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1. SUMMARY 
 

The independent review took place between May and July 2015 and was conducted by 
Northern Education Trust led by Les Walton (CBE). The criteria used by the investigating 
Panel were based around 3 key questions: 

 
1. Whether the decision to impose an IEB at Laisterdyke was the correct? 
 
2. Whether the process followed was lawful and complied with the existing guidance for 

establishing an IEB? 
 
3. What lessons can be learned from the period leading to and the implementation of 

the IEB at LBEC? 
 

The enclosed report is the outcome of the investigation which was undertaken.  
 
2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 In March 2014 the Local Authority issued an application to the Secretary of State for an IEB 

to be established at LBEC stating that the LBEC Governing Body had failed to demonstrate 
its ability to effectively resolve its difficulties and an IEB needed to be implemented to 
ensure strong governance. The IEB application was sanctioned by the Secretary of State. 

 
2.2 Subsequently the LBEC Governing Body challenged this decision. 
 
2.3  Following a petition presented to the Children’s Services Overview and Scrutiny Committee 

on 27th January 2015, this was referred to the Council’s Executive. 
 
2.4  On the 10th March 2015 the Council’s Executive met to consider a report and 

recommendations from the Overview and Scrutiny Committee and resolved that a working 
party would be established to: 

  
a) review the documentary evidence of the grounds for the application to the Secretary 

of State for the IEB at LBEC in April 2014 and to consider whether processes and 
guidance from the Department for Education (‘Schools Causing Concerns – guidance 
for Local Authorities’) were correctly followed by the Council and 

 
b) Consider what lessons can be learned 

 
2.5 Delegated authority was give to the Acting Chief Executive to identify members of the 
 working party and a formal Panel was convened in May 2015. 
 
2.6 Les Walton CBE was subsequently invited to Chair a Review Panel and to bring together a 
 body of experts and support to form the Panel. A Panel was brought together by Les Walton 
 with relevant expertise in areas such as local government, education, school improvement, 
 ethics and governance. 
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2.7 In forming its views the Panel considered the views of stakeholders. 
 
2.8 The enclosed report are the findings of the Independent Panel. 
 
3. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 
3.1  None. 
 
4.  FINANCIAL & RESOURCE APPRAISAL 
 
4.1 None. 
 
5. LEGAL APPRAISAL  
 
5.1  The relevant law is set out in Part 6 of the Panel’s report. 
 
6. NOT FOR PUBLICATION DOCUMENTS 
 
6.1  None. 
 
7. OPTIONS 
 
7.1   Not applicable. 
 
8. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
8.1 That the findings and outcomes of the report are:- 

 
a. Received; 
b. Appropriate actions are taken with regard to ‘lessons to be learned’; 
c. Appropriate actions are taken with regard to the recommendations. 

 
9. APPENDICES 
 
9.1 Laisterdyke Business and Enterprise College – Report of Review Panel September 2015. 
 
10. BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 
 
10.1   None. 
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Executive Summary 

Laisterdyke Business and Enterprise College 

Report of Review Panel September 2015 

The Panel Consultation Remit 

Bradford Children’s Overview and Scrutiny recommended a working party be established to:  

 Review the documentary evidence of the grounds for the application to the Secretary of State for 

the Interim Executive Board at Laisterdyke Business and Enterprise College in April 2014 and to 

consider whether processes and guidance from the Department for Education1 were followed 

correctly by the Council  

and  

 Consider what lessons can be learned.  

Definitions of Governance 

One of the themes running through this Report is the lack of clarity about what is meant by ‘governance’.  

We, therefore, outlined two broadly acceptable definitions which helped to guide our thinking.  A key 

point we wish to stress is that governance includes the oversight of the governing body and the 

contribution made by the school’s Senior Leadership and Management Team. 
 

Key Stakeholders  

These included: 

• Former governors;  

• School leaders; 

• Petitioners;  

• Local Authority  Officers;  

• Political leaders;  

• Pupils.   

Background and context 

Many of the issues identified within our report are reflected across Local Authorities nationally.  Good 

school governance is now considered a national priority.  Issues identified within this report, such as the 

responsibilities of the Local Authority, local oversight of schools, roles and responsibilities, processes for 

intervention, governance expertise and guidelines are not unique to Bradford. 

 

Signs of a relationship breakdown between the school’s Senior Leadership and Management Team and 

the Governing Body were evident in the first half of 2013. However, the Local Authority did not take any 

significant action until things came to a head in November 2013.  At that point, the LA acted quickly.  An 

initial warning letter was sent 20.12.2013, followed by a formal warning letter on 15.01.2014. An Interim 

Executive Board application submitted on 28.03.2014.  

 

Other than the then Chair of Governors none of the governors were made formally aware of the LA 

concerns until 7.01.2014, so for these players the process seemed even more truncated. In addition, 
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throughout the period under review there were issues of communication between those involved that 

should have been addressed.  

The Process for establishing the Interim Executive Board 

There was clearly adequate reason for the imposition of the IEB and we believe that the IEB process 

was legally applied. We contend that it was the right action for the LA to remove the Governing Body 

and replace it with an IEB. Important in this regard is the subsidiary question of whether: 

 “A serious breakdown in the way the school is managed or governed which is 

prejudicing, or likely to prejudice, such standards of performance.”  

We consider there was such a breakdown. 

However, to agree with the LA’s position on this matter is not to apportion blame to any individuals or 

sections of the Governing Body, whether the school’s Senior Leadership and Management Team or the 

Board.  It is merely to say that their collective failure to agree a way forward in a timely manner was 

damaging to the school and constituted a breakdown of governance.  

Nevertheless, we do have concerns about the way the IEB was introduced. For example, whilst the pace 

of the LA response towards establishing an IEB may be seen as effective, it followed a long period of 

LBEC being seen, as a ’school causing concern’. This was compounded by a lack of response to the 

challenges outlined in the Ofsted report of September 2013.  

The speed of the implementation of the IEB combined with the Governing Body’s lack of understanding 

of its role and functions presaged a significant worsening of relationships between the Governing Body, 

the school’s Senior Leaders and Management Team and the LA. 

Whilst the Local Authority properly considered alternatives for intervention, benefit of hindsight suggests 

that greater clarity should have been provided regarding the different choices available, for example by 

adding non-executives, removing financial delegation, and replacing the clerking support, Clear reasons 

for proceeding with these options, or not doing so, should have been communicated more widely...  This 

addition of greater clarity would have led to a more detailed and transparent IEB application and reduced 

the potential for challenge.  

The Interim Executive Board 11 April 2014 

We have contended that the Imposition of an IEB was absolutely necessary. The issues of governance 

within Laisterdyke could not have been addressed through the previous Governing Body. We also wish 

to recognise the very challenging task the IEB was given and the determination they apply to their remit. 

The proposals for improvement we have made, we believe, would be recommendations which should be 

applied to all Interim Education Boards. The Laisterdyke IEB fulfilled the remit it was given, a remit which 

reflected national customer and practice at the time.  Undoubtedly the IEB has helped to stabilise the 

school and has provided a more intensive focus on school improvement. However, we have some 

concerns about the remit and functioning of the IEB:  

• The structure of the IEB, whilst capable of addressing the key school improvement issues 

lacked specialist expertise in governance procedures and processes.  It follows that the structure 

of IEBs should be more carefully considered and always include expertise on governance;  

• Bradford MDC lacks a cohort of experts who can be drawn upon when imposing IEBs, or 

placing non-executives within governing bodies, or investigating complaints or concerns about 

the behaviour of Governors or leadership in schools; 

• We recommend that the IEB should always start by focusing on school improvement, 

providing a sustainable future for the school and governance and leadership. IEBs tend to 

start their work by focusing on school improvement and providing a sustainable future for the 
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school, but place less emphasis on addressing governance and leadership. The IEB in this case 

does not appear to have focused on governance and leadership as one of the first tasks to 

undertake, as set out in the Guidance.  It is therefore understandable that the complainants felt 

that the responsibility for governance breakdown did not include the senior management. 

• The present IEB may still require additional support with regard to corporate governance. 

The Core of the Problem 

At the centre of this problem is the necessary understanding that governance involves senior 

management as well as governing board members.  This confusion about the function of a governing 

body and governance as a joint responsibility shared by the Board and the Senior Management 

represents the core of the problem.  Specifically: 

• LA and school governance has tended to emphasise school improvement without sufficient focus 

on corporate governance and community engagement; 

• There has been a lack of clarity with regard to the separation of the strategic and the critical 

friend role of s and the operational role of senior managers; 

• Governance only works well when there is clarity of understanding on the proper roles and 

functions of the Governing Board and the school’s Senior Leadership and Management Team;  

• There has been a lack of clarity of understanding of the proper role and functions of the 

Governing Board and its relationship with the schools Senior Leadership and Management 

Team. This was exemplified by the suspension of two members of staff when refusing a direction 

from the Governors, which they considered was an executive function. 

Putting Children at the Centre 
Everyone we met in the course of compiling our report had the best interests of the children at LBEC at 

heart.  It was the lack of an adequate framework and/or systems and communications which led to the 

subsequent deterioration in the leadership and management of LBEC. 

  

The Panel has concluded that the decision to intervene and request an IEB was fully justified given the 

clear breakdown in the governance of the school. The imposition of the IEB was carried out in line with 

the statutory requirements.   However, the process could have been much clearer and there are lessons 

which the LA should learn from the Review. These are set out in the recommendations below.  

Recommendations 

Concerning the Local Authority  

1. Bradford MDC should work with schools, Trusts and other key partners to clarify the City’s 

statutory responsibilities with regard to governance, so as to ensure access to high quality, 

independent governor support. The outcome should be a clear statement of the responsibilities 

of all parties in relation to good governance, taking account of the different school legal 

frameworks. 

 

2. The LA should review its gathering of intelligence relating to the proper functioning of governance 

in all of the schools in Bradford MDC. This will involve clarity in the distinction between the traded 

support function and the statutory quality assurance function of the LA. 

 

3. The role of the School Improvement Officer and the terms of reference for the School Specific 

Monitoring Group should be reviewed so that they have the requisite expertise in supporting and 

challenging Governing Bodies and Senior Leadership Teams.  In addition, they should facilitate 
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effective communication with, and between, these partners. Operational guidance to SSMGs 

should be reviewed and reissued, along with revised SIO training to ensure consistency of 

operation.  

4. The role of LA Governors and officers is not clear with regard to governance oversight. 

Therefore, the role of LA Governors should be reviewed so that they can develop the skills to 

support schools with clear guidance in this area.  This should include an effective framework for 

governance reviews in order to identify any need for early intervention. LA Governors should be 

provided with written guidance as to their role and offered training in carrying this out.  

Concerning Processes 

5. When concerns about governance are brought to the attention of the LA a flow diagram and 

flexible intervention timeline should be drawn up which indicates the process by which a review 

or intervention can be taken forward.  This should be published to ensure transparency. 

