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RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Audit Committee are recommended to note the investigation and findings and 
endorse the recommendations set out in the report. 
 
Summary 
 
This report sets out the findings of the Internal Audit investigation into the 
governance issues relating to the decision to take an extra entry form at Bishop 
Road School in 2009 and the associated funding issues. 
 
The significant issues in the report are: 
 
Section 1 Background to the investigation 
Section 2 Context and Terms of Reference 
Section 3 Findings in relation to the Council's and the School's Involvement 
Section 4 Conclusions in relation to the Council and the School 
Section 5 Recommendations for the Council and the School 
 
 
 

Policy

Not applicable. 
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Consultation

Internal 

 
 Various officers in Children and Young Peoples Services (CYPS),  
 Human Resources (HR) and Legal Services (LS) 

External 
Bishop Road School - Headteacher and Chair of Governors 
Former staff 

 Various members of the public. 
 
1. Background to the Investigation 
 
1.1 The City Council approached the School re school places and in April 

2009 the Full Governing Body (FGB) of Bishop Road Primary School 
agreed to take one extra class at Reception level beyond the normal 
3 form entry for the year commencing 1 September 2009 only, and to 
support the class through to the end of its final year of  primary 
education.  

 
1.2 From the Council's perspective, Bishop Road School is one of its 

most popular and highest performing Primary Schools.  It is also one 
of the largest Primary Schools and with the addition of the extra 
reception class in 2009, became its first 4 Form Entry School. 
Following an Ofsted Inspection in 2007 the School was graded as 
'Good' and continued to build on this grading which resulted in a 
judgement of “Outstanding” in the May 2011 inspection, in relation to 
its overall effectiveness and its capacity for sustained improvement.  

 
1.3 Ofsted identified that "very strong leadership at all levels underpins 

the School's success. Effective teamwork is embedded and staff and 
members and the governing body share a clear understanding of 
how well the School is doing, what it is aiming for and the part they 
play in striving to get there." Responses to a questionnaire for 
parents showed that “the very large majority are happy with their 
child's experience at the School”.  However, “a small minority of 
parents and carers felt that insufficient account is taken of their 

 



suggestions and concerns.” 
 
1.4 In support of the extra reception class, financial commitment was 
 made available to the School, from the Council as set out in a 
 letter dated 22 April 2009, from  the former Service Director:  Inclusive 
 and Learning Communities (Service  Director I&LC), to the School 
 (Appendix 1). The financial commitment comprised: 
 

 additional pupil number related funding totalling £39,122 for the 
period 1 September 2009 to 31 March 2010. 

 
 a temporary classroom, possibly a double classroom, to be provided 

on site at a location to be agreed with the School, unless ground 
conditions made this impossible. 

 
 £150,000 to be provided to make the necessary alterations to current 

accommodation and play space to allow for the additional numbers.  
The School will decide how this money is spent, but this is the 
maximum available. 

 
 An honorarium will be added to the School budget for each of 

2009/10 and 2010/11 of £30,000 (subsequently increased to £33,000 
for 2009/10, see 3.13 below), to be distributed to key members of the 
leadership team who will take on the responsibility of maintaining 
standards at the School whilst expanding capacity to accommodate 
this one year group. This allocation is for the School to distribute. 

 
1.5 The additional funding subsequently created some media and public 

interest, the most significant of which related to: 
 
  1.5.1 the equity of approach given that some aspects of the  
   funding made available to the School were not replicated 
   for other schools who also accepted additional pupils at the 
   time. 
 
  1.5.2 the provision of an "honorarium" to provide additional  
   payments to staff. 
 
1.6 In November 2010 the Audit Committee called for a report  

on the matter in the light of the public interest and their duty to ensure 
everything that had happened had been both legal and ethical. The 
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Audit Committee's terms of reference relate to governance, internal 
control and the management of risk.  It does not have responsibility 
for employment matters and therefore does not consider any 
behaviour of individuals within an employment context. 

 
1.7 In view of their previous involvement in the issue, it was agreed that 
 CYPS would provide the requested report, and accordingly the 
 Service Director: Education Strategy and Targeted Support submitted 
 a report to a special meeting of the Audit Committee held on 16 
 February 2011. 
 
