
 
Take notice that a meeting of Board of Directors of the LIFE Education Trust will be held on 
Thursday 21st April 2022.  The meeting will be held by ZOOM at 6pm 

 
Please provide any pertinent questions by email prior to the meeting to 

khardy@lifeeducationtrust.com  
 

Agenda 
Invitees:  Julian Dutnall 
  Sophia Malik 
  Louise Douglas (Chair) 

Rob Bristow 

Paul Tinsley 
Tony Morgan  
Mary Cherry 
Dean Jefferys 

 
In attendance: Denise Broom, Director of Operations 
  Kathy Hardy, Clerk  

Ian Gurman, Director of Education 

Item  Timing Raised
1 Welcome & Apologies 

 
1 min LD 

2 DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY OR CONFLICTS OF INTERESTS/LOYALTY 
– Trustees are invited to declare any interest in any item on the agenda for this 
meeting.  Members may still declare an interest in any item at any time prior to 
the consideration of the matter. 

1 min LD 

3 External Review of Governance (ERG) 
a. To receive the ERG Report (attached) 
b. To consider and approve the responses to the recommendations from the 

ERG (attached) 
c. To receive the NGA Mat Governance report (attached)  

30 
mins 

JD/LD 

4 School Governance at the local tier consultation 
a. To consider and approve recommendations following the consultation 

(attached) 

20 
mins 

JD 

5 AOB  
 

5 min  

 Date of Next meeting  -  
 
Saturday 9th July 2022 – 9am 
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National Governance Association 
The National Governance Association (NGA) is the membership organisation for governors, trustees and 
clerks of state schools in England. 
 
We are an independent, not-for-profit charity that aims to improve the educational standards and 
wellbeing of young people by increasing the effectiveness of governing boards and promoting high 
standards. We are expert leaders in school governance, providing information, advice and guidance, 
professional development and e-learning. 
 
We represent the views of governors, trustees and clerks at a national level and work closely with, and 
lobby, UK government and educational bodies. 
 
T: 0121 237 3780  |  www.nga.org.uk 
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Consultant Susan Poole 

Trust LIFE Education Trust 

Key contact and email Julian Dutnall, CEO   jdutnall@lifeeducationtrust.com  

Chair of  trustees Louise Douglas  Louised@graffhamconsulting.com  

Membership details  MAT Standard 

 

Reason for commissioning the review  

LIFE Education Trust currently comprises seven schools (five primaries, one secondary and one independent 
special school). Four of the primary schools are Church of England schools and there is diocesan 
representation in the members and trustees. 

The trust wishes to review its governance arrangements to ensure they are fit for purpose and effective. This 
will then then support the work it is already doing to develop its local governance, to ensure the model can 
be effectively rolled out to future schools who will join the trust. 

Background information  

 
The single academy trust was established in 2012 by Frances Bardsley Academy for Girls (FBA). It became a 
multi academy trust in 2016 when Benhurst Primary School joined. Four of the primaries are small, rural 
primaries. The Bridge is an independent special school, but follows the same governance structure. 

The relationship with the diocese is positive and the organisations work well together. 

The CEO has been in post as headteacher at FBA since 2012 and then became the CEO when the multi 
academy trust was established in 2016.  He is currently the also executive headteacher at FBA (0.2FTE). His 
performance management is carried out by the chair of trustees, chair of the standards committee, chair of 
FBA (for the FBA at section only) and an experienced external adviser. The panel shares their findings and 
recommendations with the pay and personnel committee. The process is robust, led by the chair and 
supported by an external consultant. His objectives are set in line with the strategic plan and the trust’s 
ethos and values. Recommendations for pay awards go to the pay and personnel committee, which then is 
sent to the trust board for ratification. 

Standards are good across the trust including Roxwell Primary School (RPS) which joined under an academy 
order in 2019 after an inadequate Ofsted rating. The trust has provided strong school improvement support 
to the school particularly in the area of safeguarding and child protection which the inspection found to be 
weak and the trust now believes the rating has improved to be at least good. 

http://www.nga.org.uk
mailto:jdutnall@lifeeducationtrust.com
mailto:Louised@graffhamconsulting.com
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The trust has a ‘Healthcheck’ system for monitoring both business and educational performance, which 
allows it to focus resources. This operates at a detailed level in schools, overseen by the trust executive and 
local governing bodies, and at a more strategic level for trustees. This system ensures that those in 
governance know the schools in sufficient depth to allow for appropriate, informed strategic decisions to 
happen. 

The governance framework  

The articles of association are dated 2018, for trusts with a combination of church and non-church schools. 

The articles name the individual members and as such, are not up to date, with only one member still in post 
as named in the articles. There is one church appointed member, which is in line with the maximum church 
representation allowed of 25%.  

There is some overlap of governance with three trustees currently serving on a local governing body. One is 
there as a link trustee for a fixed period of time. The other two are permanent members. There is no overlap 
with the members of the trust. 

The website, Companies House and Get Information About Schools are up to date and accurate. However 
the trust website needs some additional information, for example, terms of office and who appointed each 
trustee.  None of the schools’ websites were 100% accurate for governance information. For example, three 
schools did not list local governor meeting attendance for the previous academic year, and two schools’ Get 
Information About Schools entry did not match the list of local governors on the website. 

The CEO is a trustee.  

The chair has been a trustee for nearly six years and chair for two of these. She is the diocesan 
representative on the trust board.  

 

LIFE Education Trust governance structure: 

 
 

http://www.nga.org.uk
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The trust board, its committees and three of the local governing bodies are clerked effectively and efficiently 
by the CEO’s executive assistant. 

The trust is conscious that local governance needs to change to move towards a more efficient and effective 
model that fits within a growing multi academy trust. A full trust-wide consultation has taken place on the 
proposed changes. The output of that process is on hold to allow the outcomes of this report to add to the 
development work.  

The external review process   

The external review process began with a briefing from the CEO and then included: 

• Interviews (Microsoft Teams) with all chairs of LGBs, most headteachers, a member, key trustees 
(including committee chairs), the CEO, the executive team and the governance professional 

• Follow up questions and discussions where appropriate 
• An online survey 
• Document review – minutes, governance documents, website 
• Attendance at a local governing body healthcheck meeting and a trust board meeting. 

The findings of this review are presented in this report.  

Key message 

LIFE Education Trust is carrying out its three core functions well and the trust board is effective.  

Prior to this review, in line with many developing trusts, the trust has recognised that local governance 
needs some development to clarify its purpose and understanding, particularly in relation to being part of a 
multi academy trust and this work is underway.  

This, alongside the actions from this review, will further strengthen the governnace structure as the trust 
moves forward with its growth plans.   

Findings  

Findings are organised with reference to the three core governance functions and NGA’s eight elements of 
effective governance.   

The three core governance functions 

1) Ensuring clarity of vision, ethos and strategic direction 

a) The trust has a strong vision and strategic direction, which all trustees understand and support. 

b) The CEO has a clear direction for the trust that works in line with the trust board. Trustees noted 
that until the last year they had been slightly reactive, but are now more proactive and are leading 
the strategic direction. 

2) Holding executive leaders to account for the educational performance of the organisation and its pupils, 
and the performance management of staff 

a) The trust holds the executive leaders to account through receipt of information from the executive, 
the LGBs and external reports. This information is reviewed and discussed at trust committee 
meetings and trust board meetings. The CEO (and the relevant director of standards and school 
improvement or operations when appropriate) is part of those meetings and he receives appropriate 
challenge to allow him to account for the educational performance and business elements of the 
trust.  

 

http://www.nga.org.uk
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3) Overseeing the financial performance of the organisation and making sure its money is well spent 

a) Finances are strong with only six points on the management letter (five green, low risk and one 
amber, medium risk) which have all been actioned.  Trustees seek assurances about the operations 
of the trust and that the money is spent is for its intended purpose, the children who attend their 
schools. 

b) All schools (with the exception of RPS) returned a surplus in 2020/21, and are budgeted to do so 
again for 2021/22 (with the exception of RPS). RPS will have an anticipated budget deficit of 13% at 
the end of 2021/22. The finance and facilities committee has approved a detailed plan of action 
which will bring the school back into surplus in 2023/24.  

c) The trust has a top slice of 9% or £50,000 (6% or £40,000 in 2020/21) whichever is the greater which 
means that Frances Bardsley Academy and Benhurst Primary School contribute high levels of funding 
compared to the rural primaries. Whilst the top slice is relatively high, the trust has centralised a 
great deal of school support services and business functions.  

NGA’s eight elements of effective governance  

1) The right people round the table  
a) The trust board comprises eight trustees, two of whose terms of office expire this year. Best practice 

in both the corporate and charity sectors recommends that trustees should serve no more than two 
terms of office on one governing body.  

b) The trust updated its skills audit in November 2021 and is using the skills audit to inform its 
development plans. The trust had already noted that it would benefit by recruiting a trustee with 
primary knowledge. 
 

2) Understanding the role and responsibilities 
a) Trustees are professional and come to meetings prepared and have strong discussions. One said, 

‘We work well as a team’. 
b) Training is provided once a month for trustees and governors. 
c) The layers of governance are not completely separate. Trustees sit on three LGBs and trust executive 

leaders sit on two LGBs. However the trustee who chairs one of the primary schools has a succession 
plan in place and will be stepping down from the school in the summer term. One trustee is sitting 
on a primary school LGB to support its transition into the trust which is working well, however there 
should be a planned end date in place for this role.  A different LGB reported that the presence of a 
trustee sometimes ‘felt a bit awkward’, highlighting the conflict that can occur. The trust should 
consider removing the remaining overlaps of governance unless there is clear need for a specific, 
time-limited piece of work to support the LGB. In particular trust executive leaders should be 
‘attendees’ not local governors. It should be possible for, for example, trustees to attend one LGB 
per year, not necessarily for the whole meeting, to triangulate the assurances they receive from the 
chairs and the executive about the work that happens at the local level. 

d) The CEO is a trustee.  NGA’s position is that the dual role of the chief executive in presenting plans, 
giving advice and providing information to the board while at the same time being a member of the 
board creates an inherent conflict of interest and so the chief executive should not be a member of 
the board, but should be required to attend board meetings.  The 2021 Academy Trust Handbook 
states that from March this year ‘any newly appointed senior executive leader can only be a trustee 
if the members decide to appoint them as such, the senior executive leader agrees and the trust’s 
articles permit it’. Although the trust’s articles do permit it, the trust should be consider if the CEO 
being a trustee continues to align with best practice.   

e) At the trust board meeting in November, CEO and executive annual pay increases recommendations 
from the pay and personnel committee were brought for approval. Whilst the process for executive 
pay approval is not specifically included in the scheme of delegation, this is an appropriate process. A 

http://www.nga.org.uk
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vote did not take place, but a proposer and seconder approved the pay recommendations. Future 
items which require approval should be voted on by all trustees. 

f) Alongside the review of local governance, the scheme of delegation is also being reviewed. 
Consideration should include the removal of operational lines, for example, ‘ensure pupils are 
prepared for the next steps in their education or career’. It also needs to be updated to differentiate 
between headteacher and head of school. The scheme of delegation would also benefit from an 
introductory paragraph outlining the role of the trust board and how it delegates authority. 

g) The terms of reference for each committee are clear. Although they run to several pages, each 
contains an extract of the scheme of delegation specifically listing the delegations for that 
committee which makes each commmittees’ role very clear. 

h) Risk is managed carefully, supported by the healthcheck system which feeds into it and in line with 
recommendations from the Academy Trust Handbook. Relevant risks are considered at the 
appropriate committees and also at the full trust board meetings.  

i) The trust does not insist on the use of secure trust email accounts, and trustees use generic non-
secure emails to send and receive data, including personal data.  This is not in line with best practice 
nor the trust’s own GDPR policy.  The trust board should ensure the trust email accounts that exist 
for all those involved in governance are used for all trust business. The use of secure email accounts 
is mixed at the local level of governance.  

j) The LGB code of conduct is based on the NGA code of conduct. Trustees’ code of conduct is not and 
is much briefer. It should be reviewed to ensure it covers the necessary elements, in line with the 
expectations of governors. 
 

3) A good chair 
a) The chair has been a trustee for over five years and chair for the last two years. She is the trustee 

representative of the diocese. She is respected and liked across the trust and is known to the chairs 
of the local governing bodies. She ensures that all voices are given the opportunity to be heard in 
meetings, encouraging debate. 

b) The local chairs carry out annual formal ‘appraisals’ with each governor, however this does not yet 
happen at trust level but informal disucssions do. There are plans to formalise the process this year. 

c) The chair has not carried out a 360° chair’s feedback but plans to this year.  
 

4) Professional clerking 
a) The clerk to the trust board (and three LGBs) has attended the NGA Clerks Development Programme 

in 2017 and completed a Level 4 Academy Governance training course in 2021. 
b) The clerk is well respected for her knowledge and work that she does to ensure governance can be 

run effectively which goes beyond the work of simply clerking at meetings. A trustee remarked that 
‘She keeps everyone in line.’  

c) The clerk is also the executive assistant to the CEO. The Department for Education recommends that 
the clerk is independent. This can lead to conflict between the roles and lack of clarity. The chair 
should ensure the clerk has a separate job description for the role with a commensurate pay scale, 
and undertakes appraisal and performance management. There would be no conflict with a clerk 
working for both the trust board and a number of LGBs, and in many trusts, the trust 
clerk/governance professional manages the LGB clerks.  There is a resistance to independent clerks 
which would be resolved if the right people were recruited to fulfil those roles. 

d) Minutes of meetings are detailed and of a high standard. However agendas can reach four pages in 
length and could be reviewed to be significantly more concise for example, it is not necessary to 
print conflicts of interest on the agenda.  

e) The use of individual trustees’ names should change to ‘a trustee asked’ so that the public record of 
the work of the trust board is represented as that of a body, not individuals. It is acceptable to note 
who provided a response to a trustee question.  

http://www.nga.org.uk
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f) An agenda item for the July 2021 trust board meeting allocated one minute to the election of the 
chair and vice chair roles. Formal notification was not sent out seven days in advance requesting 
nominations. The nominees did not leave the room for a discussion to take place prior to a vote. 

g) At the observed trust board meeting, there was a point of confusion about the proposed change of 
name for the LGBs. The clerk did not interject with her notes of what had been agreed which would 
have provided the clarity needed. 

h) The volume of paperwork going to each trust board meeting is high. For example, a paper on the 
review of local governance ran to 28 pages of detail, including five pages that had already been 
circulated at a previous meeting. The detail is there to provide transparency, however, a two page 
strategic summary would have had several benefits: allowing the trust board to focus on their 
strategic role, reducing workload for the executive preparing the report, and reducing trustee 
(volunteer) time in reading the paper. Careful consideration should be given to the length of all 
papers that go to the trust board or committees.  
 

