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CFF – CVT Dialogue 
Third Meeting 30th September 2014 
 
Present  
CVT trustees: Felicity Chadwick Histed, Chris Cook, Chris Beckett 
CVT Senior Management: Huw John, Frances Wright, Mark Denny, Mark Barnish  
CFF trustees: Mary Pearson, Annie Singleton, Jeremy Trevethick, Godfrey Davey, Evan Davies 
 
The meeting was divided into two sessions, the first between trustees only and the second 
including also the CVT Senior Management Team. The whole meeting lasted for four hours. 
 

Session 1 
 
After a warm welcome by Felicity, the discussion concentrated on the following topics: 
 

1. Initial matters 
a. Agreed agenda and report 

It was agreed that the agenda should concentrate on the main aspects identified 
in previous letters, namely shared living/life sharing, the spiritual and cultural life 
of a Camphill community, hearing the voices of beneficiaries and the 
involvement of families. A report of our dialogue supported by both CVT and CFF 
would be issued on our website as soon as possible.  

b. Legal issues and their effect 
CVT stressed that the tax/employment issue, as well as the recent approach to 
the Charity Commission and the legal action threatened by some Delrow 
families, was a risk to Camphill communities beyond CVT.  Naturally responding 
diverted the charity’s limited resources from more positive forward-looking 
activities.   

c. Help 
CFF offered help and collaboration with CVT Trustees on policy issues such as 
joint responses to consultation. It is very important that the case for Camphill 
should be made. Providing leadership in such areas would help CVT get support 
from families.  

 
2. Shared living/life sharing 

Sharing houses, meals etc. There are many employment issues surrounding this matter, 
relating to allocated hours, benefits in kind, the freedom to eat and live as one wishes 
and so on, but the CVT made clear that it wants to retain as much as possible these 
arrangements in places such as Botton and possibly elsewhere. Mention was made by 
CFF of similar arrangements at L’Arche and in other non-CVT Camphill communities. CVT 
is prepared to show CFF confidentially the legal opinion on this matter. The Grange was 
quoted by CFF as an example of shared living not being clearly pursued on the ground 



2 
 

(see below). CFF appreciated CVT’s stated willingness to take some risk, a measured risk, 
to save shared living and to allow such practices to continue.  

 
3. Anthroposophical and Camphill principles 

Another of CFF’s concerns was that the workforce, i.e. co-workers, has traditionally 
been inspired by anthroposophical and Camphill ideals and that to maintain such an 
ideology without such people will be difficult. The example was quoted by a CFF trustee 
of his relation who had suffered emotionally and in terms of his weight gain in a CVT 
community through not being dealt with in an anthroposophical and Camphill way, yet 
had quickly recovered after moving into a more anthroposophically-minded community 
elsewhere.  CFF wanted to make the point that an anthroposophically and Camphill 
minded workforce is crucial, a perspective which CVT shared and explained their 
commitment to make sure anthroposophical training reached everyone working in CVT 
communities.  CFF would appreciate being informed about how CVT would reintroduce 
Camphill features to communities where it seemed to be in abeyance, such as St Albans. 
A new induction pack was handed out and information was given about the new 
reference group being established and the regional cultural organisers. CVT also felt that 
an influx of new blood also brings new ideas and methods.  CFF welcomed and 
supported these aspirations, but was concerned that they were not always apparent on 
the ground. 

 
4. Family involvement and participation 

a. CFF advocated that families be told much more about what is happening on the 
ground in the communities. The paragraph in the recent letter about Delrow 
contained the good news about CVT wishing to retain Camphill features but it 
was felt that this important statement was barely noticed because of other, 
gloomier sections of the letter. CFF felt that it would be a really positive 
development to make clear this aspect of CVT’s vision and to explain how it 
would work out within communities. This would be welcome to families of all 
shades of opinion, especially to those who were sympathetic to the changes 
being introduced. CVT agreed that it would try to expand on these aspects and 
that retaining the trust of families was important.   

b. CVT invited CFF to attend a 'Learn to lead' workshop, facilitated by Phil Gibson, 
which was welcomed. 
 

5. AGM 
CFF urged CVT to give good notice of the date of the AGM, so that those families who 
are members can plan ahead.  Last year’s minimum notice had given the impression that 
members’ questions were unwelcome, which had not been helpful. It was suggested 
that a family meeting beforehand might defuse strong feelings in advance and win many 
families over.  CVT would hold the AGM as soon as possible once the accounts were 
ready and the HMRC had written with its status decision.  If a firm date could not be 
given it might be possible to give a provisional date. 
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6. Meeting with Botton co-workers 
CFF stated that it would like to respond to members’ requests to accept the invitation 
by the Botton independent co-workers to visit Botton on a purely fact-finding mission; 
CFF would also speak with those co-workers who wish to stay on and work with the CVT; 
and would like to meet with the Manager, David Knowles.  CFF would only do this under 
conditions of strict confidentiality and a promise from all not to use or report on the 
visit publicly. Mary and Felicity would make arrangements. It was also suggested by both 
sides that CFF might meet with families of various points of view.   

