DOWNLAND
VILLAGE SCHOOLS
FEDERATION

Joint Interim Executive Board & Shadow Board

g

Extraordinary General Meeting
held on

Friday 26™ April 2024 at 1pm via Teams

Governors attending:

Interim Executive Board members Shadow Board members
Nicola Waters (NW), chair David Bertwistle (DB)
Ruth Cumming (RC) Yvette Carlu (YC)

Chris Hawker (CH) Lucy Thatcher (LT)

Paul Little (PL) Chris Lewis (CL)

Sue Samson (SS) Helen Skillern-Little (HS-L)

Jane Wilkinson (JW)

Also attending: Pippa Bass (clerk)

Minutes

1. Prayer
NW welcomed everyone to the meeting and RC led the prayer.

2. Apologies for absence
Apologies were accepted from Rev Edward Doyle, Rev Trish Bancroft and Sarah-Jane Smith.

3. Declarations of Interest
CH is a governor at two other primary schools in different Trusts. No other interests were declared.

4. Rother Valley Trust Proposal

4.1 Context for DVSF

NW explained the background to the proposals for establishing a new Rother Valley Multi Academy
Trust (RV MAT), which was being discussed in earnest amongst the 18 RV schools. There are
complications for DVSF; Rake and Rogate are both rated Ofsted ‘good’, Compton is now rated
‘good’, but the DfE directed academy order remains in place following the two previous ‘RI’ Ofsted
outcomes at Compton. An academy order would normally require immediate academisation for
Compton, which would affect the other two schools, or result in breaking up the federation. NW
explained that DfE had not specified a Trust for Compton to join, partly due to awaiting the
outcome of the RV MAT discussions. If Compton’s academy order was not revoked and the RV MAT
did not go ahead, Compton would be forced to join an existing Trust, either with the other 2
schools or following defederation. NW had written to the DfE requesting the academy order be
revoked and hence leave DVSF free to make its own decisions; DfE had since requested further
information about the rationale for revoking the academy order and advised that the Regional
Board would not consider the request to revoke until late May 2024.

4 EGM Minutes 26.04.2024.docx Page 1



4.2 Feasibility of forming an RV MAT
SS talked through the presentation produced by the RV working party, highlighting the following
points:

e RV schools have worked together for c20 years building a strong collaborative partnership,
which all the RV schools valued highly.

e Government’s agenda is for schools to group together into Trusts, which is an all-party
initiative and unlikely to change after the next election.

e Over 80% of secondary schools are in Trusts, an estimated c50% of primary schools are also
in Trusts, although mainly the larger ones. There are no existing Trusts made up of small
primary schools.

e The RV working group had explored 3 options; all RV schools join an existing Trust, schools
split up and join different Trusts, or the RV schools form a new Trust.

e None of the existing Trusts are interested in taking on all 18 RV schools.

e The RV’s collaboration work continues to deliver great benefits for staff and pupils, so the
option to form a new Trust had been taken forward.

e The RV schools have between 53 and 210 pupils; total of c1800 pupils, 506 staff, 18
buildings, and a combined £11m budget.

e Forming an RV MAT would not bring additional funds, beyond specific one-off grants.

e All staff would be TUPE’d across to the MAT as their employer.

e The diocese (and DfE) have agreed to 50:50 church/non-church representation on the Trust
board to reflect RV’s mix of schools. This is a significant shift from the diocese.

e WSCC only have capacity to transition 2 schools per month, meaning a MAT would take at
least 6 months to set up with an initial group of schools.

e Forming a MAT would be a substantial change programme, the key risk is financial.

PL explained the finance considerations and potential business models. The MAT would operate a
‘top slice’ approach. If all RV schools joined the MAT, the ‘top slice’ would be broadly similar to
that currently paid to WSCC for de-delegation and SLAs. Opportunities for savings, to generate
more available funds, would be a focus for the MAT by establishing lower cost arrangements for
common services such as IT, cleaning. At least 10 schools, in particular the larger ones, would be
required for the MAT to be feasible. Because of WSCC’s limited capacity to transition schools,
pump-priming funds would be essential to set up the MAT.

4.3 Discussion
NW thanked SS and PL for their input and invited questions and comments — see Appendix A.

4.4 Decision

Everyone agreed it was important that DVSF remained part of creating and formalising the MAT
and, because of Compton’s academy order, DVSF would have to be in the first phase of schools
forming the MAT. Further, for the MAT to work means doing things differently, which required the
commitment of all involved.

NW invited governors to consider the options within the Statement of Intent for the Rother Valley

Trust, which were:

(1) As Chair of Governors of ..........ccceeeveeunne. School , we intend to join the Rother Valley Trust of
Schools as part of a Mixed MAT and want to be part of creating and formalising the MAT
going forward. We are happy to be one of the first ten schools.
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(2) As Chair of Governors of ..........ccceeevveunne. School , we do not intend to join the Rother Valley
Trust of Schools as part of a Mixed MAT and do not want to be part of creating and
formalising the MAT.

(3) As Chair of Governors of ..........ccccoueuun.... School, we intend to join the Rother Valley Trust of
Schools but do not want to be part of the first ten schools.

Governors discounted options (2) and (3), but felt that additional provisos were needed for option
(1) to be acceptable. Governors noted the Statement of Intent already included a proviso that
“...the number of schools joining the Rother Valley Mixed MAT will enable the financial viability of
the venture.”