. 

6. An expert group should be established, which is trained in governance and has the confidence of 

schools and the community to provide quick and effective intervention when required. 

Concerning Relationships  

7. There is a current lack of clear guidelines and principles concerning the relationship between 

Governing Bodies and the Senior Management within schools.  Therefore, clear guidelines and 

principles regarding the relationship between Governing Bodies and the Senior Leadership Team 

should be produced. These guidelines should provide clarity regarding the respective roles of 

Governing Bodies and management, effective structures and systems and how the school can 

effectively engage with stakeholders. 

 

8. There is a lack of transparency in the process in relation to the ability of those involved to 

express concerns or ‘whistle blow’ about governance. The opportunities to express these 

concerns should be re-examined and, if necessary, be made easier and more transparent. 

Concerning IEB Implementation 

9. A wide range of IEB interventions can be employed and there may be a need for all partners to 

have a clearer idea of the options available.  These include non-statutory as well as statutory 

intervention activity.  In fact, non-statutory supportive action working in partnership with a less 

than effective Governing Body can often avoid the need for statutory intervention at a later date.   

10. The structure of IEBs is not sufficiently well considered and, in particular, sometimes lacks 

essential expertise in governance.   Therefore, the structure of the IEB should be more carefully 

considered so that it always includes expertise on governance.  Consideration should be given to 

formulating agreed BMDC models for governing bodies which can be used as appropriate by 

schools with differing governance status.  

 

Les Walton CBE     Chair of Review Panel 

September 2015 
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The Report 

1. Introduction 
Laisterdyke Business and Enterprise College (LBEC) is a Foundation Secondary School with a Sixth 

Form, which has over 900 pupils.  The great majority of these pupils are from minority ethnic background 

(approximately 97%) with over 85% speaking English as an additional language.   The proportion of 

pupils known to be eligible for Pupil Premium is well above average.  The college falls within the 

administrative area of Bradford MDC, the Local Authority (LA). 

Owing to concerns relating to the management or governance of the College, the LA exercised its 

powers to seek an Interim Executive Board (IEB). This decision was subsequently challenged and the 

LA received a Petition, which was considered in the first instance by Overview & Scrutiny and then 

referred to the LA Executive.  The LA Executive resolved that the decision should be reviewed by an 

independent panel, which would be invited to provide a written report of its findings. 

This report: 

 Provides the background to the school; 

 Describes the review process; 

 Considers the focus of the previous governance arrangements in relation to school improvement, 

systems and resources and leadership; 

 Describes the context in which the IEB was requested by the LA; 

 Sets out the communications between the Governing Body and the LA; 

 Examines the work the Interim Executive Board has undertaken since April 2014 in relation to 

school improvement governance and leadership; 

 Has been informed by the opinions of stakeholders; 

 Includes our conclusions and some recommendations to ensure that lessons are learned and 

recorded.  

Our Values 

The key value, which drove the work of the Panel, was: 

‘Putting the needs of the children who attend Laisterdyke LBEC at the centre of the 

process.’ 

In formulating this report the Panel applied additional principles, which underpinned our approach to the 

work.  

“Our approach is based on the simple belief that the majority of people in education 

want to do a good job. It focuses on developing a positive organisational climate 

together with removing the ‘blockages’ in the system which prevents the well-

motivated able majority in education from achieving their potential”.  

Definition of Governance 

For the purposes of this report the Panel has agreed to the following definition of Governance: 

“The establishment of policies and the continuous monitoring of their proper 

implementation by members of the governing body of an organisation.” 
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There is however, a wider definition of Governance: 

“A set of processes, customs, policies, laws and institutions affecting the way people 
direct, administer or control a corporation. Governance also includes the relationships 
among the many players involved (the stakeholders) and the corporate goals. The 
principal players include shareholders (pupils and parents), management (the Senior 
Leadership Team), and the directors (the governing body). Other stakeholders 
include employees, the local authority, statutory regulators, the environment and the 
community at large.”  

 
In addition, the Panel considers that governance includes the oversight of the Governing Body and of 

the contribution of the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team. 

Panel Consultation Process 

On 10th March 2015 the Council’s Executive met to consider a report and recommendations received 

from its Children’s Overview & Scrutiny Committee and resolved that, in accordance with the 

recommendation from Children’s Overview and Scrutiny, a working party be established to: 

(a) Review the documentary evidence of the grounds for the application to the 

Secretary of State for the Interim Executive Board at Laisterdyke Business and 

Enterprise College in April 2014 and to consider whether processes and guidance 

from the Department for Education (“Schools Causing Concerns – guidance for 

Local Authorities”) were followed correctly by the Council and 

(b) Consider what lessons can be learned 

 

Subsequently, the LA invited Les Walton CBE to chair the proposed Review Panel. Mr Walton brought 

together a Panel which was constituted to include relevant expertise in areas such as local government, 

education, leading school improvement, ethics and governance.  A pen portrait for each of the Panel 

Members and the legal and administrative support role can be found in the Addendum to this report. 

In carrying out its work the Panel reviewed a number of key documents, as listed in the Addendum.  It 

was agreed unanimously that a review of the documentation alone could not illuminate the full context of 

the situation. Accordingly, meeting with key personnel and asking them pertinent questions based upon 

the key questions set out below was considered essential.   A list of those interviewed is set out in the 

Addendum. 

In addition to these enquiries, the Panel also used the experience and knowledge of its members 

concerning the local and national context in forming its views or recommendations. 

Review Process - Focus 

In considering this Review and in formulating this Report the Panel focused on four specific areas, 

namely: 

1. The local context; 

2. The track record of the governance of LBEC; 

3. The IEB application process; 

4. The establishment of the IEB; 

Key Questions asked included: 

1. Was the initial decision to impose an IEB the correct one?  

2. Was the process for establishing an IEB carried out correctly? 

3. How was the College being governed before the IEB? 
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4. What lessons can we learn from events in the period leading up to, and following the 

implementation of the IEB? 

Review - Views of Stakeholders 

In forming its perceptions the Panel has considered the views expressed by stakeholders including 

former governors, school leaders, petitioners, Local Authority officers, political leaders and pupils.  A list 

of those interviewed is set out in the Addendum.  

Unfortunately, owing to his sad passing, the Panel was unable to meet with John Robertshaw, the 

former Chair of Governors. However, many of those involved spoke highly of him.  The Panel would also 

have liked to have met with Paul Makin who was formerly Assistant Director for Education to discuss his 

involvement, but Paul had since left the LA. 

All the participants were asked for their views on: 

 The Key Questions to be asked  by the Panel  

and 

 The process for the review. 

 All, without exception, were supportive of what was proposed. 

2. Background 
The Issue 

On 15th January 2014 following a prior warning letter dated 20th December 2013 Bradford MDC (the LA) 

issued a Warning Notice under Section 60 (2) of the Education and Inspections Act 2006 to the 

Governing Body at Laisterdyke Business & Enterprise College (LBEC) on the grounds that: 

“There has been a serious breakdown in the way LBEC is managed or governed which 

is prejudicing, or is likely to prejudice standards of performance” 

The LBEC Governing Body subsequently issued a response together with an Action Plan. 

This response and Action Plan was deemed inadequate by the LA.  Consequently, on 28th March 2014 it 

issued an application for an IEB to the Secretary of State submitting that the LBEC Governing Body had 

failed to demonstrate its ability to effectively resolve its difficulties.  The LA therefore sought to appoint 

an IEB to ensure strong governance prior to the next LBEC Section 5 Ofsted Inspection. 

The Petition 

This decision to make the application was subsequently challenged by the LBEC Governing Body.  It 

petitioned the LA about the way in which Governors were removed from the LBEC and asked for: 

1. The appointment of a public enquiry by an independent and impartial organisation to carry out 

the investigation with any recommended actions to be implemented in their entirety. 

2. LA Officers to be reprimanded or dismissed if found to be negligent or biased in any way. 

3. School staff protocol to be followed and sanctions and disciplinary procedures taken against staff 

as appropriate. 

4. The issue of a full and unequivocal public statement together with an apology exonerating all 

Governors of incompetency and wrong doing and reinstatement, if appropriate. 

The petition which contained 1,622 signatures was considered by the LA’s Overview & Scrutiny 

Committee on 27th January 2015 and referred to the LA’s Executive with a number of recommendations. 

On 10th March 2015 the Executive resolved that a working party should be established to consider: 
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 Whether processes and guidance from the Department for Education were followed correctly; 

 Whether there were any lessons to be learned. 
 

Delegated authority was given to the Chief Executive to identify members of the working party and she 

approached the Panel Chair for assistance.  As a result a formal Panel was convened in May 2015. 

Interviews took place on dates between 1st and 29th June 2015.  

Report Narrative and Commentary 

Academic Year 2012-13 

The Local Authority (LA) reported that Laisterdyke Business and Enterprise College (LBEC) was a 

School Causing Concern from June 2012.  In July 2012 the LA established a School Specific Monitoring 

Group (SSMG) at LBEC.  Its purpose was to ‘challenge the leadership and commission support’ (See 

Document 13). The SSMG model had a membership of the Chair of Governors, the Head teacher and 

an LA officer.  However, there was no formal requirement to report on progress to the full Governing 

Body (GB).   

This lack of reporting back was an omission that greatly impeded the group’s capacity 

to contribute to the resolution of the governance issues that emerged between 2012 

and 2014.  

Reporting back by the Chair to full Governors was described by one Governor as ‘on a need to know 

basis’.  

Although the Application for an IEB states that there was evidence that the GB was improving in the 

second half of 2012-13, there were difficult episodes at the meetings of 15.4.13 and 10.6.13.  This was 

particularly so at the latter meeting when the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team proposed 

the discontinuation of A levels at LBEC.  

The SSMG remit was strongly focused on school improvement issues in the context of 

a possible Ofsted inspection, rather than the issues of governance which were building 

at that time.  

Academic Year 2013-14 

The SSMG had already been in place for over a year when the Ofsted inspection of September 2013 

raised the issue of the effectiveness of the GB.  This was the first formal external recognition of poor 

governance at LBEC.  

The report required that an external review of governance be undertaken ‘in order to 

assess how this aspect of leadership and governance may be improved’. However, 

there was no further guidance on the remit for commissioning of this work, or how it 

might be procured or managed. 

A further requirement was that the Governors further develop the skills required if they were to ask 

searching questions of leaders and to ensure the link between the progress students make and 

teachers’ salary progression.  

The report from the Ofsted monitoring visit of November 5th noted that the LA ‘has continued to provide 

effective support and challenge’, and reported that the LA had noted the College’s declining reliance on 

the need for external help as the capacity of senior and middle leaders developed.  The LA role in 

brokering school to school support was also recognised. However, along with some positive comments 
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about the Governors’ organisation of training to increase their knowledge of performance data and more 

frequent visits it was noted that the governance review had yet to be organised.  

