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West Hove Infant School 
Minutes of the Full Governing Board Meeting,  

Thursday, 12th January 2017 at 6.00pm 
 

Present: Cheryl Finella (CB) (Co-Chair), Chris Baker (CB) (Co-Chair), Wendy 
Harkness (WH), Lorna Cummings (LC), Louise Smith (LS), Catherine Dooley (CD), 
Simone Clark (SC), Kenneth Burgoyne and Helena Herrera (HH)  
 
Clerk: Nikki Wheeler (NW)  
 

Ref Notes Action 

1 Apologies for absence  
Apologies for absence were received and accepted from Sonia Turney (ST). Clare 
Moonan (CM) did not attend but no apologies had been received at this time. 

 
 

2 Minutes of the previous meeting held on Tuesday 8th November 2016 and matters 
arising. 
The minutes of the meeting were read, discussed and approved as correct.  
Recruitment of new Co-opted Governor 
CF explained RS and herself had interviewed two candidates for the vacant post last 
Friday. Both were excellent candidates with relevant experience and enthusiasm for 
the role. Having taken advice from Governor support as to how we could keep both 
applicants. It was decided to offer the role of co-opted Governor to Jason Smith, who is 
a qualified accountant currently working for Ricardo; Jason has a child at the 
Connaught site and offer the role of Associate Member of the FGB to Ian Kirby who is 
also a qualified accountant. This means that Ian will attend all of the governor meetings 
including the Resources Committee and the FGB but will not have voting rights. Ian 
doesn’t have children at the school but members of his family have been at the school 
in the past. Governor Support has confirmed that should a vacancy arise within the 
governing body Ian would be able to slot into the role without having to go through 
another competitive process (as long as this does not contravene our own recruitment 
policy). 
CF has explained to the candidates that these offers are conditional upon a) their 
nominations being agreed in principle by the FGB at this meeting, and; b) that they 
successfully clear the DBS checks. 
CF confirmed that Jason and Ian were pleased to accept the conditional offer. 
CF formally nominated Jason to be a co-opted Governor and Ian an associate 
member. This was seconded by CB and RS. The nominations were agreed in principle 
by all. 
CF requested NW contact new governors to complete DBS applications.  
Matters arising 
Code of conduct 
CB asked that all Governors returned a signed copy of the Governors code of conduct. 
NW to chase any outstanding returns.  
Training and Development 
Governor handbook for 2016-2017 has been purchased for all Governors. NW 
distributed copies.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NW 
 
 
 
NW 
 
 