5) Good relationships based on trust 
a) The schools and LGBs feel supported by the trust, particularly by the CEO who visits every school 

regularly and knows each school in depth. 
b) The schools enjoy being part of LIFE. One school reported that ‘LIFE is fantastic’ and feel strongly 

supported by the CEO and the central team. Support through the pandemic was noted as a 
significant strength of being part of the trust. 

c) Relationships within the trust board are also good. 
 

6) Knowing the schools 
a) The healthcheck system means that the trustees know their schools. The discussions in the 

committee meetings and trust board meetings reflect that knowledge.  
b) One trustee felt that the trust board is somewhat ‘disconnected’ from the LGBs, and appeared to be 

unaware that three trustees currently sit on LGBs.  
 

7) Committed to asking challenging questions 
a) Whilst there were reports of good questioning during meetings these were not evidenced in the 

minutes. For example in the March 2021 meeting only one question was noted, July 2021, three, and 
November 2021, two. The director of operations and the CEO both reported that they receive strong 
challenge.  
 

8) Confident to have courageous conversations  
a) The trust board has had little need for courageous conversations. The trust needs to ensure that 

where they are required, timely, decisive action is taken. 

 

Local governance 

The local governance level in LIFE is the local governing bodies (LGBs), with one for each school. Clear terms 
of reference are in place. The trust is undertaking a robust review of local governance to ensure its structure 
is appropriate for a growing multi academy trust. This includes a review of the scheme of delegation, terms 
of reference and peer observation of LGB meetings. The trust has used both the NGA and CST papers on 
governance to guide its thinking. 

Local governor appointments 

Parents have not been elected, but appointed based on the need for each school from its parent population. 
From January 2022, full elections are held each time a new parent is required.  

http://www.nga.org.uk
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Newly appointed local governors are only appointed for one year, with a view to renew their appointments if 
they are deemed suitable. Although this approach is understandable, it could make new recruits feel on 
probation and make them cautious in their approach to question and challenge.  If a local governor is 
problematic their removal should not rely on the one year appointment period; instead a proper process 
which references the code of conduct and role description should be employed to remove them from office.  

Healthcheck system 

The healthcheck system (six reports per school which are updated each term covering education and 
business functions) also means that the local governors know their schools, but some local governors 
reported that this information was provided to them, they had little part in its creation and felt that it served 
the trust purpose rather than for local governors. One chair questioned why the local governors were meant 
to present the healthcheck to the LGB when he had no input into its creation. The trust’s intention is that the 
relevant local governor meets with the headteacher prior to presenting the report at the healthcheck 
meeting. 

The depth of detail means that local governors sometimes cannot see ‘the wood for the trees’. As a result 
one local governor said there was limited opportunity to ask questions. However, the refresh of local 
governance will make clear the precise role for local governors’ in this process.  

Despite these remarks, the healthcheck system was welcomed by most chairs and when challenged, local 
governors did acknowledge the process allows for ‘good checks and balances’ and they are informed about 
their school. 

Headteachers are being coached to reduce the length of the healthcheck reports. 

Standardisation 

Whilst the review continues, there has already been some streamlining of governance work at the rural 
primary schools, such as standard agendas which should extend to the other schools in the trust to allow the 
trust to operate more efficiently. 

LGB size 

Consideration should be given to the potential for combining some of the rural LGBs. Some of the schools 
are very small (less than 75 pupils each, overseen by the same executive headteacher) and by combining the 
two smallest LGBs, time involved in managing governance  and executive workload could be reduced. 

Relationships 

The few issues that have been raised by the local governors are reflective of an organisation going through a 
process of change, which will settle once the review of local governance is complete and roles are 
understood. For completeness they are included here.  

Local governance relationships are strong between all of the trust schools and their LGBs. There is some 
resistance at one school to the multi academy trust requirements for a different way of governing compared 
to being a local authority school. Progress is slow, but is happening.   

Whilst relationships across the trust are good, there is concern from a number of local governors that the 
changes being made to local governance, and the introduction of formal processes, are being ‘inflicted’ on all 
the LGBs because of the issues at one specific LGB.  

The other LGBs believe that these new formal processes are not required because they functioned well until 
this point. However, this is not accurate, the trust is standardising its local governance work.  

The support work being undertaken with the specific LGB is not something that can necessarily be shared 
with the rest of the local governors across the trust, however it is taking place. 

http://www.nga.org.uk
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There was concern from one chair that the existence of the LGBs might just be a ‘tick-box’ exercise, however 
the same chair is welcoming of the clarity that will be coming following the review. 

The trust has proposed a name change for its LGBs, in line with national thinking about the appropriate term 
for those involved in local governance in a multi academy trust. This proposed change was questioned by 
local governors for its impact and the potential for terms to be introduced (committee and committee 
members) that would not mean anything to the schools and their communities.  

There is also a concern raised by local governors that the consultation process was ‘just lip service’. The 
observed trust board meeting demonstrated that the consultation process was not ‘just lip service’ and the 
thoughts and opinions of those at a local level were valued and considered.   

Detailed actions to be undertaken  

See annex 

Ongoing support  

 Once this review is finalised the school will have free access to the NGA advice lines for three months.  
The membership team, membership@nga.org.uk, will be in touch with you shortly to arrange this.   

 NGA is able to provide professional development for all kinds of governing boards.  There are sessions 
for new governors and trustees, for chairs, for clerks, and for the governing board.  Details can be found 
on the NGA website or contact consultancy@nga.org.uk for more details.  

 For further consultancy support, including external advisors for headteacher performance management, 
contact consultancy@nga.org.uk 

Acknowledgments 

Thank you to all those that gave time to the process and in particular to Kathy Hardy for her help. 

NGA sign off 6 April 2022 
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Annex 
 

Detailed recommendations  

Issue Action By whom By when 

1) Governance 
structure  

Update articles to latest version https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/academy-
model-memorandum-and-articles-of-association  

Trust board September 2022 

a)  Review governance support (including clerking) for the trust 
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Governance-structure-roles-and-
responsibilities/Roles-and-responsibilities/Role-descriptions/Role-descriptions.aspx 

Chair May for September 2022 

b)  Recruit a trustee with primary knowledge https://www.newschoolsnetwork.org/AAP  Chair September 2022 

c)  Consider role of trustees in relation to LGBs Trust board May for September 2022 

d)  Consider if the smallest schools need a full LGB each Trust board May for September 2022 

e)  Review of the scheme of delegation after the local governance review is complete 
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Governance-structure-roles-and-
responsibilities/Academy-trusts/Scheme-of-delegation.aspx  

CEO & trust board July for September 2022 

f)  Consider standardisation of governance admin and processes across the LGBs CEO & trust board July for September 2022 

2) Holding to 
account  

360° chair’s feedback Chair Summer term 

a)  Formal annual review discussions with each trustee Chair Summer term 

b)  Review the trustee code of conduct https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Good-
governance/Ethical-governance/Model-Code-of-Conduct.aspx  

Trust board April 2022 

 

http://www.nga.org.uk
http://www.nga.org.uk
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/academy-model-memorandum-and-articles-of-association
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/academy-model-memorandum-and-articles-of-association
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Governance-structure-roles-and-responsibilities/Roles-and-responsibilities/Role-descriptions/Role-descriptions.aspx
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Governance-structure-roles-and-responsibilities/Roles-and-responsibilities/Role-descriptions/Role-descriptions.aspx
https://www.newschoolsnetwork.org/AAP
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Governance-structure-roles-and-responsibilities/Academy-trusts/Scheme-of-delegation.aspx
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Governance-structure-roles-and-responsibilities/Academy-trusts/Scheme-of-delegation.aspx
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Good-governance/Ethical-governance/Model-Code-of-Conduct.aspx
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/Good-governance/Ethical-governance/Model-Code-of-Conduct.aspx
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Detailed recommendations    

Issue  Action  By whom  By when  Response 

1) Governance 
structure  

Update articles to latest version 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/academy‐
model‐memorandum‐and‐articles‐of‐association  

Trust board  September 2022  We have consulted Stone King, our lawyers, 
to confirm if we need to update the articles 
with the new Members every time we 
change a Member as is suggested.   

The view of Jamie Otter from Stone King is: 

I agree it’s not ideal to list individuals as 
members in the Articles.  However, my 
view is that the Articles at this stage are 
fine as resolutions have subsequently 
been passed to appoint additional 
members and change the 
membership.  It certainly appears 
disproportionate to update the Articles 
just for this (and, as you say, it is likely 
the trust would have to adopt the new 
model). 
  
I would recommend waiting until the 
stage that the Articles require updating 
for other reasons until you remove the 
individuals’ names. 

We agree  

a)   Review governance support (including clerking) for the trust 
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge‐Centre/Governance‐
structure‐roles‐and‐responsibilities/Roles‐and‐
responsibilities/Role‐descriptions/Role‐descriptions.aspx 

Chair  May for September 
2022 

Separate Job description for Clerk created 
and line managed by the Chair by July 1st 
2022  



b)   Recruit a trustee with primary knowledge 
https://www.newschoolsnetwork.org/AAP  

Chair  September 2022  Agree.  Will action by 1st January 2023. 

c)   Consider role of trustees in relation to LGBs  Trust board  May for September 
2022 

Trustees will only be members of LGBs 
should a clear identified need arise.  This is 
most likely to be when a school joins the 
Trust or if it is identified that an LGB needs 
support.  The appointment of Trustees or 
members of the Executive to LGBs will be 
time limited. 

d)   Consider if the smallest schools need a full LGB each  Trust board  May for September 
2022 

To be considered as need arises 

e)   Review of the scheme of delegation after the local governance 
review is complete https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge‐
Centre/Governance‐structure‐roles‐and‐
responsibilities/Academy‐trusts/Scheme‐of‐delegation.aspx  

CEO & trust 
board 

July for September 2022  To be completed by September 2022 as is 
done annually. Introductory paragraph 
introduced and all operational lines 
removed. 

f)   Consider standardisation of governance admin and processes 
across the LGBs 

CEO & trust 
board 

July for September 2022  Further standardisation to be in place for 
Sep 2022. 

2) Holding to 
account  

360° chair’s feedback  Chair  Summer term  To be completed by Sep 2022. 

a)   Formal annual review discussions with each trustee  Chair  Summer term  To be completed by Sep 2022 

b)   Review the trustee code of conduct 
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge‐Centre/Good‐
governance/Ethical‐governance/Model‐Code‐of‐Conduct.aspx  

Trust board  April 2022  To be in place by 1st May. 

   

The following points are also noted from the ERG by the Board: 

 

     



P3  Governance details on Trust and school websites, at 
Companies House and on DfE website to be reviewed termly 
and updated after any new appointment   

Governance 
professional 

  In place by Sep 2022 

P3  Succession plans for Chair in place  Board    In place May 2022 as part of Trust 
Succession Policy and documentation 

P5 2d  Consider if the CEO should remain a trustee.  Members/CEO  September 2022  Current Academies Trust Handbook Article 
1.23 states that Newly appointed CEO can 
only be a trustee if Members agree to 
appoint, CEO agrees and articles allow.   

Our current articles permit CEO as Trustee. 

We have taken legal advice since the 
inception of the Trust on the Board’s make 
up and our current position is completely in 
line with their recommendations for our 
Trust.   

This issue will be discussed with the DfE 
should we need to change articles whilst 
current CEO is in role.  The position of any 
new CEO will also be discussed with DfE and 
Members in line with articles.     

P5 2e  All future items requiring Board approval to be voted on  Board 

Gov Prof 

  In place immediately 

P6 2i  Trustees to use professional email addresses  Gov Prof    In place immediately 

P6 4c  Trust to recruit independent clerks  Gov prof    Adverts sent in April 2022 

New roles for September 2022 

P6 4e   The use of individual trustees’ names should change to ‘a 
trustee asked’ so that the public record of the work of 
the trust board is represented as that of a body, not 
individuals 

Gov Prof    In place immediately 



P7 4f  Procedure for election of chair and vice chair to include 
information being sent in advance and nominees leaving the 
room during voting 

Chair 

Gov prof  

  In place immediately 

P7 4h  All Board papers to be succinct with clear Executive summaries  CEO    In place immediately 

P7 6b  Trustees to receive invitations to visit Trust schools and attend 
LGB meetings 

Gov prof    In place immediately 

P7 7a  All in governance to receive training on questioning  CEO    By September 2022 

P8  Probation year for those in governance removed unless 
requested 

Gov prof    In place immediately 

P8  Healthcheck system reviewed as part of governance review 
with training for all involved 

Executive team    By September 2022 

P9  Governance review continues and clarifies governance at local 
tier following transparent consultation process and Board vote 

Chair    By September 2022 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

MAT governance: the future is local 
March 2022 

Sam Henson 

  



 

 
© National Governance Association 2022   2 

Contents 

1. NGA’s view 3 

1.1 Explored territory 3 

1.2 Unexplored territory 5 

1.3 Connection to strategic priorities 6 

2. Views from the sector and beyond 7 

2.1 Treading carefully 7 

2.2 Lines of accountability and decision making 8 

2.3 Names have meaning and power 9 

2.4 Delegation 9 

2.5 School and trust identity and the democratic deficit 11 

2.6 The emergence of the community-minded MAT 11 

2.7 Equipping and influencing centralised goals 12 

2.8 The local tier in response to a pandemic 13 

3. Conclusion 14 

References 15 

 

National Governance Association 
The National Governance Association (NGA) is the membership organisation for governors, 
trustees and governance professionals of state schools in England. 
 
We are an independent, not-for-profit charity that aims to improve the educational standards 
and wellbeing of young people by increasing the effectiveness of governing boards and 
promoting high standards. We are expert leaders in school and trust governance, providing 
information, advice and guidance, professional development and e-learning. 
 
We represent the views of governors, trustees and governance professionals at a national level 
and work closely with, and lobby, UK government and educational bodies.  
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1. NGA’s view
Local governance within multi academy trusts (MATs), or the local tier as we have come to call 
it, forms the bridge between the trust board and its schools. According to NGA’s 2021 annual 
governance survey findings, local governance remains integral to the governance of the vast 
majority of MATs. Just 3% of those governing MATs said they have no form of local tier. Yet 
consideration and appreciation for the full potential of the local tier remains relatively 
unexplored. NGA is one of the few sector voices that has consistently been an advocate for 
local governance in MATs, and a key player in facilitating emerging good practice.  

