











“Our schools cater for different SEN groups and therefore although there are similarities
they are significantly different”

“All schools have freedom but consistency is achieved through collaboration and sharing
best practice”

Delegation of responsibility within MATs

Ultimately, the accountability for the education and financial performance of every MAT
lies with the Trust board, but boards are able to delegate responsibilities to other levels in
their structure. Figure 18 shows where responsibility predominantly lies and shows that
the Trust Board predominantly handles financial compliance, senior appointments, legal
compliance and risk management, whereas MATs delegate many operational factors to
schools. It is interesting to note that despite around 4 out of 10 trusts having a
regional/local hub structure, a more limited number of trusts devolve responsibilities at
this level. The one exception appears to be directing school improvement, responsibility
for which lies at the regional/cluster level in 17 per cent of MATs. The operational
responsibilities (which predominantly lie with schools) include developing school action
plans, setting individual school strategy/objectives and designing staffing structures.

Figure 18: Location of responsibility in MATSs for different factors

Base: All MATs 2+ academies (267)

Controls and compliance

As part of the accountability system, all academy trusts have a range of statutory duties
and must ensure compliance with their funding agreement and articles of association.
This section explores how trusts (both SATs and MATSs) feel about the expectations and
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burdens placed upon them to comply with the terms of their funding agreement. All trusts
were asked about the different requirements and controls placed on them and asked for
their views of each. The majority felt that the burdens place upon them to comply with
various elements were about right; this was particularly the case for monitoring and
reporting and internal control and scrutiny. That said, around a quarter felt that checks
about financial planning, governance and financial oversight, as well as proper and
regular use of funds, were either burdensome or overly burdensome.

Figure 19: Trust views on the level of burden they face to remain compliant
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Base: All respondents (868)

The views presented to the questions above by SATs and MATs were the same for three
of the five measures of perceived burden, but SATs were less likely than MATSs to think
that burdens associated with governance/financial oversight (70 per cent of SATs vs. 81
per cent of MATs) and financial planning (72 per cent vs. 80 per cent) were about right. It
is possible that this is because SATs don’t have the same administrative resources as
MATSs, and so may be more likely to feel overburdened. They might also feel that SATs
need less regulation as they are just one school and they might compare the burdens to
those experienced by non-academy schools.

A number of requirements are placed on academies, which are applied primarily through
the Funding Agreement and Academies Financial Handbook (AFH); we asked all trusts if
there were any they felt were overly burdensome. Only 16 per cent of trusts felt that legal
compliance was overly burdensome, and there were no differences between MATs and
SATs (see Table 13)
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Table 13: Trust views on whether legal requirements are overly burdensome by SATs and MATs

Total MAT SAT
Yes 16% 16% 15%
No 84% 84% 85%
Base 868 326 542

We asked those who felt the burdens were too great to explain any specific elements
with which they were particularly unhappy. The open responses were a mix of
requirements and processes. They were coded and are presented below in Table 14.
Common responses included the time, financial requirements and general comments
about the level of burden.

Table 14: Coded responses explaining what trusts feel are burdensome

Total
Cost/time consuming 19%
Financial requirements (incl. level, too many, too high) 15%
Auditing process 14%
Too difficult/burdensome 13%
Paperwork/formal bureaucracy 10%
Financial funding incl. grants, budget funding 10%
Regulation/legislation 8%
Reporting system issues 7%
Financial returns 5%
Using accounting systems 4%
Website related feedback 4%
Base (all trusts who felt legal requirements were overly burdensome) 135

Some trusts explained their views in some detail and reflect the comments made above:

“l accept fully the importance of auditing accounts and spending public monies with
careful due diligence. My concern is the amount of time these processes take for the
finance team and governing body. As a future MAT we will need to extend the finance
teams capacity in order to deal with increased accountability and | am concerned on how
onerous this might be.”

“The form completion for financial reports can be frustrating; in as much as it alters every
year and the guidance notes are very lengthy. Whilst we fully accept the responsibilities
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here, any help to streamline this reporting would be very much appreciated by business
managers.”

“It is not so much that they are burdensome in themselves, it is just that we have had to
develop the capacity for this work from within, with no real support from the LA, RSC or
EFA. There are also financial implications in that we are a standalone academy.”

“The processes are most bureaucratic, we are governed by company law, charity law and
the rules surrounding schools. We are far more heavily regulated that most other public
institutions. Without expensive additions to the infrastructure within school this could be a
significant distraction from core business.”

“We are required to log accounts and relevant details (such as governors) at Companies
House, with the DfE, with the EFA ... on our own website. There is tedious and
unnecessary replication.”

“What we report and how we report it seems to change every year. | have no objection to
reporting, but many, many objections to tinkering with templates (and indeed not letting
us know of the requirements with enough notice).”