1.8 Inter alia, this report acknowledged that there had been significant 

failings on the part of the Council in that the use of the descriptor 
“honorarium” was inappropriate and was used merely to convey the 
availability of additional funding for the School to address staffing 
issues associated with expansion. As a consequence, the Strategic 
Director for CYPS, on behalf of the Council, has already 
acknowledged that the Council did not exercise its responsibilities 
correctly. The issuing of a sum of money termed as an “honorarium” 
to be distributed to key members of the leadership team created a 
chain of unfortunate events and damaged the credibility of the 
Council both with other schools and the wider public. Action in this 
respect has already been taken, and the Bristol Schools' Forum has 
now agreed a standard methodology for the revenue funding of any 
primary school accepting an additional class of pupils as a 
consequence of demographic growth. The adoption of the policy by 
the Schools' Forum now means that all schools are treated equitably 
and receive a minimum amount of funding to enable them to run a 
class structure.  
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2. Context and Terms of Reference for the Audit Investigation 
 
2.1 At the meeting on 16 February, and notwithstanding the Council's 

acknowledgement of the failings identified at 1.8 above, it was 
apparent that the CYPS report was not sufficiently detailed to allay 
the concerns expressed by members of the Committee. Some 
members of the public had e-mailed members of the Committee on, 
or shortly before, the day of the meeting, and two attended the 
Committee in person. In order to ensure that all members of the 
Committee had the opportunity to see all the material submitted, 
copies of the e-mails from members of  public were tabled at the 
meeting, and one member of the public was invited to briefly 
summarise the content of  her e-mail. 

 
2.2 During consideration of the CYPS report, these e-mails, and the 

verbal submission, it became apparent that there was a high level of  
interest/feeling from a section of the school community that had not 
been fully addressed by the report. As a result the Committee 
resolved: 

 
  2.2.1 that the City Council's Internal Audit Section be   
   asked to carry out a more detailed investigation related to 
   Additional Funding to Bishop Road School. 
   
 2.2.2 that the report encompass all public and Councillor queries 

in so far as they are within the ambit of the Audit    
Committee and includes a summary of any perceived 
barriers to  information. 

 
 2.3 The areas that were investigated can be summarised as follows: 

 
 Did the Council act inappropriately in offering an honorarium to 

the School with the intention of it being distributed to the 
Leadership Team (LT)? 

 Did the Chair of Governors and the Headteacher knowingly 
accept the offer of a sum of money termed as an honorarium 
for key members of the LT, that cannot be paid under the 
School Teachers Pay Terms and Conditions Document 
(STP&CD)?  

 Was the provision of the financial package on offer by the 
Council fully transparent in the decision making process? 
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 Did members of the School's LT, Headteacher and three senior 
school staff participate in a vote at a Governing body meeting 
to take an additional reception class knowing that they could 
personally benefit? 

 Whether these actions resulted in an inappropriate payment of 
an “honorarium” to members of the School's LT? 
 

  Internal Audit Investigation 
 
2.4 As Internal Audit had no prior involvement with this subject before the 
 Committee's consideration of the report on 16 February, it was 
 necessary for Audit staff to come up to speed on exactly what had 
 taken place, acquaint themselves with all the related facts and 
 familiarise themselves with all relevant documentation. 
   
2.5 The Audit investigation has attempted to draw on all the relevant 
 documentation that was available from the outset and concerns 
 expressed by members of the Audit Committee.  
 
2.6 After the February Audit Committee meeting, a number of individuals 
 contacted Audit directly in respect of their concerns, either supplying 
 documentation in support of those concerns and/or offering to meet 
 with Audit staff. Some suggestions were also made as to other 
 individuals whom it was believed may have had something to offer 
 the investigation, should Audit meet with them. 
 
2.7 Accordingly Audit have met with a number of individuals external to 
 the Council, as well as seeking information from a number of Council 
 and School officers and members of the Governing Body. 
 
