Minutes of a Meeting of the Governors of Uplands Infant School held on Tuesday 2"! December
2025, 1pm

PRESENT:

Mrs M Fojdar (MF) Local Governor

Mrs P Keshav (PK) Local Governor

Miss M O’Gorman (MOG) Local Governor

Dr N Ismail (NI) Local Governor (Chair)
Mrs K Asmal (KA) Local Governor

Ms A Hassan (AH) Local Parent Governor
Ms A Odedra (AO) Local Staff Governor
Mrs M Orton (MO) Headteacher

In Attendance:

Mrs Z Khan (ZK) Prospective Parent Governor
Miss J Gamble (JG) School Business Manager
Mrs J Ridgewell (JR) CEO
Dr R Cooper (RC) Head of Governance
Item ACTION
Number
1. Apologies for Absence

All governors were present.

NI welcomed ZK to the meeting and introductions were made.

2. Declaration of Interests
There were no interests declared.

3. Election of Chair of Governors
NI was elected as Chair of Governors for the academic year.

4 Minutes of Previous Meeting (07/10/2025) & Matters Arising

The minutes of the meeting held on 7™ October 2025, having been
previously circulated to all governors, were taken as read, confirmed,
and signed.

Matters Arising:
° MOG to share H&S visit report — The report had been to
GovernorHub.

5. Headteacher’s Report
The Headteacher’s report had been circulated to the governing
board. MO highlighted the following:

Focus:
Pupil outcomes and performance




MO drew attention to the pupil data in the report, group analysis
report and DfE comparison report. She explained that there were 2
groups where the school submitted national data national — GLD and
year 1 phonics.

Phonics:
School 82%

National 80%

MO highlighted that pupil premium children did not perform as well
as non-pupil premium, which she had gone through with KA during

their visit. She explained that there were 17 pupil premium children
and 12 passed and the 5 that didn’t were each worth 6% (2 EHCP, 1
SEND support and 1 with an attendance barrier).

GLD
School 69.6%

National 68.3%

MO explained that pupil premium outperformed non-pupil premium,
but it was a smallish cohort of pupil premium children. She
highlighted the DfE comparison document and that it compared the
school to national, LA and regional data. MO highlighted the areas to
focus on in terms of ELGs, including Number and Word Reading.

Q: Did the report cover all the subject areas?

MO explained that it covered all the Early Learning Goals and GLD
was a combination of them all. She stated that it also provided
contextual and local area information. MO stated that it was very
personal to the school.

Q: Had the school received the report before?
MO explained that it was new this year. NI agreed that it provided a
very holistic picture.

MO highlighted that the school outperform national for GLD, which
was positive, particularly considering the number of SEND and
children who started after January (3 started in May).

MO explained that there was no national data for years 1 and 2 but
the Trust had looked at the data. She took the governors through the
process for the data.

MO explained that she had discussed the new Ofsted framework
with KA during their visit, and the strong focus on inclusion (SEND,
Pupil Premium, Looked After Children and the school’s contextual




children - watchlist). She explained the school’s watchlist and how
this worked in practice.

Q: Were the children on the watchlist also on the SEND register?
MO stated not necessarily. She provided some examples of the
reasons a child may go on the watchlist and that it was usually
children with a home issue. MO stated that it was a barrier to
learning, which was different for each child.

Q: Do children come off the watchlist?

MO explained that they did but the school were tentative to do so
and there would be lots of discussions first. She stated that there
were lots of different reasons to be on the watchlist.

Q: If a pupil was on the watchlist and their attendance was poor,
what would be the level of intervention?

MO explained that there would be a support plan, meetings with MO
and then involvement from the EWO. She explained the frustration
that the EWO involvement started afresh each year. She highlighted
the work for the teacher to do catch up.

Q: Would those children receive additional help or support?

AO explained that it would depend on the circumstances. She
highlighted that a child who was looked-after or had social care
support, the school would be part of safeguarding meetings and
discuss attendance and academic performance. She stated that
certain things would be included as a target on the child protection
plan, like attendance.

Q: Was any support provided to parents who may be not well or need
support?

MO explained that the support plan was there to support the family.

She explained some of the support including picking up the children.

e  Pupil Premium

MO highlighted that the school’s pupil premium percentage was
below average and lower than last year. She highlighted that some
families were not able to access pupil premium.

Q: Was this access to free school meals (FSM)?

MO explained that all children received a FSM through Universal
Infant FSM. She took the governors through what the school
provided for pupil premium children and that this was bespoke to
the child and their needs.

e School Improvement Plan




MO explained that they decided in June what the priorities were for
the following year. She drew attention to the plan for this year in the
report and took governors through the priorities.

Q: What does your ‘we do’ look like in primary?

AO explained that it was the teacher modelling explicitly and took
governors through the steps. She stated that they used Walk Thru
techniques to ensure the children understood. AO stated that there
was also the chance to go back a step if there was not an
understanding or if there had been misconceptions.

Q: What about a group of children, that get it straight away, do they
go off and do it themselves?

AO stated that they would and also reiterate to the others. She
stated that they if there was a group that didn’t understand, the
teacher would re teach. MF highlighted that there was also peer
learning.

Q: Was there an issue of behaviour management when children get
something quickly and it’s re-taught?
No.