9. Financial efficiencies within MATs
Key Findings

Achieving efficiencies
e Use of procurement frameworks by MATSs is not yet widespread (used by 55 per
cent of MATS).

e Legal, payroll and HR are often outsourced by trusts, but this is particularly the
case for MATs.

e The majority of MATSs, especially those that are larger, can provide examples of
efficiencies achieved, with trusts able to articulate areas where they have made
significant savings including payroll, catering, and grounds maintenance.

Generating income
e Academies generate income by allowing adult/community groups to use their

facilities but only a few generate income from use of their facilities by external
groups for religious instruction.

e The majority of trusts have not changed their offer of facilities to external
organisations over the last year (only 20 per cent of MATs and 33 per cent of
SATs), but many of those who have done so have increased prices.
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As highlighted in Figure 1, a relatively large proportion of academies expect to increase
efficiencies through improved procurement following conversion. This chapter examines
whether academies are able to achieve efficiencies, and if so, how.

Use of procurement frameworks

Schools can make use of a variety of procurement frameworks that are designed to help
achieve efficiencies through economies of scale. For the first time the department asked
all MATs whether they had used existing procurement frameworks and found that 55 per
cent have used at least one. Figure 20 shows the variety of procurement frameworks
used by MATs: YPO has been used by almost a quarter (24 per cent), while a smaller
proportion had used others. This suggests that MATs are either not understanding the
benefits of procurement frameworks or do not believe they provide good value for money;
this is an area which needs further research.

Figure 20: Use of procurement frameworks by MATs
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Base: All MATs (326)

Outsourcing

All respondents were asked about whether they currently outsource, are considering
outsourcing or have no plans to outsource a number of important services. Figure 21
shows that the most commonly outsourced services for both MATs and SATs were legal,
payroll and HR. It is interesting to note that for HR, catering, ICT and facilities
management, few differences exist between the level of outsourcing between MATs and
SATs. However, significant differences exist in the level of outsourcing for legal and
payroll, with MATs more likely to outsource these. The survey data cannot explain why
this difference exists, so this area would benefit from further research.
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Figure 21: Level of outsourcing of services from MATs and SATs

MATs with 2+ academies SATS
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Base: All MATs with 2+ academies (267) and All SATs (542)

Financial efficiencies achieved

The majority of MATs were able to highlight examples of where they had achieved
significant efficiencies by improving their procurement. Around half of SATs (47 per cent)
were able to do so. Analysis shows that there is a statistically significant difference in the
likelihood of MATs with two or more academies claiming that they have achieved
efficiencies compared to SATs (59 per cent compared to 47 per cent). Table 15 shows
that larger MATs (with six or more academies) are more likely to claim that they have
achieved efficiencies than smaller trusts (those with 2 to 5 academies).

Table 15: The proportion of SATs and MATSs (by size) who have made financial efficiencies

SAT MAT 2to 5 MAT 6 to 10 MAT 11+
Yes - Please provide details 47% 55% 69% 86%
No 39% 30% 27% 7%
Don't know 13% 15% 4% 7%
Sample Bases 542 204 48 15

The examples provided show that academies have achieved efficiencies in a number of
areas. However, the distribution suggests that more efficiencies could be achieved if
more academies pursue them in areas where they have not yet been achieved.

The areas where trusts felt efficiencies have been achieved are outlined in Figure 22.
The most common responses were ICT, energy/utilities, catering and HR. It is unlikely
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“We outsource use of our facilities to community groups via a company called SLS which
generates income for the Academy”

“More academies within the MAT now let their facilities out of hours in order to generate
additional sources of income”

“We now offer more facilities than ever before including a dance school and Arabic
school. We have restructured our pricing to reflect demand.”

Some focussed on the trust’s role in the community:

“Encouraging much greater use of the school by the local community than previously. In
part to generate income but mainly to build links with community groups and
organisations”

“Community orientated - facilities are available to our communities 24/7 - change in
culture to serving the local communities.”

10. Conclusion

This research develops the Department for Education’s understanding of academies. The
report builds on the findings from our 2014 research® and for the first time includes
analysis of the similarities and differences between SATs and MATSs. The survey results
demonstrate the rapid evolution of the academy sector that has occurred since the
previous survey completed in spring 2014, the most notable factor being the increase in
numbers of MATs and academies joining them.

The majority of school conversions now involve a school joining a MAT, rather than
becoming a standalone academy. This report demonstrates that the motivations for
joining a MAT are usually based on an understanding of the potential benefits afforded by
MAT structures, in particular collaboration. Collaboration within MATs takes many
different forms, including improved school-to-school support, financial efficiencies and
improving staff retention. Our 2014 report stated that academies wanted “to raise
educational standards through collaboration with other like-minded schools”, a point
emphasised by the fact that half of the trusts surveyed for this report claimed that the
main reason for academies joining their trust was a shared vision and ethos.

The reasons for conversion among SATs were often linked to obtaining more funding for
front line education - as was the case for early converters in 2010-12 - but many also
sought to create new opportunities for collaboration, especially for primary schools. SATs
explained the reasons why they were not part of a MAT and the reasons varied from

8 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/401455/RR366 -
research _report academy autonomy.pdf
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