This evidence suggests that the LA was playing a positive role with the school’s Senior 

Leadership & Management Team in addressing school improvement issues, though 

less so on governance issues given that the performance data training was delivered 

by a consultant from outside the region.  

The LA adviser had however invited the Governors to join RAISE On-line training delivered to staff but 

the Governors chose the external option.  

In a letter dated 20th December 2013 the then Assistant Director wrote to the Chair of Governors that in 

his view the actions of the GB were ’obstructing progress’ citing evidence from the SSMG, HMI report 

and the School Improvement Officer (SIO).  More specifically, the letter refers to the pace of 

implementing the ‘Getting to Good’ plan and the HMI reference to the delay in commissioning the 

governance review. At the Governing Body meeting of December 9th the Getting to Good plan was not 

accepted and there was disagreement about the confirmation of senior appointments included in the 

plan. Apparent divisions in the GB led subsequently to the Chair offering his resignation. 

On January 7th 2014, an extraordinary meeting of the Governing Body was called, though there were 

differing opinions expressed as to who had called the meeting and what the agenda was to be. It was at 

this meeting that the contents of the Warning Letter were shared with the rest of the Governors.   The 

original communication had only been sent to the Chair of Governors.  For Governors beyond the Chair, 

the HMI report of November 26th was the only public evidence for this prior-warning letter.  The 

evidence provided by SSMG and SIO was not transparent and their role and responsibilities were not 

clear. 

 Clerking of the LBEC GB was purchased from a private agency, Clerking for Governors Ltd.  

There was a conflict of evidence as to whether the clerk from the outside agency spoke 

to the Assistant Director about concerns regarding the Governing Body. What is clear 

is that historically the school had preferred not to purchase this service from the LA, 

and that this had contributed to the weakness of communication between the two 

organisations.  

During the course of events in 2014 the LBEC GB had asked the Governor Services to provide the 

service to the College although there were differing views about when and what was requested. The 

view contained in the NLG report (See Document 15) was that it was after January and was to  

‘support and guide them on matters of process and legality and chase actions’,  

The view of Governor Services was that the request was to purchase the traded service from 2014-15 

financial year. As an officer commented, sometime prior to the IEB that Laisterdyke was: 

 ‘slightly off our radar’ and it was ‘difficult to find governor minutes‘ prior to the IEB.  

The significance of the traded service element was confirmed by the comment that ‘Governing Body 

Services can only operate by consent ‘with no link to the school if they choose not to engage.  

Evidence from this element of the enquiry suggests that the Local Authority (LA) needs 

to refine intelligence gathering from Governing Body minutes and other sources better, 

in order to play its statutory role. The need to trade should not be confounded with this 

statutory duty. In relation to this, the Local Authority should review its ability to monitor 

the operation of governance in all the schools of the city. 
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The issuing of a formal warning notice on January 15th signalled: a speeding up of the LA processes to 

tackle what they believed was the GB’s:  

‘inability to address these concerns with a sense of urgency’.  

This conclusion followed the resignation of the former Chair of Governors and the Warning Notice 

arrived to the previous Vice Chair after only a few days as Acting Chair.  It followed a GB meeting of 

January 7th where the Getting to Good plan had not been agreed. Significantly the Warning Notice 

referred to the need to: 

‘provide effective support and challenge to the School senior leadership ….includes 

due regard for the well-being of the senior leadership team’.   

This was the first formal recognition that there were issues in the relationship between the GB and the 

school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team and arrived only days after the resignation of the 

former Chair and only a week after Governors, other than the Chair, learned about the pre warning letter 

of December 20th. 

Taken together, the failure to commission a review of governance in the 4 months since the Ofsted 

inspection, the failure to agree on a Getting to Good plan and the permanent strengthening of the senior 

team, coupled with intelligence from the SIO about the functioning of the GB provided the grounds for 

sending the Warning letter. There was no formal response to the letter from LBEC Governors. As one 

Governor said: 

‘there was no reason to believe the LA wouldn’t behave reasonably’.  

However, for LBEC Governors the pace of the challenge may have been difficult to understand as on 

February 17th a meeting with the Assistant Director confirmed that the Action Plan of the GB was not 

considered good enough and an IEB was to be pursued.   

In less than 6 weeks LBEC Governors had heard of a pre warning letter to an application for an IEB. The 

speed of the LA response from December towards establishing an IEB may be seen as effective, but it 

followed a long period of LBEC being seen as a school causing concern and also a lack of response to 

the challenges outlined in the Ofsted report of September.  

In choosing this option rather than other intervention options that were available, the LA 

could have made their processes and communication clearer to the GB beyond the 

outlining of options contained in the formal documentation.  

Relationships Worsen 

The move to the implementation of the IEB saw the significant worsening relationships between the GB, 

the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team and the LA.  The procurement of external support 

for the expression of the GB view on the IEB was subject to an audit investigation by the LA. Also, a 

comment in the Ofsted letter dated April 9th, which followed the visit on April 2nd stated:  

‘Actions by members of the Governing Body are increasingly undermining the capacity 

of senior leaders and slowing decision making, in part, because governors are 

becoming too involved in operational matters.’ 

The subsequent suspension of two members of staff for refusing a direction from the Governors 

confirmed that the latter had moved to carry out executive functions.  The audit role was confined to 

financial matters rather than more general governance issues that lay behind the specific financial 

concerns. Governance only works well when there is clarity of understanding on the proper role and 
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functions of GB and the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team.  This was not then evident at 

LBEC.   

In the preparation of the documentation for the IEB application to the DfE, the LA sent only a covering 

sheet to the Chair.  She refused to sign without sight of the full document.  Again, this suggests a need 

to increase transparency of the process while at the same time maintaining the LA flexibility to act 

quickly. Subsequently the IEB application was sent to the DfE without the Chair’s signature to the 

relevant section, with the GB choosing to send their response to the DfE afterwards, under separate 

cover.  

All the external agencies, Ofsted, the LA and the National Leader in Governance seem 

to have worked on the definition that there were two separate elements to the whole 

Governance function, the Governing Body and the school’s Senior Leadership & 

Management Team. The importance of the relationship and responsibilities existing 

between the two elements was often unclear and there was a lack of training or 

challenge for either group to reinforce this. 

The LA capacity to investigate and support school governance where there was evidence of breakdown 

is limited.  The role of the SIO in the breakdown of governance at Laisterdyke remains unclear. 

Information may have been reported to the more senior staff and informed their decision making, but the 

SIO role in relation to the Governing Body lacked clarity.  

Other intervention options were open to the LA. Whilst the IEB was suited to the 

circumstances of LBEC, other options should have been fully explained to the 

Governing Body, as indeed should the reasons for the choice of the IEB option.   

In conclusion, the signs of a relationship breakdown between the school’s Senior Leadership & 

Management Team and the Governing Body were evident in the first half of 2013.  However, the LA did 

not take any significant action until things came to a head in November 2013. Following which the LA 

acted quickly; with an initial warning letter on 20.12.2013; a formal warning letter on 15.1.2014 and an 

IEB application submitted on 28.3.2014.  However, other than the then Chair of Governors none of the 

Governors were made aware of the LA concerns until 7.1.2014, so for these individuals the process 

seems even more truncated.  Throughout the period under review there were issues of communication 

and transparency of process between the players that should have been addressed in order to make 

future interventions and support more effective and better understood. 

The origin of dispute  

The origin of dispute lay in the deterioration of Governance relationships.  Some members of the 

Governing Body felt that problems began with the meeting of 10.06.13 when the Board considered the 

school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team plan to remove many A Level courses from the 

curriculum.  A study of GB minutes supports this view.   

However, the GB minutes of 15.04.13, also suggest a lack of clarity between roles of SLT and 

Governors.  At this meeting the complaints of sixth form students about A Level Biology teaching were 

discussed in the full GB meeting instead of being referred to the school’s Senior Leadership & 

Management Team for resolution, with subsequent scrutiny by the GB.  It certainly seemed at this point 

that some Board members did not understand the roles of the school’s Senior Leadership & 

Management Team and the rest of the Board in relation to operational matters.  However, the curriculum 

changes reported by the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team to the Board on 10.06.13 

were a Governors’ matter.  This was because it related to the Governors responsibility for curriculum 

policy.  This matter was raised too late in the year for a good decision-making process or indeed for 

student choice.  
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Events at these two meetings provide evidence of an imperfect understanding on both sides of the 

relative roles of the school senior leadership and governors at the beginning of the breakdown in 

relationships in early 2013.  .  

The first external recognition of poor governance was in the Ofsted report of September 2013.   Among 

other improvements required by the report of 12.09.13 (See Document 5), the following was included: 

The Governing Body further develops the skills needed to ask searching questions of leaders and to 

ensure the link between the progress students make and teachers’ salary progression; 

An external review of governance is undertaken in order to assess how this aspect of leadership and 

governance may be improved. 

After a significant delay the Governing Body engaged a National Leader in Governance from an 

approved list to review governance. He delivered an Interim Report (Document 10) in January 2014 and 

a final one in February 2014 (See Document 11).  

Unfortunately, although he appears to have given useful advice to Governors with 

respect to a number of matters, which might have led to better governance for LBEC, 

he also appears to have adopted a partial view of the tensions between the school’s 

Senior Leadership & Management Team and the Board and, crucially, not to have 

engaged with the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team in conducting his 

review.  It is clear from some of his comments that he recognised the rapid decline in 

the relationship between the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team and the 

Board, including the Principal’s resignation from the Board, but there is no evidence in 

his report that he investigated this impartially. Instead he made his support for one side 

of an ongoing dispute quite clear in the paragraph sub-titled ‘Relationship between the 

Chair of Governors and the Principal’. He goes further and writes a separate positive 

testimonial ‘to whom it may concern’ about the abilities of the Chair of Governors. It is 

very difficult to see why he considered this a proper part of his brief. Indeed, it is hard 

to understand how his expressed partiality could have helped to restore good 

professional relationships between the Board and the school’s Senior Leadership & 

Management Team, which was so necessary to good governance.  

In the Extraordinary GB Meeting of 07.01.14 the (then) Chair referred to “the perceived divisions in the 

Governing Body between Staff and Non-Staff Governors.”   Other Governors did not to acknowledge this 

description, but the Chair “noted the aggressive nature of the questioning of the SLT at meetings”. This 

followed on from the tensions between Governors that followed the previous meeting in December. 

 

As a neutral Chair (soon to stand down) his view carried authority, although until the 

final period of the GB (under a new Chair) the minutes do not evidence this aggression 

clearly. What they do show, however, is a sense that some Board members did not 

recognise their own responsibility except in terms of challenge. There is little evidence 

of the support which must accompany this, if only in terms of suggesting positive 

alternatives to the proposals which they rejected.  This is particularly true on SLT roles 

in the Getting to Good plan. 

