QUEEN MARY AVENUE INFANTS’ AND NURSERY SCHOOL

Minutes of a Virtual Standards and Monitoring Committees Meeting held 
on 9 February 2021
PRESENT:


Mr M Ward (MD) (Chair),




Mrs M Castle (MC), 
Mr M Date (MD)





Mrs E Powell (EP), Mrs R Tanser (RT)
1.
Apologies

An apology for absence had been received from Mrs E Harrison.  

2.
Pecuniary Interests


There were no pecuniary interests declared for the meeting.

3.
Minutes of the previous meeting 
The Minutes of the meeting held on 11 February 2020 were agreed as a true record.
4.
Matters arising
SEN Pupils

MD queried the uptake for remote learning for the pupils and whether there would be a significant impact on their learning.  MC responded that there would be a “massive” impact.  Staff had been monitoring attendance and offered a blended package of online lessons and paper packs. The package did not include recorded lessons as yet but should lockdown be extended beyond 8 March, this would be the next step.  Pupils had a TEAMS log in and staff were doing live lessons every day from Reception to Y2.  For Y2 these were differentiated and provided in three sets.  This had to be necessary because of the way that RWI was taught.  Some children accessed paper packs which were prepared weekly.  There had not been such a good uptake in the second week; 62% of children had accessed learning in Reception increasing to 72% in Y2.  Overall, there was around third of children not accessing education.  Parents had been contacted and there had been many requests for school places for which some children had not been eligible.  One parent had contacted the Grimsby Telegraph about this.  MC explained that she had evaluated the Government guidance and had strictly adhered to this.  She hoped that the school would fully reopen on 8 March 2021.  RT referred to the live lessons and asked if these were for Phonics or if they covered other aspects.  MC responded that they covered Maths, Literacy and Phonics.  There were also activities on the website that children could access through other areas of the curriculum and through a blended package, everything was covered.
RT stated that Y2 Reading was a real concern and the website “Love my Books” could assist.  MC responded that there were many links on the school website to all of these.  RT explained that the website had been included in the NELC offer for Early Years.  MC stated that her focus was remote learning which was very time consuming.  There were some staff not in school doing remote teaching from home and the timetable was working well for those children who were accessing this.  MC added that in moving forward, Ofsted would make a judgement on remote learning.  The school had improved and were now offering more.  Whilst it was acknowledged that children would be better off in school, MC reiterated that she could not choose which pupils could come to school and decisions had been taken based on strict adherence to the guidance.  RT stated that some parents would have low literacy and numeracy levels and this also had to be acknowledged.  MC stated that in addition, some parents were reticent about joining online lessons.  The school had been allocated 27 laptops through the LA and these had been offered to 40 families.  Only 14 parents had taken this offer up.  Every child in KS1 who did not have access to a tablet had been offered a laptop but not all had taken one.  Others had taken the equipment but had not engaged with remote learning so the school was doing work on Tapestry.  This was why engagement was less than EY as paper packs had increased in KS1.  Although paper packs had been collected, it was not known whether the children completed the work.  Some children had responded well as they wished to see their teacher and engage with their learning.

MD asked if the school had applied to the Nuffield Early Language Intervention (NELI).  EP responded that she had investigated this, and the school had been accepted but it was labour intensive in terms of training and TA hours for the children.  If it were a one class year group school, the benefits would have been more relevant but it was not worth the time commitment.  The school used Wellcomm as part of its SEN Toolkit and TAs had been trained in this.  MC agreed that the NELI system would not have benefited enough children as there were too many children to catch up.  The school had wanted to look at something different for a wider group of pupils.  RT asked if the children were assessed.  EP confirmed this.  RT asked if the school had a Big Book of Ideas.  EP confirmed this.  RT stated that it was clear that the school had all the strategies to support the children.  
EP explained that using the Wellcomm programme, the children were baselined on entry.  The FS2 teachers had also baselined any pupils displaying speech and language issues. Overall speech and language was a significant issue across the school and staff had created own intervention groups to allow children to receive extra support.  The TAs liked this programme and it provided very clear targets for children which were play based.  MC agreed that it was one of the best resources which the LA had provided the school.  RT offered to send through the link to Early Language Intervention Measures.  This was particularly relevant if the school was considering admitting two-year-olds.