2.8 The results of these meetings and the findings from the Audit 

investigation are set out in the following paragraphs. Given the need 
for Audit to start their enquiries from scratch, and the number of 
people to be seen, the quantity of documents to be examined, 
together with the need for Audit to re-check occasions where 
versions of events differed, the investigation has  taken a 
considerable amount of time. It was also found that as one avenue of 
enquiry was explored, it identified further avenues that needed to be 
examined, and in many cases the audit trail was incomplete and that 
it was not possible to establish a full evidential trail for everything that 
happened. 
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3. Findings 
 
  The City Council's Involvement 
 
3.1 There is no doubt that the Council was in extreme difficulty in 
 relation to having adequate numbers of primary school places in 
 early 2009. Deficiencies in forward planning had left insufficient 
 places to cope with demand, as the subsequent report the Council 
 commissioned from Cambridge Education confirmed. This report also 
 confirmed that this lack of forward planning brought with it additional 
 costs, and identified that: 
 
  "Recognition of the scale of the problem and delays in organising 
 solutions to the problem weakened the Council’s position in 
 negotiating a successful outcome with the schools concerned and led 
 to higher costs being incurred than might otherwise have been the 
 case." 
 

 The planning deficiencies also meant that the Council had limited 
time to negotiate the compelling need to provide for the inclusion of 
additional school places for September 2009 within its existing 
schools, resulting in the whole process being undertaken in a very 
tight time frame to facilitate completion by the required date. 

 
3.2  It was in this context that, having already achieved a certain number 

 of additional places, dialogue was opened with Bishop Road Primary 
School in March 2009, about the School's ability to take an extra 
reception class. It was unclear whether the School could initially cope 
with such a class as the School is a very large school with no obvious 
expansion route and there is evidence that the School initially 
 declined to do so. However at the meeting of the FGB on 2 April 
2009 the minutes record that when asked about the shortage of 
school places across Bristol and the potential implication for Bishop 
Road, the Headteacher explained that she would be meeting the 
representatives from the Council that  week. 

 
3.3 It is evident that further meetings and dialogue took place between 
 the School and the Council. These meetings were led by the Service 
 Director I&LC. There are indications that this dialogue included 
 reference to the academic success of the School and the potential 
 impact of taking the  additional pupils, and that any dip in the 
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 performance of the School would be attributable to the additional 
 intake. The dialogue questioned the ability of the Council to support 
 remuneration to the LT, which was commensurate with the additional 
 workload and pressure and in addition to the core budget already set 
 for the School. 
 
3.4 The above matter was considered by CYPS and advice was sought 
 from the Council's Human Resources Team (HR), who advised that 
 “The governing body are responsible for determining the pay of the 
 head and deputy etc.”  
 
3.5 There is evidence of a further meeting between the Headteacher and 
 the Service Director I&LC during which the latter was looking to see if 
 she could agree most of the School's requirements. This meeting 
 resulted in the confirmatory letter dated 22 April 2009 which set out 
 the Council's financial commitment as identified earlier in paragraph 
 1.4. The letter is copied to the Chair of Governors and was e-mailed  
 to both the Headteacher and the Chair of Governors on 24 April 
 2009. 
 
3.6 There is no evidence that any other schools taking extra classes 
 were given additional support over and above additional classrooms, 
 capital funding and extra pupil number related finance, although it is 
 fair to say that in the particular area of North West Bristol there was, 
 at the time an  unresolved shortage of pupil places, and time was 
 even more of the essence.  
 
3.7 It is considered appropriate for the School to maximise the benefits 

for itself in order to protect existing arrangements and for there to be 
some recognition for additional duties and responsibilities. However, 
the STP&CD makes no provision for such “honorarium” payments 
and the Council was clearly at fault for using the term in this letter.  

 
3.8  There is the question as to whether officers with extensive 

experience in the education sector, both within the Council and the 
School, should have been aware that “honoraria” are not permitted 
under the STP&CD and the Locally Managed Schools Pay Policy 
adopted by Bishop Road. The Council should not have offered, and 
the School should have rejected, the basis of an “honorarium” offer.  
However it is understandable that the School accepted an offer of an 
“honorarium” without challenge when it came from a senior, Council  
officer. 
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3.9 Evidence suggests that it only became apparent to the Council that 

the provision of an “honorarium” was not permissible under the 
STP&CD in July 2009 as a result of subsequent HR advice in 
response to a query. However there is evidence that at this time a 
Council officer suggested “Regarding honorarium, as a Head I used it 
occasionally so I don't think there is an issue there.” This would 
suggest that the this officer, from her previous experience as a Head 
outside of the Council, considered the use of an “honorarium” as 
permissible.  

