PART B - CONFIDENTIAL

QUEEN MARY AVENUE INFANTS’ AND NURSERY SCHOOL

Minutes of a Virtual Resources Committees Meeting 
held on 9 February 2021
PRESENT:


Mr M Ward (MW|) (Chair)





Mrs M Castle (MC), Mr M Date (MD),  
Mrs E Powell (EP), Mrs R Tanser (RT)
IN ATTENDANCE:

Mr M Brett (Prospective new Governor)





Mrs L Blow (School Business Manager)
1.
Apologies


Apologies for absence had been received from Mrs E Harrison and 


Mr J Harris.  The Clerk explained that Mr Brett was attending the meeting 
as an Observer pending his appointment to be considered at the spring 
term Governors’ Meeting.  However, it would provide Mr Brett with an 
indication of the work which the committee covered.  A round of 
introductions took place.
2.
Pecuniary interests

There were no pecuniary interests declared for the meeting.
3.
Minutes

The Minutes of the meeting held on 19 October 2020 were agreed as a 
true record.

4.
Matters arising
(i)
Budget update – extra funding
MD asked if the school had been successful in its bid for an extra £8,000 funding.  LB responded that £24,000 had initially been applied for. This was sent to the LA who, based on their knowledge of what could successfully be applied for, reduced the amount to £8,000. This had been received in December.  MC added that some schools had not received any funding.  RT agreed; some academies had received funding whilst others had been refused as their budget had reserves.  MW asked what the funding represented.  LB confirmed that it covered additional PPE and health and safety items.  She had hoped to put through the fencing in the playground but there had been changes to the criteria.  The school had budgeted for £19,000 but would have to wait to see if it received all of this.  MW asked if this was sufficient.  LB stated that the budget was 10% less than the same time in the previous year.  
MC explained that one of two TAs who had been off since October half term 2020 was still not well enough to return to school and the other had only just returned.  LB advised that if the criteria changed for the next window, the school may be able to claim although had managed to claim back a percentage.
(ii)
Pupil Numbers – Reception
RT asked about current pupil numbers in Reception as previously, there had been some concern.  MC responded that there were 71 but this number had subsequently decreased to 69 and that day, was at 68.  MC acknowledged that it was a concern and there were only three children for the Nursery due at Easter which was very low.  The school had yet to be advised how many had applied for Reception in September 2021.  Normally, the school assisted parents with completing the forms and this would have to be progressed.  RT asked if the school were admitting two-year-olds.  MC confirmed that this was not currently taking place.  Usually in the summer the Nursery was full and the school could not admit two-year-olds but this time, may be able to admit them if numbers were low.  RT explained that the funding was more attractive and once the two-year-olds were admitted, it was more likely that they would remain at the school.  MC concurred; the matter had been discussed as some of the children qualified for the two-year-old funding but it had been a capacity issue.  MC stated that it was a fine balance to be addressed.  RT stated that the school had two rooms in the Nursery provision so could delegate one of these to two-year-olds.  MC responded that there would be insufficient space in the other provision for 3 and 4 year olds.  
(iii)
Inclusion Funding
MD requested an update.  EP stated that currently there were three children receiving EY inclusion funding and three more currently in process.  Three children were involved with the EHCAR route and when they commenced in September 2021, would have an EHCP in place.  Children were identified early and receiving the support they needed.