5.
Autumn Data
EP explained that progress was usually measured by GLD levels for KS1.  This year, to be fair to teachers, the school had taken the last data point of Spring 2020 as the most accurate data before absences.  Progress had been judged from that point for the autumn data.  MC added that if children had been in school during lockdown, their data had been updated in the summer.  EP explained that the children made different rates of progress but this represented the best way to record the data and ensured that provision was appropriate for the children.  The system worked well and teachers were doing a great job.  Generally, progress was good and above 85% was judged to be good progress.  The school’s accelerated progress was “amazing”, but attainment was low which was disappointing for staff.  RT advised that Communication and Language should read Listening and Attention.
EP stated that the Nursery children’s progress was measured from their baseline.  SEN Review Meetings had taken place where every child had been discussed to determine if they were making progress and to identify any concerns.  After half term EP would meet with staff to discuss the remainder of the pupils and would be looking at targets and the interventions which were in place for these children.  Staff were still pushing forward and although they had high expectations, had to be realistic given the circumstances.  MC stated that the Nursery data was very good and was positive for the future.  EP added that the Nursery had the lowest attainment at 64% in terms of Managing Feelings and Behaviour.  MC stated that this was similar to FS2 and was lower than national.  These children would need to catch up and were a significant focus although MC was pleased with the accelerated progress pupils had made.  MC stated that this was a significant task for staff and she had not seen much movement in the spring which was a concern.
MC stated that development was low.  Usually there would be considerable progress in the spring term.  EP referred to the 28% of pupils on track to make GLD and advised that she had reviewed those areas where children should achieve and which areas they were not achieving GLD.  This had been discussed with teachers.  There was a plan in place for this and if the children had been in school, that figure would normally have doubled by the end of the spring term.  RT asked if there was a focus on PSCHE as this linked to the Behaviour Policy.  MC responded that the main focus in EY was PSCHE and Speech and Language as these were the aspects that children were lacking when they started in school.  Parents had stated that they could not manage this at home.
MC stated that Y1 data was very low and many Oak children were in this year group.  Close monitoring had identified some concerns with teachers in this year group.  RT asked if there were new teachers in Y1.  MC explained that teachers moved up with the children.  The new teacher, KK was very experienced, and the intention was to put ST back in this year group following her maternity leave.  MC added that some staff had previously been on support plans and had improved.

MC stated that the catch up focus in the Autumn term had been Phonics in Y2 and when the children returned, the focus would be Y1 and Phonics.  It had been costed out to employ lunchtime staff each afternoon to support in class and for TAs to deliver interventions as MC believed this would make a good impact when the children returned as they had fallen behind.  MW agreed that the situation would not be resolved until the children came back into school.  MC stated that she was aware that this would be the group who required support and monitoring and staff could not do what they wished to do.  They had been restricted and therefore, there would be a significant focus when the children returned.  This was the main concern in moving forward.  MW stated that the gap would grow wider and when children returned, they would need considerable support.

MC stated that the units in the Maths curriculum had been shuffled around and the number element had been moved to later in the term on the recommendation of White Rose. This had been a good move otherwise there would be a massive disparity in the number element when the children returned from lockdown.  This was a concern and plans were in place to move the children forward.  It had been decided to pick the children up from where they left in RWI rather than reassessing all children and this proved successful following the first lockdown.  Extra support had been provided and the children had made good progress in Phonics.  Progress had accelerated in Reading but not in attainment and a similar approach would be taken when children returned.  The children would be assessed in school if they had regularly accessed online learning.  Those children who had not accessed remote learning would not be re-assessed but would be picked up and moved on when they returned.  The focus would be Phonics in Y1 and it would be necessary to ensure that children were able to read fluently by the end of the year.
MC stated that in Y2 the focus had been Phonics and the catch-up funding had been spent on this.  Although the school did not meet national, there had been a massive increase from October and December 2020 for those children to achieve Phonics screening.  Those who did not achieve this would receive specific focus.  They would not be formally assessed and they would be reading fluently when they left the school.

