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OXFORDSHIRE GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIATION (OGA) 

 Notes of the Open Meeting held at 10.00am on Saturday 25th February 2017  
at Northern House School 

 

Executive Committee members present:  Carole Thomson (Chair), Judith Bennett (Secretary), 

Paul Baker, Shelley Bruce, Pushpalata Chaure, David Eaton, Rosemary Fiander, Kevin Moyes,  

June Nisbet, Stan Terry and Brenda Williams.    David Bramble (Clerk). 

 

70 governors from Oxfordshire schools were present. 

 

 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION BY CHAIR OF OGA - CAROLE THOMSON 

Carole welcomed everyone and was pleased that so many had forfeited a precious Saturday morning 

to attend.  All types of school and Local Authorities were facing unprecedented demands and the 

three presentations this morning may give some suggestions on how better support for our schools 

could be provided.   

First speaker was Sir Tim Brighouse who required no introduction.  A history graduate at St 

Catherine’s College, Oxford, he trained as a teacher and taught for a number of years becoming a 

Deputy Head at age 26.  He worked for the Buckinghamshire Education Department before being 

appointed Chief Education Officer for Oxfordshire in 1978.  He moved move to Keele University in 

1989 as Professor of Education, before taking up the appointment of Chief Education Officer for 

Birmingham in 1993.  His final appointment was in 2002 as the Schools’ Commissioner for London.  

During his 5 years as Commissioner he led the London Challenge. 

 

Why Should we Work in Partnerships? 

Sir Tim opened by remarking that, as a school governor, he was well aware of the increasing 

responsibilities government was placing on governors.  He reflected on the changes in education 

that had taken place during his lifetime.  Post war 1945 – 65 was a period of optimism and hope with 

the Secretary of State having only 3 powers.   1968 University Vice Chancellors were summoned by 

the Prime Minister to discuss student unrest.  1978 Callaghan’s government were propounding that 

the management of education should be dictated by market forces.  2010-2011 autonomy of 

individual institutions: SoS has over 2,000 powers. Local Authorities losing their powers: 

concentration of power passing to individual schools. Autonomy and independence had been 

encouraged but this had led to competition followed by a realisation that partnerships are vital to 

improvements in learning.  In 2002, when asked to lead the London Challenge, Sir Tim was offered 

funding to provide financial inducement to form partnerships, but he refused as he felt strongly that 

persuasion was the key to forming successful partnerships.  An awareness that the barrier between 

independence and inter-dependence was fragile was also important.  And now we had moved from 

independent academies to Multi Academy Trusts. 
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Questions around partnerships: 

 Are there clear boundaries? 

 Why have them?  Good for improving teaching and learning with potential for back-office 

savings 

 What criteria is used to measure success? 

 Who leads on what, for how long? 

 Establish review dates for taking stock 

 Is there a budget – is it necessary? 

It was suggested that partnerships needed an expeditor – someone to chase people to ensure things 

were done.  Arrangements for divorce were needed – clear procedures for giving notice of 

withdrawal.  Nominating an individual governor to be responsible for partnership working was 

recommended.  Meetings between teachers should be encouraged. 

Question – Governor from Langtree School:   What is the main purpose of partnerships? 

Response:  Sharing/spreading of resources. Teacher training/improvement. Challenge.  Financial 

savings.  Preventing isolation particularly small primary schools in rural locations. 

Question – Michael Ryan Bartholomew School:  Should partnerships be formal or informal? 

Response:  Both and in serendipity. Encourage informal meetings of teachers as they will learn from 

each other.  Currently there was pressure to join MATs but each situation needed investigation 

regarding selection of which MAT to consider.  It was sad that outside, predatory influences had 

forced LAs to make cuts and it was difficult to suggest who was the best arbitrator to decide if a 

school should become an academy, but independent advice should be sought. 

Sir Tim was thanked for a thought provoking and informative view of partnerships. 