 

As a Foundation school LBEC is a maintained school. The Local Authority therefore had a role and 

position in the oversight of governance.  The school was properly identified as a Priority 1 Concern from 

2012 by the LA and there were regular SSMG review meetings between an LA officer, the Chair of 

Governors and the Principal.  
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According to our definition, this monitoring role was, in effect an arm of governance 

and, indeed, two of the three participants were Governors, yet there appears to have 

been little or no connection or communication between this group and the GB. This 

was also poor governance, for which both the LA and Governors, one of which was the 

Principal, bear responsibility.  

 

In addition to this, the LA’s School Improvement Officer who attended GB meetings, was critical in 

interview of the length of GB discussions on minor matters, but is not minuted as having offered any 

advice to them.  In interview, Governors seemed unclear about the purpose of the SIO presence at the 

GB meetings.  

 

It is not only the Board who had responsibility for poor governance. The school’s Senior 

Leadership & Management Team was crucially responsible too, since there was a 

proper intention, as the panel was told in an interview, of developing a “strategic 

partnership” between the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team and the 

Board.  The Board needed focused concise information and training from the school’s 

Senior Leadership & Management Team in how to interpret it and respond, but there is 

no clear evidence that they received this.  

 

With the Sixth Form plans and the SLT appointment proposal, the school’s Senior Leadership & 

Management Team presented the Board with plans which the Board could reasonably consider as a fait 

accompli rather than a policy proposal. This contributed greatly to the breakdown in relationships and 

may be considered as an example of poor governance.  

  

Where a school is not operating well or achieving acceptable outcomes over a period 

of time there are likely to be tensions between the school’s Senior Leadership & 

Management Team and Governors. But in this case neither exercised the leadership 

which the situation demanded, by focusing on the responsibility which they shared 

following the concerns about governance expressed in Ofsted’s 2013 Section 5 

Inspection and the school’s weak performance.  

 

Some Board members suggested, in interview, that the LA applied to replace the GB in spite of evidence 

that they were now addressing the issues vigorously.  It is true that, following their external reviewer’s 

advice, they became better informed, through RAISE On-line and data dashboard training (according to 

his report), and had achieved a clearer understanding of LBEC’s performance by early 2014.  Under 

other circumstances this might have improved governance significantly.  However, the relationship 

between the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team and the Board was, by this time, very 

poor.  It is axiomatic that good communication between the school’s Senior Leadership & Management 

Team and the Board is essential for effective governance.  

 

An important aspect of the question of whether the LA was right in seeking to remove the Governing 

Body and replace it with an IEB is the subsidiary question of whether there had been, as was claimed: 

 

“A serious breakdown in the way the school is managed or governed which is 

prejudicing, or likely to prejudice, such standards of performance.” 

 

This is a quotation from Section 60 of the Education and Inspections Act 2006, as quoted in the LA’s 

warning notice to LBEC Governors of 15th January 2014, expressing concern about the GB’s 

effectiveness: 
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“Agreeing early action to tackle school underperformance e.g. agreement of a 

substantive senior leadership structure, so that underperformance does not become 

further entrenched and lead to formal school failure.” 

 

The GB’s failure to resolve this issue swiftly and judiciously, held back on this necessary action, but also 

delayed agreement on the Getting to Good plan.  This must have been a serious hindrance to progress 

on school improvement. However, to agree with the LA’s position here is not to apportion blame to any 

individuals or sections of the GB, whether the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team or the 

Board.  It is merely to say that their collective failure to agree a way forward in a timely manner was 

damaging to the school and resulted in a breakdown of governance.  

 

The behaviour of some Board members on 24th March 2014, in suspending two 

members of staff with little regard for recognised HR procedures, was dysfunctional 

governance and damaging to the school. 

 

Governance within Laisterdyke 
The breakdown of relationships between Governors and the school’s Senior Leadership Team was at 

the heart of the difficulties that the school faced, 

However, there were also other indications of poor governance.  For example, there was little evidence 

of adopting proper process to ensure good value in procuring external support for the Board’s response 

to the IEB application, though members of the GB referred to the short timescale available for response 

as a reason for adopting a non-standard process. On this issue, the Ofsted letter of April 9th commented 

that: 

‘…a recent significant strategic decision to change the college’s provider of legal advice 

was not discussed or agreed by the full Governing Body and the Governors who met 

with us were unable to demonstrate how they had ensured ‘best value’ in this decision’ 

Indeed, our review of former Governing Body records shows that they did not have a real focus on 

school improvement.  There is no evidence from the minutes that Governors were effectively monitoring 

standards or school improvement in any detail.   

The former Governing Body and the LA did not demonstrate the unity of governance, leadership and 

strategy for improvement that we would expect from a Governing Body working in harmony with an LA.  

Both have expressed doubts about each other’s capacity and capability, although the LA has said that it 

did try to engage with the former Governing Body in order to focus its energy on school improvement, 

but without success. 

As part of the examination of the leadership and governance within LBEC, the Panel commissioned 

support from a National Leader of Governance. The remit was to: 

“Review minutes of Governing  Body meetings (and other relevant documentation) held 

between September 2012 to the date of the IEB and recommend ways of working with 

a more strategic focus, whilst also acknowledging the time committed by Governors 

and any areas that they may have done well.” 

The key conclusions of the report were that: 

“The minutes reviewed do not indicate a highly effective Governing Body as they are 

not sufficiently focused on school improvement and do not demonstrate that Governors 
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have either a strategic overview of their school or act as good critical friends, ensuring 

accountability in any significant way.” 

More specifically, in the area of strategic governance there does not appear to have 

been an appropriate focus on the key issue facing the school, namely the urgent need 

to improve standards. Minutes of all meetings provide scant evidence of Governors 

demonstrating any real sense of “challenge”. The minutes scrutinised do not indicate 

that the former Governing Body of the school was sufficiently aware of its overriding 

responsibility for standards of performance in its school.  Standards, attendance, 

quality of teaching etc. are not rigorously addressed and the responsibility of Governors 

in these areas is not sufficiently recognised or evidenced in minutes. 

Overlong GB meetings which none-the-less failed to make crucial policy decisions were noted, although 

the external governance review claimed evidence that this was improving.  There was also poor 

triangulation of the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team’s reports to the Board in the 

attention devoted to and understanding of objective external evidence such as RAISE On-line. The 

governance review also claims improvement in this aspect.  But in fact, improved understanding of 

external evidence was of little value to school improvement when this could not be applied because of 

poor communication between the Board and the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team.  

Likewise there was little evidence of commissioning external support or challenge for school 

improvement in spite of the admitted fact that the school’s improvement plans did not appear to be 

securing improvement.  Furthermore, there is some evidence from GB minutes that the Board failed to 

complete the Principal’s appraisal review in a timely, transparent and professional manner. 

The Ofsted letter of April 9th concluded that: 

‘.it is apparent that governors’ view of the college’s performance is no longer secure.’  

‘Overall, evidence shows that the effectiveness of governance in the college has 

declined since the last Section 5 inspection’ 

There is no evidence that any member of the GB was motivated by anything other than 

improving LBEC for the benefit of its students at any point, but by the end of March 

2014 there was little doubt that proper governance had broken down at LBEC.  

 

However, it was felt that there was a serious breakdown in LBEC governance and this was likely to 

prejudice school performance.   Both the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team and the 

Board bear responsibility for this, separately and jointly. 

 

In addition to the definition of governance above, school governance needs to take into account the 

Nolan Principles of public service, namely: selflessness, integrity, objectivity, accountability, openness, 

honesty and leadership. The governing body of any school usually includes both the school’s Senior 

Leadership & Management Team and the Board, but even where the Principal chooses not to be a 

member of the governing board - as in the latter phase of LBEC’s Governing Body in 2014 - he or she 

still retains a responsibility to share in the governance of the school, since the school’s Senior 

Leadership & Management Team retains the responsibility for implementing the Governing Body’s 

policies and accounting to them for their successful operation. 
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3. The Interim Executive Board (IEB) 

The Establishment of the IEB 

Officers who met with the Panel confirmed that they considered all of the options we have outlined 

above but felt that, due to the specific circumstances in this case, the only realistic option was to seek an 

IEB. 

Following the process set out in the Schools Causing Concern – Guidance for Local Authorities (See 

Document 2) there are three steps which LAs are required to follow before submitting an application to 

the Secretary of State for an IEB. 

These are: 

1. The issue of a pre-warning letter; 

2. The issue of a formal warning letter; 

3. The preparation and consultation upon the application itself. 

Taking each in turn: 

The Pre-Warning Letter 

A pre-warning letter was issued by the LA on 20 December 2013 (See Document 29) following a 

telephone conversation between the then Chair of Governors and Paul Makin (Assistant Director) in 

which the LA’s concerns were expressed; firstly at the pace of implementation of the schools “Getting to 

Good” plan; secondly concerning the GB’s slow response to recommendations contained within the 

Ofsted report of September 2013 and the subsequent HMI letter to urgently commission an external 

review of governance.   

An extraordinary GB meeting was called for 7th January 2014 but it did not address the key issues. It 

was also the first occasion at which other Governors were made aware of the pre-warning letter from the 

LA.  Following this meeting the Chair of Governors resigned. 

The Formal Warning Notice 

A Formal Warning notice was issued on 15th January 2014 (See Document 29) and notified the 

Governing Body about the concerns: 

 Providing strategic direction for LBEC so that the education and life chances of pupils are 

safeguarded; 

 Agreeing early action to tackle school underperformance e.g. reaching agreement on a 

substantive senior leadership structure capable of ensuring that under-performance does not 

become further entrenched and lead to a formal College failure; 

 Ensuring the availability of effective support and challenge for the well-being of the Senior 

Leadership team. 

The Panel noted, however, that there was nothing contained within the warning notice regarding its 

concerns about governance or suggestions for support - for example, the use of non-executives with 

expertise in governance, finance and HR to support the GB.  This is something which the Panel felt 

could have been included and former Governors have indicated they would have welcomed. 

In the event the Governing Body did not appeal against this warning notice, which required the 

Governing Body to provide the LA with a detailed Action Plan addressing the above points. 

Subsequently the LA received the Governing Body’s Letter of Response and an Action Plan (See 

Document 9) but the opinion of the LA was that the response provided did not provide sufficient 
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information to satisfy it that the Governing Body’s plan could successfully address the issues facing 

LBEC. 

The LA therefore concluded that the actions of the Governing Body were not capable of achieving the 

necessary pace of improvement at LBEC.  In reaching its decision the LA considered the evidence of:  

 The HMI monitoring letter dated 6th November 2013;  

 The SSMG meetings, and the decisions taken by the Governing Body at its meetings held on 9th 

December 2013 and January 7th 2014;  

 The resignation of the Chair of Governors;  

 The feedback from the Senior Area Achievement Officer that the actions of the Governing Body 

were impeding progress. 

