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Minutes of a Meeting of the Governors of Uplands Infant School held on Tuesday 3rd 
February 2026, 1pm 
 
PRESENT: 

Madina Fojdar (MF)   Local Governor  
Mia O’Gorman (MOG)   Local Governor 
Kirti Asmal (KA)   Local Governor (Vice Chair – Chair of the Meeting) 
Amara Hassan (AH)   Local Parent Governor  
Zarine Khan (ZK)   Parent Governor  
Artee Odedra (AO)    Local Staff Governor  
Michelle Orton (MO)    Headteacher  
                                                 
In Attendance:  

Nimah Sheikh (NS)   Prospective Parent Governor  
Jess Gamble (JG)   School Business Manager    
Jane Ridgewell (JR)    CEO  
Robyn Cooper (RC)   Head of Governance   
 

Item 
Number 

 
 

ACTION 

1. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies were received and accepted from Numera Ismail and 
Prabha Keshav. 
 
KA welcomed NS to the meeting and introductions were made. 
 

 

2. Declaration of Interests  
There were no interests declared.  
 

 

3 Minutes of Previous Meeting (02/12/2025) & Matters Arising 
The minutes of the meeting held on 2nd December 2025, having been 
previously circulated to all governors, were taken as read, confirmed, 
and signed. 
 
Matters Arising: 

 MO had added the Early Years report to Governor Hub  

 
 

4 Attenborough Learning Trust 
a. Trust Update  

 JR highlighted that the December Trust Newsletter provided 
lots of information on new appointments and news from the 
schools and central team.  She explained that, with the Head of 
Comms now in post, they were planning an improved comms 
flow including moving towards a newsletter that could be 
shared with parents and community.  

 The Trust wide staff survey was being drafted to go out this 
term to draw information, trends and patterns across all 
schools. JR explained that it would include questions so it 
would cover the requirements for a H&S stress survey. She 
stated that the analysis would be mainly at school level, and for 
the Trust it was about identifying trends and thinking where 
more training or support was needed. JR stated that the Trust 
was using the data strategically rather than holding schools to 
account.  
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 The Trust was progressing with the IT Strategy. JR explained 
that schools were aware how the Trust was moving forward 
with IT and standardisation across the schools particularly 
around cyber security and filtering. Recruitment would take 
place for a 3 day a week IT Manager. JR explained that the 
manager would have oversight of all schools but also work with 
the outside providers still working with schools. She stated that 
SLAs would be reviewed as these came to an end. MO 
reported that the school was with its current provider until July 
and then they were moving over to the Trust.   

 SEND strategy was moving forward with Artee Odedra 
(Inclusion Manager) and Priti Gohil (SEND Strategy) seconded 
to the Trust for 1 day week in the central team. She explained 
that they were looking at the collaborative work across the Trust 
as well as where there were gaps and need. JR highlighted that 
they had started to do some visits to schools. JR took the 
governing board through the local context in the city and the 
plan for the SEND provision including SEND units. JR stated 
that as part of those discussions with the LA, the suggestion of 
the Trust setting up their own SEND unit was raised. JR stated 
that they were looking at all different solutions and what the 
Trust could do strategically.  

 
Q:  Can other schools use the DSP? 

JR explained that the LA commissioned places at a DSP.  
 

MOG joined the meeting  
 

JR explained that the Shenton rebuild had been confirmed and 
as the school had a DSP, they were looking at options within 
the context of new building. She explained that they were in 
discussions with the LA about options and potentially 
expanding the DSP.  JR discussed the current numbers in the 
DSP and the mixture of need limiting further admissions. MO 
highlighted that schools did not have the opportunity to 
challenge admissions in the same way.   

Q: Was there scope for other schools in the Trust to have a DSP? 

JR explained that space was the issue in most schools. She stated that 
there was some capital funding available but it was about transforming 
existing space. She explained that a SEND unit needed access to their 
own playground, toilets etc.  
 

