on the Board, but I think the 

Board struggles to bring its diversity of perspectives into meaningful and shared 

collective work. 

 I think the Board should have time to comment to the President after her report and same 

for the Chair. I think their time should be expanded to allow exchange of viewpoints and 

I think the President should invite Regent views on policy direction. 

 We should spend more time understanding the long-term financial impacts of 

recommended decisions and alternatives. More risk analysis and discussion would be 

helpful. 

 The Regents have strong backgrounds and qualifications. I think it would be helpful to 

work backwards from the question "what is highest value regents can add" and structure 

their role accordingly. … I suspect they can bring their experience to bear by challenging 

staff with larger, different perspectives. By asking hard questions they can force staff to 

do better work. 

 Staff presentations are currently 80 percent process review – what was done to bring a 

decision to them, who was involved, etc. Presentations should be 20 percent process and 

80 percent asking Regents to engage on the policy issue involved. … It would be good for 

the institution if Regents pressed staff harder and had more uncomfortable conversations. 

 Staff have consistently heard over the past couple of years that Regents would like to be 

more deeply and strategically engaged. Staff have tried multiple strategies to make this 

possible, but it ultimately relies on active questioning and commenting by Regents. 

The format of the Chair’s and President’s reports can be changed, but open, strategic discussion 

of major issues requires organic changes in the behavior of Regents and the President at 

meetings. 

Second Theme: Chair of the Board 

This theme is related to the first. Respondents asked the Chair to help animate discussion and to 

communicate more with his or her colleagues individually between meetings. 

 The Board structure is dependent on Chair and President, during the Chair's term.  

 The Chair should more regularly communicate the issues to the Board in compliance 

with the Open Public Meetings Act. I would like more exchange during meeting between 

Board and President in public meetings about the issues of the day. … The quality of 

Regent leadership is actually limited… by public disclosure fears which actually reduce 

transparency and efficiency in our decision-making. 

 The march to chairing the Board seems both rushed and forced, and leaves second-term 

Regents, who have the most institutional knowledge, out of the leadership pool. 

Third Theme: Onboarding and Succession 

Respondents noted that the Board could benefit from the appointment of a Regent with a 

financial background and that the relationship of the Board to its advisory committees and boards 
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merits continued attention. Many respondents were unaware of the Board’s onboarding process 

and suggested that the “firehose” of information distributed to new Regents be reduced and a 

mentoring program introduced. 

Fourth Theme: UW Medicine 

Consistent with recent surveys, respondents agreed that attention must also be given to the 

balance of resources and Board time between the core University and UW Medicine, which now 

has a budget four times as great as the core academy and much greater market risk. 

Characteristic comments: 

 More intense education of the Board on today's issues in higher education should be a 

priority led by a higher education strategic consultant who has consulted or has 

knowledge of our unified academic medical system structure. 

 ‘No margin: No mission.’ UW Medicine needs always to follow this mantra because its 

single mission of improving the health of the public by running two county hospitals and 

a leading academic medical center, and entailing more than $700 million in 

uncompensated care and nearly $500 million in foregone revenue, cannot be carried on 

vanishingly slender healthcare margins or the backs of students. The Legislature must 

adequately fund the social-safety net provided – willingly and eagerly – by the University 

to residents of the entire WWAMI region. 

 I believe we are much stronger at managing institutional risks than we are at establishing 

specific next steps or vision for the direction of the University. The relative priorities of 

the institution (as compared to each other) are not crystal clear. In an environment of 

constrained resources, we will need to decide which initiatives/programs take precedence 

over others. 

 I am concerned that a desire to prioritize resources around one area (i.e., Medicine) at 

the expense of the foundation for which the University exists (i.e. a liberal arts education 

and research and public service for the greater good) could challenge the University to 

meet its basic mission in the coming decade 

Representative Positive Comments: 

 There has been continuous improvement in the board’s governance over the course of my 

years on the board. We face unprecedented challenges but our capable and highly 

engaged board will help UW achieve the best possible outcomes. 

 Our shared work is solid, and there is a level of trust and confidence between the Board 

and administration that I have not seen in my time at the UW before this point. This is 

due to the President's engagement at all levels of governance, and the Board's level of 

engagement, commitment, preparation and passion for the UW. There are areas for 

improvement to be sure, but overall, we are in a good position. Again, I observe that 

Tyler's contributions to this role have elevated our conversations, our materials, our 

operating rhythm, and as a result, our work for the public good. 
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