ONE OXFORDSHIRE - the proposal for a new Local Authority for Oxfordshire 

Apologies were given on behalf of Lucy Butler, Director for Children’s Services, who was unable to 

attend the meeting.  Maggie Scott thanked the OGA for the invitation to address the meeting and for 

the contributions made during the discussions held to date.   

Maggie gave a brief summary of the current position of local government in Oxfordshire. Six councils 

– one county council, four district councils and one city council.  Councils were autonomous, there 

were no tiers and this was relatively unusual – 70% of the country did not have this structure.  The 

county took the lead for strategic planning and had responsibilities for education, fire services, 

highways and social care.  Districts were responsible for housing.  County expenditure was £715m, of 

which £200m was spent on education.                                                                                                             
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There had been drastic cuts resulting in the closure of some services with more cuts to come. Two 

independent research projects, one by Grant Thornton, the other by Price Waterhouse Cooper, 

concluded that the status quo was not in the best interests of anybody and both identified potential 

savings of £20m per year. 
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Maggie advised that the consultation phase was about to end and councils would refer the matter to 

their respective Cabinets during March.  South Oxfordshire and the Vale of White Horse were in 

favour of the proposal for one unitary authority but Oxford City were definitely opposed and had just 

written to all householders in the City recommending that they remain a City Council. 

Some neighbouring counties were considering similar proposals – Berkshire and Buckinghamshire 

and others were already unitary e.g. Wiltshire.  Ultimately decisions will be made by the Secretary of 

State for Local Government. 
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Roy Leach added that although education was dealt with by the county, the ‘One County’ would 

have advantages as it would defuse some of the tensions around developers and local councils on 

planning of new schools.  Another benefit would accrue as information regarding families in receipt 

of state benefits held by Districts would be available to the One County and parents who failed to 

notify themselves eligible for Pupil Premium could be identified. 

Question from Anand Srinivsaraghavan, governor of Ladygrove Park School: Although £20m maybe 

the initial savings it seems unlikely this would continue year on year.  Have medium/ longer term 

savings been calculated and what will savings be spent on? 

Response:   Annual savings of around 3% are forecast and it would be hoped that some additional 

savings may be possible.  Transition costs were estimated at £16m but payback was expected within 

16 months.  Cannot say specifically on how savings would be spent as decisions would be made in the 

future by democratically elected Councillors. 

Question from David Hinde, governor of William Fletcher School:  What ‘noises’ have been made by 

the interested parties? 

Response:  Obviously the needs of the city were very different to rural areas e.g. social housing, direct 

labour.  OCC has invited City Council to come and talk providing that they accept that they cannot be 

an island but, to date, no talks have taken place.  West Oxfordshire has strong views on free parking 

and the A40. 

Maggie and Roy concluded by asking people to respond to the consultation by 28th February. 

Carole thanked them for the clear and comprehensive presentation.   

 

School Funding:  How does it work.  What changes are being proposed? 

 

Judith Bennett was delighted to have the opportunity of welcoming the next speaker – Carole 

Thomson.  Carole and Judith were among the founder members of OGA which was formed in 1995 

largely in response to a school funding crisis – sounds all too familiar.  During the past 22 years 

Carole had worked tremendously hard in various capacities, all focused on supporting schools and 

their pupils and teachers.  Currently she Chairs OGA and the Schools Forum in addition to being a 

governor at a primary school and a trustee of a MAT.  She has been a school’s Finance Officer and 

has extensive knowledge of schools’ financial processes.   Recently she has attended a number of 

conferences/workshops and appeared on radio and television – who better to talk on the current 

crisis in school funding. 
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No comparison of what is expected from schools between now and the 1990s 

F40 is unhappy with these proposals and briefed some 60 MP’s in the same week as the meeting.  CT 
can share that briefing with anyone interested to see it. Robert Courts, John Howell, Victoria Prentis 
and Ed Vaizey attended the briefing. 
Schools Forum regulations and decisions have changed significantly over that period but always 
about acting in the best interests of all our schools and children and young people in them.  

