
    
 

 

 

Minutes of the Southerly Point 
   Co-operative Multi-Academy Trust        

Standards Committee Meeting 
 

  Thursday 24th March 2022, from 6.00pm 
                                            in the Trust Conference Room 

 
 

 

 

ATTENDING : 

Jo Birnie 
Carrie Gilmore 
Jill Ludbrook 
Kristin Pryor 
Chris Webb 
 

In Attendance 

Robin Cowen [Finalising appointment to Trust Board] 
Adele Haysom [NGA] 
Tim Richards [Director of School Improvement] 
Karen Teague [Trust Administrator / Clerk to Trust Board] 
 

 

JBi 
CGi 
JLu 
KPr 
CWe 
 
 

RCo 
AHa 
TRi 
KTe 

 

APOLOGIES : 
 

Richard Hoskins 

 

 
RHo 

    
ACTION 

3. WELCOME AND DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTERESTS 
 

 
The Chair welcomed all those present and candidates introduced themselves for the 
benefit of new attendees. 

Under Declarations of Pecuniary Interests, no additional declarations were forthcoming 
from Committee members.  

RCo declared his wife was an artist and, as part of Class Art Cornwall, was occasionally 
bought in by schools to provide art workshops. 

 
 

4. REPORT FROM INTERIM DIRECTOR OF SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT  

 

Reports on individual schools from the Director of School Improvement were shared with 
Committee members prior to the meeting. These incorporated information on: 

 School – staffing, pupils and structure 
 Ofsted – date; judgement; strengths and areas to develop 
 School Self-Evaluation 
 Curriculum 
 Attendance / Exclusions 
 SEND 
 Pupil Premium 
 Safeguarding 
 Leadership Capacity / Capability / HR Issues 
 Governance 
 Finances 
 Data [Primary]: 

o Percentage of pupils meeting expected standard [3 year average] against local 
and national 

o Percentage of pupils achieving at a higher standard [3 year average] against local 
and national 

o Progress in reading, in writing and in maths 
 

 



    
 

 

 

 

 Data [Secondary]: 
Based on last two available IDSRs 
o Overall Progress 8 
o Overall Attainment 8 
o Student Groups 
o Ebacc 
o Subject entry and / or attainment 
o Post 16 [Helston only] 
o School Summary Data, including CAGs and TAGs [Helston only] 

 Risk factors / Strengths 
 School Support – Received / Offered 

Also shared was a set of Leadership Notes that sat alongside the School Reports. The notes 
incorporated information on areas such as: 

 Effectiveness 
 Strengths 
 Capacity 
 Decision making 
 Curriculum understanding / educational knowledge 
 Knowledge of school / areas of development 
 External pressures 
 Training / other needs 

Committee members were advised the reports were a work in progress and were reminded 
the information therein was strictly confidential. However, TRi aimed to be as transparent 
as possible in order to allow the Committee to determine the best way forward. This 
necessarily meant there was a lot to take on board but it served to afford a better 
understanding of the overall picture. 

TRi explained the process for compiling the reports had involved TRi / LWa extracting data 
from existing sources of information and using local knowledge of the schools to put the 
reports together. These had then been shared with Headteachers, who were aware of why 
the information was being collated, and Headteachers had been asked to contribute their 
views on the strengths / areas of development. Those views then came back to TRi / LWa, 
who identified Risk Factors from their point of view given the information provided. 
Schools had been categorised in line with the proposed School Improvement Strategy for 
the Trust, which was to be presented to the RSC the following week:  Category  A – Improve 
/ Repair, B - High risk due to timing [Inspection imminent] and C - High risk due to self-
evaluation [that is, inconsistencies in the feedback presented]. Brief examples of this were 
given. TRi pointed out that, as part of the process, Headteachers had been asked to identify 
particular strengths as it was important to celebrate where the Trust was strong, 
particularly now when under intense scrutiny. These had included pockets of excellence in 
Early Years, good teachers of mixed age range classes, effective schools, etc. Identifying 
these strengths would also help the school / Trust to build on these for the future. 