 The Trust was currently supporting Coleman Primary School 
via the DfE RISE programme. There was a Trust wide team 
delivering the support, which covered a range of areas. JR 
reported that a thorough risk assessment had taken place 
centrally as they did not want the work to impact the Trust’s 
delivery of support to own schools. JR highlighted that it was a 
2-year programme.  

  
Q: What was the benefit to the Trust being part of the RISE 
programme? 

JR explained that it was an opportunity for staff, fostered a relationship 
and position for the Trust with the DfE and showed the wider city that 
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the Trust was there to provide support.  
 
Q: Were other Trusts supporting? 

JR explained the matching process as part of the programme and that 
Trust’s had to express an interest in being a supporting organisation. 
She explained the process.  
 

 JR reported that as part of the summer term LGB meeting she 

would provide a short session on the IDSR and new Ofsted 

toolkit. 

b. Trust Board Communication  
There was nothing reported. 
 
c. Trust Spotlight  

 Skills audit - Training Questionnaire/Skills Audit 2025/26 – 

Fill out form 

The skills audit link had been shared with the governors. RC reported 
that a bespoke skills audit had been put together to ascertain training 
and development needs. Governors were asked to complete the audit.  
 

5. Headteacher’s Report 
The Headteacher’s report had been shared with the governing board. 
MO highlighted the following:  
 
Focus:  

 Safeguarding 

MO drew attention to the current safeguarding cases data outlined in 
the report. She explained that they were receiving more Operational 
Encompass cases, however they had been informed via training that 
the amount of information received would be changing. MO explained 
the process for monitoring the children and providing support. She 
highlighted the great relationship the Family Liaison Officer had with 
the parents and she was able to do a lot of signposting to support. MO 
explained the work undertaken in school to maintain the safeguarding 
culture, including updates and safeguarding question to staff. 
 

 Attendance  

MO explained that attendance continued to be an issue in school, but 
there were thorough processes in place. She took governors through 
the monitoring process and the record of support for the children below 
90%. MO explained that the majority of the higher-level absence was 
due to holidays and the number of days families were taking was 
increasing.  
 
MO highlighted that the Education Welfare system focussed on the 
child, whereas at Uplands non-attendance tended to be due to parents. 
She provided an example of one family. MO explained that they 
continued to escalate above social care, but often felt that their hands 
were tied. MO highlighted that the school was often compared with 
primary schools via the DfE data.  
 
MO explained that compared to last year there was a more positive 
trend. She stated that the strategies that the school were using did 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

4 

 

work, including the letters and meetings and they were making sure 
these were in place quite quickly. MO highlighted that once a family 
had received a letter and meeting due to attendance all illness was 
unauthorised unless they provided medical evidence.   
 
Q: How often do you have the attendance meetings to monitor? 
Every 2 weeks.  
 
Q: Do you have rewards for attendance? 
MO explained that rewards could be controversial but they did work for 
the school. She stated that they were flexible, e.g., if a child had been 
in hospital. ZK highlighted that it worked from a parent perspective. 
She highlighted that parents did go because of the cheaper prices and 
they costed in the fine as part of their holiday budget. MO stated that 
parents did say that to the school. She highlighted that they did let 
parents know the consequences, including the potential to go to court if 
they were away more than 20 days.  
 
The governing board discussed Ofsted and how they would look at 
attendance and how this was now linked to behaviour. JR would share 
more info when she provides a session on the IDSR.  
 

 Curriculum  
MO explained the work being undertaken on the curriculum linked to 
the new Ofsted toolkit. She explained the case sampling work and 
ensuring that there was a clear narrative of how the curriculum was 
being adapted for disadvantaged children, SEND children and those 
with social care involvement (including the watchlist). MO explained 
that book trawls were taking place. She stated that staff had received 
CPD from Jo Puttick via the Trust and the school had also brought her 
in to work with the year 1 and 2 team. AO highlighted the impact of that 
work and staff felt more confident. She explained the work being 
undertaken on breaking down the writing curriculum and that they had 
started to look at books in pupil progress meetings. MO explained that 
they had already done this with reading last year. 
  