MO drew attention to priority 4, reducing persistent and severely
absent pupils. She highlighted the IDSR, which had been shared with
the governing board, which provided the school’s context. MO stated
that the school’s attendance was slightly below national. She
provided some context on persistent and severely persistent
absence, highlighting the issue of the schools carrying the absence of
those children who had not joined the school. MO took the
governing board through the banding of the absence and the what
the school had in place. MO also explained patchy attendance.

Q: Do parents know that the school can administer medication?
MO explained that parents can also administer medicine. She stated
that Nabiha had conversations with the parents and explained.

It was highlighted that for wellbeing and behaviour and attitudes,
there was still the focus on OPAL.

Q: How was the OPAL project going?

AO explained that it was going well. She explained the work
alongside the forest school leads and sports coach. She explained
that the OPAL mentor had visited the school too. MF explained that
the next step was to look at behaviour, but she thought they were on
the right track. AO highlighted that there had been improvements
now the children and staff better knew the designated areas. She
stated that it was the same mantra as continuous provision.




e Safeguarding Update
Safeguarding was noted in the report.

2-year-old visit report

MO explained that the LA Early Years team had undertaken a support
visit to the 2-year-old provision. She would share the report with
governors. MO stated that the reviewer had been very
complimentary about the provision and signposted some support.

Q: How much notice did you have of the visit?
MO explained that the school had received lots of notice but they
were not sure what the visit would look like.

MO highlighted that Ruth Swailes had also done some QA during her
visit to the school.

MO to share EY
Team 2-year-old
visit report.

Financial Matters

e Forecast and Commentary
The forecast and commentary had been shared with the governing
board. JG highlighted the following:

e There had been some positive changes to the budget, but
the main one was the 2-year-olds, which the school did not
know about when setting the budget. She stated that there
were more joining in January.

e ]G stated that the school were forecasting a positive end to
the year.

e JG and MO would continue to follow financial management
strategies.

e JGreassured governors that it was a positive picture.

Q: What was included in the i06 — unbudgeted grants?

JG explained that the school did not know about the grants when
they set the budget. She explained that this was additional income
from the DfE to support pay rises.

JG highlighted that the school received a £10k grant for the 2-year-
old provision, which was why they had the visit from the LA. She
stated that they would be applying for a school-based nursery grant.
JG stated that the previous grant was to get the provision up and
running, but this would be a larger one from the DFE. She stated that
it could be up to £150k.

Q: What did you want to do with it?

JG explained that they planned to remove the kitchen and put a
lower sink in place to make the other side of the provision into a
classroom. She stated that they would look to make the office next




door into a fully functioning kitchen as well as a shower room, first
aid room, and toilet. It was highlighted that the LA had indicated that
the playground needed to be sorted out and this was also included in
the grant.

Q: How many 2-year-olds were in the provision?
7 and at least 6 due to start in January

Q: Would the school receive funding for them?
Yes.

Q: Was the long-term plan to keep the provision separate?

MO explained that it was to keep them separate but those who
turned 3 would move up. She explained that the plan was for the
other room to be classroom for Baby Sharks.

Risk Register

e Review strategic risk and mitigations
The risk register had been shared with the governing board. JG
explained that they had reviewed the register and made a tweak to
the name of the insurers but otherwise all the risks were still
relevant.

JR explained that there was a plan to re-run the governor conference
workshops in the spring and summer term, including the workshop
on risk. She stated part of the work on risk across the Trust was to
ensure that the school level registers were school specific and
relevant and there was some link to the APDRA. She stated that for
governors it was to monitor the mitigations.

Local Governing Board Business
a. Governor Visits
i. Link Governor Visits (Annual Planner)
e Safeguarding visit report (07.10.2025 — PK)
e SEND and behaviour visit report (09.10.2025 — AH)
e Finance (18.11.2025 — KA)
e Pupil Premium (28.11.2025 — KA)

ii. Planned Visits
e Reading/writing — KA

iii. Plan Curriculum Visits

A curriculum visit had been included in the annual planner this year.
Governors could join in planned activity such as reviews or arrange
separate visits linked to the SDP.

b. Training and Development




e Conference — KA, MO, AO, AH, NI
e HR panel training - KA and AH

c. Governor recruitment
e 2 interested parent governors
e The parent coffee morning on Friday had been really

successful.
7. Attenborough Learning Trust
a. Trust Update
JR provided an update on some central recruitment in the Trust and
explained that a Head of Communications had been appointment
and they would start in January. JR explained that it would be a split
role and they would also undertake some HR work as part of the role
alongside the Head of HR. She also highlighted that the Trust had
given notice to LA HR.
JR reported that the Trust were moving forward with the SEND and
inclusion strategy.
b. Trust Board Communication
There was nothing raised by the LGB to take to the Trust Board.
c. Trust Spotlight
JR explained that the Trust spotlight this term was around the People
Strategy. She explained that part of that was looking at wellbeing
across the Trust. JR explained that the headteacher had the
responsibility to look out for everyone’s wellbeing in school but it
was the governing board’s responsibility to think about the
headteacher’s wellbeing. She explained that this had been discussed
in the headteacher’s performance management meeting.
8. Policies
The following policies had been shared and approved:
e Safeguarding
e SEND
e CCTV
e Lost/Missing Child
9. Safeguarding Question
Q - If a child tells you a safeguarding concern in confidence, what
should you never do?
Never promise to keep anything a secret.
10. Any Other Business

There was no further business.




11.

Dates of Next Meetings
2025/26 Dates
e 3" February 2026
e 12" May 2026
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