NGA champions local governance in MATs because it provides: 

 more strategic thinking where trust boards draw on the intelligence gathered at school level

 a better understanding of the trust’s role and how individual schools fit into the trust’s
structure

 more diverse views adding to the richness of discussion and challenge

 a positive contribution to the checks and balances of trust governance

 more active engagement between the school and its wider community

 more support for individual schools and the trust from stakeholders

 a local focus on accountability, keeping the trust grounded in the realities of the localities

 challenge and support to the trust board and central team

1.1 Explored territory 
In 2019 and 2021, NGA released two reports looking at the development of MAT governance 
and its impact on the sector. Moving MATs Forward 2019, and its follow up report – MATs 
Moving Forward 2021 – were derived from a varied and extensive evidence base, using NGA’s 
unique access to MAT governance, NGA’s Annual School Governance surveys, MAT external 
reviews of governance, MAT case studies and five years’ worth of NGA’s MAT governance 
network. Combined, this has provided a robust evidence base to draw the conclusions featured 
in this paper. 

In 2021, we concluded that the power of local governance had overcome the suggestion of its 
demise. But it was, and still is, by no means the finished article; far more needs to be done to 
explore its full potential. The pandemic started to galvanise MATs, who had held rigidly to a set 
agenda at local level, to embrace a fresh approach. Specifically, a good number of MATs were 
further exploring how they could use the local tier as a vehicle for bringing trust board decision 
making and the needs of communities together. 

https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/research/MAT-research/Moving-MATs-forward.aspx
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/research/MAT-research/MATs-moving-forward.aspx
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/research/MAT-research/MATs-moving-forward.aspx
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/research/Annual-school-governance-survey.aspx
https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre/research/MAT-research/In-their-own-words-lessons-learned-by-multi-academ.aspx
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While there is potential for local governance in MATs to take different forms, the picture to 
date follows a relatively well rehearsed pattern. MATs have largely followed a model that 
closely resembles what was put forward through the DfE’s early guidance and model articles of 
association: a local governing body at school level. NGA was eager to see how MATs would 
move beyond this model, and how effective different models would prove to be. 

Over time, many trusts altered their approach to delegation at local level, however, the overall 
model remained the same. Perhaps the most significant change was the shift from a formal 
delegated decision maker role to an often largely advisory role. Yet many trusts still operate a 
heavily delegated local tier today. A more significant trend has been MATs retaining a 
committee at school level who fulfil the local tier function; many trusts are committed to this 
for the long term. This tried and tested model has remained functional and pragmatic for the 
majority of trusts but getting it right and refining it has been dependent on several factors.  

What we have learnt from successful local governance: 
1. Communication, communication, communication – two-way communication is crucial; that 

means regular meetings where the trust board chair can connect with chairs at local level. 

2. Separation, separation, separation – MAT governance has three layers for a reason, and 
those layers must remain distinct with separation between each – members should not be 
trustees, and trustees should not sit on the local tier.  

3. Investment in professional, expert support – there must be a lead governance professional 
in any MAT, to guide the work of local committees and the trust board and to facilitate 
communication.  

4. An awareness of who is who and how you fit together – local governance enhances trust 
board accountability as its eyes and ears at school level. The local tier does not have its 
own committees – an academy committee or LGB is in itself a committee of the trust 
board. 

5. A meaningful, welcome and accepted role in support and challenge – where it is 
understood by all, including the trust board, that you do not remove the local committee 
simply for being challenging. There is a formal process which is followed for removing 
governors which includes an appeals process. 

6. A local tier formed by local volunteers – executives do not attempt to control the 
conversations or attempt to fill the seats around the table. 

7. Clear delegation – a good scheme of delegation is essential to ensuring harmonious 
working between the layers of governance within the trust. 

8. Trust boards are visible and accountable to the local tier – local governors are invited to 
hear of the work of the trustees on an annual basis through the AGM or via other means. 
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9. The trust CEO and executive team include input from the local tier, namely the chair, in the 
performance management of school heads. 

10. The trust values and seeks engagement from the local tier in the recruitment of new heads, 
including the local chair in the recruitment process. 

11. There is a whole trust governance development plan which also encourages governors to 
learn from schools outside their trust. 

12. The trust maintains a clear distinction between accountability through governance (by the 
trust board and its committees) and accountability through line management (by executive 
leaders). 

13. The local tier retains a contribution to school improvement and is aware of what the 
school’s budget is and the plan for how it is to be spent. 

1.2 Unexplored territory  
At various points during the last decade there have been suggestions that trusts could achieve a 
more innovative approach, through mechanisms such as clusters or hubs, but this has never 
materialised at scale. The success of hub or cluster models has been limited to some outlier 
trusts. Such a model could in theory be used where academy committees (or equivalent) are 
delegated functions related to more than one school within the trust. These hubs might be 
established on the basis of grouping a number of schools within the trust, based on phase or a 
regional or localised focus, for example.  

While NGA, among others, was keen to explore more potential innovative approaches, this has 
not developed in the way we expected. This leads us to the conclusion that the lack of 
advancement in a seemingly more innovative approach to MAT governance may not become 
part of the sector’s story. Perhaps we instead need to both celebrate and focus more on the 
strengths of an enduring, tried and tested model. 

While practice remains constrained, there have of course been some exceptions. For example, 
one well known trust pays its chairs, while others rely on a heavy executive presence to fill the 
positions around the local table. Neither have gained traction as a universal approach, and both 
are problematic, giving rise to conflicts, the danger of a lack of transparency and both present a 
move away from what is one of the most treasured aspects of school governance: the role of 
volunteers. While some trusts have operated a form of cluster or hub, this has largely been in 
addition to school level committees. This risks the hub or cluster model resulting in duplication 
rather than innovation, or it means it has simply been a communication channel between the 
local tier and trust board, with the chairs of LGB’s coming together to join with trustees and/or 
executives. In itself it has not created a convincing case for replacing the school level 
committee. 
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Other trusts have adopted a model with a much-reduced remit for local volunteers, where they 
come together in a more informal setting, with a singular responsibility to listen to and 
feedback on behalf of the community to help shape board strategy. While fulfilling a crucial role 
most appropriate to the local tier, it is questionable if on its own this can form a meaningful and 
legitimate layer of governance. 

Meanwhile a small minority of trusts have continued to claim the most innovative option is 
through the removal of the local tier altogether. NGA disagrees that this presents a meaningful 
way forward. Indeed, where this approach has been tried, it has quickly been reversed in some 
cases. What’s more, we know the department is committed to not only retaining, but 
strengthening local governance, as a vehicle for MATs connecting to communities and for 
schools to retain their individual identities. Such a move therefore would seem at odds with 
both central policy making and the evidence that shows that when done well, local governance 
pays back decisively. 

1.3 Connection to strategic priorities  
Some MATs are looking at different approaches to how they are connecting the role of the local 
tier and the trust board. We have seen a number of trusts looking to bring together their local 
governors into priority groups, with clear attachments to trust wide strategic priorities. They 
still form a collective group at school level but there is a dual focus that goes beyond this. These 
individuals carry focused links and connect on a routine basis, through virtual means, with other 
school-level volunteers across the trust who are also attached to that same specific area in their 
school. This builds on the popular ‘link governor’ method of contributing to governance duties – 
a long running feature of the sector – taken to the next level. These links to priority areas build 
cross trust practice and intelligence, developing a more holistic picture for the trust board on 
how strategic priorities are progressing across the entire MAT.  

In reality, innovation has only been around the edges, and it has taken significant time to get to 
this point. While slow, this is a significant step and the lack of new approaches to the local tier 
is perhaps not altogether surprising. Local governance within MATs is very different to 
maintained school governance. In itself it is a new feature of school governance, which comes 
with governing more than one school. Many MATs are happy to admit they have taken some 
time to get it working well for everyone across the trust.  

Multi-tiered MAT governance presented a huge shift to the way schools were grouped and 
governed, and it has taken over a decade for much of the sector to simply come to terms with 
the different roles within the MAT governance structure. With more than half of individual 
schools yet to make the move to being part of a MAT, it will continue to take some time before 
MAT governance feels normal.  

The rest of this paper draws on a wider evidence base to provide an informed account of both 
the value of the local tier and its barriers and potential future direction.  
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2. Views from the sector and beyond 
MATs that engage positively with a diverse local voice through the local tier achieve better 
governance. This can result in a collective sense of understanding and active support for 
decision making across the MAT. As a post-COVID-19 era beckons, the local viewpoint on 
strategic priorities will be sought both to assess the longer-term implications of the pandemic 
and to respond to the rapidly changing external environment at school level. There is now a 
substantial history to the MAT governance story that the sector must pay attention to and 
continue to learn from. The local tier, when implemented well and valued by all those within 
the trust’s governance and leadership structure, will pay back dividends. The last decade 
reveals a pathway to getting the most out of it, while also carrying warnings of what to avoid. 

2.1 Treading carefully 
A reimagining of the local volunteer role has the potential to maximise the strategic thinking of 
the trust board. Yet some trusts have felt prevented from taking a new approach to the local 
tier, wanting to tread carefully in delicate circumstances. Some boards have expressed to NGA 
over the years that their hands felt slightly tied. Evidence points to a new approach being 
handled most effectively when misconceptions of power are dealt with, where the remit of the 
local tier is trimmed of duplicated activities already being fulfilled by either the trust board or 
executive tier (Greany, 2018). This has proven liberating for trusts, freeing the local tier to help 
trustees achieve a connected community strategy, but also retaining a specific focus and school 
improvement related role. However, as observed by Baxter, this has proved difficult for some 
trusts, but notably through a lack of consultation with the local tier (Baxter, 2019).  

There have been well documented cases where the relationship between the trust board and 
the local tier of governance has been subject to significant growing pains. Tensions can arise 
through inappropriate expectations of the local tier as well as through mismanagement and 
miscommunication. Some at local level have also wrongly believed in the autonomy rhetoric 
that full local decision making is a given and would always be retained. This is highly 
problematic, especially as the desire for local autonomy continues to be such a major barrier 
for schools in their decision to join a MAT, as emphasised in the DfE’s 2021 research, Schools 
Views: benefits and obstacles to joining academy trusts. When eventually this is shown not to 
be the case, the local tier can quickly lose faith in a MAT.  

The relatively undefined remit of local governance within MATs provides room to harness the 
power of local voice within the structure itself, to deal with lingering concerns schools are now 
run by powerful distant groups alienated from school communities. As MATs seek 
demonstrable accountability to the public, they are being more forthcoming about how they 
can respond to the needs of local context (Forrester and Hetherington, 2021) while addressing 
the criticism aimed at them of harbouring a “community disconnect” (Gibson & Outhwaite 
2021). An increasing part of sector commentary is that there is growing appetite emerging 
among trusts to further engage with communities, to being rooted in them with a clear sense of 
‘place’, giving a voice to communities, parents, and pupils.  
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Yet there is a distinct lack of conversation around the role the local tier will play in this drive, as 
observed by NGA CEO Emma Knights writing for Schools Week in 2016 as “a governance 
revolution, arguably as fundamental as devolving local management to schools after the 
Education Reform Act 1988”. Most sector voices remain focused on the executive or trustee 
role in the ‘self-improving school system’, neglecting to explore the potential of the local tier, 
fuelling an argument that the system has not been crafted with “locally based governance in 
mind” (Breslin 2017). 

The challenge remains that individual school communities now face a deeply complicated 
picture of how the school system is governed, and this confusion can be highly problematic for 
schools looking to join trusts (Gibson & Outhewaite 2021). Those communities have always 
been so vital in establishing and replenishing the stream of volunteers needed for school 
governance to be sustainable, and this complicated picture has sometimes led to those key 
individuals being put off because they are not aware of what they are entering into. We 
continue to hear of major volunteer recruitment challenges particularly at local level within 
trusts (NGA Annual Governance Survey 2021), but clarity of role has proven to be an essential 
element to retaining volunteers at local level. This was a point raised by the former national 
schools commissioner in his 2020 book – Leading Academy Trusts – which highlighted this as a 
fundamental issue. School governance was no longer easy to understand, both for the general 
public and practitioners alike, where “societal understanding of how it operates is many years 
behind”.  

2.2 Lines of accountability and decision making  
Part of the challenge in delivering clarity over the local tier role is that governing at academy 
level within a MAT differs enormously from trust to trust with varying powers or none (Riddell, 
2019). This varied approach contributes to the already mixed economy of the system.  

The trust board is legally accountable for the decisions made across the trust; it can decide to 
delegate decisions to executives and volunteers at a local level, but it cannot delegate overall 
accountability. Local tier operation historically followed a model affording maximum delegated 
decision making to these local committees of the trust board. As identified by Toby Greany in 
his 2018 research – Sustainable improvement in multi-school groups – and by a number of 
MATs within NGA’s case studies series conducted in 2018 and 2019, this is not without risk, 
especially where duplicating scrutiny between the local and executive tiers emerges. Being 
clear on what is and isn’t delegated, and managing local expectations is key. 

“’One of my key principles [as chair of trustees is that there should be] … no overlap between 
the [different governance and management] bodies…Recognising the need to avoid duplication, 
each individual involved in governance or management at the Evolve Trust is given a resource 
pack containing the trust’s strategy, details about the different layers of governance”.  
NGA MAT Case Studies 2018 
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The risks are increased if those serving at a local level remain unaware of the trust board’s 
ability to remove or change the remit of the local level at any time. This wasn’t always well 
disclosed, but MATs can choose to review and alter that role at any time, including what they 
call their local committees. But it is this “rate of change” that some worry is causing 
“turbulence in the system that makes it difficult for effective governance” (Gibson & Outhwaite, 
2021).  

2.3 Names have meaning and power 
Many trusts have simply opted for the default name for the local tier included in the DfE’s 
longstanding model articles of association: local governing body (LGB), with those serving on 
LGB’s being known primarily as governors. However, this terminology has often been used 
without much consideration given to the misunderstanding it may cause (Vinall, 2021). The 
continuation of the term local governing body has frequently been interpreted at local level as 
a retention of powers akin to maintained school governing bodies. It also does nothing to 
reinforce the facts; that LGB’s are not separate from the trust board, but inextricably linked to it 
as committees of the board. 

While this may sound trivial, it is a key detail in getting MAT governance right. Many within the 
local tier are known by a name which bears no resemblance to their actual role, with “no 
substantive powers concerning governance” (Courtney and McGinity, 2020). The common 
practice of LGB’s establishing its own committees has further complicated the picture. More 
attention needs to be drawn to the simple fact that regardless of name, the local tier is formed 
by having committees of the central trust board placed at school level as its eyes and ears; 
these do not require further committees of their own.  