The other [sensitive] part of the process was the leadership notes, which provided a 
commentary on the effectiveness of leadership in individual schools. These were quite raw 
at the moment but would be shared on a personal level with Headteachers and would 
inform the questions TRi / LWa needed to ask at school level during the reviews. The 
information would be tested out through a series of reviews to establish its reliability. A 
timetable for reviews was being prepared for after the Easter break. Additional capacity 
from other local Trusts would allow these reviews to be undertaken more quickly, as it was 
preferable to have at least two people so it was possible to triangulate and discuss 
information. TRi was to feed back from the reviews to identify strengths, gaps, what plans 
were in place to address the gaps and so on. 

TRi added it was imperative to improve the educational opportunities of children and to 
present a strategy for going forward to RSC but doing both at the same time was not 
straightforward. 

Q. It strikes me there is a focus on leadership – rightly, as I agree the strength of a school   
     depends on the strength of its leadership. Given there is currently a great deal of  



    
 

 

 

     reliance on Executive Headteachers within the Trust, is that a good thing? 

A. That is an important question that needs answering. My personal view is we do not   
     have Executive Headteachers per se but rather Headteachers placed in a number of   
     schools. There is no real clarity around what the Executive Headteacher role involves  
     so it is not really an Executive Headteacher model but a means of covering multiple  
     schools. We need to look at developing an Executive Headteacher model that has a  
     rationale and where a different set of skills is required. There are a lot of very small  
     schools in the Trust requiring Headteachers so this is particularly relevant to the Trust  
     and we need to get the model right. 

AHa added her agreement that the current model consisted of part time Headteachers 
involved in more than one school and not ‘Executive’ Headteachers. When reviewing the 
Scheme of Delegation, Trustees would need to reflect if a responsibility was delegated to 
an Executive Headteacher or to the Headteacher of a single school, as what was delegated 
should be quite different. 

It was noted the academy landscape had created a range of new roles and, if these were 
not clearly defined, this could lead to a lack of accountability so this needed to be nailed 
down. In addition to the question around Executive Headteachers, this also gave rise to a 
number of other questions – for example, around teaching Headteachers – which were 
areas of investigation for Trusts. 

TRi pointed out the current discussions and pieces of work being undertaken were not just 
about the fact that some schools had gone into Special Measures but were about a practice 
the Trust would want to pursue anyway. It was imperative to develop as an accountable, 
progressive and robust Multi-Academy Trust and to bear in mind that School Improvement 
was a constant process. 

Key areas of work had been identified and were being front loaded, such as an Early Years 
proposal. The Early Excellence [EX] Centre had been approached to work with all schools / 
all teachers to ensure the provision was top notch, right and ready. This would also help to 
identify strong practitioners within the Trust who, in future, could do some of the work in 
this area themselves.  

Stronger links were being developed with the Kernow English Hub and funding for a 
number of schools has already being accessed. The leader was to present a summary of 
the work going on around phonics and early reading. Contact had also been made with the 
local Maths Hub around them developing similar strategies. 

CGi joined the meeting at this point and gave apologies for her delayed arrival. 

TRi advised Committee members there was a lot to do but it was necessary to start 
somewhere and to be mercenary about securing the support the children deserved from 
those around the Trust until it was possible internally to make it work for the children.  The 
relationship with Headteachers was more open and transparent. He had been very pleased 
by the fact all schools had responded very quickly to the reports and the Headteachers 
knew the school reviews were going to be taking place. These had also been presented as 
an opportunity for Headteachers to identify someone else within the school who could 
work beside them in the review, which would be a valuable CPD opportunity.  

Q. There is a link between self-evaluation and improvement planning.  All schools need   
     to be efficient in this and have leaders that make it happen so it is not disjointed. What  
     is your sense about this relationship in the Trust schools?  