 
 

Session 2 
 
The SMT joined in the discussion at this point. 
 

1. Meeting with Botton co-workers 
a. All agreed that the interests of the beneficiaries are the most important factor. 

Financially the charity is better together. There is still an admission ban on Botton 
and North Yorkshire has reservations about it being too isolated and rural. It has 
an operating deficit of £1.6m p.a. which families need to know, as they should 
also elsewhere.  Every community has a three year opportunity to become 
financially viable. Too many challenges, such as the current ones, are making it 
more difficult to focus on the financial context and strategic relevance. 

 
2. Anthroposophical and Camphill principles 

The Garvald Charter of Social Therapy was mentioned by CVT as something they are 
developing for CVT’s communities.  Some of the co-workers working with the charity 
collaboratively have been consulted and managers were now reviewing it.  Managers 
were currently working on it with a view to adoption by the CVT.  It would then feed 
into induction and to training and would be integrated with and build upon Great 
Interactions.  The induction pack and the new festivals guide were shared.  CFF felt 
strongly that it is important that families should know about such developments.  

 
3. Shared living 

Live-in employees/co-workers. The CVT’s letter of 19th September, in response to the 
Delrow action, had contained the most welcome paragraph, mentioned above, 
regarding employed co-workers being able to stay living and working in households with 
people they support. CFF focussed on one case at the Grange as an example of what is 
actually happening on the ground which does not seem to mirror this statement in the 
letter. CFF emphasised that examining specific details of what is happening in one 
household and community is essential because these are the things that matter so much 
to families.  CFF – and all families – whilst welcoming statements of intent, are primarily 
interested in the realities in the communities.  
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CVT explained that residential employment was a risk to the charity and that it was one 
that would be taken - a claim would lead to its reassessment.   For this reason managers 
were being briefed on how to reduce the risks.  The focus currently was on moving 
current co-workers to employment.  How to proceed in the future still had to be 
considered. It was stated that as much as possible the shared living arrangements would 
remain at Botton – clearly that was dependent on the co-workers themselves but there 
was an expectation from commissioners of a shift towards being able to offer a much 
greater mix of options than currently available.  CFF stated that they could not therefore 
see why this should not prevail in other communities and sought to discuss the Grange. 
CFF felt that families need to know about such matters and that conversations need to 
be held with families at a community level.  CVT explained there could not be different 
pay levels for former co-workers. 
 
CVT stated that in some communities where shared living is a feature, managers would 
be working with co-workers in the first instance about their preferences and also with 
what made sense in the community context.  It was also stated that discretion is being 
given to local managers because they were best placed to make decisions taking into 
account all the relevant contexts for the community, e.g. co-workers’ needs and 
preferences, the nature of the accommodation available, the nature of the co-workers’ 
work, the needs and preferences of beneficiaries, the funding and commissioning 
context.   CFF reiterated that, if it is indeed CVT’s policy to give local discretion in this 
way, then families need to know about this so that they can be part of the solution.   CFF 
will continue to listen to how this is playing out in practice in communities.  

 
When the shared living features of L’Arche were raised, about which CVT said that it 
would make enquiries, it was also stated that there was a danger that some 
providers/communities may not be fully aware of the legal risks they were running with 
residential employment.  
 
 CFF felt that mixed messages are emerging from CVT about the future of shared living. 
CFF thought that families need to have clear information about what CVT intends 
strategically and how decisions will be made locally within CVT’s strategic parameters, 
especially as what happens on the ground does not always mirror what seems to be 
said. CFF felt that this also applies to other Camphill elements as well as shared living, 
especially in the smaller communities which have little or no co-worker presence. CFF 
knows that families would like to give support in maintaining such features within all 
CVT communities. CFF and CVT agreed to explore shared living in more detail at a future 
meeting. 
 

 
4. Family involvement and participation 

a. This was emphasised intermittently throughout our discussion, as above. CVT 
stated that it was hearing our uncertainty and families’ concerns.  CFF in return 
would greatly welcome working with CVT and appreciated the dialogue with 
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trustees and managers. CVT would be invited to comment on CFF’s report to 
families. 
CVT were concerned managers were reporting that some relatives were 
struggling with their family’s strong views.  CFF were concerned about the lack of 
family involvement in person centred planning where relatives wished this and 
also about the residents’ voices being fully heard. CVT reported that families 
should be being invited if their relative wanted that to happen.  Consideration 
was being given to Helen Sanderson supporting the development of person-
centred plans in CVT.   
 

5. Felicity thanked CFF for our dialogue and Mary also responded with appreciation. It was 
planned to have our next meeting before the CVT AGM. 
 

*    *    *    *    * 
 

 

 

 