In February 2014, and in addition to the steps required by the Guidance, the LA met with representatives 

of the Governing Body during which it was made clear that the information provided by the Governing 

Body did not adequately address the LA’s concern about:  

 Providing strategic direction for LBEC;  

 Taking early action to tackle school underperformance;  

 Ensuring effective support and challenge for the school leadership.   

At this point the LA also made it clear that it proposed to apply for an IEB. 

The Preparation and Consultation on the Application 

It is important to note that, at this time, the Principal and another of the Staff Governors stood down from 

the Governing Board.  Following this, on 10th March, the LA informed the Governing Body that it 

intended to exercise its powers of intervention by applying for consent to appoint an IEB and 

providing the Governing Body 14 days in which to respond.   

The Panel notes that LBEC was classified as being a ‘Foundation School without a Foundation’.  

Foundation schools were set up under the School Standards and Framework Act 1998 to replace grant-

maintained schools, which were funded directly by central government.   

In a Foundation School without a Foundation such as Laisterdyke the school was not supported by a 

Trust and, as such, there was no legal or physical entity to consult beyond the Governing Body itself.  

However, as part of the IEB application process the LA took active steps to consult with the Governing 

Body including sharing the draft IEB application prior to submission to the DfE.  Accordingly, the LA 

wrote to the Chair of Governors at this time to inform the GB that it was proposing to exercise its powers 

of intervention to apply for consent to appoint an IEB in place of the existing Governing Body. So, in 

accordance with guidance the Governing Body was given 14 days to respond to the LA’s proposed 

course of action.  

The LA, following a request from the Chair, sent Part 2 and Part 3 of the IEB application form to the 

Chair of Governors seeking the Governors’ consent to the application.  Part 2 and Part 3 of the IEB 

application form were not returned by the Chair of Governors - the authorised signatory - to indicate 

acceptance or otherwise of the IEB indicating, if applicable, reasons for opposing the application.  

As no response was received, on 28th March 2014 the Strategic Director of Children’s Services under 

delegated authority (See Document 34) signed off and submitted an IEB Application Form to the 

Secretary of State (See Documents 11 & 12).  On 31st March lawyers for the GB contacted the Secretary 
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of State to seek a time extension for their response to be submitted.  The Secretary of State agreed to a 

time extension to 2 April 2014. 

In due course, we note that what was submitted to the Secretary of State failed to include all of the 

supporting documentation.  This default falls outside of the remit of the Panel as it is not something 

which the LA could have had any control over.  Nor, given its timing, could it affect the LAs decision on 

28th March to issue the Application.  

Consequently, on 11th April 2014 the Secretary of State dissolved the Governing Body and replaced it 

with an IEB.  It also appointed the Interim Executive members with Ms Ros Garside, an experienced 

School Improvement Practitioner, as its Chair. 

The Criteria on which the LA based its Decision 

As Set out at paras 3.24 – 3.27 of the IEB application (Document 11) the LA sought the appointment of 

an IEB.  It was considered necessary to bring stability in terms of governance so that sound decisions 

based on the need to raise standards, improve the quality of provision and effectiveness of leadership 

could be auctioned.  It noted that:  

“Currently the breakdown in the way LBEC is managed and governed is creating a 

significant barrier to improvement” 

Whilst recognising recent intentions and activity to improve, there was felt to be insufficient urgency or 

capacity to provide the necessary strategic leadership despite the direction of Ofsted and the LA.  This 

called into question the capacity of the GB to make the sound decisions necessary to make it likely that 

LBEC would be judged ‘Good’ by the time of the next inspection.   If things were not resolved quickly the 

LA felt that a full inspection could be brought forward, resulting in the school being judged ‘Inadequate’ 

and being placed in special measures. 

The LA asked for urgent consideration to be given to dissolving the GB and transferring its powers and 

functions to an IEB: 

 “to restore confidence in the strategic direction LBEC requires and the education and 

care students are entitled to receive”.  

Our Conclusion on the Process described above 

It is the view of the Panel that: 

 The proper process was carried out by the LA; 

 Time periods were adhered to;  

 The decision was reasonable given everything which the LA was aware at that time and the lack 

of response to its communications and consultation. 

However, without detracting from the LA decision to pursue an IEB, there could have been more and 

better communication to the Governing Body, in particular about the alternative interventions that could 

have been employed and why they were rejected.  

The Role of the IEB  

The DfE guidance states:  

“An IEB can be used to accelerate improvement in standards and attainment and 

provide challenge to the leadership of the school to secure rapid improvement or where 
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there has been a serious breakdown of working relationships within the Governing 

Body of the school.” 

The Focus of the IEB  

It is clear that the two key reasons for the introduction of the IEB are: 

1. Concern about school standards; 

2. Provision of governance oversight. 

Given this clarity, it is surprising that the IEB did not immediately focus on governance, which would 

have included the role of the senior management. The IEB’s concern and focus on school standards 

was very evident within the minutes of the Board meetings.  

At the first meeting in April 2014, the Chair stated the IEB would seek to perform effectively as a really 

good Governing Body and that the Chair would also, to some extent, take on a pastoral role with the 

Principal.    

Undoubtedly the IEB has helped to stabilise the school and has provided a more intensive focus on 

school improvement. The ‘Getting to Good’ plan is the central focus of the majority of IEB Meetings.   

However, there are key elements which should have been address by the IEB immediately on 

appointment.  We clearly indicate, at the beginning of this report that governance includes: 

 The oversight of the Governing Body:  

 The contribution of the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team.  

The IEB had been introduced to address the issue of governance oversight. It would have, therefore, 

been expected that one of the first actions of the IEB would be to evaluate the contributions made by the 

Principal and senior management to good governance. 

The Chair of the IEB whilst agreeing with this view, considered that they were given a clear remit to work 

with the present leadership of the school.  The external reviews, including Ofsted had not stressed the 

importance of the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team’s contribution to governance. The 

statement by the Chair of the IEB at the very first meeting, that she would have a ‘pastoral role’ with the 

Principal describes a relationship which appears to be more focused on support than challenge. 

In the Chair’s Handbook, published by the National Governors Association, the joint and separate 

responsibilities of the Board and the senior staff are described:  

 Both the Board and the senior staff have responsibility for policy instigation as well 

as monitoring and review;  

 Senior Management should also be focused on policy implementation and the Board 

on policy approval.   

The first task of the IEB should have been to address this relationship and consider whether the Senior 

Management and the IEB Board had the capacity and skills to manage the governance of the school.  

This was not done and is a critical issue, as during our interviews with the Principal she had stated that 

she was ‘out of her depth’ with regard to governance.  We would have expected the IEB to make no 

assumptions about the quality of the senior management and conduct an immediate review with regard 

to senior management skills, capacity and in particularly how they interrelated with the Board. 
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It would have been helpful if the Board, at the very beginning, had clarified the key priorities with regard 

to school improvement and then created a Board structure to deliver this, supporting this with high 

quality monitoring and review. 

Subsequently, in July the IEB introduced a more structured approach to addressing achievement, quality 

of teaching, behaviour and safety and leadership and management.  However, ensuring the clarity of 

roles of the Board Members and Senior Management should have been done at the very start of the 

IEB.  A clear differentiation of roles of the Board and Senior Management, focusing on key aspects of 

school improvement, could have been introduced earlier. 

It would have been helpful if the IEB had established very early clarity with regard to its key 

priorities.  Board meetings would then be structured to deliver these key priorities, supported by high 

quality monitoring and review. 

It would have been helpful also if, in order to support the development of a constructive governance 

relationship, the Board had established, right from the start, working in conjunction with the senior 

management, the monitoring and information systems they required. 

Clarity was also required with regard to the contribution of the SIO and other external support. The SIO 

did not attend all Board meetings and, therefore, could not properly evaluate the progress of the Board. 

Also, the SIO was not, for example, given the remit to support the reconstruction of the governance, 

particularly exploring the senior staff role in governance. 

Reviewing progress 

In the September 2014 meeting, quite rightly, there was a review of the previous year’s results. The 

results were later to be confirmed as 31% for 5 A-C* English and Mathematics. This contrasted with 

predictions of 50% late into the previous summer term.   

The Principal, in explanation, cited: 

 teaching quality,  

 poor use of data,  

 ‘staffing issues’  

and 

 ‘especially governance impact on the students.’  

Whilst the reasons cited above may have been contributory factors, we would have expected to see 

evidence of a more robust challenge to the school leadership linked to an effective performance 

appraisal system. 

 

In conclusion, the IEB has been effective at stabilising the situation and bringing in more effective 

systems.  However, a review of the senior leadership contribution to school standards and governance, 

together with a review of the planning and monitoring systems within the College should be the starting 

point for the IEB. 

The Role of Ofsted 
Ofsted has been involved in this matter throughout, and the September 2013 Inspection Report 

represents the first external indicator of poor governance within the College and recommendations are 

made regarding this. However, no additional guidance on how to address this issue was offered. 

The following are matters which the LA may wish to consider and refer to Ofsted for further 

consideration: 
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Within the Ofsted School Inspection Update of September 2015  there is reference to a document issued 

by The Association of School and College Leaders, National Association of Head Teachers, National 

Governors Association and Local Government Association ‘expectations’ document, which was originally 

issued in 2008 and updated in 2012. This joint paper, setting out ‘What governing bodies can expect 

from school leaders and what school leaders can expect from governing bodies’, aims to improve the 

effectiveness of school governance. The paper is broken down into four main areas: the respective roles 

of governance and management, developing and supporting the governing body, effective ways of 

working, and understanding the school and engaging with stakeholders, 

 
This document may be a useful starting point when developing new guidelines within the Local Authority. 

 

Findings and Outcomes 

Concerning the Local Context 

1. Training and Guidance for Governance – this was for the Governing Body to source. Governors 

were responsible for securing their own advice. 

 

2. LA Clerking provision is a traded service and was not taken up by the Laisterdyke Board. 

 

3. The LA monitored the School – using SSMG, SIO.  We found little evidence of high level 

expertise in governance throughout these relationships. The Focus was solely on school 

improvement. 

 

4. The relationship between the SSMG and the leadership and Governing Body of the school was 

unclear, particularly as the reporting procedures were not transparent. 

 

5. External Audit was only used when things went wrong – such as the procurement processes. 

The audit process looked at financial issues and not the broader governance behind the 

immediate issue. 

 

6. There is no clear guidance provided for LA appointed governors and their role in addressing 

specific issues. 

 

7. The LA reasons for intervention were focused on school improvement and did not refer to a 

governance framework which could be applied and against which concerns could be mapped.   

Concerning External Inspection and Review 

8. The Ofsted Report covered a limited aspect of the work of the Governing Body, which is 

essentially how the Governing Body focuses on raising standards. Ofsted do not cover ‘corporate 

governance’ aspects. Also there is a lack of clarity with regard to how governing bodies relate to 

the local community. 