3 EYFS results 2016 
Linda Moss and Caroline Kemp-Harris gave details of the EYFS results for 2016. 
LM explained that some of the data was incomplete due to the information not being 
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available from the LA as yet. 
LM gave an overview of the significant characteristics of the cohort explaining that we 
had a higher number of children from PRESENS and children with English as an 
additional language than previous years.  
CF enquired if there was a significant language.  
LM responded that the classification of languages was wide spread. 
LM explained that the Early Years Foundation Stage Profile was introduced for 
2012/13. The new Profile and revised EYFS have a stronger emphasis on the areas 
considered most essential for children’s healthy development. Namely: communication 
and language; physical; and personal, social and emotional development. The revised 
profile made changes to the way in which children are assessed at the end of the 
EYFS and requires practitioners to make a ‘best-fit’ assessment of whether children 
are ‘emerging’, ‘expected’ or ‘exceeding’ against each of the new Early Learning Goals 
(ELGs). Assessment is based on on-going assessments in 3 prime and 4 specific 
areas of learning and 3 learning characteristics. 
LM explained the levels of development. In total there are 17 ELG judgments, drawn 
from 7 areas of learning.  
LM gave details of this year’s attainment data.  The number of children achieving the 
‘expected’ level or better is less than last year.  Achievement has remained 
consistently high across all areas of learning, with only slightly lower results than last 
year and very similar results to 2014. However the good level of development is less 
this year dropping from 70.5% to 65%. Although this is a similar GLD to 2014 at 66% 
the National GLD rose to 69.3% this year. The combined areas of learning the schools 
results are the same or slightly lower than both Local and National data the number of 
children that achieved the Early Learning Goal for all the twelve areas of learning 
combined was less. Overall the results are lower than last years with a higher number 
of children attaining ‘emerging’ in most areas of learning.  However, there are more 
children achieving ‘exceeding’ in most areas of learning. This suggests that the 
provision for learning has been appropriate and challenging.  More detailed analysis 
shows a change in trend of the sites this year, where the Connaught Road site 
achieved better overall, above national than the School Road site, falling slightly below 
the national in 2016.  Our Pupil premium children were above national. This is 
reflective of a rapidly changing cohort. 
Focus for next year: 
Whole school focus on AFL 
Focus on attainment in Maths – CPD 
Focus on learning environment provision. In particular improving outdoor provision at 
SR and opportunities for developing and practising skills learnt in teacher led activities. 
Focus on developing opportunities for writing and fine motor skills in the learning 
environment.  
Learning walks to focus on writing and the environment. 
Introduction of learning animals earlier to support behaviour for learning and PSED and 
characteristics of learning. 
Identify focus children and use data analysis to identify areas of focus and intervention 
groups in the Autumn term 
To continue to address gender differences.  
Writing: Boys’ achievement at both expected and exceeding  
Number: Girls’ achievement at both expected and exceeding 
CF asked what we are doing differently in Maths 
LM said we were more focus on the environment. The vocabulary can be language 
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heavy which poses problems for our EAL children. We have been modelling different 
language and using additional adults in the classroom, more efficiently. 
LM continued to explain that the EY team was focusing on moderating closer across 
school. 
Other focuses include-improving provision for PD – focus on fine motor skills provision 
and review planning, gathering, collating and using pre-school data to inform the focus 
of provision and consolidating changes to reading – guided reading book provision and 
high frequency words. 
CB thanked LM and CKH for the report. He said that it was useful to explain the 
complexity of the data.  
CB asked if the quality of teaching has not diminished and the provision has increased 
why we have had a 16% points decrease in results in the last 2 years. 
LM said that there are usually obvious trends but this year was a very mixed bag with 
our spring born children progressing and attaining well. 
CF noted that current provision seems to resonate with the higher achievers. 
WH responded that the cohort had a very low baseline on entry with fewer children 
having attended any setting before starting school and the high numbers of PRESENS. 
The on entry data reflected that only 13% of cohort were on target.  
CF is there something about children that have not attended any  
RS asked how does our EAL compare to other Infants locally  
LM explained that local comparison data is not made available. We only have the 
national data comparisons. 
LS explained that the high percentage of pupil transience has an impact on our 
attainment data. 
LC reiterated that our progress data is still very high with a good level of progress. 
CB said that although we are saying the progress is still good this is not quickly 
evident. 
KB pointed out that our SEN percentage was lower than national. He asked how our 
white DA boys are achieving as this group has been identified nationally as 
underachieving. 
LM said that although she hadn’t unpicked the group data, our DA children across all 
groups did better than national.  
SC asked if we would be better prepared to deal with more PRESENS in the future. 
LM said that it would be dependent on the area of need. If the need was language than 
she felt that we would be. She continued that all the interventions that we have put in 
place benefit all our pupils. 
CB enquired if the approach to baseline data was the same for every school. 
LM replied that the government had tried to uniform this but this initiative has now been 
withdrawn. 
CB asked if there is a census point when baseline data is entered. 
LM said that it was October half term. 
WH said that we do cluster moderate to try and uniform teacher assessment of 
baseline data. 
LS said that she felt we had more consistency with experienced staff, adding weight to 
our judgement. She said that she felt our teacher assessments of baseline data were 
pretty sound.   
A discussion was had around the link between the EYFS data and the collaboration to 
KS1.  
LC explained that the two curriculums do not correlate. The correlation between the 
data is not comparable. We have however tried to unpick the data. LC continued that at 
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the end of EYFS a child would be at the ‘expected’ level if they are able to read a 
sentence. Whereas we would expect a child at the beginning of KS1 to be able to read 
an entire yellow banded book. 
KB said that he had heard that lots of parents are against homework. He said that they 
feel that KS1 is being pushed too much. 
WH responded that since 2014 the annual parental questionnaire has shown polar 
opposites of opinions to homework with 50% wanting less homework whereas the 
other 50% want more. 
KB agreed that this was the case within his family. One of his children would welcome 
more homework, whilst the other would like no homework. 
CB said that it was clear that the gap and expectation is wide from EYFS to KS1. 
CF enquired if parents are told that their child is making ‘expected’ progress at the end 
of EYFS. Are they then surprised to find that their child is not at the ‘expected’ level 
when they start KS1? 
LM replied that progress is not reported to parents at the end of EYFS, only attainment. 
LC said that there had been a small amount of parents with concerns that were raised 
at the parent consultations in November regarding their child being at the expected 
stage at the end of Reception but were not at the expected stage at this time in Year 1. 
LC explained that although there were only a few children that this applied to, we were 
trying to pre-empt this in future years.    
SC responded that she felt it was important to pre-empt which children are going to fall 
into this category so that parents can be informed. 
KB noted that SEN children are not getting brighter but the standards are getting 
higher. He said that he felt that this is making it even harder for SEN children to make 
expected progress and schools to achieve targeted results.    