A. This is key. Where it is not working, it is not possible to get a sense of impact or a feel  
     as to where there is a problem. A lot of reports had been written and received  
     previously but it was not clear how all the information was threaded together as the  
     linkages were broken. Self-evaluation has been included in this report as it needs to  
     be tested out as part of the upcoming reviews. Some inconsistencies are already  
     obvious in certain reports so there will be a need to discuss these with Headteachers.  
     Schools have also been deemed as being at higher risk if that is the case. In addition,  
     there are  currently lots of different types of self-evaluation so we need to improve  
     consistency in reporting so it is possible to compare like with like, using the same  
     format and so on. 



    
 

 

 

Q. Do you feel LGBs need to be involved in that? 

A. Yes, very much. 

Q. This school has done a particularly good quality SEF. Why is that not easier to replicate  
     consistently across schools? 

A. Trustees had previously been advised schools were performing well but some schools    
     were actually performing badly. This example gives transparency. It is important to be    
     aware of inspection behaviours: how to challenge in an inspection situation, how to  
     pitch challenge and how to read how the inspection is going.   

Q. One of the matters raised by Chairs of Governors at a recent meeting with Trustees  
     was around the confidence LGBs can have in the quality of SIP reports. Where are the  
     assurances around this? 

A. My view is they should not have been confident in some of the SIP reports, as they  
     were not good enough. However, as part of the School Improvement strategy, we will  
     try to use people with a proven track record of quality, we will provide them with a  
     consistent framework and we will give them training so they can moderate between  
     themselves. 

Q. Have any of the SIPs been Ofsted trained? 

A. Mark Lees, for example, is Ofsted trained but it is crucial we look into that. It is vital  
     to know that what we are being told is reliable. At every point, there has to be balance  
     and check for reliability. There are various ways of doing that, such as collaborating  
     with other Trusts or peer to peer reviews, but this needs to be developed quite   
     quickly. 

Q. Do you get the sense schools do enough to share best practice or is this inhibited by  
     concerns around losing their unique identity? 

A. Having the same approach does not mean schools will lose their individual identities.  
     That is a misguided perception. Identity is about something very different to that. The  
     schools need to be realistic about what it is necessary to measure and if things are  
     having impact. This will involve everyone being open about sharing and developing  
     best practice.  All of this needs to be in a culture of transparency and respect, without  
     people being defensive. We are all in this together and all want our children to get the  
     best educational experience. That is one of the benefits of being in a Trust.  

Q. What is the role of LGBs, as Local Governors are not qualified and need to rely on  
     quality data when undertaking monitoring? 

A. Just as an example, crime figures are presented in three ways that sometimes show    

    up things that are very different. It is about getting the balance right and   
     triangulating data, what schools are saying and what is really happening. 

Q. Where we see the lowest levels of curriculum implementation, how are we going to  
     ensure the right support is in place immediately? 

A. That is a really challenging area and the reviews will look at it in detail. We need to  
     invest in bringing curriculum experts into schools. There is a lot of work to do so we  
     have to bring people in to support as we do not yet know enough about the experts    
     we may potentially have internally. 

Q. What can Governors do in the meantime to support? 

A. Ask how and why. Governors are monitoring from a different perspective. It is about  
     asking for accountability and they can contribute to that at school level. We are  
     currently looking at this as part of a wider piece of work around how governance  
     works within schools and across the Trust. 

It was observed that reports from the English Hub, which included comparisons against a 
national stage, were very useful reports. As new data points were being provided, it would 
be really useful for Governors to look at those. It was important for Governors to know 
these were happening and to ask key questions around them. A training element could be 
put in place to facilitate that. 
 



    
 

 

 

Q. In terms of SIPs being deployed, I am confused as to why this particular SIP has been  
     into a primary school when they appear to be more of a secondary specialist. 

A. This SIP has done work in other primaries so they were not going in with a secondary  
     slant. Going forward, we have to be sure they know exactly what job we want them 
     to do as this is crucial. 

Q. Is attendance another priority? 

A. Yes. It is essential to get back to previous expectations around attendance so this will  
     be involved in the strategy and reviews. We need to challenge what they are doing as  
     schools to address this. 