 

9. However, the Ofsted Report did recognise that the Governing Body was ‘still developing their 

skills’ as early as September 2013. There is a question as to how a Governing Body, which had 

limited skills, would be able to properly commission an external review of governance. One would 

expect the Principal and the Chair to work together to commission the external review. However, 

the HMI Section 8 monitoring letter lays the blame firmly at the feet of the Governors. 
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10. The National Leader of Governance produced a report on governance without actually meeting 

the Principal and her leadership team. This again shows a lack of understanding of practical 

governance issues. It is also a limited report as it did not properly analyse the GB minutes with 

regard to the focus on school improvement.  We were unable to clarify the remit for procuring the 

report.  

Concerning the IEB Processes 

11. The Pre-Warning Letter on 20th December 2013 set out the key issues needing to be addressed 

by the Governing Body, which included the pace of implementation of the school’s Getting to 

Good plan. This was sent by email to the Chair only with copies to LA Officers. 

 

12. The Warning Notice in January 2014 focused on concerns about strategy, underperformance 

and effective support and challenge and well-being of the leadership team. There was no 

recommendation about improving governance, which was arguably the core issue in the school. 

 

13. After receiving the Governing Body’s Letter of Response and Action Plan, the LA again focused 

on the actions of the Governing Body being ‘not capable of achieving the necessary pace of 

improvement’. There was no focus on the whole governance relationship and leadership. 

 

14. The term governance is used interchangeably with ‘governing body’ by many agencies.  

 

15. Between September 2013 and 2014 there was little attempt to establish proper protocols for 

governance and in particular to draw a clear line between the Governing Body and the 

Leadership Team. 

 

16. HMI raised concerns about the operation of the Governing Body in September 2013.  In April 

2014 they reported deterioration in the operation of the Governing Body.  In both cases the 

evaluations were not focused on governance of the school in line with the definition of our report 

but on the operation of the Governing Body itself.  

Concerning Relationships and Behaviour 

17. The relationship between the Principal and the Governing Body appears never to have been on a 

clear footing from early 2103.  Following the appointment of the Principal there was an expressed 

desire to have a ‘strategic partnership’ relationship with the GB.  This new approach was led by a 

Principal who accepted that she was ‘out of her depth’ with regard to governance. Thus there 

were no clear guidelines and protocols for such a relationship.  The partnership was clearly not 

operating well in early 2013 when there was conflict over issues in meetings reported above. 

 

18. Latterly, the deterioration was clearly evident when Governors were entering the school and 

instructing Officers to sign procurement cheques. This led to suspension of staff by Governors 

during the brief period when the Principal was absent. Without doubt, this is poor governance 

with regard to normal protocols and behaviour. We have no doubt that this was a result of a 

deteriorating situation over a number of months, which should have been addressed earlier. 

Concerning Governance 

19. Neither the Governing Body nor the Leadership Team had clear and agreed principles of 

governance and consistency of purpose which would provide a basis for governance and school 

development. 
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20. When we examined the work of the Governing Body and the Leadership Team we found there 

were major gaps in knowledge and skills. 

 

21. The Governing Body had not completed a skills audit. 

 

22. Policies were not clear to everyone and procedures were not properly applied, for example, in 

relation to Governors visiting the school. 

  

23. The Governing Body had not adopted a Code of Conduct including the Nolan Principles of Public 

Life. 

 

24. The structure of the Governing Body and its meetings did not facilitate a focus on teaching and 

learning, progress, behaviour, attendance and the impact of the Pupil Premium. 

 

25. The separation of the roles of the school’s Senior Leadership & Management Team and the 

Governing Body was not clear and led to cross-over and a lack of clarity. 

 

26. The support for the Governing Body with regard to governance was weakened by the use of an 

external Clerking Service which was limited to minute taking. 

Concerning the IEB 

27. There were clear and adequate reasons for the imposition of the IEB. 

 

28. The IEB process was legally applied. 

 

29. Through the process of implementation there was a need to improve communication with the 

Governing Body to clarify what was happening and why. This led to a situation where 

perceptions of what was happening and why, may have been different for the various groups 

involved.  

 

30. The structure and membership of the IEB may still require additional support with regard to 

corporate governance.  

 

31. The IEB does not appear to have focused on governance as one of its first tasks, as set out in 

the Guidance. 

 

32. An imperative is that the means are established to re-engage the community and its 

representatives with the governance of LBEC. 

 

4.  Conclusions   
Everyone we met had the best interests of the children at LBEC at heart but the lack of an adequate 

framework and/or adequate systems and communications led to deterioration in the leadership and 

management of LBEC.  

The Panel has concluded that the decision to intervene and request an IEB was the correct one, given 

the clear breakdown in the governance of the school. The imposition of the IEB was carried out in line 

with the statutory requirements.   However, the process could have been clearer and there are lessons 

which the LA can learn from this Review. These are set out in the recommendations below.  
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5.  Lessons Learned and Recommendations 
For the Local Authority  

1. Bradford DC should work with schools, Trusts and other Key Partners to clarify the Bradford’s 

statutory responsibilities with regard to Governance and ensuring access to high quality, 

independent governor support. The outcome should be a clear statement of the responsibilities 

of all parties in relation to good governance which takes account of the different school legal 

frameworks. 

 

2. The LA should review its intelligence gathering as to the proper functioning of governance in all 

of the schools in Bradford MBC. This will involve achieving clarity in the distinction between the 

traded support function and the statutory quality assurance function of the LA. 

 

3. The role of the SIO and the terms of reference for the SSMG should be reviewed, so that they 

have the requisite expertise in supporting and challenging Governing Bodies, senior leadership 

teams and can communicate effectively with, and between, them. Operational guidance to 

SSMGs should be reviewed and re-issued, along with SIO training to ensure consistency of 

operation.  

 

4. The role of LA s and officers is not clear with regard to governance oversight. Therefore the role 

of LA Governors should be reviewed so that they can develop the skills to support schools with 

clear guidance in this area.  They should be armed with an effective framework for Governance 

Reviews which can identify early intervention needs. LA Governors should be issued with written 

guidance as to their role and offered training in carrying this out.  

 

Relating to Processes 

5. When concerns about governance are brought to the attention of the LA there should be a flow 

diagram and flexible intervention timeline which indicates clearly the process by which a review 

or intervention can be taken forward.  This should be published to ensure transparency. 

. 

6. An expert group should be established which is trained in governance and has the confidence of 

schools and the community by providing quick and effective intervention when required. 

For Relationships  

7. There is a lack of clear guidelines and principles relating to the relationship between governing 

bodies and the Senior Management within schools.  Clear guidelines and principles regarding the 

relationship between governing bodies and Senior Leadership Teams should be produced. 

These guidelines should provide clarity regarding the respective roles of governing bodies and 

management, effective structures and systems and how the school can effectively engage with 

stakeholders. 

 

8. There is a lack of transparency of process with regard to the ability to express concerns or 

‘whistle blow’ about governance. The ability to express concerns about governance should be re-

examined and if necessary be made easier and more transparent. 
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For IEB Operation 

9. A wide range of interventions can be employed and there may be a need for all partners to have 

a clearer idea of what they are.  These include non-statutory as well as statutory intervention 

activity. Non-statutory supportive action working with a less than effective governing body can 

avoid the need for statutory intervention at a later date.   

10. The structure of IEBs is not sufficiently well considered and in particular they may lack expertise 

in governance.  Therefore the structure of the IEB should be more carefully considered and 

should always include expertise on governance. Consideration should be given to formulating an 

agreed BMDC model for governing bodies which could be applied if necessary. 
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6. Addendum 
The Legal Background 

An Interim Executive Board (IEB) is a small body appointed on a short-term basis by a local authority to 

turn around a school that is judged to be in urgent need of improvement.  An IEB replaces the 

governing body of a school that has either: 

 

 Been placed in Special Measures  

or  

 Been given notice to improve by Ofsted,  

or  

 Not complied with a warning notice from its local authority (LA).  

 

The IEB's main functions are to secure a sound basis for future improvement in the school and 

promote high standards of educational achievement. 

Once a decision has been taken for the LA to put an IEB in place at a school, it issues a notice which 

provides that from a date specified, the governing body is to consist of Interim Executive 

Members.  This notice may also specify the date when the IEB is to become a normally constituted 

governing body, or this may be specified in a later notice. The transition from an IEB to a post-IEB 

governance structure begins with the appointment of a shadow governing body by the Local Authority 

which works alongside the IEB for at least six months, pursuant to the School Governance (Transition 

from an Interim Executive Board) (England) Regulations, 2010. 

Where a school is eligible for intervention there are a number of powers the Local Authority or the 

Secretary of State may use to drive school improvement. These interventions are set out in Sections 

63-66 of the Education & Inspections Act, 2006 in respect of local authorities and Sections 67 to 69 in 

respect of the Secretary of State.  Local Authorities must give reasonable notice in writing to the 

governing body that they propose to exercise their powers under any one or more of Sections 63 to 66.  

 

Local authority powers of intervention 

To Require the Governing Body to enter into Arrangements. 

Section 63 enables a local authority to require a school which is eligible for intervention (Except where 

a maintained school is eligible for intervention under section 60A of the 2006 Act) to enter into 

arrangements with a view to improving the performance of the school. The local authority may give the 

governing body a notice requiring them: 

1. To enter into a contract or other arrangement for specified services of an advisory nature with a 

specified person (who may be the governing body of another school);  

2. To make arrangements to collaborate with the governing body of another school;  

3. To make arrangements to collaborate with a further education body; 

 or  

4. To take specified steps for the purpose of creating or joining a federation.  

 

Consultation 

Before the local authority can exercise this intervention power they must consult: 
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1. The governing body of the school;  

2. The appropriate diocesan authority in the case of a Church of England school or a Roman 

Catholic Church school; 

3. In the case of any other foundation or voluntary school, the person or persons by whom the 

Foundation Governors are appointed.  

A fair consultation must be undertaken when proposals are at a formative stage and include sufficient 

detail to allow those consulted to give a considered response. A final decision should only be taken 

after consideration of any representations received.  There is again no statutory time scale in which the 

consultation process is to be completed and it is likely that this will vary depending on the 

circumstances in which the IEB is required. A ‘normal’ consultation process might be expected to take 

about 14 day but this may vary depending on the circumstances of the case.  

IEB applications should be made using the form on the DfE website and LAs should follow the 

guidance for the completion of an IEB application form. 

After obtaining consent in writing from the Secretary of State, the local authority must write to the 

governing body to give them notice that the IEB will be established. This notice should specify a date 

when the IEB will commence and will usually also give a date when the IEB will cease but may not 

always do this. 

The Appointment of Additional Governors 

Section 64 enables a local authority to appoint additional Governors where a school is eligible for 

intervention. The local authority is likely to appoint additional Governors when they would like a school 

to be provided with additional expertise and may appoint as many additional Governors as they think 

fit.  In the case of a voluntary aided school where the local authority have exercised the power to 

appoint additional Governors, the appropriate appointing authority in relation to that school may appoint 

an equal number of Governors to those appointed by the local authority. 