2.4 Delegation  
A prevalent problem over the last decade has been the “haphazard development of governance 
arrangements and a variety of approaches to schemes of delegation” (Vinall, 2021). When 
approached and implemented well, a good scheme of delegation has proven to help 
demonstrate “a commitment” to the local tier (Forrester & Hetherington, 2021). Despite 
significant improvements in recent years, some MATs still fail to bring the layers of governance 
together in a harmonious way, where the scheme is not “followed in practice” (Browne 
Jacobson 2020).  

More thought needs to be given to what is delegated in order to avoid models that “create 
mistrust and division” (Gibson & Outhwaite, 2021). While the local tier is ideally placed to be 
involved in “measuring levels of satisfaction and engagement” (Pain, 2019), the practice of 
making it the only role for the local tier dilutes its potential and significance.  
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Incorporating, yet going beyond, engagement means finding an approach to centralisation that 
still provides an element of “support and challenge for HTs in single schools, whilst feeding back 
into the MAT Trust Board's strategic aims” Vinall, 2021). In practice this may include the local 
tier being responsible for: 

 being a point of consultation and representation in the development of trust strategy and 
policy 

 being recipients of detailed information about how their school is managed  

 scrutinising management information and providing assurance to trustees that the school is 
operating within the values, agreed policies and targets of the trust 

 engaging with stakeholders and acting as an ambassador for the trust 

 channelling the views of the school and its stakeholders and offering challenge to the trust  

 a meaningful contribution to school improvement, scrutinising pupil progress and 
attainment 

 monitoring strategies such as safeguarding and pupil premium 

 carrying out panel work when required 

 contributing to the recruitment and performance of key leaders including the head 

Many trusts now manage finances centrally. But the local tier does need assurance of strong 
and effective financial management. The local tier can also play a key role in ensuring the 
trust’s financial decisions are well informed by local context. This will help to push back against 
common but damaging rhetoric of “privatisation” which is still prevalent today (Allen & Gann, 
2022). While many trusts pool GAG funding, some only pool elements and leave the rest to 
local control. Other funding streams, such as pupil premium, may also be more effectively 
controlled locally than centrally.  

One area where there has been a lack of clarity is the performance management of 
headteachers at school level. In MATs, headteachers are held to account through line 
management and many CEOs – or other senior leaders – undertake the performance 
management of their headteachers. This will often be alongside the chair of the relevant LGB – 
but not always. A 2021 research article by Caroline Vinall included findings from a sample of 
heads within one MAT, reporting that heads “expressed concern” where LGBs had been “shut 
out of HTs’ PM” and “a sense of frustration in the futility of having an LGB at all if they were not 
part of their PM” (Vinall, 2021). 
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2.5 Trust identity and the democratic deficit  
The complexities of a system leaving so much to the autonomy of the trust itself has 
exacerbated organisational identity issues. MATs Moving Forward identified that the significant 
identity struggles some MATs faced was closely linked to how it engaged with stakeholders. The 
2016-17 House of Commons education committee enquiry provided one of the first 
opportunities to assess the role of the local tier at national level. The evidence presented an 
emphasis on the “‘diminished’ role of stakeholder voice” and it being “unclear how local 
communities can get voice”. As MATs have grown, geographical boundaries have expanded. 
Coupled with the increased number of stakeholders created through the scale of growing MATs 
and the unrelenting focus on skilled, high calibre people at trust board level, community links 
have weakened for some schools within trusts (Breslin, 2017).  

Toby Greany concluded in his 2018 study that the challenges of the system require MATs to 
“operate as learning organisations” and this is achieved by listening to stakeholders “through a 
process of sound governance” (Greany, 2018). Baxter helps to explain this further, as the trust 
board commission the local tier to obtain “the views and ensuring influence around stakeholder 
views and perspectives” (Baxter, 2019). This points to the confusing picture of “chaotic 
centralisation” matched with “diminishing local knowledge” in part being addressed through 
reimagining the local tier, its value and purpose with stakeholder engagement at its core 
(Greany and Higham, 2018).  

There are fears that detachment of schools from existing democratic processes – a so called 
“democratic deficit” (Allen, 2017) – has removed lines of local accountability to local 
democratic government. The concentration of power to a select elite have left some 
questioning how legitimate the MAT system is as an enabler of local accountability. In answer 
to this, Riddell draws attention to the “increasingly recognised role in local governance 
arrangements” within MATs and their “contributions to the broader challenges faced by council 
areas” (Riddell, 2019). Authentic use of the local tier is a uniquely palatable option for the 
sector offering a half-way house to addressing some concerns, where widening of MAT 
membership, which would offer an actual solution to plugging a democratic deficit, has so far 
proven too controversial to gain traction.  

2.6 The emergence of the community-minded MAT  
Sir David Carter, the former national schools commissioner, stressed the virtue of the local tier, 
warning against its removal – “you cannot have a credible vision that talks about supporting and 
developing school communities if you do not give them a voice”. The local tier spread across 
multiple geographical boundaries is key to the board’s knowledge and understanding, helping 
the trust make the best decisions, keeping governance “rooted in the communities that it 
serves”, helping place its schools at the centre of “community life” (Breslin, 2017). 
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Community-minded MATs carry a local focus and can therefore easily engage in beneficial 
activities such as trust wide sharing of staff and CPD. School led, community centred MATs are a 
cultural, strategic choice, reflecting both ethos and approach to growth. Muijs observes the 
community mindset and “reluctance among parents and governors” to accept the mutual 
benefits of collaboration when there is no obvious local link (Muijs, 2015). Collaboration in the 
school sector can be hindered without local sense of ownership from stakeholder voice. This 
can be summed up by a CEO, contributing to NGA’s MAT case studies, whose strategy was to 
remain “locally relevant…with a desire to maintain a small and compact feel across the trust” to 
maximise school-to-school collaboration (NGA, 2018/19). 

The sense of belonging to a place is one of the great motivations for those who govern within 
trusts at local level. Local volunteers are largely driven by wanting to give something back into 
the community they care about and have a connection to. Trusts need to maximise this 
motivation and put it to good use, not create a role that is at odds with it, that will ultimately 
lose the attention and eventually the commitment of those volunteers. Forum Strategy’s New 
Narrative for a new decade put it nicely – “the professionals – young and old – who want to 
give back and to help govern organisations with a big stake in their communities”.  

This paper argues the local tier is made most meaningful and most successful when local 
volunteers with strong local connections can see the actual influence upon trust board decision-
making that local voice is having through them. The lack of influence afforded to many local 
tiers, as observed by Greaney and Higham (2018), ‘neutered’ power at local level and has 
brought local influence into question. Using the local tier as a vehicle for community focus and 
influence gives weight to the idea that the community “should influence the education inside 
it” (Gibson, 2015). It also fits well with flexibilities afforded to the MAT governance structure.  

2.7 Equipping and influencing centralised goals 
While MATs remain highly committed to maintaining a form of local tier, many apply a more 
centralised approach (Greatbatch and Tate, 2019). The pandemic ushered in a new era of 
schools recognising the support they get from the trust’s central team. The local tier can play a 
key role in providing challenge back to the central services and central team of the trust. 
Evidence suggests that MAT growth brings a move towards centralisation including the 
“increased control over school governance” (Ehren and Godfrey, 2017). But even with this 
increased control, if this is aligned to the trust boards strategic priorities, it can be used to 
harness specific intelligence. One can argue this is itself part of the revolution; a realisation of 
greater strategic governance achieved as boards access the information they need. 

Governance is the mechanism for establishing how power over decision-making is distributed 
and making sure that power is used well. This means tackling power struggles identified by NGA 
in 2016 (House of Commons, 2017) head on to avoid the manifestation of “problematic 
governance relationships” (Greaney, 2018) that prevents the refinement of transparent, ethical 
MAT governance.  
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The strength of the local level is found in how it is utilised to enable trustees to retain a 
strategic focus without getting buried beneath excessive information and unrealistic monitoring 
requirements. The local tier including stakeholders within it ensures MATs can take into 
account multiple realities (Ehen & Godfrey 2017), when making a value judgment. Thus, the 
local tier fulfils a key role in strengthening external accountability systems, “heralding a 
renaissance of meaningful engagement of communities and parents in influencing the 
governance of schools”. 

MAT trust boards need to be proactive in raising awareness of limitations and the legitimate 
mode of influence: local stakeholders as a mainstay of the local tier have authentic influence 
over the character of the trust. This will go some way to open the door to schools who so far 
resisted fearing governance would no longer be “specific to their school and locality” (Coates, 
2015).  

2.8 The local tier in response to a pandemic  
Evidence gathered for Ofsted’s ‘Governing in unprecedented times’ research report suggests a 
major positive for MATs during the COVID-19 pandemic was their ability to harness central 
decision-making across the trust to support individual schools – the MAT structure being key to 
this (Ofsted, 2020). The local tier benefited from clear central decision making and direct 
support from the trust. 

“The MATs were able to say right in our schools this is what’s going to happen. The LA, I think 
with the best intention in the world, didn’t give a clear strategy for how to open. It was down to 
heads to make the choice in the end.” (Ofsted, 2020). 

A strong desire from stakeholders and communities remains to “secure governance specific to 
their school and locality” (Coates, 2015). The realities of those localities have shifted 
significantly in recent times. The COVID-19 pandemic and more broadly the fast-paced change 
of the external context in recent years has pushed some MATs to explore beyond the known 
boundaries of local MAT governance to keep up with evolving needs against this backdrop 
(Ofsted, 2020).  

Being part of a group of schools, under a formalised governance structure, has brought a sense 
of comfort to many schools during difficult times. Many of those governing at school level were 
positive about their MAT: 73% of those governing at local level agreed that their voices were 
heard by executive leaders and trustees in the decision-making process, compared to 57% in 
2019 (NGA, 2021). This demonstrates significant progress for a relationship that has proved 
incredibly difficult to get right in the past. 
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Communication between the layers of governance continues to be a barrier in getting the 
governance relationships right. Clear engagement through effective communication channels 
enhances the voice of the local tier – this can assist trust boards to develop a collective sense of 
understanding and direction, championing decision-making across the trust and within their 
communities (Ofsted, 2020). Setting out the relationship between the local tier and trust board, 
with open channels of communication to promote upward accountability, is crucial to getting 
the layers of governance working (Vinall, 2021). 

Any lack of coherent communication systems between governance tiers casts doubt over the 
ability of trusts to meet community needs, breeding misconceptions within the governance 
structure (Baxter and Cornforth, 2019). Many MATs have used successful communication 
strategies to help deal with this including cross MAT networking groups that comprise chairs of 
the local tier alongside investment in a senior governance professional role to coordinate the 
work of the local tier and trustee visibility with local volunteers. The COVID-19 pandemic 
brought the widespread introduction of virtual governance (Ofsted, 2020), helping to introduce 
new, dynamic and easier communication channels for such networks. 

3. Conclusion 
There is no shortcut or quick fix to MAT success. The great local tier experiment not only 
survived, but in many cases has finally demonstrated its worth during a pandemic and beyond. 
Many trusts have proved they can cope with the unpredictable; the flexibility within their 
structure has helped them. The local tier has endured instability through the last decade but 
has not become a disbanded part of the system as some suggested it would (Male, 2019). The 
future of the MAT movement relies on the wealth of learning from MATs established for the 
best part of a decade. That learning tells us MATs that engage positively with local voice 
achieve better governance. Where a diversity of voices are heard, MATs accommodate better 
community engagement and buy-in from individual schools.  

The mechanisms for definitive local accountability offered through MAT governance has not 
had the attention it deserves, but it is a growing conversation. With the DfE’s white paper set to 
strengthen the requirements and purpose of local governance in MATs, more thought and 
interest on the local tiers’ future is on the horizon. This comes at a time when trusts grapple 
with how to maintain an ambitious vision during the onslaught of challenges schools have faced 
in recent years – the local tier is key to achieving trust ambition, for being held accountable for 
achieving it and for realising a new era of the community minded MAT. 

The evidence explored in this paper establishes that getting governance right is the key to 
ensuring a sustainable MAT system that delivers in the interest of children and young people. 
MATs Moving Forward (2021) sets out the evolution of MAT governance, both before and 
during the pandemic. The need for trusts to engage and work with their communities, and the 
way in which they do it, also needs to evolve. The push for more intelligent accountability, 
wrapped in the roar of stakeholder voice, feels closer now than ever. 
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More from NGA 
Knowledge Centre: best practice guidance 
NGA members get exclusive online access to best practice school governance guidance from 
NGA’s Knowledge Centre. Go to NGA’s Knowledge Centre and log in to browse and download 
guidance, templates, model policies, information summaries and more. 

GOLDline: bespoke advice 
NGA’s GOLDline advice service provides independent and timely advice to governing boards 
with GOLD membership. Our advisers guide members through topics including governance 
roles and responsibilities, admissions, exclusions, complaints, and board constitution. 

Find out more about NGA GOLD membership and sign up. 

Don’t miss out on membership benefits 
If you’re an NGA member, check your account details are correct by logging in at 
www.nga.org.uk and visiting the account management page. Every member of your governing 
board needs an up-to-date account to access benefits including our Governing Matters 
magazine and weekly e-newsletter. If you don’t have an account or you’re not sure, talk to your 
clerk or chair or contact us.  
 

Learning Link: e-learning anytime  
 

NGA Learning Link provides cost-effective, comprehensive training for governors, trustees, 
chairs, and clerks. Learning Link subscribers can access more than 50 engaging modules 24/7.  

NGA governing boards can purchase Learning Link at discounted prices. Learn more about 
subscribing to Learning Link. 
 
 

https://www.nga.org.uk/Knowledge-Centre.aspx
http://www.nga.org.uk/knowledge-centre
http://www.nga.org.uk/Membership/GOLDline-The-NGA-Advice-service.aspx
http://www.nga.org.uk/GOLDline
http://www.nga.org.uk/
http://www.nga.org.uk/contact-us
http://www.nga.org.uk/learninglink
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Local Tier Governance in The LIFE Education Trust 
 
Summary 
 
The Board has been considering the role of the local tier of governance during the current 
academic year in line with changing thinking in the Multi Academy Trust sector and in the 
light of publications from the Confederation of School Trusts and the National Governance 
Association.   
 
This topic has been a discussion at each of the Board’s meetings so far this academic year 
and was subject to an extensive consultation with LGBs.  The Board made certain decisions 
in November 2021 and consulted on 5 areas in December 2021 and January 2022.  The 
Board met in February 2022 and decided to await the recommendations from the External 
Review of Governance in the Spring Term before finalising their decisions. 
 