MO highlighted that the Early Years was strong and teachers knew the 
children very well. She explained that they had recently had a review of 
the provision and staffs’ articulation was very strong. MO highlighted 
that Monika Singala (MS) (Head of School Improvement at the Trust) 
had come in and agreed that the articulation was really strong.  
 
MO highlighted that Pippa Damalie (Head of Communications at the 
Trust) had come in with MS to go through a talent matrix of all staff and 
discuss aspiring leaders.  
 
MO highlighted that the school had attained Forest School 
accreditation. MF highlighted the impact on the children. MO and MF 
took the governing board through the process and work for the 
accreditation.  
 
MO explained that they also been working on British values and being 
more explicit with the provision. She stated that they had been looking 
at what it looked like in every curriculum area and the progression.  
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 Self-evaluation/monitoring  

AO explained progress of the Walkthrus project and the school’s 
approach to it. She stated that they were ensuring areas were 
embedded before moving forward. She stated that she thought that 
they would soon be ready to implement a new Walkthru.  
 
Q: Was the Walkthrus similar to observations? 

AO explained the project and that it was linked to Roshenshine’s 
Principles. MOG stated that as the school started the project when she 
started as a governor, she felt that she had been on a journey with it 
and thought it was now well embedded.  
 
The next Trust review was on March 10th and the focus was on maths.  
 

 Confirmation of INSET days 2026/27 

o 20th August – INSET  

o 21st August - INSET  

o 26th October – Trust INSET 

o 27th October – INSET  

o 4th January – Disaggregated  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Financial Matters  

 Forecast and Commentary 

The forecast and commentary had been shared with the governing 
board. JG took the governing board through the commentary and 
highlighted the following:  

 Now 20 2-year-olds in school which was the driver of the 
additional income.  

 SENCo had secured an additional £70k of SEND funding  

 An additional £80k had been put into building maintenance 
as any additional income would be invested into the school 
and IT.  

Q: What was the reason behind the education support staff variance? 

JG explained that this was linked to the 2 year olds and 3 new TAs in 
that provision. She explained that they did not use supply and paid TAs 
to act up to provide that flexibility for cover. She took the governing 
board through the changes to staffing and explained that when they 
were putting together this year’s budget, they had not yet received 
approval for the 2-year-olds. KA highlighted that internal cover was 
good for the children as they know the staff and the staff knew the 
children and school.  
 
Q: Do many TAs want to train to be a teacher? 

MO explained that they had 2 staff now that had a place on the SCITT. 
 

 Request for approval of honorarium  
This item was minuted as confidential as per the scheme of delegation 
and Articles of Association.  

 

 

5. Local Governing Board Business  
a. Governor Visits  

i. Link Governor Visits (Annual Planner)   

MOG reported that she had undertaken the health and safety visit and 

 
 
 
MOG to share 
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also a curriculum visit. She would share the reports at the next 
meeting.  

 
ii. Planned Visits  

iii. Plan Curriculum Visits  

KA would arrange a curriculum visit. 
 
b. Training and Development  

The 4 workshops from the governance conference would be repeated 
as 2 online spotlight sessions. The dates had been shared with 
governors via GovernorHub.  
 
c. Governor recruitment  
New governors were welcomed to the meeting.  
 

visit reports at 
next meeting  
 
 
KA would 
arrange a 
curriculum 
visit.  

6. Policies 
The following policies had been shared and approved: 

 Business Continuity – School 

 LAC and PLAC 

 Complaints 

 CCTV 
 
The RHE policy was being drafted by the Trust and would be shared 
once finalised.  

 
 
 
 

7. 2. Safeguarding Question 

 What is Operation Encompass?  

Operational Encompass was explained.  

 

8. Any Other Business  
There was no further business.  

 

9. Dates of Next Meetings 

 12th May 2026 

 

 
 
 
 

Signed ……………………………………………………….12th May 2026 