MC stated writing would also be a focus moving forwards as data was very low. It had proved very difficult to teach writing remotely.  MC stated that the data was “depressing”, and it would be presented again to Governors.  MW stated that whilst the data was disappointing, it was because it was known that it was not where it needed to be, but this was to be expected given the current circumstances.  RT asked if the school used Corner Stones material.  MC confirmed this; staff had spent some time looking at this and had adapted this to the school.  It was not in its true form and AC had worked with subject leaders to develop it to meet the school’s needs.  RT asked if it could be presented remotely.  MC confirmed this; staff did not do live lessons but used activities from this.  There were weekly topic activities to complete at home and staff were good at adapting these.  They had tailored these for parents to do at home.
6.
Catch up Funding
7.
Remote Learning

MC stated that there was a clear plan in place and staff were doing everything they could apart from recorded lessons.  If lockdown continued, this would be reviewed although MC did not consider that many children would take this up.  MW asked if there was any way of surveying the parents to assess the success rate of remote learning.  MC responded that she could ask for a Google form but added that it would be the parents who accessed remote learning who would respond.  

8.
School Improvement Plan (including TLIF funding/project)
Copies of the priorities in the SIP had been circulated.  MC drew Governors’ attention to the updates provided on the priorities.  What had been achieved in Monitoring was listed and MC stated it had been difficult to monitor as we would like due to class bubbles and social distancing restrictions. There had been some observations through TEAMS last term which had been quite successful, and this may be used again in moving forward.  Online lessons would not be monitored so this was on hold and staff would explore more paper-based work at present through book looks and moderation.  Behaviour was good across the school and the school felt very calm.  Teachers had moved up with the children and transition had been “really good” this year.  Attendance was difficult to monitor and some children were masked by Covid.  There were some children whose parents had chosen not to send to school because they were fearful of Covid and there was EWO involvement.  There were a number of children whose parents had taken them off roll to be electively home educated although one child had returned with online learning.  The staff remained in contact with these parents.  The school could not carry out the usual process of penalty notices if the absence was Covid related.  However, the situation was monitored as much as possible.  MC stressed the difficulties of the situation.
9.
SEND Update

MC stated that SEND had moved so far in the past year and had really developed.  The work which EP had carried out had made a positive impact on the whole school.  EP stated that there were 68 pupils on the register equivalent to 23% compared to the national average of 14.9%.  The school was significantly above national and the figure was reflective of the cohort.  The school had experienced difficulties with the Educational Psychologist services.  Although there had been 3 EHCPs finalised within the last year, not one conversation had taken place with the Educational Psychologist – they had observed the children over video links.  EP added that she had not had one telephone conversation or CAMHS meeting.  She had raised this with the Educational Psychologist Service and requested support but they would not come into school.  In September 2020, EP had attended an Access Pathway Panel Meeting for a child who had been admitted from another school.  The opportunity had been given to get in touch with the Educational Psychologist for her support for this child.  The child probably had autism and the plan had been written around advice from the Educational Psychologist.  The Educational Psychologist had been contacted who had advised that she could not give advice and asked for an annual emergency review.  RT stated that it was her understanding that the Educational Psychologists were supposed to be going into schools.  MC explained that all other professionals had been into school and there was some confusion over the Educational Psychologist Service.  

EP confirmed that she had had no opportunity to discuss the draft plan.  She had requested that the children were seen, especially those in Oak class but the Educational Psychologist had stated that they could not come into school.  RT suggested that Rebecca Taylor, SEND Strategic Lead, should be contacted as well as Eleni Triantafyllou, Principal Educational Psychologist.  Both MC and EP expressed their concerns at the situation.  EP stated that the EHCP was based on the school’s ideas and observations of the children without any Educational Psychologist involvement.  MW added that this information required feeding back to Sally Jack in terms of the quality of the service.  MD, as Governor with responsibility for SEND, stated that he would support such contact.
EP advised that there was a child who had an EHCP but who had not attended school since November 2020.  The request to transfer to Cambridge Park had been rejected and the case was currently waiting to go back to a SENART Panel Meeting.  The mother would not bring the child into school or consider another mainstream school.  EP added that the child remained on the data and for attendance.  The child had been doing well in school but the mother wished for her to attend a Special School.  In the meantime, the pupil was out of school.  The EWO had been involved.  RT stated that the outcome would be beneficial if the child could remain in mainstream rather than a Special School.
MD asked if EP was now receiving admin support.  EP confirmed that PD was doing a great job in contacting parents on her behalf and was providing necessary support.
10.
Date of next meeting

The date of the next meeting was agreed as 25 May 2021 at 10.45am.

11.
Any other business

MW wished to record thanks to MC, EP, the leadership team and the staff.  
MC and EP were in school every day despite all the challenging 
circumstances and this had to be recognised.
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