 
  The School's Involvement 
 
  Knowledge of the Financial Package 
 
3.10 In the light of the dialogue with Council representatives, an 

Extraordinary Governors' Meeting (EGM) was called on 30 April 
2009, to discuss whether the School  should offer to take the 
additional reception class (Appendix 2). There are differing 
recollections as to whether a formal report was tabled or verbally 
presented. Although there is no reference to a report in the minutes 
of the meeting, Audit have sighted a paper  entitled 'Governors' Paper 
- Proposed Additional Class in Reception for 2009/10', full details of 
the content can be found in (Appendix 3). This report, written by the 
former Deputy Head, on behalf of the Headteacher, details the 
benefits to the School, in relation to taking the additional reception 
class and records “A re-grading of the School in light of its increased 
size, which would support professional development and recruitment 
and retention of high calibre staff, further establishing Bishop Road 
School as a beacon of success both within the city and nationally.” 
The financial and non financial support mentioned in the report 
reflects all of the support as set out in the letter from the Service 
Director I&LC dated 22 April 2009, with the exception of the offer of 
the “honorarium”. 

 
 
3.11 There is clear recollection on the part of the Chair of the Governing 

Body that the Council gave the impression that they wanted him to 
keep the offer  confidential, this is supported by the statement made, 
to this effect, by the Chair in the FGB Minutes of the 21 May 2009 
(see 3.14 below).  
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3.12 In the minutes of the EGM on 30 April 2009, published on the 
School's website (Appendix 3) and headed as 'Agreed', reference is 
made only to three elements of the Council's financial commitment 
being offered, items 1-3 of the Council's letter of 22 April 2009. No 
mention  was made of the “honorarium” in these minutes or the 
report. It is unclear whether a verbal reference was made to the 
existence of an “honorarium” or that the Council's letter (See 1.4) was 
tabled at this meeting which could have been the result of the request 
(See 3.11) by the Council to maintain confidentiality (see also 
paragraphs 3.14-3.16). However, in the version of the minutes of the 
30 April 2009 EGM headed as ‘Amended at FGB Meeting of 21st 
May’ (Appendix 4), provided to Audit during the Financial 
Management Standard in Schools (FMSiS) Assessment process it is 
minuted that “An honorarium has been offered to some key staff to 
reflect the additional workload, likely to arise.” All of the minutes for 
the FGB meetings provided for the FMSiS assessment match the 
versions held on the School’s website, and are signed by the Chair of 
Governors, with the exception of the minutes of the EGM on the 30 
April 2009, therefore it is unclear which set is considered to be the 
final version. 

 
3.13 Following the EGM on 30 April, the Chair of Governors drew up a 

document (Appendix 5), to protect the School from any clawback in 
the future. This document set out the FGB's resolution "to take one 
extra class at reception level beyond the normal three  form entry in 
September 2009 subject to the conditions as outlined in the letter 
from the  Council of 22 April 2009.  As a first item this document 
records an oral amendment to sub paragraph 4 of the  letter of 22 
April to £33,000, an increase of £3,000 against the sum originally 
promulgated.  

 
3.14 With regard to the availability of the full financial package, there are 
 references in the minutes of the FGB on 21 May 2009 (Appendix 6) 
 that a parent governor asked for more details to be included in the 
 minutes, with the Chair of Governors stating that he had been asked 
 to maintain confidentiality about the details of the proposal and the 
 implications, and that he would discuss with the Council what 
 information could be made available to stakeholders. It is minuted 
 that a vote was then taken on a motion requesting that full details of 
 the financial package be made available to governors, this being 
 approved 12 in favour, 1 against.  
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3.15 In the minutes of the FGB on 24 September 2009 (Appendix 8), it is 
 recorded that a parent governor requested a copy of the financial 
 package referred to  in the minutes of 21 May (Appendix 6) and 9 July 
 2009 (Appendix 7). It is minuted that "these were handed out. 
 Governors were reminded that this information was confidential."   
 