The ERG showed much strength in the Trust and made a few recommendations.  A 
separate response to this is attached.   
 
 
Decisions made by the Board in November 2021 
 

1. We commission an external review of governance in the Spring Term COMPLETED 
 

2. Annual reviews of each LGB in operation are conducted by a senior Executive, 
the Governance Lead Professional and a Chair of another LGB. These include 
attending a meeting and a discussion with the Chair. COMPLETED 
 

3. LGBs are delegated monitoring responsibilities in accordance with the NGA 
recommendations. This means they: 

 
(i) are consulted on key policies and strategy  
(ii) continue to monitor the Quality of Education in the school 
(iii) continue to monitor and present the Healthchecks related to the Ofsted 

framework   
(iv) represent the views of stakeholders to the Trust through scrutinising the 

stakeholder surveys 
(v) scrutinise information on pupil progress and attainment 
(vi) monitor safeguarding 
(vii) monitor progress towards school development priorities 
(viii) carry out some panel work (eg complaints and grievances) 
(ix) contribute to the recruitment and appraisal of school leaders 

 
4. LGBs focus clearly on educational performance.  Standard templates are used 

wherever possible for presentation of information 
 

5. LGBs are involved in a school budget setting meeting and receive the termly 
Finance Healthcheck which is presented by the Head of Finance 
 

6. LGB agendas are prepared by the Governance Lead Professional and include 
standard items with minutes distributed to the trustees.  LGBs have two meetings 
per term, a Healthcheck meeting and a meeting focused on Standards.  The 
Standards meeting will have a set agenda with: SDP review, Stakeholder feedback 
including Governor Visits and review of educational data.   
 

7. A  Governor Visit Policy is created to clarify expectations in this area COMPLETED 
 

8. Board or Executive members are included on the LGB when a school joins the 
Trust or needs support 
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9. LGBs are involved in the recruitment of school leaders, receive staff survey data and 

the termly Human Resources Healthcheck which is presented by the Head of 
Human Resources. 
 

10. LGBs receive a termly Premises Healthcheck which is presented by the Head of 
Estates and are informed of building work including CIF bids termly.    

 
 
Recommendation: We propose to change only one of these decisions, highlighted in red, 
and remove the staff survey from the LGB agenda. 
 
 
During December 2021 and January 2022 we consulted on the following areas which 
would then need changes to the scheme of delegation: 
 

11. The name of LGBs is changed to Local School Committees (LSCs) 
 

12. A link governor for safeguarding conducts termly visits in accordance with policy 
 

13. A link governor for SEND conducts termly visits in accordance with policy 
 

14. Stakeholder feedback from parents, staff and pupils is received on a termly basis 
on a standard survey template for greater awareness of and sensitivity to any 
changing local feelings. 

 
15. The number of LGB members is limited to 8 to mirror the Board 

 

Following consultation and the ERG, our recommendations are:  
 

11. This has proved the most contentious point with the majority of local governors who 
responded to the consultation opposed to this.  A robust debate occurred at the February 
Board meeting regarding this point and it was moved to the Summer term for further 
discussion and hopefully a conclusion. 
 
It remains clear that the “LGB” is a committee of the Board and serves the Trust.  It only has 
power as delegated by the Board and does not continue as an LGB of a maintained school.   
 
Recommendation: The name does change to reflect the new role and the delegated 
monitoring responsibility, but the decision on the exact name is made in the summer term 
once the full monitoring role is clear and further research is conducted across the sector. 
 
12. Recommendation:  Board to approve this.  The exact format of the report to be finalised 
this half term.  
 
13. Recommendation: Board to approve this.  The exact format of the report to be finalised 
this half term. 
 
14. Recommendation: The strong feedback was for annual surveys so formal stakeholder 
surveys to continue to take place once a year.  An external company is sourced to enable 
benchmaking across the sector as well as analysis by different stakeholders.  The staff 
survey is shared with P&P who will retain overall responsibility for staffing and staff morale. 
 
15. Recommendation: Board to approve this. Heads will no longer be ex-officio members of 
LGBs and there will be no staff governors as at present. 
 
Report dated: April 2022 



3 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 
 
Background documentation 
 
Summary 
 
In the light of our evolving thinking as an Executive and Board, and several recent 
documents about governance, we are proposing the following changes to the way that 
governance works to ensure greater clarity.  
 
This paper aims to explain the legal requirements regarding Multi Academy Trust 
governance, give an overview of the current governance structure of the Trust as well as an 
explanation of what has led us to this stage.   
 
It then outlines some of the current thinking relating to governance and particularly what is 
being termed the “local tier” including some issues that have arisen in the sector before 
highlighting some of the current issues that the Trust faces at this level.   
 
It then makes recommendations which are intended to address the current concerns and 
those that research seems to suggest may face us in the near future. 
 
Legal governance requirements  
 
Our Trust currently operates with three levels of governance: Members, Trustees (so called 
under the Academy Trust Handbook 2021 and Charitable Law but called Directors under 
Company Law) and Local Governors.  Two of these levels, Members and Trustees, are 
required by law and by our articles.  The third, which is termed “the local tier” by the National 
Governance Association (NGA: 2021) is not statutory. CST’s position is that “the local tier of 
governance is absolutely essential”.   
 
The expectations on Members are clear and evident in law and in the Trust’s articles.  These 
cannot be delegated.  The expectations of trustees are also clear but some can be 
delegated to either Executive Officers, particularly the CEO, or to Committees.  This must be 
done through a Scheme of Delegation according to the Academy Trust Handbook 2021.  
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One Committee can be a local Committee which serves to support a single school or group 
of schools, what has traditionally been seen as a Local Governing Body. 
 
Current LIFE governance structure 
 
LIFE currently has Members, Trustees, 3 Committees and 7 Local Governing Bodies, 1 for 
each school. 
 
The 3 Committees legally have to have a majority of trustees present at all times so the 
membership has been limited to trustees with one co-opted member, who has been selected 
by the Board, on each committee. 
 
The LGB members are selected by the trustees following interviews with the involvement of 
a Chair or Vice Chair of an LGB.  At least two parents must be members of each LGB 
according to the articles as we do not have parent trustees which is the almost universal 
practice.   
 
All LIFE LGBs have the same delegated powers under identical schemes of delegation.  
These include some authority in all of the areas of education and operations.    
 
Through discussions, members of the Executive have been added to LGBs for support, 
clarity and challenge.  Four trustees, including the CEO, are also members of LGBs.  One 
trustee chairs an LGB.  
 
The use of the Healthcheck system which was designed by LIFE and which has been 
praised in three Ofsted inspections and approved by the Department for Education (DfE) has 
led to governors each being linked to one of 7 Healthcheck areas.  These are the 4 Ofsted 
areas, Quality of Education, Behaviour and Attitudes, Personal Development, and 
Leadership and Management, as well as Finance, Premises and Human Resources.  An 
original 8th Healthcheck relating to Ethos was subsumed into the Leadership and 
Management Healthcheck in 2020.  Governors meet termly with their school leader and the 
Trust Executive leader responsible for the area, to discuss and review the area through the 
Healthcheck and then present it at an LGB meeting. 
 
Whilst the scheme of delegation has been reviewed each year since 2016 and changes 
have been made, the governance structure has remained essentially the same.   
 
The Members and Trustees have recognised the need for local representatives to support 
them in managing their schools and have tried to involve LGBs in discussion, consultation 
and activity in all educational and operational areas including regular Chairs and Vice Chairs 
meetings and the annual conference. 
   
Current sector thinking on governance  
 
In the last year, three significant documents have been published which consider the role of 
governance in Multi Academy Trusts.  These are the National Governance Association’s 
(NGA) “MAT Governance structures: the role of the local tier” from May 2021 and 
Confederation of School Trust (CST)’s “Governing at the local level” and “Governing a 
School Trust” in the last month.  These are two of the foremost governance organisations in 
the UK and we are members of both.  The three documents are non-statutory but are 
attached.   
 

(i) Terminology 
The NGA advises that Trusts should review their governance structure and 
practice regularly (NGA, 3) and states that  “The Trust Board is ultimately 
accountable for the decisions made by the local tier and so the decision making 
powers given to the local tier will be limited” (NGA, 2021:7). 
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They say, “those governing at local tier level are not school governors subject to 
the school governance regulations and so we refer to them as academy 
committee members” and add that, “Many within the local tier are known by a 
name which does not describe their role, causing confusion” (NGA, 2021:7) 
 
CST’s guidance suggests that the naming of this tier of governance should reflect 
the functions which are delegated:  
 
 Local advisory committees or councils – no delegated governance functions 

or powers – the advisory committee is tasked with meaningful engagement 
with parents and local communities;  

 Local school committees – limited delegated governance functions (but no 
powers), for example scrutiny of standards, health and safety and 
safeguarding, and community engagement; 

  Local governing boards – a fuller set of delegated functions and some 
powers, which may include some decisions over school level finance. 

 
(ii) Remit 

Both the NGA and CST recognise that the trustees are legally responsible for 
their schools with CST stating, “School Trusts are specialist organisations set up 
to do just one thing – to run and improve schools to give children a better future.” 
 
The NGA suggests that the local tier, their “academy committees” act: 
 As a point of consultation for policy, vision and strategy 
 To represent the views of stakeholders to the Trust 
 To scrutinise information on pupil progress and attainment 
 To monitor policies  
 To monitor safeguarding at school level 
 To monitor progress towards school development priorities 
 To carry out panel work (eg complaints and grievances) 
 To contribute to the recruitment and appraisal of key staff  
 
They add that “In many cases, policy development and review can be supported 
by consultation with the local tier” (NGA, 2021:4) and that, “Many trusts choose to 
involve the local tier in recruiting school leaders” (NGA, 2021: 5).  

 
(iii) Communication    

The NGA recommends: 
 
 Trust meeting with local tier chairs 
 Regional Local tier chairs meeting 
 Trust wide online conferences and training events 
 Induction and ongoing training from the governance professional 

 
(iv) Composition 

The NGA suggest a range of 7-11 members with no school senior executive 
leaders and separation between trustees and local tier. 
 
CST believes that the principle of significant separation should also apply 
between trustees and the local tier of governance. This is because there may be 
conflicts of interest between a chair or governor understandably wanting to 
represent the interests of an individual school and the duty of trustees to act in 
the interests of all the schools in the trust. (CST, 2021:14) 

 
(v) Finance 
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The NGA state that, “It is good practice for the local tier to be made aware of 
what the school’s budget is and the plan for how it is to be spent.”  The CST do 
not mention this area as being delegated. 

 
(vi) Premises 

No mention in either the NGA or CST documents is made of any delegation of 
powers to the local tier in this area which suggests this is either unusual, not 
recommended or has been overlooked! 

 
(vii) Review and Evaluation 

The NGA suggests that regular self-evaluation by the Board is useful ideally once 
a year and that external evaluation of governance should be considered every 3-
5 years. 
 
Both the NGA and CST offer external reviews of governance for a fee. 

 
 
Issues that have arisen in the sector 
 

1. The importance of place and community.  Whilst Trusts initially began to remove the 
powers and even the tier of local governance, this led to a concern that Trustees 
were too distant and not able to relate to issues “on the ground” and that they needed 
to access the views of parents and other stakeholders at a local level. 

2. The local tier continuing to believe that they operate in the same way as Local 
Governing Bodies in maintained schools 

3. The centralisation of operational functions has occurred across the sector 
4. The need for a greater focus on school improvement including consistency around 

the curriculum, teaching and learning and assessment.  
 

Issues that have arisen at LIFE 
 

1. The understanding of local LGBs of the difference between being a local governor in 
a maintained school and being the “local tier” in a Trust. 

2. Staff surveys in almost all schools have shown that staff do not know what local 
governors do or do not think that they are effective.  This is consistently in the bottom 
quartile of results for questions on staff surveys in the majority of our schools. 

3. Operational leaders needing to attend all LGB meetings  
4. Whilst monitoring and review is welcome, certain aspects of Trust operations are 

subject to a significant amount of monitoring which can cause delay, confusion and a 
lack of clarity over authority and accountability eg currently the month end Finance 
reports for a school are reviewed by each of the Director of Operations, CEO, Head 
of School, Finance link governor, LGB, Chairs of Finance and the Trust, and the 
Trust Finance and Facilities Committee which constitutes 7 layers of review. 

 
Decisions made by the Board in November 2021 
 

16. We commission an external review of governance in the Spring Term 
 

17. Annual reviews of each LGB in operation are conducted by a senior Executive, 
the Governance Lead Professional and a Chair of another LGB. These include 
attending a meeting and a discussion with the Chair. 
 

18. LGBs are delegated monitoring responsibilities in accordance with the NGA 
recommendations. This means they: 

 
(x) are consulted on key policies and strategy  
(xi) continue to monitor the Quality of Education in the school 



7 
 

(xii) continue to monitor and present the Healthchecks related to the Ofsted 
framework   

(xiii) represent the views of stakeholders to the Trust through scrutinising the 
stakeholder surveys 

(xiv) scrutinise information on pupil progress and attainment 
(xv) monitor safeguarding 
(xvi) monitor progress towards school development priorities 
(xvii) carry out some panel work (eg complaints and grievances) 
(xviii) contribute to the recruitment and appraisal of school leaders 

 
19. LGBs focus clearly on educational performance.  Standard templates are used 

wherever possible for presentation of information 
 

20. LGBs are involved in a school budget setting meeting and receive the termly 
Finance Healthcheck which is presented by the Head of Finance 
 

21. LGB agendas are prepared by the Governance Lead Professional and include 
standard items with minutes distributed to the trustees.  LGBs have two meetings 
per term, a Healthcheck meeting and a meeting focused on Standards.  The 
Standards meeting will have a set agenda with: SDP review, Stakeholder feedback 
including Governor Visits and review of educational data.   
 

22. A  Governor Visit Policy is created to clarify expectations in this area 
 

23. Board or Executive members are included on the LGB when a school joins the 
Trust or needs support 
 

24. LGBs are involved in the recruitment of school leaders, receive staff survey data and 
the termly Human Resources Healthcheck which is presented by the Head of 
Human Resources. 
 

25. LGBs receive a termly Premises Healthcheck which is presented by the Head of 
Estates and are informed of building work including CIF bids termly    
 

For consultation and involving change to scheme of delegation: 
 

26. The name of LGBs is changed to Local School Committees (LSCs) 
 

27. A link governor for safeguarding conducts termly visits in accordance with policy 
 

28. A link governor for SEND conducts termly visits in accordance with policy 
 

29. Stakeholder feedback from parents, staff and pupils is received on a termly basis 
on a standard survey template for greater awareness of and sensitivity to any 
changing local feelings.  
 

