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Corporate Governance 2.0 wo- .
uld approach the issue of boa-
rd composition in a tailored
- ‘manner, :focusing more - on
making sure that boards real-
ly engage in meaningful selec-
tion and evaluation processes
“rather than ticking boxes/+
Many boards have internal -
evaluations conducted by the~~
~chairman orlead director: Thze

* eseevaluationsarewell-interi- '
tioned, but directors may be
unwilling to disclose perceiv-
ed weaknesses to the person. .,

~~most 1sible for the effec- =

Utive i oning of the board, /!

A Corporate_Governance 2.0 .
approach would engage an in-
dependent third party.to desi-
8112 process for the reviews,

- The process ' would include
grading directors on compa-
ny-specific attributes so that .
theevaluation stays relevant.

Also, director evaluations, ..
would be shared with the dire-
l:torga vgg w};nments reported
ver] 1 when necessary to

-make'clear any opportunities

-~ for improvement. They would-

~ alsogotothechairman orlead
. director, to provide objective
evidence with which to have

- difficult conversations with

. underperformingdirectors, . -

-+ Meaningful board evaluatio- :
1s would also have more-subt.

Drocess, underperforming di-
mctprsWoulde@eiuntarﬂy not. |
stand for reelection, In fact,
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