Governors proposed the following additional provisos be included in the response:

e The definition of “financial viability” must be clearly stated; just ‘scraping by’ is insufficient
and the commitment should be to drive improvements through change and doing things
differently.

e The RV MAT must be assured that capital funds will be available (subject to bids) for the
maintenance of buildings and grounds for the schools.

e The benefits to pupils, staff and communities must be stated as a commitment to deliver
them; the current wording in the proposal documents indicates only that the perceived
benefits ‘could’ or ‘might’ be achieved.

e Decision-making authority (scheme of delegation) throughout the governance model must
be clear; what influence will the Trustees have, how will all voices be heard in an efficient
way?

e The business model must demonstrate it is sustainable with a full-time CEO; a part-time CEO
for an organisation of this size (covering 10+ schools) would not be viable.

NW invited governors to vote on the preferred option as set out in the Statement of Intent.
Although the Shadow Board does not have voting rights, NW emphasised that the IEB would want

to ensure their decision reflected the intent of the Shadow Board as well.

With one abstention, governors voted unanimously to pursue option (1) subject to the provisos set
out above.

NW agreed to draft the Statement of Intent response and circulate it for agreement.

5. Date of next meeting
Tuesday 21t May 2024 at 2:30pm via Teams.

The meeting closed at 3pm.

ACTION SUMMARY

Reference Who Action

26.04.2024 -4.4 | NW Draft the Statement of Intent response with provisos and circulate it
to governors for agreement.
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Appendix A: governors’ queries on the RV MAT proposal

Q: it would be a concern if only a few schools wanted to take the MAT forward, how are the other
RV schools feeling about all this?

A: all the other governing boards are discussing the proposals and asking lots of questions,
particularly about whether an RV MAT is a financially viable option. There appears to be general
consensus that it does present an opportunity to formalise the collaboration between the
schools, which would preserve the existing benefits.

Q: what happens if the new MAT is established and we join, but it then turns out not to be viable
and breaks down?

A: moving into a Trust is one-way; schools could not be handed back to the local authority. If the
finances did not work, the DfE would issue a ‘notice to improve’ to bring costs back into line with
income. Decisions might include having to close a school (which would be the same issue for a
maintained school that was not financially viable). If the Trust completely failed, schools would
be moved to another Trust.

Q: if we decide not to go with the RV MAT, will we be forced into another one?

A: forming groups of schools is a government agenda; the drive to academise will not go away.
Compton’s academy order is a lever, which (if not revoked) would mean we will be forced to
academise at some point. For church schools, there are limited options of Trusts to join. As
more schools move into Trusts, the local authority will become less able to operate as the
contribution from a smaller number of maintained schools will limit their resources.

Q: the benefits come across as rather high-level and non-specific, who's to say they would happen?
For example, the logistics of moving staff and pupils between all the schools would be difficult as
more schools join the MAT. The language used in the proposals to explain the benefits is key to
selling the proposal to staff and parents.

A: there is already a whole series of events across the RV schools that benefit the pupils; for
example, all the year 6’s getting together as a larger group, school councils working together, the
more-able children from across the schools getting to work together. The MAT would formalise
these arrangements and build them into the curriculum offering. At the moment, it is very much
about individuals so if someone was off-sick, the event would not happen. For staff, the benefits
come from opportunities for better professional development; for example, subject leads from
all the schools working together on new ideas rather than having to work alone. Career
progression, which is tricky in a small school, with all staff being employed by the MAT means
they can move to new positions in one of the other schools. The benefits set out in the proposal
should certainly be made more tangible and brought to life.

: would the 50% church involvement on the Trust board put off a community school?

: it is a huge move for the diocese to agree to 50:50 governance arrangements and this might feel
high for non-church schools, but the people appointed will be key and will need the right skillset.
There would be certain requirements for church schools, but these would not apply to the non-
church schools.

Q: if the finances are based on pupil numbers, what happens if pupil numbers decrease?

A: it would be the same situation as currently, ie if pupil numbers decrease to a level that makes

the school un-viable, the Trust might have to look at closing the school.

Q: how are 18 ‘voices’ going to be heard in an efficient way within the Trust governance structure?
What influence would the Trustees have over the schools?

A: there will be a ‘scheme of delegation’ that sets out where responsibilities lie. An example might
be: a shared policy on behaviour is required, it is developed by a small group but owned by the
whole group of schools. The Advisory Group would input their views, conflicting views would be
debated. Ultimately, the Trustees decide.

>0
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Q: was the |IEB asked to encourage academisation? Is this a priority for the |IEB before the Shadow
Board takes over?

A: no, the transition from IEB to Shadow Board has no relevance to the timelines for decisions on
the RV MAT. The IEB was required to look for a MAT because of Compton’s academy order and
we’ve been able to extend the timeline because of the RV MAT work. The timelines are set by
when decisions have to be made for the pump-priming grants, which are only available this year.
However, the IEB is coming to an end soon and it is important that decisions made now are the
ones the Shadow Board would make.

Q: are there similar primary school MATs that we could learn from? Can we leverage our position
with DfE?

A: unfortunately, there are no other small primary school MATs; perhaps unsurprisingly it tends to
be the larger schools who have formed into groups. Thus far, the challenges of small schools
have not been addressed and the opportunities for small schools are limited. This is one of the
reasons that DfE is keen to see how the RV MAT discussions pan out regarding their decision on
Compton and we are leveraging our position. Most schools have ended up joining an existing
MAT rather than create a new one. When a new MAT is created, it typically starts small with a
growth strategy and other schools join later.

Q: does the MAT proposal go far enough on some points? For example, could other areas be
further consolidated, for eg uniforms?

A: this would be for the Trustees and Advisory Board to consider as, and when, the MAT was
operational.
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