30. The number of LGB members is limited to 8 to mirror the Board 
 

Timeline 
 
A discussion on this paper will be led by Julian on Thursday 16th December at 6pm by 
zoom. 
 
Responses from individual governors are encouraged by Monday 31st January at 
9am.  Please respond to khardy@lifeeducationtrust.co.uk.   
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Full Governing Bodies will also have an opportunity to discuss the paper in their Healthcheck 
meeting should they so wish and Chairs will then need to respond to Kathy Hardy by the 
deadline above.  

 
 
Julian Dutnall 
November 2021 
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CONSULTATION FEEDBACK 
 
Summary 
 
We received 11 responses from individual governors, and 1 response from the Chair at Ford End on behalf of the LGB there.  Responses from 
governors at FBA, Roxwell. Ford End, Margaretting, Dame Tipping and Benhurst were received.  The full responses and the comments made at the 
LGB discussion session on the 16th December 2021 are included below.  Responses varied in length from 1 line to several pages with appendices.  
The recommendations below are proposed by the CEO and Governance Lead professional and have been discussed with the Chair of the Board.  
 
 
Consultation Item 11  
The name of LGBs is changed – 11 responses received, 5 were against a change and 1 proposed an alternative and 4 agreed to the change and 1 
proposed an alternative  
 
Recommendation:   
 
 
Consultation Item 12  
Safeguarding Link Governor – 11 responses received, all agreed with the proposal with 1 suggesting the role and function should be defined, 1 
suggesting additional training for that link governor and 1 response suggesting visits may need to be more regular than termly  
 
Recommendation: A Safeguarding Link Governor role is created.  A Healthcheck is created to address key issues and give consistency and 
direction to governors.  
 
 
Consultation Item 13 
SEND Link Governor – 7 responses received all agreed with 1 suggesting mainstream schools do not require a SEND link governor, one suggesting 
additional training for that link governor and one suggesting the SEND link governor should be recruited to ensure right skills and understanding  
 
Recommendation: An SEND link governor role is created. A short additional Healthcheck is created as above.    
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Consultation Item 14  
 
Stakeholder Feedback – 9 responses were received, 3 agreed with the remainder raising the following concerns: more frequent surveys imply 
underlying issues; heads could become concerned with data analysis rather than teaching and learning, surveys could become tick box exercises, 
survey fatigue / burnout could occur, wider discussions are required. 
 
Recommendation:  Formal stakeholder surveys continue to take place once a year.  An external company is sourced to enable benchmaking across 
the sector as well as analysis by different stakeholders.  The staff survey is shared with P&P who will retain overall responsibility for staffing and staff 
morale.  
  
 
Consultation Item 15 
 
Number of LGB members limited to 8 – 8 responses received, 6 were positive with two concerned about timeframe of implementation, selection 
criteria of the 8 and impact on Benhurst LGB 
 
Recommendation: From September 1st, LGBs have 6-8 members.  Heads will no longer be ex-officio members of LGBs and there will be no staff 
governors as at present. 
 
 
Not part of the Consultation  
Governor Visit Policy 
9 comments were received.  1 governor returned the policy with comments added to the document throughout.  1 governor felt the language set high 
expectations for all to follow, creating a robust framework defining roles and actions.  Another observed that definite terminology was helpful for both 
schools and governors 
 
A number of comments focused on the language and tone of the policy.  Some governors queried the need for such a policy.  1 governor wanted 
clarification on making informal contact on the school gate to speak with parents and staff and another governor reported they felt disconnected with 
the school during the last 2 years (due to the pandemic).  1 governor has questioned whether they should continue in their role as Chair as they feel 
all LGBs are being unfairly treated due to 1 LGB.   
 
Recommendation: Governor Visit Policy to be clarified in terms of roles and actions, terminology and expectations.  Board to discuss wellbeing of 
Chairs.  
 
Other comments received 
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Comments on Decisions 1-10 which had been approved by the Board  
Decision 3 – one governor has requested that raw data is provided to the LGB in relation to stakeholder feedback in order to properly scrutinise the 
information.  
 
Recommendation:  Raw data is not supplied as the LGB role is to monitor rather than analyse. 
 
Decision 8 - One governor suggested that this line may be seen as a conflict of interest where guidance suggests that there should be a separation of 
Trustees and the local tier, however another governor agreed that the Board / Executive offering support to other LGBs where needed should be 
seen as a benefit of being in a MAT.  
 
Recommendation: Staff stakeholder feedback is NOT scrutinised by LGB but by Head of HR and scrutinised by P&P Committee in keeping with the 
Head of HR reporting to LGBs once a term rather than LGBs having link governors.   
 
 
Decision 9 - One governor would like clarification on this decision.  On page 2 of the consultation document the current process is explained which 
they consider to be at odds with this Decision. 
 
Recommendation:  Clarification is given through individual discussion with this governor  
 
Additional Recommendations 

Premises Healthcheck –  
completed by Head of Estates,  
HC to be more hybrid of Exec Summary/HC  
No requirement for link governor 
questions taken at termly HC Meetings  
Head of Estates to provide comprehensive report on Premises to F&F termly 
 
HR Healthcheck –  
Completed by Head of HR 
HC to be more hybrid of Exec Summary/HC  
No requirement for link  governor 
questions taken at termly HC Meetings 
No Staff survey reports given to LGB  
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Head of HR to provide comprehensive report on HR to P&P termly 
 
Finance Healthcheck –  
Completed by Finance Manager 
Summary sheet and month end figures only to governing body meeting 
No requirement for link governor 
Governors to monitor PP and PE spend and statements on websites 
Comprehensive report to F&F termly  
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Consultation Item Responses 
 

Comments/Recommendation 

11. The Name of LGBs is changed to Local School Committees (LSCs) 
 
Nichola West FBA 
Adam Love, Roxwell 
Suzanne Farris, Roxwell 
/ Margaretting 
Gill Howeson, Ford End 
Greg Brome, Dame 
Tipping 
Fred Steel, Benhurst 
Dean Jefferys, Benhurst 
Louise Boxer FBA 
Jane Jee, Ford End 
Chair of Ford End on 
behalf of the LGB 
Foluke Sangabowale 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I think the name ‘LGB’ should not be changed to ‘LSC’, as I feel that this will cause greater 
confusion to other stakeholders.  If staff and parents do not know what governors do, then to 
change their name will add to the ambiguity.  I personally think an LGB is what it says on the 
tin; local – governing – board; a board of people that meet about one school.  LGB and must 
include the word ‘governor’.  Yes, trustees, members, directors etc. make the decisions, but 
the LGB has its place.  The word ‘committee’ could also be confused with a sub-committee of 
the board. 

NGA, CST and C of E make it clear 
that the name should reflect the role.  
As we are changing the role to be 
more of a monitoring role, a name 
change is advisory to mark the 
difference from a traditional LGB.  

Seems perfectly sensible Good 
I have looked at the consultation and it all seems very sensible to me Good 
You propose that the LGB should be renamed as Local School Committees but I wonder 
what resonance that will have with the local community. Do we call ourselves Committee 
members when we visit the school? I think the parents and teachers would be even more 
unclear in the roles and responsibilities of a committee member compared to a local 
governor!  Would this maybe not cause more confusion between trustees and members of 
the board and local committee members?  At least ‘governor’ or ‘local governor’ is a well 
recognised term and would cause less confusion? 

The new role and name will need to 
be explained to parents and the 
community as will the fact that the 
school is now run by a Trust with 
trustees and an Executive team 

very bland title 
  
Title does not indicate any oversight responsibilities for monitoring 
QoE/healthchecks/scrutinising pupil progress/safeguarding/SDP etc. 
  
Perhaps the name should be “Local Oversight and Scrutiny Committee” 
 
Parents perception is that school governors have a responsibility for Governing the school 
which is not the case for MATS but is the case for LEA schools. Some education of role 
needs to be done to ensure parents/teachers and pupils realise that it is a necessary and 
effective function across the  schools in the Trust. 

 
 
 
 
 
To be considered in Summer term. 
 
Yes, which is why a change is needed 
and this needs clear communication 
 

I accept that the name will need to change.  I don’t particularly like the proposal but I cannot 
think of a suitable alternative.  It will probably grow on me over time 

Exact name to be clarified 

This is the part of the consultation which I have the most issue with. If one of the reasons for 
this change is to enhance the understanding of what local governors actually do then 
changing the name will only make this even harder. Arguably LGBs through the healthcheck 
system and regular engagement with LIFE executives governance is now more visible and 
evident than ever it was before under LBH. I don't think a Local School Committee would 

As NGA and CST emphasise, the 
local tier is NOT a governing body so 
the name is inaccurate and 
misleading 
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attract the right type of person to come forward to volunteer and will only be perceived as a 
negative re-brand. From a personal perspective I have been very proud and honoured to 
serve as a school governor but I doubt I would join a Local School Committee as it sounds 
more like a PTA. I think this is rather dangerous and would be extremely damaging for the 
Trust, while having little impact on the issues which the change is designed to cure. It is 
actually only during our time with the trust that governance has been allowed to flourish. 
When we were part of the borough there was very little discussion about finance, HR or 
premises, so the genie is somewhat out of the bottle now. I'm not really sure what this name 
change is meant to do other than to make the LGBs feel rather disaffected.  
Having read all of the information and recommendations from the NGA I believe that we have 
no option but to agree with this.  However, are we allowed to change it to local school 
monitoring committee?  

Exact name to be agreed 

I think the term Committee member is more confusing than the term governor – what matters 
is what the body is responsible for not what it is called – the tradition term is governor – staff 
and parents will be confused by the new terminology and understand even less than they do 
now. 

It is definitely important that the name 
reflects the role 

In terms of the name for governors, the FE LGB consider that local governors should be 
retained. A change to call local governors “committee members” will serve to add more 
confusion for parents and staff and appears to reduce the status of those appointed to represent 
the interest of the individual school within the wider MAT. As long as we, the LGB are clear 
about our role and both where we have discretion and the extent of that discretion then 
changing the name seems to be part of desire to reduce the role’s importance to stakeholders 
and potential recruits. 

The challenge is that the LGB and 
parents need to understand the 
different role in a Trust and this does 
need clarification 

 I am not too concerned about the name change as this is the suggestion of the NGA.  Good 
12 A link governor for Safeguarding conducts termly visits in accordance with policy 
 
Nichola West FBA  
Adam Love, Roxwell 
Suzanne Farris, Roxwell 
/ Margaretting 
Greg Brome, Dame 
Tipping 
Fred Steel, Benhurst 
Dean Jefferys Benhurst 
Louise Boxer FBA 
Jane Jee, Ford End 
Suzanne Farris, Roxwell  
Mary Regan, Ford End 

Safeguarding is everyone’s business.  Yes, every school should have a link safeguarding 
governor.   

Good 

Seems perfectly sensible.  Good 
I have looked at the consultation and it all seems very sensible to me Good 
Agree Good 
Agree Good 
No issue with this, but we need to define what the role / function of the link governor is. Other 
governors will present and talk about their healthchecks, but if there is not a similar level of 
role / structure for the link govenor then it could be tokenistic at best and end up with two tiers 
of governors - those who oversee and deliver healthchecks and those who do not.  

Good, yes agree that a Healthcheck 
could assist here 

Agree and support this.  This is something I have been advocating for the last two years and I 
believe that it would have happened were it not for Covid restrictions on visits to schools.  

Good. 
 



15 
 

Greg Brome, Dame 
Tipping 
 
 
 
 
 
 

However, I believe that the safeguarding governor needs to receive more robust training than 
the online programme which is currently offered.  This is in keeping with the Communication 
remit which the NGA recommends (iii)   

Yes, agree. 

termly should be a minimum – more often may be necessary Yes, agree 
made the observation that prior to joining the Trust, the school had an Ofsted issue and it has 
been useful to have a link governor with safeguarding training who could carry out basic 
checks.  However, a link governor without SEND experience would find this area difficult to 
support as it is a complicated area   

Possibly, although SEND experience 
is not essential for safeguarding role 

noted that she felt it was important at local level to have someone looking at Safeguarding 
and SEND and although both areas are included in the Leadership & Management 
Healthcheck it was important to have someone to check in at the local level.  

Yes agree with safeguarding.  SEND 
is important but more in keeping with 
a range of areas which can be 
reported upon by the Head 

agreed that being linked to safeguarding was useful to validate that staff are up to speed with 
safeguarding and reporting this back to the LGB and Head.   

Good 

13 A link governor for SEND conducts termly visits in accordance with policy 
 
Nichola West FBA 
Adam Love Roxwell 
Suzanne Farris, Roxwell 
/ Margaretting 
Greg Brome, Dame 
Tipping 
Fred Steel, Benhurst 
Dean Jefferys, Benhurst 
Louise Boxer, FBA 
 
 
 

In the Special Schools, yes there should be a SEND link governor, but I do not think this is 
necessary in the mainstream schools.  The aspect of SEND that raises its profile more, is the 
link to vulnerability, which in turn links ultimately to safeguarding anyway. 

Agree 

Seems perfectly sensible.  Good 
I have looked at the consultation and it all seems very sensible to me Good 
Agree Good 
Agree Good 
Again no issue with this, also similar observations as above in terms of what a link governor 
does 

Yes, agree 

Agree and support this.  This is in keeping with the Communication remit which the NGA 
recommends (iii)  However, would this role need to be recruited to or would this be within 
the expertise of the current LGB members 

Good 

14 Stakeholder feedback from parents, staff and pupils received on a termly basis on a standard survey template 
 
Adam Love Roxwell 
Suzanne Farris, Roxwell 
/ Margaretting 
Liz Fajimolu, 
Margaretting 
Greg Brome, Dame 
Tipping 
Fred Steel, Benhurst 

Seems perfectly sensible.  Good 
I have looked at the consultation and it all seems very sensible to me Good 
Additionally, within our link healthcheck discussion this week, we discussed the issue of 
surveys for parents to partake in. How they could be distributed, how often etc  It was felt 
within our school that once or twice a year would be more than sufficient. Any more frequent 
than this and we felt this would imply that the constant need to survey parents would imply 
that there was an issue in school that wasn’t being tackled. Furthermore, we fear parents 
would eventually become non responsive to these surveys and therefore losing a direct line 

Agree that we do not need to increase 



16 
 

Dean Jefferys, Benhurst 
Louise Boxer FBA 
Ally Peace FBA 
 
 
 

of communication. We have “hard to reach” families within our school community and so it 
was felt that the surveys would fall on “deaf ears”.  Also constant surveying would mean 
Heads were spending more time analysing and reading data when they could and should be 
teaching/enhancing pupils education following 2 years of stop-start school due to the 
pandemic. 
Termly stakeholder feedback from parents/staff/pupils. Whilst I agree that feedback is useful 
doing it too frequently reduces it to a “tick box’ exercise which devalues the responses, I think 
a twice year is more sensible. At the same time the results of the survey should indicate the 
number who are eligible to respond against the number who actually respond, this is 
particularly relevant for the Rural primaries who have low pupil numbers. 
Whilst some questions should remain as core others could be introduced to address specific 
issues/concerns. The outcomes of stakeholder reviews should be addressed and fed back to 
stakeholders to indicate that the Trust values their concerns and is prepared to act upon them 
where necessary. 