3.16 In the confidential minutes of the Joint Finance and Staffing 
 Committee Meeting that took place in December 2009 (Appendix 10 
 Exempt), one of the parent governors expressed concern that during 
 the proposal to take an extra reception class, no reference was 
 initially made in papers to Governors to the fact and amount of an 
 “honorarium”, or the move to become a Group 5 School. It is 
 minuted that in response to this concern, the Chair of Governors 
 indicated “that he had raised the fact  of the “honorarium” at the 
 relevant meeting at the discussion stage.”  
 

Paragraphs 3.10-3.16 reflect the fact that there was a lack of 
transparency in the decision making process. 

 
  Declarations of Pecuniary and Financial Interests in April 2009
 during voting for acceptance of a further reception class from 
 September 2009 
 
3.17 Whilst there was no invitation to declare interests in the minutes of 

the EGM on 30 April 2009 (Appendix 2) contrary to the good practice 
demonstrated in other FGB meetings, one declaration of non-
financial interest was made by the Chair of Governors in relation to a 
member of his family being affected by the outcome of the discussion 
and that he would therefore not participate in the vote at the 
conclusion of the meeting. No other declarations of financial or non 
financial interest were made. Some members of the LT attending the 
FGB would have been aware of the existence of the "honorarium" for 
key members of the LT. Therefore the decision not to table full 
information, and then not to disclose potential conflicts of interest, 
could be considered to be inappropriate and not  in accordance with 
relevant codes of conduct which reflect the “Nolan Principles of 
Public Life”, particularly in relation to “openness”. 

 
3.18 The recorded voting is not by name, but by numbers only. The 
 decision  to accept the extra class was recorded in both sets of 
 minutes as being by 11 votes to 0 in favour, with 3 abstentions (one 
 of which could be considered to be the Chair of Governors, given the 
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 declaration noted in 3.17 above). Therefore, it would appear that of 
 the four LT members present, at least two members voted for the 
 acceptance of the class. 
 
  Decision on Disbursement of the funding termed as an 
 “Honorarium” by the Council and Declarations of Financial 
 Interests at the time of these decisions 
 
3.19 No decisions on the disbursement of the "honorarium" were made 
 until the FGB meeting in November 2009 (Appendix 9) where it was 
 decided that the matter be discussed/decided by a joint meeting of 
 Staffing and Finance Committees. The minutes state “The 
 Declaration of Financial Interest Form was signed with 'NIL'  returns 
 by all Governors present”. The Headteacher, the former Deputy Head 
 and the Business Manager were all present at this meeting. 
 
3.20 The joint meeting referred to at 3.19 above took place on 14 

December 2009. The minutes of this meeting are confidential, and 
not on the School website but Audit have sighted a copy (Appendix 
10 Exempt). It is minuted that the 'Declaration of Financial Interest 
Form' was signed with 'Nil' returns by Governors, except for the 
Headteacher, the former Deputy Head and the School Business 
Manager. The minutes refer to the Chair of Governors outlining the 
regulation for withdrawing and indicate that the Headteacher, Deputy 
Head and the School Business Manager left the meeting whilst this 
item was discussed  and the vote taken.  

 
3.21 The Chair of Governors makes reference during the meeting to 
 papers previously circulated which refer to "Distribution of additional 
 LA Funds following expansion of reception group for September 
 2009."  Audit have obtained a copy of a report written by the 
 Headteacher headed "Strictly Confidential - Read Only - School 
 Proposal Dec 09" (Appendix 11 Exempt) which sets out the three 
 potential options for the use of the “honorarium” as outlined by the 
 Chair of  Governors' in the minutes of this meeting. The paper states 
 that the LA negotiated a new building, a formula capital sum of 
 £150,000 and  an allowance of £30,000 for two years and £3,000 for 
 year one, total £63,000 to recognise the revised workload of the LT  
 resulting from the increased class numbers.  
 
3.22 The paper sets out three options for the use of the other allowance 
 (being the “honorarium”) and states “the Governors have options 
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 round distribution of this sum but must not deploy the money for 
 other purposes. It was clearly designed principally for the work of  the 
 Head, Deputy Headteacher and Business Manager, who took on the 
 work and challenging responsibility and accountability, both initially 
 and in the long term with elements for others where appropriate. It 
 should be distributed therefore accordingly.”   
 