4 KS1 results including Pupil Premium and Phonics Screening results 
LC gave details of the Raiseonline data included in the attachments. She explained 
that Ofsted currently expect governors to look at the Raiseonline data to make sure 
that the information that is provided to them through the school is correct. 
KB said that he had noticed a variance in the data provided in LC’s analysis reports to 
the data in the Raiseonline report. 
LC explained that Raiseonline comes from the January census so this can differ with 
our in school tracking slightly, as the results are taken from different snapshots in time. 
She continued that that she had detailed where the data was taken from on each part 
of her report to clarify this information.  
LC said that this was the first year of results with the new curriculum and assessments 
with no levels. This was the first full academic year we have been teaching the new 
NC. 
LC continued that the government also introduced an interim curriculum in the last 
academic year. The biggest difference in the interim curriculum was that children would 
need to be assessed as a ‘secure fit’ reaching all aspects of ‘expected’. Previously, 
there was a ‘best fit’ judgement which meant that if teachers felt that the child was 
completing most aspects of ‘expected’ then they could be judged and recorded that 
way. 
WH reiterated that a ‘secure fit’ means every box needs to be ticked or they don’t make 
that grade. 
LC went on to explain that mobility is an issue for the school. The attainment of 
children who are with us for the whole three year period is higher than those who join 
us mid-way through. 
CB asked LC to clarify what stability is. 
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LC responded that stability would refer to a child that has been with us for the whole 
three year period from YR to Y2. In order to gain further insight into the impact of this, 
we have reported on the attainment of pupils who have been at WHI throughout the 
three years. These are referred to as ‘Ever WHI’ pupils in the report. 
LC said that we had had which equates to more than a whole class of children entering 
throughout the academic year.  
SC asked if there was more mobility at CR site. 
LC replied that there is more movement at CR with 28 children entering compared to 
10 at SR. 
LC said that although the results show that the attainment of children has dropped 
slightly the data shows that our progress is still outstanding. 
LC gave details of the notable changes in contextual information: 
 The % of pupils from minority ethnic groups has continued to increase year on year. 

Over the last 3 years it has increased from 25.3% in 2014 to 32.6% in 2016.  
 The % of pupils whose first language is believed not to be English has also 

increased significantly from 11.3% in 2014 to 17.2% in 2016. 
 The % of pupils receiving FSM remains the same as last year - 12.2%  
 The deprivation indicator has decreased slightly from 0.19 last year to 0.13 this year 

(less than the national of 0.21) 
 The percentage of pupils with SEN support or an EHCP is less than national 
 Following a previous rise, the percentage stability has decreased this year from 

95.6% in 2015 to 92.9% in 2016.  
 
LC explained that we have a high level of children achieving expected and greater 
depth. For those that did not meet expected levels we have analysed the data. We can 
make case studies for lots of these children and have summarised why these children 
didn’t achieve. 
CF asked how many of these children were EAL.  
LC referred to the table below. This refers to 35 pupils. 
   

EAL pupils School  National  

(ALL 

PUPILS) 

EAL 

National 

‘Ever’ 

WHI 

Reading  66% 74% 70% 81% 

Writing  54% 65% 64% 67% 

Maths 80% 73% 72% 90% 

The EAL data was discussed. 
LC said that 81% of children that came into school not speaking any English achieved 
‘expected’. 10 pupils had previously attended other schools. We have a lot of mobility 
in the group.               
KB said that we should be aware that even if a child is born in this country it maybe 
that a child will still have English as an additional language. 
LC said that parents would indicate this information on their entry form. However it was 
not as prominent a problem in this part of the country to others. 
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RS asked how well do pupils on each site achieve. 
LC explained that attainment in Reading was the same at both sites (73%). 
Attainment in Writing was 3 percentage points higher at School Road than Connaught 
Road (SR 66%, CR 63%) and in Maths was 4 percentage points higher at Connaught 
Road than School Road (CR 80%, SR 76%). 
RS asked how other school compare EYFS to KS1 curriculum. 
LC responded that in school tracking is the best way to track progress. Tracking a child 
from YR to the end of Y2 gives the greatest information. 
LC explained that Ofsted would expect that a child who is ‘expected’ at the end of YR 
would be ‘expected’ or above by the end of KS1.  
LC summarised: 
Progress from EYFS to KS1 
 For ‘all pupils’ conversions from ‘expected’ to ‘expected’ are in line with national for 

reading and writing and above national for maths 
 Conversions from ‘expected’ to ‘greater depth’ are significantly above national in all 