Yes, agree that the frequency can 
remain unless concerns are raised 

I cannot see termly surveys working.  There will be survey fatigue and the results will lose 
value 

Yes 

The worry here is survey burnout. We need to be more creative and to look at ways to create 
and measure quantitative and qualitative feedback as well as doing surveys ad nauseam. We 
don't want death by survey which actually could result in us being data rich but information 
poor if the outcomes don't tell us anything of real value.  

Yes 

Agree and support this  Yes but see strength of feeling 
elsewhere 

suggested that receiving the views of stakeholders on a termly basis may lead to reports 
becoming a tick box exercise and cause survey fatigue.  

Yes 

noted that receiving feedback more regularly was better than annually.  Much could change 
within a year.  A wider discussion about how stakeholders are represented needed to be 
considered.   

Yes although strength of feeling 
elsewhere 

15 The number of LGB members is limited to 8 
 
Adam Love, Roxwell 
Suzanne Farris, Roxwell 
/ Margaretting 
Liz Fajimolu, 
Margaretting 
Greg Brome, Dame 
Tipping 
Fred Steel Benhurst 
Dean Jefferys Benhurst 

Seems perfectly sensible. Good 
I have looked at the consultation and it all seems very sensible to me Good 
We don’t have an issue with being under 8 members Good 
Agree Good 
Agree Good 
Again, no issue here, but if there are only four governor led healthchecks in the future and 
two link governors what do the other two governors do? Maybe this could be the Chair and 
Vice-Chair, but if not we need to find some equity as we could end up with two tiers with 
some governors feeling more involved in school life than others. 

8 is the maximum and 6 could be 
sufficient.  Q of Ed HCh could have 2 
link governors 
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Louise Boxer FBA 
Foluke Sangabowale 
 
 
 

I would like to ask what the timeframe for this would be and how the members would be 
decided upon.  

From September.  No LGB currently 
has more than 8 members. 

As the Finance Health, Premises and  Human Resources Health  checks are  to 
be centralised and  presented by the  ' Heads  of'  during the LGB meetings  and the LGB 
roles are  being reduced to eight,   I'll like to know more specifically what will mean should the 
proposal be implemented,  for the Benhurst Local  Governing Board.   

Full training to be given in the summer 
term. 

   



18 
 

OTHER STATEMENTS 
MADE 

Gill Howeson, Ford End  
The paper says that ‘Board or Executive members will be included on LGBs’ yet this seems 
at variance with both NGA and CST guidance – the former suggesting that there should be 
‘separation between trustees and the local tier’ and the latter saying that the ‘principle of 
significant separation should apply between trustees and the local tier of governance 
because there may be conflicts of interest’.  
 
I must apologise for late joining of the meeting yesterday evening -old computer playing up! 
As I didn’t have the documents to hand it was difficult to comment accurately at the time 
[screen sharing would have been useful!], however I have now reread them and would like to 
make a few comments. 
If, as you initially outlined to us in 2019, the aim of the Trust is still to increase to c. 20 schools 
in the future, then the role of the LGB will become more and more important in representing 
the views of their stakeholders.  
 
I hope that this is indeed a genuine consultation and the points raised can be considered – at 
times it has felt as if these ‘consultations’ are merely a courtesy and the Trust will pass the 
recommendations anyway! 

 
Yes, Board or Exec have become 
members when a school joins or when 
there are concerns.  The aim will be to 
reduce and ideally eliminate this 
duplicity of roles. 
 
Having a local tier is key hence the 
need for clarity of role. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes, all our consultations have been 
genuine 

 N West FBA 
School governance at the local tier 
Point 1: I think that the external review to be led by the CST/NGA will provide a useful and 
validated evaluation. 
 
Point 4: Standard templates for educational performance are useful, however there are stark 
differences between Early Years, Primary, Secondary and Sixth Form data. Therefore, 
templates need to be carefully considered so that we’re not trying to put a square peg into a 
circular hole just to fit a system, and perhaps lose meaning in the data being conveyed. 
 
Point 8:  
Yes, members of the board/executive should definitely offer support to other LGBs where 
needed – a benefit of being in a MAT is the support network. 

 
 
Yes, agree 
 
 
Yes, templates will be adapted 
 
 
 
 
 
Good, when necessary 

 Liz Fajimolu Margaretting 
Since becoming a governor and subsequently Chair at Margaretting over 4 and half years 
ago now, we have gone through a huge period of positive change within school, which 
wouldn’t have been possible had we not made the decision to join and work with Life. School, 
staff and pupils continue to flourish and grow with the support structure that Life gives to all at 
Margaretting.  
 

 
Good 
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The LGB has also gone through a period of change and adapted its purpose to serve school 
now that it is part of a MAT. Though at times we have been low on numbers and at some 
points in time with maybe members who didn’t fully understand their role, we have provided 
support and challenge and aided any way which we can, especially through the last 2 years 
of the pandemic. 
 
With regards to the LGB reviews taking place this month in our local healthcheck meetings, I 
have been allocated XX as our moderator. I do not feel comfortable or confident that anything 
confidential discussed at our meeting will remain confidential, and as explained in our 
conversation I will be deeply disturbed if we found out that confidential information had been 
leaked out to other parties not associated with our school.  

Good 
 
 
 
 
 
This has been dealt with. 

 Foluke Sangabowale Benhurst 
I just want to express that It is important that there continues to be appropriate checks and 
balances which exist when Life Trust  engage directly with their local school committee / 
Local Governance  committee members. With that needs to come a real culture of listening 
so that those committee members who choose to continue in the local committee roles,  feel 
valued, listened to and have an impression that they are able to make an impact as 
they cannot be expected to give up their time unless it is time well 
spent  on meaningful decision making  or influence.  It is disappointing that only 'monitoring' 
powers  are being delegated to LGBs 
There is the suggestion that at the moment, local schools / teachers do not understand the 
role of the  local Governors-  this is a very disappointing statement  and I'd like to know how 
the Trust intends to Bridge that gap and not make it wider. 

 
Agree that discussion is important.  
The monitoring role is more in keeping 
with the sector 
 
 
 
 
 
This may relate to specific LGBs.  
Training has increased and will be 
offered following decisions 
 

 Jane Jee Ford End 
Page 2 of the Consultation Document – “Governors meet termly with their school leader and 
the Trust Executive Leader responsible for the area to discuss and review the area through 
the Healthcheck and then present it at an LGB Meeting” – This is confusing – the healthcheck 
is written by LIFE employees and checked for accuracy by governors – the obligation on 
governors needs to be made clear.  
 
Page 3 of the Consultation Document – “Premises – not recommended or has been 
overlooked!” – the fact it is not mentioned does not mean that some element of delegation 
should exist 
 
Page 4 of the Consultation Document – “Issues that have arisen 2. Local tier continuing to 
operation as LGBs in maintained schools” – we don’t we get that we only have the powers 
delegated to us by Trustees 
 

 
This will be clarified with the 
operational Healthchecks written by 
Executive members 
 
 
 
The absence certainly seems to mean 
that it is not recommended by NGA or 
CST that Premises is delegated 
 
The local tier will only ever have 
delegated powers or functions in a 
MAT as the power remains at Board 
level unless delegated  
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Page 4 of the Consultation Document – Issues that have arisen at LIFE  - Although this was 
not made clear at first we have all come to recognise the difference 
Our staff did know what governors did – confusion has arisen after academisation 
7 Layers is clearly not sensible but 
 
Decisions made by the Board 3 - please give governors the raw results not a summary 
 
 
Decision made by the Board 9. – but earlier you said governors present the healthchecks to 
the LGB 
 
Decision made by the Board 10 – the people who know the issues with premises are the staff 
and Brian 

The Executive feel that they have 
been clear with every LGB throughout 
joining process 
 
 
This is not necessary for monitoring 
and becomes operational 
 
The Exec currently prepare and the 
link governor presents 
 
Yes, agreed 
 
 

 Bev Mills Benhurst 
noted that under “policy, vision and strategy” the Trust could see governors as critical friends 
not just a group to consult with.  She asked whether the wording should be reviewed.   

 
JD responded that the Board was 
responsible for policy vision and 
strategy not the LGB which had been 
the case when schools were in the 
maintained sector.    

 Vicky Healy Ford End 
asked how the local tier contributes to the appraisal of key staff?    
 

 
JD explained that this was 
involvement in the Headteacher 
appraisals. 

 Tony Cant Roxwell 
observed that some governors were new to the school or had joined once schools had joined 
the Trust and so have little or no experience of what expectations of governors were when 
schools were in the maintained sector.  

 
Training will be given and this is why 
the consultation is so valuable 

 Jane Jee on behalf of Ford End Governors 
Ford End governors are well aware that the role of the governing body – currently called the 
local governing body (LGB)  - has changed and was bound to change a great deal once the 
school became an academy and joined LIFE on December 1st 2020. For the period prior to 
joining LIFE,  the governing body had faced concerns about finance and was under pressure 
for at least 3 years from the local authority to join a MAT. Therefore prior to joining, governors 
at Ford End,  like those at many small rural primary schools, were concerned about the future 
viability of the school. However, Ford End was not a failing school and results were good so 
there was not a sense of being rescued by LIFE but rather the decision to join was about 
securing the long-term future of the school.  

 
Good 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
Yes, although Diocese, LA and DfE 
see rural primary schools as 
unsustainable outside strong groups 
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Before joining, Ford End experienced a trial sharing of an Executive Head with Little Waltham 
(2 years) but did not wish to formally federate with that school for a number of reasons. One 
reason was the imposition by Little Waltham and the Diocese of a precondition for FE to change 
its status from VC to being Voluntary Aided upon federation. Ultimately 100% of parents backed 
the governors in their decision not to federate. The governors then, acting entirely 
independently of the LA, found a recently retired head - Maria Rumsey – and appointed her 
with LA approval to act as an interim part time headteacher.  
The FE LGB as a body, consider that LIFE is making a positive difference at Ford End. We 
appreciate that the local governing body no longer operates independently and that we only 
have powers delegated by the Trust and the key decision-making and responsibility for the 
school’s performance lie at Trust level. We want to express our views on local governance here 
with the intention of improving the way the Trust operates at the local level and hope that our 
comments will be taken in the constructive and supportive spirit in which they are intended. We 
are all keen for the Trust to succeed and to play our part in achieving this success.  
We hope LIFE will continue to raise standards and retain the happy, open family atmosphere 
which Ford End has seen as one of its main attractions to parents and pupils. Whilst LIFE staff 
express thanks to governors for their contribution, at times, Ford End governors have the 
impression that LIFE and its senior leaders regard local governors as more of a necessary 
inconvenience than as the  useful, supportive resource we aspire to be.  To us LIFE can be 
overly prescriptive in what governors can and cannot do. The position of local governor within 
the Trust is at times not fulfilling as governors are relatively powerless and lack the ability to 
influence key decisions or even have their views taken into account. We accept that at times 
decisions need to be made in the Trust’s best interests. Notwithstanding the LIFE scheme of 
delegation chart, the governors’ current level of discretion and responsibility is not particularly 
clear other than, as individuals, being asked to endorse the specific healthcheck for which we 
have been allocated “oversight responsibility”.  Greater interaction with the Trust would likely 
improve this.  
To some extent a culture of not liking or wanting challenge appears to operate in the Trust so 
that things must be done the LIFE way to be acceptable. This attitude can stifle creativity 
(ironically given the Trust’s values) and means governors can feel they are not trusted. This 
sense of not being trusted is reflected in the relatively narrow discretion and very limited role 
given to governors in LIFE policies. It may be that this is largely a matter of emphasis and it is 
possible to express matters differently so that governors can feel more valued.  
As governors we appreciate that LIFE staff are professionals and we respect their skills and 
abilities. However, we feel concerned that we have been allocated responsibilities but, for 
example given the reluctance to let governors visit the school (covid restrictions 
notwithstanding) it is difficult to feel we can fulfil those responsibilities properly and with 
confidence.  There is a sense in which the governors consider their role has been reduced to 
“ticking boxes” and is lacks meaning. Unsurprisingly staff and parents consistently say they do 
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Good 
 
 
Good 
 
 
 
Good 
 
 
 
No, clear supportive governance is 
vital for schools 
 
 
 
This is the only LGB that feels this 
 
 
 
The Trust has consulted on all 
decisions and all policies.   
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not know who all the governors are or what the governors do. Prior to joining LIFE, parents 
were much more familiar with the governors and were supportive of their role so that this was 
not an issue. Covid is quite likely to be responsible in part for this change but LIFE has certainly 
not done a good job of explaining the role of governors and their place in the Trust. We consider 
there is a need to inform the parents and staff not only who the governors are but also give 
some background information on them and explain their functions and remit from the Trust. 
At times the governors have had the unfortunate impression that their views and input are 
largely irrelevant. The requirement to only visit the school with reasonable notice and a clear 
sense of purpose is sensible on the surface. However it is only by talking to staff and pupils on 
a relatively informal basis that governors can gain real insight into the school and be able to 
properly fulfil their responsibilities. Governors need familiarity with the school to be able to 
operate effectively but this seems to be discouraged. A key role of local governors is to provide 
a link for the school with the local community and this needs to be made explicit and supported 
by the Trust. 
As a governing body we are pleased with Maire’s leadership and are happy generally to lend 
her our full support. It is a shame that Maire seems reluctant to let governors visit or accept 
their help. We appreciate that such help must be in line with both the Trust policies and school 
requirements but it was again something which made the governor role more fulfilling and 
enabled governors to gain familiarity with the school’s strengths and weaknesses.   
 