3.23 The act of declaring a financial interest, and withdrawing from the 
 meeting, has not been minuted as happening on previous occasions 
 when the "honorarium" was discussed, in particular the EGM of 30 
 April 2009. 
 
3.24 At the end of the meeting of the 14 December 2009, a vote was 
 taken by the governors on the options presented in the report which 
 resulted  in “the decision to adopt Option 3.” It is important to note 
 that the Headteacher, Deputy Headteacher and School Business 
 Manager were minuted as not present for the vote (Appendix 10 
 Exempt) 
 
3.25 The Option 3 proposal resulted in the Governing Body re-banding the 

Headteacher Group from 4 to 5 with effect from 1 September 2009.  
As a consequence the Individual School Range (ISR) also increased. 
The decision was presented to the FGB meeting on 4 March 2010 
and following discussion was accepted.    

 
  School Group Size for the Formula Allocation 
 
3.26 The Schools Finance (England) Regulations 2008, updated in 2010  
 & 2011 state that schools must be funded for each financial year on 
 the basis of the previous January's Census. The full time equivalent 
 of the pupil numbers per the Census are applied to the Key Stage 
 Funding  Units to determine the school group size and the associated 
 formula allocation.  
 
3.27 Internal Audit have established that for the financial years 2009/10, 
 2010/11 and 2011/12 the school was classified as a Group size 4 for 
 the purpose of the formula allocation.  
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  Determination of the School's Headteacher Group Size  
 
3.28 An ordinary school must be assigned to a Headteacher group in 
 accordance with its total unit score which is based on pupil numbers  
 per the most recent return of DfE.   
 
3.29 Audit have calculated that in 2009 and 2010 (using the pupil numbers 
 per the respective January census) the School would have been 
 classified as a Group 4 School, regardless of any Special 
 Educational Needs (SEN) Provision.  
 
3.30 On the basis of the January 2011 census the pupil numbers are such 
 that the School would become a Group 5 School for 2011/12 
 assuming Governors allocated the additional units for statemented 
 pupils. If Governors had not allocated the additional units the 
 School would have remained a Group 4 School. 
 
3.31 The School has the ability to re-band the Headteacher Group for the 
 purposes of determining the ISR, by up to two group ranges, but only 
 where certain criteria are met, as follows;  
 
  The criteria for re-banding a school are as follows; 
 
  (a) the school is a school causing concern; 
 
  (b) if the maximum of the individual school range did not exceed  
   the maximum of the head teacher group range, the relevant 
   body consider the school would have substantial difficulty filling 
   the vacant head teacher post; or  
 
  (c) if the maximum of the individual school range did not exceed the 
   maximum of the head teacher group range, the relevant body 
   consider the school would have substantial difficulty retaining 
   the existing head teacher. 
 
3.32 The only applicable option for Bishop Road School is recruitment and 
 retention which is suggested in the report tabled during the Finance 
 and Staffing Committee on 14 December 2009 (Appendix 14a) and is  
 carried through in letters sent by the Chair of Governors to members 
 of LT. 
 
3.34 Where there is an expected change in the number of registered 
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pupils, the Governing Body can change the Group Size of the School 
to the appropriate group that would result after the expected change 
in numbers.  

 
  Financial Implications 
 
3.35 From the evidence sighted by Internal Audit, five members of the 

Senior Leadership Team initially benefited from the decision referred 
to in paragraph 3.25.  The summary below sets out the salary 
changes for the two most senior officers:  

 
 For the two years prior to 2009/10 the Headteacher was paid at 

the equivalent of L29, approximately £3,500 above the maximum 
of her substantive grade of L27. These payments were in 
accordance with nationally prescribed conditions and approved by 
the Governing Body. 
 
The Headteacher anticipated that payment at this level would 
have continued in 2009/10, but following the increase in the ISR 
agreed by the FGB in March 2010, payment was made at L31 to 
reflect increased responsibilities, performance and retention, an 
increase of approximately £3,500 above L29.  

 
 The Lead Deputy Headteacher’s increased by £6,000 in both 

2009/10 and 2010/11 up to the point in which he was seconded to 
another Bristol School. ISR L18 - L22. 

 
  However, there has been an overall reduction in the members of the 
LT, due to staff leaving, promotions and some posts being deleted. 
This has reduced the overall salary cost for the Leadership Team in 
2011/12. 