 

Timeframe 

Where the school is eligible for intervention as a result of being given a performance standards and 

safety warning notice, this power must be exercised within a period of two months following the end of 

the compliance period.  If the local authority fails to exercise this power within this time, a new warning 

notice must be given in order to do so.  Where the local authority appoints additional Governors there 

is no requirement to consult. 

The Appointment of an Interim Executive Board (IEB)  

Section 65 of the 2006 Act enables the local authority to apply to the Secretary of State for consent to 

constitute the governing body as an IEB in accordance with Schedule 6 to the 2006 Act.  An IEB can 

be used to accelerate improvement in standards and attainment and provide challenge to the 

leadership of the school to secure rapid improvement or where there has been a serious breakdown of 

working relationships within the governing body of the school. 

This power may be exercised at any time a school is eligible for intervention and is not subject to the 

time limitation set out above in respect of other intervention powers. . 

The Delegated Budget  

An IEB has a right to a delegated budget. If the school’s budget has previously been withdrawn from 

the governing body, then the local authority must restore the budget from the date when the IEB 
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commences its work.  If a notice has been given to the normally constituted governing body specifying 

a date when it is proposed to withdraw the right to a delegated budget, the notice will cease to be valid 

from the date of commencement of the IEB.  

The Role and Duties of the IEB  

The IEB’s main function is to secure a sound basis for future improvement in the school and this should 

include the promotion of high standards of educational achievement.  

The IEB is the governing body of the school and any reference in the Education Acts to a Governor or 

Foundation Governor has effect as a reference to an Interim Executive Member.  During the interim 

period, when the governing body is constituted as an IEB, the requirements concerning the governing 

body’s constitution set out in the School Governance (Constitution) (England) Regulations 2012 do not 

apply.  

The IEB will take on the responsibilities of a normally constituted governing body, including the 

management of the budget, the curriculum, staffing, pay, performance management and the 

appointment of the Head teacher and Deputy Head teacher. An IEB may recommend to a local 

authority, or recommend that the Secretary of State gives a direction to a local authority, that a school 

should be closed.  However, the IEB cannot itself publish proposals for closure.  If, following the 

statutory consultation and other procedures, it is agreed that the school will be closed, the IEB should 

continue to hold office until the implementation date of the proposal. The IEB may also seek an 

Academy Order from the Secretary of State which enables the school to convert to an Academy.  

Membership of the IEB  

As set out in Schedule 6 to the 2006 Act the number of interim executive members must not be less 

than two.  Once the IEB has been established, further interim executive members can be appointed at 

any time.  An IEB should be a small, focused group appointed for the full period which it is expected to 

take to turn the school around.  Members of an IEB should be chosen on a case by case basis, 

depending on the needs of the school.  Existing Governors may be appointed to the IEB.  We expect 

members of an IEB to bring a fresh outlook to the governance arrangements of the school, marking a 

clear break from the previous management of the school.  In most cases, therefore, we would not 

expect existing Governors who are vacating office to be nominated as IEB members, although this is 

not prohibited by the law.  LAs who are considering doing this should contact the DfE to discuss the 

particular circumstances of the school.  

The IEB may arrange for the discharge of their functions to other people as they see fit (under 

paragraph 11(2) of Schedule 6 to the of the 2006 Act). In this way the IEB could continue to benefit 

from the experience of existing Governors and help engage future Governors.  

The local authority is able to nominate one of the members of the IEB to act as Chair.  

Interim Executive Members may be removed in limited circumstances. This can be for incapacity or 

misbehaviour or where their written notice of appointment provides for termination by the appropriate 

authority, on notice.  The appropriate authority may be the local authority or the Secretary of State 

depending on who made the original appointment.  

The local authority should produce a written notice of appointment for each member of the IEB. Copies 

of this notice should be sent to all other members of the IEB, the school’s existing governing body, the 

Secretary of State and, in the case of foundation or voluntary schools, the diocesan or other 

appropriate appointing authority.  A local authority or the Secretary of State may choose to pay interim 

executive members such remuneration and allowances as are considered appropriate.  
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The Suspension of Delegated Authority for the Governing Body to Manage 
a School’s Budget.  

Section 66 of the 2006 Act enables a local authority to suspend the governing body’s right to a 

delegated budget by giving the governing body of the school notice in writing.  This applies where a 

maintained school is eligible for intervention and the school has a delegated budget within the meaning 

of Part 2 of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998.  

A copy of the notice to suspend the right to a delegated budget must be given to the Head teacher of 

the school and the governing body.  If the local authority has appointed an IEB, during the period when 

the governing body is constituted as an IEB (the interim period), the LA cannot suspend the school’s 

right to a delegated budget.  

 
Members of the Review Panel contributing to this Report 

Les Walton, CBE, Chair of the Panel 
Prior to 1996 Les was Head teacher of Norham Community Technology College.  In 1996 he was 

awarded the OBE in the Queen’s Birthday Honours. He then held a number of roles between 1996 and 

2009 including Executive Director for Education in North Tyneside and Principal and Chief Executive of 

Tyne Metropolitan College.  In 2000 he was requested by the DfE to lead the interim management and 

outsourcing of Bradford Education Authority. In 2000 Les founded Northern Education in order to provide 

support to schools. During this period he developed the concept of a ‘New Relationship with Schools’ 

and introduced partnership boards involving Head teachers. 

In July 2009, Les was appointed by the Secretary of State for Education, as Chair of the Young People’s 

Committee within the Learning and Skills Council and Chair of the Young People’s Learning Agency 

which he held until 2012. For his work in this area Les was awarded the CBE.  Les currently chairs the 

Advisory Group for the Education Funding Agency. He is a member of the North East Council for the 

Chamber of Commerce and is the education advisor to the North East Board of the Institute of 

Directors.  Les is also a member of the Regional Schools Commissioner Board.  Les primarily focuses 

on his role as Chair of the Northern Education Trust.  His main interest is education governance and 

recently The Northern Education Trust won the IAA 2014 'Best Practice Award for Effective and 

Innovative Governance'. 

David Pearmain, Panel Member 
David Pearmain is an Oxford English graduate who has taught in and led urban comprehensive schools 

throughout his 41 year career in education. He has worked in challenging schools in Nottinghamshire, 

Leicestershire, Bradford, Doncaster and Newcastle, as an English teacher, Head of English, Deputy 

Head and Head teacher (twice). He was Deputy Head at Beckfoot G.S., Bradford, from 1989 to 1994, 

from where he moved to Doncaster, as Head of Armthorpe Comprehensive School.  In 1998 he took up 

the post of Headteacher at Kenton School, Newcastle, one of the largest schools in the country, in a 

disadvantaged area in the west of the city, where he has been ever since.   He has led Kenton School 

through: 

 4 Ofsted inspections (all good or outstanding); 

 8 Education Secretaries; 

 A complete PFI/Building Schools for the Future rebuild completed in 2008; 

 Academy conversion in 2012; 

 Establishment of the Multi-Academy Trust and opening of Studio West, a Studio School 

within the Trust, in 2014. 
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He is also a National Leader of Education and a long-standing member of the DfE’s Secondary Heads 

Reference Group.    In September 2015 he is stepping down as Principal of Kenton School, but will 

continue as Chief Executive of the Kenton Schools Academy Trust. 

Ray Steele, Panel Member 
After working as Education Manager at Tyneside Training and Enterprise Council, where he built his 

understanding of the issues and barriers in the relationship between employment and education, Ray 

became Senior Adviser for Secondary Education for Newcastle City Council from 2000 with overall 

responsibility for the Secondary Standards agenda within the city.  He led the New Relationship with 

Schools national pilot in 2004-05 and chaired the city-wide 14-19 Partnership graded ‘Good’ in the 2005 

inspection. In addition he held strategic responsibility for Adult and Community Learning in the city (£5 

million).  As Head of School Improvement from 2006 his responsibilities broadened to include all issues 

of relationships with Secondary schools He was the Local Authority lead on the transfer of Connexions 

services from Tyne and Wear to the City of Newcastle. He was also the lead officer on the transfer of 

LSC functions to the Local Authority in 2010. Ray was the corporate Project Sponsor of the Building 

Schools for the Future programme – a highly intensive and successful programme rebuilt all secondary, 

middle and special schools in the city (over £200 million) by 2012. 

 

Ayath Ullah, Panel Member  
Ayath currently works in central government (posted to HM Revenue & Customs) to work on the 

previous coalition government's Civil Service Reform agenda. He presumes, with the new government, 

that this work will continue until 2020.  He currently serves as an independent member on the Institute of 

Education's Research Ethics Committee - which involves looking at new research proposals through an 

"ethics lens" and approving or disapproving them.  In terms of the education he has run projects to 

engage more young people (13-25 year olds) into the policy making agenda in government by teaching 

about the inner working of the Civil Service and getting them to work on live policy issues. Some of the 

departments/bodies he has worked with on this are: DfE, BIS, Low Pay Commission, Speaker of the 

House of Commons, FCO and the Cabinet Office.  He also does some ad-hoc work for public bodies 

who want to engage the hard to reach communities with their future policies / public consultations. His 

latest programme of engagement is currently with the DfE on the GCSE & A-Level Reform proposals. 

 

Andy Thom, Solicitor Legal & Administrative Support 
Andy is currently Trust Secretary for the Northern Education Trust and, as well as being the Company 

Secretary, ensuring that the Trust complies with its Articles of Association and relevant legislation, he 

also has established procedures for sound governance within the Trust.   Andy also ensures that 

meetings of the Trust Board and its sub committees are run efficiently and effectively, and that they are 

properly recorded and that the Chief Executive, Directors and Trustees receive appropriate support. 

Andy is a qualified solicitor with many years of experience advising in matters of corporate governance 

in both public and private sector organisations and is an accredited consultant with law firm DWF LLP.  

Previous roles include Head of Legal & Democratic Services at Northumberland County Council where 

Andy was required to ensure the effective governance of the Council, its committees, sub-committees 

and working groups ensuring compliance with both statute and the Council's constitution.  As well as 

providing advice, training and other assistance to elected members on their roles and responsibilities as 

Councillors. 

In that role Andy was responsible for the efficient delivery of all legal and democratic services, 

including Overview & Scrutiny, ensuring effective delivery and value for money and, furthermore, 

acted as the principal legal advisor and monitoring officer for the Council. 
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A Chronology  
LBEC has been a School Causing Concern to the LA since June 2012.  It was the considered view of 

the LA and the college leadership team that LBEC was at high risk of becoming a school causing 

concern to Ofsted.  The LA, therefore, set up a School Specific Monitoring Group (SSMG) which met on 

5th July 2012 to provide an increasing level of support and to monitor progress at the LBEC.   