In the Appendix below we have added a section from the Synergy Trust governance document 
which takes a more positive attitude to local governance. We think that having a clear written 
purpose for the LGB and allowing local governors to share their expertise can make the Trust 
stronger in the long run and make the role more fulfilling and therefore make the recruitment of 
local governors easier. As the Trust increases in size the role of the LGB is likely to increase 
and Trustees want capable responsible, capable local governors whom they can trust and on 
whom they can place reliance.  
 
Appendix (see separate document)   

The way in which governors operated 
was not in line with the way that CST, 
NGA, CofE, LIFE or many others 
Trusts now operate 
 
 
Clarity of roles is crucial to avoid 
operational involvement and this has 
been emphasised to the LGB 
 
 
 
 
 
Good.  The role of Governors in 
schools is being consulted upon and it 
is crucial that we are clear about it 
 
 
 
There are many different Trusts 
(almost 1100 now) and most are on a 
journey towards a greater clarity over 
the monitoring role of the LGB 
 
 
 
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT THE 
DOCUMENT REFERRED TO 
BELOW IS NOT FOUND ON THE 
WEBSITE – THERE IS HOWEVER 
AN OVERVIEW OF THE ROLES 
AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THEIR 
LGBs WHICH IS COPIED AT THE 
END OF THIS DOCUMENT. 
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GOVERNOR VISIT 
POLICY 

N West FBA 
I personally like the deliberate language of ‘governors will’, as I feel it sets clear, high 
expectations for all to follow, creating a robust framework defining roles and actions. 

 
Good 

 Jane Jee, Ford End 
raised a concern that the suggested model would stop governors meeting informally with staff 
to ensure their wellbeing and she did not feel governors should only receive feedback on staff 
wellbeing from the Head of School.  She was also concerned about governors needing an 
invitation to attend school when the Head of School or Executive Head was only in the school 
2 days a week.    JJ noted that a recent NGA webinar she attended suggested each 
governing body should have a link wellbeing governor in place. 

 
It is not appropriate for governors to 
meet informally with staff 
 
Governors should only be in school 
when clearly agreed in advance with 
the Head 

 Jane Jee Ford End 
clarified asked for clarification about whether Governors would be allowed to stand on the 
school gate and speak with parents as Parent Governors would be there in any event and 
parents prefer informality  
 
Mary Regan Ford End 
asked whether the types of visits should be amended to include those of the Link 
Safeguarding and SEND governors -  
 
Jane Jee Ford End 
noted that the language used was harsh at the top of p3.     
 
Paul Claydon Dame Tipping  
observed that the definite terminology was good and would be helpful for schools and 
governors.   
 
Greg Brome Dame Tipping 
 noted that the policy made sense and felt it was being followed by most LGBs but during 
covid governors are feeling disconnected with their school and would like to go into school 
and talk to parents and children.  JD noted that Benhurst and FBA both held Governor 
mornings / days prior to covid where governors met staff, children and toured the school 
which had been beneficial to all governors and had raised the profile of governors with the 
staff. Several governors explained that they had found these very useful. 
 
JD clarified that Governors would not be required to complete a visit form when attending 
concerts. 

 
This is not appropriate 
 
 
 
 
Yes, agreed 
 
 
 
But see other responses which feel it 
is clear and needs to be 
 
Such as this one 
 
 
 
Good 
 
Governor mornings will be 
reintroduced once Covid 
arrangements are clear 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Liz Fajimolu Margaretting  
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I have read through the documents being discussed. In essence, I think this is already 
practised fully by our LGB. I think the biggest impact will be on one certain school. We don’t 
have an issue with being under 8 members, and all visits and reasons for visits are fully 
discussed with HT prior to taking place ad governor visits are always documented after.  
Though obviously vital, it’s a shame that a document like this has had to be created as some 
if it should surely be common sense. We as governors are certainly not fit or qualified to tell a 
teacher how to run a class!  
I think the document gives good clarity around the role of a governor and their purpose within 
the school community, under a MAT organisation. 
 
The prospect of the new Governing Policy which was introduced for debate towards the end 
of 2021 I have to admit personally seems a very strongly worded policy detailing to me and 
any other governor what I would deem to be common sense and common practice no matter 
how experienced in governance the governor is. I feel it is such a shame that it has been 
deemed necessary to introduce this document, and I feel it has only had to be introduced to 
all schools, due to the recent behaviour and practice of one school in particular. I think its 
introduction comes with the risk of being off putting to existing governors who have been 
successfully fulfilling the role up until now and also to any potential governors. For newer 
members, surely these details would fall for the Chair/Life to outline before even being 
accepted to a LGB, without the need for such a stringent policy? I don’t know a governor 
across Life (prior to said school joining Life) who would think it acceptable to arrive, 
unannounced at school to conduct a visit. Or one who would sit in a classroom taking notes 
and then feeding back what their methods to teach the class would be. This is clearly 
unacceptable, but should surely be dealt with at a local level, not at detriment to all other 
LGBs who have never presented this unprofessional trait. 
I feel we are moving away from a school based environment and working within a corporate 
business framework with a high need for policy, moderation and monitoring and losing the 
rural school identity formed within small local communities.  
I completely appreciate the need for the OFSTED and SIAMS rules and I believe as 
governors we all, with the possible exception to that certain school, abide and follow these 
rules.  As a Chair it feels like we are all being cast with the same rod, due to the behaviour 
and principles of a certain LGB. I will be honest all of the above has made me question in 
recent weeks if I should proceed with my role as Chair/link governor. Having spoke to Maire 
and Melissa I feel assured that my role is of benefit to school and to them but I felt I had to 
make you aware of this, as maybe I am not the only governor who is of this thinking? 
 

This is supportive 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Good 
 
 
In some ways it is a shame the policy 
is needed but it is obvious through the 
consultation and from the responses 
that one or two LGBs and governors 
are not clear about the role of an LGB 
in a Trust 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We will bear this in mind 
 
 
It is clear that the way one LGB is 
behaving is affecting the morale of 
other strong LGBs 
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Ford End Appendix 
 
The following information was provided by the Chair of Ford End as part of their response to the consultation: 
 
See Synergy MAT website  
https://www.synergymat.org.uk/ 
 
4.0 Local Governing Body  
4.1 Purpose of the Local Governing Body  
The Local Governing Body and the Headteacher have delegated responsibility for the day‐to‐day management and leadership of the school, including the delivery 
of excellence in curriculum, teaching and learning, outcomes, and school improvement. There will, however, be strong alignment of best practice across all Trust 
schools.  The  purpose of  governance  is  to  provide  confident  and  strong  strategic  leadership which  leads  to  robust  accountability,  oversight  and  assurance  for 
educational quality and performance. All governance boards have three core functions:  
1. Ensuring clarity of vision, ethos, and strategic direction.  
2. Holding leaders to account for the educational performance of the organisation and its pupils and the effective and efficient performance management of staff.  
3. Overseeing the financial performance of the organisation and making sure its money is well spent.  
Effective governance is based on six key features:  
1. Strategic leadership that sets and champions vision, ethos, and strategy.  
2. Accountability that drives up educational standards and financial performance.  
3. People with the right expertise, skills, experience, qualities, and capacity.  
4. Structures that reinforce clearly defined roles and responsibilities.  
5. Compliance with statutory and contractual requirements.  
6. Evaluation to monitor and improve the quality and impact of governance.  
The purpose of the Local Governing Body is to provide strategic leadership at a school level on behalf of the Trust and provide advisory information to the Trust on 
the operation and performance of the school. Each Local Governing Body has a key role to play in the overall development of the Trust, and to contribute to joint 
working and sharing best practice between academies and the Trust.  
In line with the overall vision of Synergy, the Local Governing Body will:  
• Ensure the school maintains high standards.  
• Plan for the school’s future, setting the direction for each school.  
• Agree targets for improvement.  
• Monitor and evaluate its performance.  
• Be a critical friend to and hold leaders to account for the pace and rate of improvement and the achievement of all pupils.  
• Set the school’s standards of conduct and values, in line with the values of the Trust.  
• Ensure sound management of the school.  
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• Ensure all staff have the appropriate qualifications, skills, experience, and training to carry out their duties.  
• Ensure appropriate spend of the delegated budget in line with school and curriculum improvement and the development of teaching and learning.  
• Help the school respond to, and meet, the needs of parents and the wider local community. Parental and community engagement is a key function of the Local 
Governing Board.  
• Ensure all governors are skilled in understanding, interpreting, and comparing school performance, attendance, admissions, and exclusions data and are kept 
fully apprised of the performance of the school.  
4.2 Local Governing Body Terms of Reference  
1. Determine and approve the school’s mission, vision, strategy, and long‐term development plan, in line with the Trust’s overall mission and vision.  
2. Ensure and monitor the quality of educational provision.  
3. Ensure that the school contributes significantly to the overall development and success of the Trust.  
4. Determine targets for the school against agreed key performance indicators.  
5. Approve the School’s Improvement and Development Plan.  
6. Monitor overall performance and the achievement of objectives, targets, and key performance indicators, and ensure that plans for improvement are acted 
upon.  
7. Report progress to the Board through minutes of meetings on GovernorHub and provide all required data.  
8. Adopt and ensure the implementation of Trust‐wide policies and procedures.  
9. Determine and approve school specific policies and procedures, monitor their implementation, and evaluate their impact.  
10.Determine any other constitutional matter in which the Local Governing Body has discretion.  
In line with the Trust’s governance arrangements, policies and procedures, and scheme of delegation:  
• Recommend a governor for appointment by the Board as the Chair of the LGB, annually.  
• Appoint a Vice‐Chair of the LGB annually.  
• Hold at least four Local Governing Body meetings per year and at least one meeting per term.  
• Make arrangements for the election/appointment of parent and staff governors; appoint these governors in line with the Trust’s arrangements and procedures.  
• Make arrangements for recruiting and appointing “Associate Governors” if required (see 4.3 below).  
• Appoint a clerk and implement clerking arrangements in line with the Trust’s requirements.  
• Maintain and publish, through the clerk, a register of Governors’ and Senior Members of Staff’s business interests and adhere to procedures for registering and 
managing conflicts of interest.  
• Establish standing and ad‐hoc sub‐committees as required. Appoint the chairs of the sub‐committees.  
• Delegate functions of the Local Governing Body to sub‐committees, groups, and individuals.  
 Carry out and report on all duties and responsibilities delegated to the LGB by the Board.  
Ensure the school complies with legal and statutory requirements.  
Receive reports and recommendations from any sub‐committee, group, or individual to whom an action or decision has been delegated to agree the 
recommendation, ratify the decision, or consider whether any further action by the Local Governing Body is necessary.  
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Appoint governors with specific responsibilities for example, for special educational needs and disability (SEND) and in line with any statutory requirement.  
Publish papers, minutes of meetings of the LGB and its sub‐committees in line with the Trusts’ arrangements.  
17.Advise the Trust Board of any concerns about the running of the school that cannot be resolved by the Local Governing Body and of any suspicions of fraud and 
irregularity.  
4.3 Local Governing Board Membership  
1. Each Local Governing Board will decide on an appropriate number of governors. The Trust recommends Local Governing Boards should not exceed 12 governors 
each and must include parent and staff governors.  
2. Synergy reserves the right for a Director to sit on a LGB.  
3. The names of current governors must be displayed on the school website, with their business interests.  
4. New governors will be appointed/elected in line with the Trust’s policy and procedures. The LGB may recruit and appoint, as it sees fit, “Associate Governors” to 
provide specialist advice to the LGB and/or a sub‐committee if required. Associate Governors may not vote.  
5. The Trust Board appoints the Chair of the LGB annually following a recommendation from the LGB.  
6. The LGB appoints the Vice‐Chair and Chairs of any sub‐committees annually.  
7. Governors are appointed for a 4‐year term of office. Governors can be re‐elected or re‐appointed. 8. The Headteacher holds office ex‐officio as long as they are 
in post.  
9. Terms of reference, constitution, and membership will be reviewed annually.  
10.Quorum will be more than 50% of governors eligible to vote. One vote per governor. The Chair has a casting vote.  
11.The Headteacher, or their Deputies, have the right to attend all meetings of a Local Governing Body and its sub‐committees.  
12.The CEO has the right to attend all meetings of a Local Governing Body and its sub‐committees.  
13.The Executive Primary Lead has the right to attend all meetings of a Local Governing Body and its sub‐committees. Responsibilities Delegated to the 
Headteacher The Headteacher has delegated powers and duties in respect of the overall leadership, management, and achievement of the school and 
responsibility for ensuring the implementation of agreed policy. 
 
 
From the website 31/1/22 

GOVERNANCE 
LEVEL 

MEMBERSHIP MEETINGS RESPONSIBILITIES/AUTHORITIES REPORTING REFERENCES 

Members 

Candidates with 
suitable 
background and 
skills will be 
identified and 

Minimum 1 per 
year 

 To appoint/remove Directors 
 To sign off financial statements and 

the annual report 
 To change the Articles of Association 

N/a 
Articles of 
Association 
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confirmed by the 
DfE 

Board of Directors 
Up to 9 directors 
appointed by the 
members 

c.6 meetings per 
year 

 To ensure quality of educational 
provision 

 To challenge and monitor 
performance 

 To oversee management of finances 
and property 

 To ensure compliance with charity 
and company law 

 To ensure operation in accordance 
with funding agreement 

 To receive and approve finance 
procedures and regulations 

 To determine and approve corporate 
policy 

 To appoint, appraise and dismiss 
academy Headteachers 

 To receive reports from Senior Trust 
Staff, Committees, and LGBs 

 To approve and remove members of 
LGBs 

Reports to members 
at AGM on progress 
for the year. 
Financial statements 
and annual report 

Articles of 
Association 
and Scheme of 
Delegation 

Local Governing 
Bodies 

Primary sector 
maximum of 12 
members. 
Secondary sector 
maximum of 15 
members. 
Must include: 
 Parent 

governors 
 Staff governors 
  

2 in the first term 
then termly 

 To support the vision of the Trust 
 To govern 

admissions/exclusions/complaints 
 To monitor and be accountable for 

standards 
 To act as critical friend to the 

Headteacher 
 To represent the views of, and 

engage with, the local community 

Reports to the Board 
of Directors through 
approved minutes 

Scheme of 
Delegation and 
LGB Terms of 
Reference 
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Additional 
attendees: 
  
 Synergy CEO 
 Trust Finance 

Executive 
 Primary 

Executive Lead
 Directors as 

required 

 To liaise with the Trust’s Finance 
Executive, through the Headteacher, 
in setting the local budget 

 To authorise expenditure up to levels 
in the finance policy 

 To monitor the appointment, appraisal 
and dismissal of school staff 
excluding the Headteacher 

 To oversee safeguarding procedures 
 To review and determine local policy 
 To visit the school 
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