          
CT drew attention to the importance of Notional.  
The additional money government found for 2016-17 to stem some of the concern at the delay in 
implementing the NFF was only based on the Schools Block, so some better funded authorities 
received some of the money because they had not prioritised direct funding for schools as much as 
Oxfordshire had. 
The split into 3 blocks with fixed factors significantly reduced local flexibility & consequently work for 
Schools Forums. 
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CT apologised that this slide was unreadable, but the detail included was shown on the next slide 
with the cumulative effect by 2019 -2020 being 8.7%.  
Cumulative effect of the Annual pay award 0.9 % 2%  3.1%  4.4% 
 

  
                                                                                                   
 

 

 

A completely new mechanism was 
developed for Post 16 funding, so 
the 14% is an average.  
‘Core school budgets have been 
protected in real terms’ is totally 
misleading. 
 

 

This slide showed expenditure to 2014-2015. 
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Example of funding disparity  
• 10 best funded areas 

receive on average 
£6,029 per pupil 
compared with an 
average of £4,209 for 
the 10 worst funded 
areas in 2017-18 (or 
43% more). (Source: 
DfE) 

• Yet maintained 
teachers’ pay is only 
a maximum of 25% 
more (Inner London 
to England) and 
resources/utilities 
can be purchased 
nationally for the 
same amount. 

Three blocks since 2013-14 
 

Further consultation for 
Maintained Nursery School 
funding is expected. 
Previous consultation so this is 
now the definitive position, 
though 2017-18 funding 
doesn’t actually get finalised 
until the Summer – after the 
end of the financial year! 
 

Mobility: they know it isn’t a good mechanism 
so are asking us! 
Exceptional circumstances are historic and 
apply to a handful of schools all agreed 
through Schools Forum and then DfE. So there 
will be no scope for making new exceptional 
cases. 
Our DSG has been reduced to fund a pot of 
money to pay for the opening costs of new 
schools at £600k pa. This was agreed by 
Schools Forum so as not to have to face a 
reduction in DSG if a number of schools 
opened in a year. So growth factor should, 
hopefully, be a positive move. 
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This diagram can be 

found on Page 29 of the 
High Needs Consultation. 
 

 

Notes for problem in Schools Block: 
The 10 best funded areas receive on 
average £6,029 per pupil compared 
with an average of £4,209 for the 10 
worst funded areas in 2017-18 (or 
43% more). (Source: DfE) 
Maintained teachers’ pay is only a 
maximum of 25% more (Inner 
London to England) and 
resources/utilities can be purchased 
nationally for the same amount. 
Example of JAM (now to be known 
as Ordinary Working Families): 
average salary in Bicester £25983 
take home pay £1776 net of tax etc. 
average 3 bedroom rental £1222 per 
month i.e. 70% of take home pay.   
Oxford City has the highest house 
price to earnings ratio in UK 
“The lump sum should not be so 
large that it removes the incentives 
for schools to seek to grow, form 
partnerships and find efficiencies” 
Begs a few questions. Do 
partnerships save money? Can we all 
do it anyway? 
Sparsity factor: similar rural schools 
slightly closer together, same extra 
costs but not qualifying so not equal 
funding for similar rural schools. 
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Some increase this year but not 
enough to address the existing 
shortfall from increased numbers 
and extension of the age range to 2-
25 year olds. 
50% on historic funding embeds the 
historic unfairness. 
 
 

Cutting Premises repairs and 
maintenance build in future funding 
pressures – very short termism 
which morally we should resist, but 
from the experience of the 1990s is 
highly likely to happen. 
 



11 
 

                                    

 

 

More vertical groupings in Primary. 
This is particularly difficult across 
Key stages KS1 / KS2 boundary. 
 

 

Refer back to earlier slides of where 
we can save money re. support staff 
and staff training! 
 

 

Support staff costs are much higher 

than 20% in Early Years and Special 

Schools.         
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Carole concluded with  

 

Unfortunately the length of the presentation allowed no time for asking questions so Carole offered 

to answer questions during lunch. 