 
  Capital Funding 
 
 3.36 Additional funding was allocated in accordance with the Council's 
 letter of 22 April 2009, for the "necessary alterations to current  
 accommodation and playspace to allow for the additional numbers" 
 and was spent appropriately.    
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4. Conclusions  
 
4.1 Conclusions for the Council and the School 
 

 There was no financial impropriety by the Council or the School.  
Internal Audit found no evidence of fraud, dishonesty or improper 
financial benefit.  
 

• The Head or Members of her LT did not personally receive 
an “Honorarium” in relation to the additional duties and 
responsibilities.  

 
• The Council offered and paid to the School budget £60,000 

over 2 years and £3,000 for the 2009 Summer Term. The 
Council inappropriately termed this as an “honorarium” for 
the Governing Body to distribute as they saw fit, despite the 
fact that  an “honorarium” is not permissible under the 
School Teachers Pay and Conditions Document (STP&CD).  
However, the Council took no steps to rectify the 
inappropriateness of its original offer of an “honorarium”. 

 
• There was a valid case for the recognition of  additional 

duties and responsibilities associated with the extra class.   
 

• The School was “re-banded” by the Governing Body in 
respect of the Headteacher Group, meaning it was re-
categorised as a Group 5 School, from a Group 4, to 
recognise recruitment and retention issues and the increase 
in pupil numbers.  This is within the powers of the Governing 
body and is not unusual. The School used the additional 
funding from the Council to meet the additional salary costs 
resulting from increased group size. 

 
• There was a lack of transparency in decision making by the 

 Council in the language it used i.e used the term “honorarium” 
 

• There was a lack of transparency in the decision making process. 
Best practice in decision-making requires transparency and the 
full disclosure of all relevant information. In the April 2009 FGB 
meeting, the FGB did not have all the relevant information when it 
took the decision. However, the decision of the Chair not to 
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disclose all of the available information was based on his 
impression that the Council wanted the information to be kept 
confidential. 

 
5. Recommendations for the Council 

The Council has already revised its policy on the support for schools 
taking additional classes but should revisit this policy to ensure it is 
comprehensive , and where necessary strengthen the requirements 
of the policy in relation to; 

 
  (i) the availability, source of and criteria for allocation of additional 
  funding; and  
 
  (ii) clear definition of what is, and is not, permissible in relation to the 
  recognition of additional duties and responsibilities by way of extra 
  remuneration for teaching staff.  
 

  The Council should ensure that any correspondence issued is 
accurate and legal 

  
 CYPS should consider more guidance, support and training to all 
Governing Bodies to ensure that: 

 
 the role of the FGB is clearly defined and understood and applies 

to all schools 
 the management of its business is to a high standard with fully 

transparent and comprehensive reports being presented to enable 
Governors to challenge and evaluate proposals in an objective 
manner   

 management of the agenda should require that full declarations of 
interest are sought and are fully recorded at each and every FGB 
and Committee Meeting 
 

 
Other Options Considered 
 
 None necessary 
 
Risk Assessment 
 

None associated with this report, although failures in good governance 
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processes will mean that appropriate standards of transparency in decision-
making are not achieved. 

 
 
Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
 None required for this report. 
 
Legal and Resource Implications 
 
 Legal - advice sought re Data Protection issues and other matters. 
  
 Resources - none arising from this report.   
 
Appendices:    
 
 Appendix 1 - Council letter to School 22 April 2009 
 Appendix 2 - Minutes of School EGM 30 April 2009 
 Appendix 3 - Report to EGM 30 April 2009 
 Appendix 4 - FMSiS minutes of EGM 30 April 2009 
 Appendix 5 - Agreement between School and Council 
 Appendix 6 - FGB minutes of 21 May 2009 
 Appendix 7 - FGB minutes of 9 July 2009 
 Appendix 8 - FGB minutes of 24 September 2009 
 Appendix 9 - FGB minutes 26 November 2009 

Appendix 10 (Exempt) - Minutes of School Finance with Staffing Committee 
14 December 2009 
Appendix 11 (Exempt) - Report to School Finance and Staffing Committee 
14 December 2009 

 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
Background Papers: Internal Audit Bishop Road School files 
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