The aim of the SSMG was to work with the school to secure rapid and sustainable improvement.  Group 

meetings were attended by the Principal, the Chair of Governors and LA Officers.  The purpose of the 

Group at LBEC was to challenge the leadership and commission support.  During the first half of 2012-

13 the Chair of Governors expressed concerns regarding the effectiveness of the Governing Body 

including the manner in which meetings were conducted.  During the second half of the academic year it 

was reported at SSMG that there were some indications that the Governing Body was improving. 

Ofsted Inspection – September 2013  

However the Ofsted inspection on the 12th and 13th September 2013 judged the overall effectiveness of 

LBEC as “Requires Improvement” with all four principal aspects of the Inspection Framework judged to 

be Grade 3. 

The Ofsted inspection report contained a number of urgent actions required of the Governing Body 

including a direction to undertake an external review of governance to address the finding that: 

 

“Governors are still developing their skills so that they can hold leaders fully to account 

for the college’s performance. They do not ensure that there is a sufficient link between 

the progress students make and teachers’ salary progression”. 

Ofsted Section 8 Monitoring Visit – November 2013  

A Section 8 Monitoring Visit was undertaken by Ofsted on 5th November 2013.  During the visit, and 

contained within the monitoring letter, the HMI was critical of the Governing Body as the required actions 

had not been undertaken.  This included undertaking an external review of governance, making 

decisions regarding temporary senior leadership positions and put in place an effective “Getting to 

Good” plan.   

The HMI Section 8 monitoring letter states that: 

“Governors have not taken swift enough action to support LBEC’s improvement or 

improve their own effectiveness”. 

The Panel noted that, at this time, the Chair of Governors was on holiday and Ofsted Inspectors met 

with the Vice Chair who took immediate steps to action the outstanding matters. 

Letter of Concern – December 2013  

Following the HMI Section 8 monitoring letter the LA reiterated the importance of addressing the issues 

raised by HMI as a matter of urgency at a SSMG meeting held on 27th November 2013, attended by the 

Chair of Governors. 

A full Governing Body meeting was held on 9th December 2013 where the Principal outlined the key 

issues that needed to be addressed.  However as can be seen from the minutes of this meeting the 

“Getting to Good” plan was effectively put on hold. 

The LA again raised concerns with the Chair of Governors in a telephone conversation as a follow-up to 

a Letter of Concern on 20th December 2013.  The then Chair of Governors confirmed that he would raise 
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the Letter of Concern with the full Governing Body and steps were taken to call an Extraordinary Meeting 

of the Governing Body.  

The Panel noted that this letter, which had been sent directly to the Chair of Governors by email, was 

not shared with other Governors until the Extraordinary Meeting which took place on 7th January 2014.  

However, there was confusion over who had called the meeting and the matters which were to be 

discussed.  The Chair of Governors subsequently stood down.   

The Warning Notice - January 2014  

A Formal Warning Notice was issued on 15th January 2014 and notified the Governing Body about 

concerns regarding: 

 The provision of strategic direction for LBEC so that the education and life chances of pupils 

were safeguarded; 

 The need to agree on early action to tackle school underperformance e.g. agreement of a 

substantive senior leadership structure so that underperformance does not become further 

entrenched and lead to a formal College failure; 

 Ensuring the availability of effective support and challenge for the well-being of the Senior 

Leadership team. 

The Governing Body did not appeal against this Warning Notice. 

The Warning Notice required the Governing Body to provide the LA with a detailed Action Plan 

addressing these points.   Subsequently, the LA received the Governing Body’s Letter of Response and 

an Action Plan.  However, it was the opinion of the LA that the response provided did not give sufficient 

information to satisfy it that the Governing Body’s plan would successfully address the issues facing 

LBEC. 

The LA concluded that the actions of the Governing Body were not capable of achieving the necessary 

pace of improvement at LBEC.  In reaching its decision the LA considered the evidence from: 

 The HMI monitoring letter - dated 6th November 2013;  

 The SSMG meetings;  

 The decision taken by the Governing Body at its meeting held on 9th December 2013;  

 The resignation of the Chair of Governors;  

 The feedback from the Senior Area Achievement Officer who considered that the actions of the 

Governing Body were impeding progress. 

The LA met with representatives of the Governing Body on 17th February 2014.  At the Meeting it was 

made clear that the information provided by the Governing Body did not adequately address the LA’s 

concern in providing strategic direction for LBEC, taking early action to tackle school underperformance 

and ensuring effective support and challenge for the school leadership.  The LA also made it clear to the 

Governors as to its proposed course of action; namely to apply for an IEB. 

Also at this time the Principal and another Staff Governor stood down from the Governing Body 

Interim Executive Board (IEB) Application – March 2014  

On 10th March the LA informed the Governing Body that it intended to exercise its powers of intervention 

by applying for consent to appoint an IEB.  The LA sent a draft copy of the IEB Application giving the 

Governing Body 14 days in which to respond.  No response was received within the 14 day consultation 

period and therefore on 28th March 2014 the Strategic Director of Children’s Services signed off.  

The  IEB Application Form (without Part 2) was then submitted stating that the appointment of an IEB 

was necessary to bring stability in terms of governance so that sound decisions based on the need can 

help to raise standards, improve the quality of provision and facilitate action to improve the effectiveness 
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of school leadership. The LA also cited a breakdown in the way LBEC was being managed and 

governed which was creating a significant barrier to improvement.  

In submitting his application the Strategic Director of Children’s Services also referred, in paragraph 3.24 

of his Application, to those matters, which he has considered in coming to the view that an IEB is the 

only course of action which will be effective in restoring confidence in the strategic direction of LBEC and 

ensuring the education and care students are entitled to receive. 

Other matters of concern – March 2014 

On 21st March 2014 the Assistant Director of Education/School Improvement wrote to the Chair of 

Governors following the receipt of concerns from Audit regarding the procurement of an Education 

Consultant and the process used to employ him. On the same day, the LA was made aware that the 

Chair of Governors and the Chair of the Finance Committee had instructed an Officer of the College to 

sign a cheque payable to the Education Consultant.  The Officer concerned informed the Chair of his 

unwillingness to do so in the circumstances.  The LA wrote to the Chair seeking written clarification 

regarding the purchase of these services to clarify whether the action of the Governing Body were 

compliant with the requirements of the LA’s Financial Regulations. 

It is also understood that on 24th March the Chair of Governors and the Chair of the Finance Committee 

entered LBEC and instructed an Officer of the College to sign a cheque for £7,455.90 to the Education 

Consultant’s company.   When the Officer refused he was suspended.  This then led to a grievance 

around the circumstances of the suspension and the actions of the two Governors.   A second Officer 

was also suspended when he refused to authorise the cheque.   

These events took place when the Principal was absent for a short period because of ill health. 

Ofsted Section 8 Monitoring Visit – April 2014  

On 2nd April 2014 the HMI, accompanied by a Senior HMI, undertook a second monitoring visit at LBEC.  

In her written response, dated 9th April 2014, the HMI recognises recent changes in the Governing Body 

and that an application has been submitted by the LA for an IEB.   However, of significance is in the 

Main Findings where it states: 

“This inspection has raised serious concerns about the governance of the college, 

including the extent to which governors are focusing on monitoring the college’s 

performance, particularly the achievement of students, and the effectiveness of 

governors’ support for its improvement.” 

Formation of the IEB 

On 11th April 2014 the Secretary of State dissolved the Governing Body and replaced it with an IEB.  

Interim executive members were appointed with Ms Ros Garside, an experienced School Improvement 

Practitioner, as the Chair.  
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List of Interviewees  
 

Name Job Title/Role 

David Ward Former MP (Bradford East) 

Cllr Dave Green Leader of the Council 

Cllr Malcolm Sykes Chair of O&S Committee 

Cllr Ralph Berry Portfolio Holder 

Faisal Khan Ward Councillor 

Mohammed Shafiq Ward Councillor 

Suzanne Hemmingway Acting CX Bradford MDC 

Kersten England CX Bradford MDC (Designate) 

Ms Rifat Parveen Chair of Governors 

Mohammed  Daud Khan 

Mohammed Taj Alam* 

Lead Petitioners 

(*unable to attend for health reasons 

but invited to submit written reps) 

Jen McIntosh Head Teacher LBEC 

Ros Garside IEB Chair 

Michael Jameson Strategic DCS – Bradford MDC 

Phil Weston Head of Bradford Achievement Service 

Clive Linnet School Governors Support Officer 

David Thompson School Achievement Officer 

Jhanzeb Murtaza School Councillor 

Sufyaan Mahmood School Councillor 

 

 

  



 

Laisterdyke Review Panel Report, September 2015 (Version 11)  37 
 

List of Documents  
The following documents were provided to the Panel as part of the Review. 

Document 

No 

Description 

1.  Education & Inspections Act 2006 (Ss 60-66) 

2.  Guidance for Schools Causing Concern (published 8/10/2012 – withdrawn 2/5/2014) 

3.  Ofsted Report dated 12th and 13th Sept 2013 

4.  HMI Letter dated 6th November 2013 

5.  Minutes of SSMG meeting on 27th November 2013  

6.  Terms of Reference for the Bradford SSMG 

7.  The LB&EC “Getting to Good Plan” (circa December 2013).   

8.  Report of External Advisor employed by Laisterdyke B&EC (circa January 2014) 

9.  Response from Laisterdyke Governing Body to Warning Notice dated 6th February including Action Plan 

(revised 5th February 2014)    

10.  Minutes (or notes) of meeting with LB&EC GB and Bradford MDC on 17th February 2014 as referred to 

at para 3.16 of IEB Application Form. 

11.  Part 1 IEB Application Form dated 28th March 2014 

12.  IEB Application Appendices 1 to 11 

13.  Part 2 of IEB Application Form 

      14. LB&EC GB Response to IEB Application (Signed by Ms Rifat Parveen) 

15.  Appendix 1 to Response bundle including Action Plan 

16.  HMI Letter dated 9th April 2014 

      17. HMI letter dated 11th June 2014 

18.  Petition evidence in summary 

19.  Copy Petition 

20.  Copy correspondence between Lead Petitioner and Bradford MDC 

21.  O&SC Agenda 27th January 2015 

22.  O&SC minutes 27th January 2015 

23.  O&SC decision list 27th January 2015 

24.  Report of Strategic DCS to O&SC 

25.  Report of Strategic DCS to the Executive 

26.  Minutes of Executive meeting held on 10th March 2015 

27.  Executive Decision list 10th March 2015 

28.  Executive Agenda for 10th March 2015 
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29.  All pertinent correspondence between Bradford MDC and the Laisterdyke B&EC Governing Body from 

September 2013 to date of Review. 

30.  All LB&EC Ofsted reports and letters (under Sections 5, 8 and 117) from September 2013 to date  

31.  Minutes of the Laisterdyke Governing Body from September 2012 to implementation of the IEB 

32.  Minutes of the Laisterdyke IEB from date of implementation to date 

33.  Open letter from Ex-Governors dated 6th May 2014 

34. Article 14 – CBMDC Constitution  

 