3 subjects 
 Conversions from ‘exceeding’ to ‘greater depth’ are also significantly above national 
 Conversions from ‘emerging’ to ‘expected’ level are below national – this may well 

be related to the significant difficulties experienced by some of our lower attaining 
pupils in this cohort 

Able Pupils 
 Able pupils achieve well – the % of pupils achieving greater depth is above national 

in all 3 subjects 
 The % of pupils who attained Exceeding at EYFS and went on to achieve Greater 

Depth at the end of KS1 is above national in all 3 subjects 
 In addition, significant numbers of pupils who attained Expected at EYFS went on to 

achieve Greater Depth at the end of KS1 (above national in all 3 subjects) 
We would expect that Able pupils at the end of EYFS carry on being Able into KS1. 29 
% of Children that were below where they should be at the end of EYFS made better 
than expected progress and achieved Expected or above at the end of KS1. 
LC said what we need to focus on this year: 

 To raise the achievement in Reading and Writing for all groups of pupils particularly 
Disadvantaged pupils. 

 To raise the attainment of lower attaining pupils (Emerging at EYFS) in reading and 
writing and maths.  

CD felt that our SEN attainment data against national could be a line of enquiry for 
Ofsted.  
KB asked how we would record children that are not on the SEN register due to 
parents not wanting their child to be on the register. He asked if SEN were being 
identified correctly as we have approximately half as many children identified as SEN 
to other local schools.   
WH said that does not happen very often if at all. She cannot recall having a parent 
refuse. 
WH continued that children identified correctly as SEN tend to remain SEN where 
others with a specific educational need can catch up with additional support.  
LC added that there would be a time of adjustment for the parents as well as the child 
with lots of conversation between the parents and the school enabling them to 
understand and adjust. 
WH continued that we are not complacent with our data. We make decisions as to how 
and where we are going to focus our provision and resources very carefully.  
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CD flagged up the ‘Emerging’ children. She said that not all children that are emerging 
would be SEN. Is this data unpicked? 
LC responded that we have unpicked the data for the current ‘Emerging’ group in Y2. A 
number of these pupils are SEN but others were either Summer born or have delayed 
development. She continued that the data is from a summary report. The interactive 
Raiseonline data that allows you to compare like for like shows this data. 
SC asked if the performance of our SEN pupils compared to similar schools. How well 
are we doing against other schools with similar numbers of SEN pupils? 
LC referred to the information from the PowerPoint below: 

SEN Support School  National  
(ALL PUPILS) 

SEN National ‘Ever’ WHI 

Reading  25% 74% 32% 28% 

Writing  13% 65% 22% 17% 

Maths 8% 73% 33% 11% 

 

EHCP (2 pupils) School  National  
(ALL PUPILS) 

SEN National 

Reading  50% 74% 14% 

Writing  0 65% 9% 

Maths 0 73% 14% 

 
WH came back to the introduction of an interim curriculum and how this has impacted 
on our results. She explained that our KS1 assessment lead, Ben Massey is part of the 
LA moderation team.  
A discussion was had around how well our Disadvantaged Pupils attain. 
KB said that coming for an affluent area shouldn’t our DA pupils be achieving well. 
LC responded that because we have a fairly low number of DA pupils they are more 
important to us. 
CB asked if our FSM children are still accommodated. SEN and DA children are not 
the same thing. 
LC said that FSM was historically an indicator of deprivation 
KB responded that families on a low income were not always entitled to FSM 
CF asked were our results comparative to other years when there were levels. 
WH replied that yes they were although the old data was on a points system whereas 
the new data is percentages. We do feel that the data is very similar. 
SC asked if an EHCP was the same as a child previously statemented. 
LC said that educational health care plans are now in place of the old statements. 
A discussion was had about the pleasing Phonics Screening data results. 
In phonics our Y1 DA children achieved better than our non DA pupils.        
CB thanked LC for her comprehensive report but felt that the progress of the more able 
children could have been highlighted further. 
KB asked what colour book band would you expect a pupil to be reading at the end of 
Y2 to be ‘exceeding’. 
LC replied that we would expect a child to be free reading at this stage to be at ‘greater 
depth’. 
KB asked what colour book would we expect a child to be reading at the end of Y2. 
LC said this would differ from child to child but with a good reading level they should be 
reading purple or white books.  