Governor representatives noted the increase in external reports was enormously helpful 
to LGBs as they had been triangulating between two sources of information previously and 
had been missing that reliable third point. As a result, Governors were more confident in 
questioning, challenging, etc.  

Q. Will the approach with primary and secondary schools be the same? 

A. We have brought in secondary experts to work with the secondary schools. This may  
     bring out different elements but the approach and principles will be the same. 

Q. With class structures, I have not picked up that any are causing damage – apart,  
     perhaps, from the financial implications - but there does appear to be a trend in  
     nursery pupils or classes coming into schools. Can this be detrimental? 

A. It can be if the teaching and provision are not right so this is one area the Early Years  
     experts have been asked to look at. They were quite surprised by the number of  
     schools with nursery pupils there but I am not and it is not inherently a bad thing. 

Committee members were reminded that, while the Trust might look at its issues as being 
unique, it was not alone in facing many of the challenges. There were clearly areas that 
needed to improve but there were also real pockets of excellence so the Trust needed to 
better understand its strengths - to grow individuals and to give them the opportunity to 
share best practice. If it could identify best practice, it might be the Trust would have 
something to offer and promote in those areas going forward.  

There were no further questions at that time so TRi advised Committee members they 
were welcome to email any further questions or queries to him outside of the meeting. 

TRi left the meeting at this point with the thanks of Committee members for his attendance 
and contribution. 

5. REPORT ON FEEDBACK FROM CHAIRS OF LOCAL GOVERNING BODIES  

 

A summary of feedback from Chairs of Local Governing Bodies was shared with Committee 
members for their information prior to the meeting. The information in the summary had 
not been interpreted but rather the points raised in the individual reports had been 
recorded under organised headings. These included: 

 Governor Roles and Responsibilities 
 Governor Monitoring 
 Curriculum 
 Subject Leaders 
 Stakeholder Engagement 
 Collaboration 
 IT/Reporting 
 HT Report 
 Behaviour 
 Ofsted Actions 
 Communication 
 Growth 
 Ethos 
 Staffing 
 Covid Effects 
 Training 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    
 

 

 

KPr asked if Committee members had any initial thoughts around anything in the summary. 
She acknowledged the reports had been particularly helpful in bringing together the big 
picture and, in terms of the piece of work on LGBs she was preparing for the RSC, these 
had been a key piece of triangulation for her to draw from. The key areas for improvement, 
celebration, etc identified by LGBs had been used to structure the report. 

Q. I notice safeguarding was not included in the reports. Was this intentional? 

A. That was partly because all the recent inspections found safeguarding in the school  
     to be good and safeguarding is monitored in a number of ways within schools,  
     including termly paired reviews by Designated Safeguarding Leads and monitoring by  
     the Designated Safeguarding Governor. It is also on the LGB agenda as a standing item. 

Q. Have the Chairs’ reports helped to give a better focus to the training offered? 

A. That is one of the key points of development. We have identified: induction [around  
     changes to the SoDA / Terms of Reference for LGBs]; clear lines of accountability;  
     distinction between the Executive and Governance; Curriculum; Ofsted preparation;  
     Monitoring / Reporting. 

It was recognised reporting was key. An example was given of sets of learning walks in one 
of the secondary schools were a Governor latched onto a member of the SLT so they were 
not expected to be an expert but they were able to observe and to pick things up that the 
SLT member did not as they were looking in a different way. In a primary school, this might 
involve having a conference chat with subject leaders, for example. The key factor was 
everyone bringing something to trying to create an honest and accurate picture. 

KPr pointed out that, while the reports had been very useful, it would be necessary to find 
a way to streamline the information coming in so it could be used efficiently and reported 
back on if Trustees were going to have Chairs’ reports on a regular basis going forward. 

She proposed that, for the purposes of the meeting, Committee members start to look at 
identifying:  

 The main issues in individual schools and what the priorities were. 
 What was inconsistent between the Chairs’ reports and TRi’s reports. 
 Shared issues between schools that were common threads. 

Main Individual School Issues 

Points raised and discussed included: 

 Communication across the secondary schools. 
 Behaviour. It was noted Trust schools now had access to a behaviour hub and so could 

work with other strong schools around behaviour. Funding was available for this and 
it had been flagged as an option so schools should take advantage of this. 

See also reports. 

Inconsistencies between Chairs’ and TRi’s Reports 

Points raised and discussed included: 

 Communication issues / lines of communication.  
 The values of the Trust and how those mesh with the values of the school.  
 Exception reporting so Chairs were able to raise anything that might help identify 

inconsistencies. That would be part of the reporting refinement. 

Shared Issues 

Points raised and discussed included: 

 Recruitment of Governors.  

Q. The Trust expects certain roles to be filled in LGBs, such as Health and Safety Governor,  
     but this is not possible in all schools. How do we ensure the right person fills any LGB 
     vacancies?  

A. The priority in recruitment has to be around anything the Central Team or Estates    
     Team cannot improve itself and that has to be School Improvement. Clarity around   
     this will allow LGBs to focus on who to recruit and why. They do not have to be an  
     expert. We need to be clearer on Governor roles and responsibilities and on what    
     backup is available from the Trust, which will be reflected in the new SoDA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    
 

 

 

 Lack of understanding of the curriculum and its implementation. It was recognised 
the issue of CPD was crucial and that CPD needed to target both this and monitoring. 
Eg. the engagement of children in lessons. If an accelerated programme was being 
put in place, it would be important to be able to validate that and evidence 
improvement so it would be necessary to invest in people to enable them to be 
successful. National evidence suggested it was necessary to do something for at least 
two terms for it to have a sustainable impact, as bits here and there had little impact 
in terms of where the schools needed to go, so it would be essential to work out how 
to track over a year and across all subjects, leadership, etc.  
It was suggested there was an issue based on geography and having less access to 
provision so it was even more important to promote a culture of continuing learning 
and staff development over a number of years so staff were encouraged and 
supported to do that. It was not just about providing opportunities but also about 
ensuring these were taken up. There needed to be a continuing cycle of improvement 
for everybody and everybody needed to be a part of that. This could start with self-
appraisals to identify areas in which staff were most and least confident. If there was 
a pattern in the least confident, training could be put in place to address those areas 
– the cross pollination of staff sharing good practice. Headteachers could help identify 
who was strong in an area and who would benefit from help. Links to external reports 
would ensure triangulation was there. All this should be framed in a positive light.  
Schools and people should be encouraged to come together to support each other in 
a culture of sharing. If schools / people were able to recognise what they could not 
do as well, this would enable them to open their minds to what was achievable with 
the right support. It was not about working harder but differently. Governors could 
monitor to see the benefits of this and feed back to the Committee.  
An example of research based practice informing staff CPD and, in turn, Governor 
monitoring was shared.  

 The new inspection framework and the pandemic had impacted significantly. Schools 
had put a great deal of time into reintegrating children back into education, as there 
was a real need to re-socialise children and bring them back into school behaviours.  

 The frequency of monitoring, meetings, etc should be informed by a sense of the 
school year / School Improvement cycle – where the review points were etc.  

 Getting the reporting process right was imperative.  
 Stakeholder engagement should be a focus area for Chairs going forward. Accessing 

parents was difficult so this could involve being a presence at parents’ evenings, 
school events, etc. A strong but supportive parent voice helped teachers to feel they 
were doing well for children. It was also important to celebrate the brilliance that 
goes on in the Trust schools.  

Governor representatives mentioned the training for Chairs of Governors they had 
completed was well worth undertaking. This year long training and certification had been 
offered by NCTL, until it ceased to exist, so it would be necessary to look into whether any 
comparable training currently existed. 

CGi asked if the links to training videos etc she had shared with Governors to assist them 
in doing the role had been helpful. Governor representatives agreed they had. 