5 ‘When Ofsted Calls’  
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WH gave details on what it means for schools to be Ofsted ready. 
WH explained there are two types of inspection. A normal inspection where the school 
is given 3 working hours’ notice. This used to be 6 weeks’ notice. However, this meant 
that teachers could become unnecessarily stress over this period of wait and that 
school could manipulate or bamboozled their data i.e. sending their worse behaved 
children on a residential. 
KB felt that not knowing when an inspection could occur could cause open ended 
stress for teachers. 
WH described the other type of inspection is a no notice inspection. Qualifying criteria 
has to be met before this happens. Generally, from schools in the LA that have 
received a no notice inspection, the school was aware of the complaint and had 
already spoken to Ofsted, who had already spoken to the LA. There is no information 
available regarding what exactly the extent of a complaint has to be in order to warrant 
a no notice inspection but Ofsted would have obtained the view from the LA in the first 
instance. During no notice inspections, individual complaints are not discussed, but 
rather the systems and structures that surround that complaint would be looked at and 
a decision made. WH said that from the no notice inspections that she is aware of, 
Ofsted have been satisfied that the schools are acting appropriately.  
SC asked if no notice inspections happen very often. 
WH responded that in her knowledge it is not very often.  
WH explained the procedure following a 3 hours’ notice inspection. Once a school has 
been notified, it is then up to individual schools to have procedures in place as things 
happen very quickly and many people have to be told, parents, LA, SPA, governors, 
after school club providers, plus many other different jobs need to be completed. 
WH said that generally, she would say that we are Ofsted ready all the time and the 
prompt sheets that we have are really just reminders to staff.  
If a school was previously categorised as ‘Good’ they will be inspected again three 
years later. In particle terms Ofsted are usually returning to ‘Good’ schools in four to 
five years. This would be a one day inspection unless the lead inspector suspects that 
he/she may have to alter the original grading. 
This may be because the inspectors may wish to see more evidence for example. In 
this instance, the school will receive a second day of inspection. This may well be with 
a different team and not necessarily the following day unless the lead inspector has the 
necessary training.  
WH said that she suspects that training for inspectors for the section 5, one day to 
section 8 inspections will be rolled out and will therefore change over time to elevate 
this issue of schools having to wait for a new team to available. She continued that 
after the second day either the grade will remain the same or will be altered. 
WH said that ‘Outstanding’ schools are not currently re-inspected. There would be a 
risk assessment completed every year, 3 years after the last inspection.  Unless 
something has changed; i.e. decline in standards over a period of time, then Ofsted are 
unlikely to inspect.  
WH explained that in order to get or maintain outstanding, it has become more and 
more difficult as Ofsted alter the requirements almost every term. As a result, when we 
first obtained the outstanding grade, around 15% of schools were graded as such. 
There are now only around 5% of schools graded as ‘outstanding’. 
WH said that as KB had already pointed out the SEN standards are rising and 
becoming very hard for schools to achieve ‘outstanding’ in this category.    
WH explained that after a three year period she would hold annual staff meeting to 
discuss Ofsted preparations. This would include informing staff of any updates/criteria 
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that Ofsted may have introduced.  
WH said that at a recent Ofsted training course that she, LC and LS had attended the 
key speaker, who was previously a senior Ofsted inspector suggested creating ‘a 
school on a page’ document. This was included in the attachments to this agenda. This 
document is a summary of key focuses and should be a working document. 
WH showed the GB a copy of a Governor prompt sheet. She said that she had tried to 
second guess what Ofsted might ask Governors. She said that she was aware not all 
Governors would know all the answers due to delegated responsibilities. She 
continued that she had included information on British Values, that there was a crib 
sheet to remind them. 
KB asked if all Governors would receive this information. 
WH responded that an example of this information was sent with the agenda. She said 
that she would like guidance from the GB of the type of information they would like her 
to include.  
CF asked NW to send Governors with lead responsibilities the terms of reference for 
their specific role.  
LS said that on a recent tour of the CR site. SC had commented that we look like we 
are Ofsted ready. She said that this was a compliment.  
WH responded that as the GB make up part of the SLT. If governance is   graded 
anything other than ‘outstanding’ then the schools overall grade cannot be graded as 
such. 
CB gave details of how we are all responsible for being ready for Ofsted.  
CD said that Ofsted are currently focusing massively on the school websites.  She said 
that it was important that the school website is compliant and up to date. CD suggested 
that all governors should view the website with an understanding that maybe one 
governor should take an active role in assuring compliance.                      

6 Training and Development 
Raiseonline training on 18th January was discussed. 

 
 

7 Any other business 
No further business was discussed  

 

  

Meeting finished at 8.00pm 
 

 