Q. Is there a uniform template for Headteacher reports? 

A. Not per se but there is a checklist for Headteacher reports to ensure Governors receive  
     the right information. AHa is supporting how this can best be templated and  
     implemented, ensuring clear descriptors and avoiding crossover of operational       
    and strategic roles.   

In terms of shaping future meetings of the Standards Committee, KPr asked Committee 
members if they felt some sort of review of individual school SEFs, Headteacher reports 
and so on would be worth looking at. It was agreed that, in terms of generating better 
coherence, this was definitely worth looking at. RCo suggested there was a way to bring all 
of that together.A query was raised around how to secure concrete evidence of progress 
made towards actions. For example, should Chairs ask that Headteacher reports provide 
evidence that actions are being addressed and then request support for any areas where  
progress was not being made towards actions? RCo suggested this was about how to  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    
 

 

 

 

 

capture evidence in an economical way, as too much information could be unhelpful. A  
conversation would need to be had with TRi around what the best level of information 
would be. An Executive Summary could then be compiled to bring together all the key 
points.  

Action: RCo to speak with TRi around this. 

It was noted that having this as a standing item on the LGB agenda to allow information to 
be fed back through the minutes should help as a form of evidence but it was 
acknowledged this was not happening consistently so a specified form of coverage from all 
schools was necessary. 

Q. If there are inconsistencies, who is managing individual schools doing certain things? 

A. It all stems back to an under-developed SoDA in which the roles were not made   
     sufficiently clear. This will be in place from the get go with the new Scheme of  
     Delegation, which is more systematic and streamlined for greater clarity. There will be  
     checks and support from advisors etc. This is why School Improvement is the focus.  

Chairs’ Reports 

Discussion was had around how to improve the quality of Chairs’ reports. Points raised and 
discussed included: 

 Can Chairs produce a list with actions from each LGB?  
 Can those be prioritised by level of concern? 
 Can Chairs ensure specific support is specified to determine training needed? 
 How to ensure consistency around what people are assessing, how and why.  
 Devising a smart template to make that sustainable and not put Governors off. When 

these were free flow and with no directive, this had led to a mishmash of responses 
but a consistent template would address that. Something simple like ‘stop, start, 
continue’ - with three simple areas to feed back on – would be a good starting point. 

 Possible ways of looking at / creating this. 

Action: JBi to devise a template for Chairs’ Reports and share for feedback. 

KPr reminded Committee members this was about LGBs ensuring their voice was heard as 
the Trust developed and so Trustees did not lose sight of what was happening in respect 
of LGBs. Trustees needed to know the main issues, what actions had been put in place, 
what impact these were having and what was needed. 

Any further questions or comments were sought but none were forthcoming at this time. 
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6. MINUTES AND MATTERS ARISING  

 
 
 
 
 
 

The minutes of the previous meeting, on 14th October 2021, were agreed to be an accurate 
record and were duly signed by the Chair.  

Matters Arising included updates on: 

Uniformity of categorisation of social, emotional and mental health needs. Following the 
extended absence of the SENCO Network Group lead, a new lead was currently being 
secured and this action would carry over to their appointment. 

All other actions had been completed. 

 

 

 

SENCo 
Network 
Group lead 

 

7. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
 

 KPr thanked attendees for their input into extremely useful meeting which had served to 
provide the Committee with a strong and constructive direction for moving forward.  

Chairs’ Network Group meeting. The next meeting of the Chairs’ Network Group was to 
take place on 6th April 2022 so KPr was to follow up on this and the foci / purpose of it.   

Following a brief query regarding confidentiality and clarification around this, there were 
no further matters to be raised at this time so the Chair thanked everyone for attending 
and drew the meeting to a close at 8.10pm.  

 
 

 
 
KPr 



    
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair’s Signature ___________________________________   Date _____________________________ 
 

8. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

 The next meeting of the Trust Standards Committee was to take place on Thursday 23rd 
June 2022, from 6.00pm, in the Trust Conference Room. 

 

 