5.
Budget update


Copies of the budget and January 2021 virements had been circulated.
LB stated that she had discussed the January virements with Tiffany Rowbotham of NELC Finance but there had been some technical issues with the budget.  Copies of the budget were shared on screen with Governors.  LB advised that the PLASC funding had been set on the October census and the negative figures would have to be altered.  However, the numbers would still probably reflect a decline in numbers, especially at FS2.  The amount of top up funding for pupils was noted.
EP advised that there were 5 EHCPs at Band 6 which attracted £6,045 a year for these pupils.  However, the school would lose three of these at the end of this year to the Junior School and potentially had already lost a pupil.  The school had an EHCP at Band 6 and were appealing for Band 7 because the pupil was not a mainstream child and all the evidence supported a Band 7.  There was one EHCAR which had been submitted at the end of March for Band 6 for a pupil who had already been held back one year and who should be in Y2 but was in Y1.  There was considerable provision in place for this pupil.  Before September 2021, there would be two further ECARs submitted for children in Oak Class who required high level of support at Band 7 plus three in Nursery currently received EY inclusion funding.  These pupils would receive an EHCP for September.  From September 2021, there would be 10 EHCPs, 5 at Band 7 and 5 at Band 6.  This represented 3.3% compared to the national average of 3.1%.  MD asked if this reflected a true picture.  EP stated that it was an accurate reflection of the cohort.  MC stated that the work involved a huge amount of paperwork and expressed thanks to EP for making a difference in school.
RT requested an update on Oak Class.  MC confirmed that it was not in its original format and the school now used two break out rooms for these children.  Currently, 5 children used these rooms and the model worked better as these children could not access mainstream classrooms fully.  They would attend for short sessions and build up, but it was different because of Covid and class bubbles.  Post lockdown, some children will hopefully be ready for mainstream classroom and would build up their time.  RT stated that originally it had been suggested that the school may qualify for additional funding and asked if this had been forthcoming.  MC confirmed that no funding had been received. 5/6 meetings had been set up with different people within NELC historically but every meeting had been cancelled.  The school now used the EHCP funding and reiterated that the model worked.  MW stated that there should be greater transparency on this issue to provide money for these schools.  MC added that this time last year the school were not coping and the pupils’ behaviour was affecting the whole school.  The new system had necessitated considerable work from the school’s own budget to address the issue.  EP stressed that these pupils were not mainstream pupils and the school was funding this even though the evidence was available.  There was a good model to share now.  MW stated that there may be some in year admissions which could bring about some pressure and further conversations were necessary.
LB referred to the EY funding for the Nursery children and advised that there were some adjustments.  Originally, the figure had been £38,000 but had been slightly lower because of reduced numbers.  The spring term adjustment had been £11,000.  MC explained that although Nurseries were open, some parents were choosing not to send their children and she believed that they would join the school at Easter.
LB advised that in terms of staffing, MC’s increase had been agreed and had been backdated to January 2020.  EP had moved from L12 to L13 from September 2020.  Those staff who had left were noted.  MC stated that it was necessary for consideration to be given to extending the three TLRs for a further year.  These were for AC, ST and DN who were senior leaders in the school.  MC stated that the structure had been set up in January 2020 and she was very pleased with how this had worked.  Although the Governors had been emailed with this request and had confirmed their approval, it was necessary to record this.  RT asked if this structure was making an impact.  MC confirmed this; the sharing of the work was having a positive impact.
RESOLVED:
That Governors supported and approved that the three TLRs 

awarded to AC, ST and DN would be extended for a further 


year.

The Governors noted the other staffing changes.  ST was on maternity leave and BT had replaced her.  Governors then discussed BW who was currently seconded to Stallingborough CE Primary School for one year.  LB explained that in the budget BW was included until the end of the Autumn term.  MC stated that she considered that BW would actively seek another DHT position if she was not made permanent at Stallingborough.  An update would hopefully be available in the summer term.
The Governors noted the changes to the TAs hours where applicable.  It was noted that LD was currently off ill but he school could not claim for her as her absence was Covid related.  PD had been offered SLT administrative support and had increased her hours.  The school had been allocated catch-up funding of almost £19,000 for a L2 TA but JL was not currently in school.  The school had only received part payment for this and the next payment was anticipated before the end of the next financial year.  LR was a very good TA and was on a fixed term contract until the end of July.  She worked with Oak pupils and was very skilled.  Her contract had been extended and further consideration would be necessary at the end of the summer term.  
LB advised that casual hours had been included and should be carried forward for RWI.  MC added that the school had used casual hours when staff were self-isolating and the lunchtime staff had provided cover support in class.  Although not trained, some were skilled, and it was the preferred option rather than bringing in people who the children did not know.

LB advised that savings had been made for lettings.  There had been a one-off cost for the cleaner who had been self-isolating.  There was no movement with lunchtime staff.

LB highlighted the following specific changes to the budget:

· Medical expenses had been reduced.
· Half of the cost of Apprentice levy had been paid
· Insurance Premium – Non-Teaching would increase as there was more staff.

· Buildings and Maintenance - £9,500 had been spent of the £12,500 but there was further commitment.  The caretaker had done extra work which had saved money.

· Grounds Maintenance - £2,500 as the school had a tree which required pollarding

· Cleaning had reduced for next year.

· The invoice for water charges had finally been resolved.  This had been £3,000 originally and invoices had been received until the end of March.

· In terms of electricity, MC asked if the school had investigated solar panels.  LB advised that she had looked at a new lighting allowance through the Government where the school would receive money back on the energy saved.  MD suggested that the school should investigate this.  MW offered to provide contact details.

· Refuse – there had been some dissatisfaction with the existing company who were contracted until July.  LB would review this when it came to renew.

· Domestic purchases had increased to £9,000 to cover cleaning materials for next year.

· Teaching materials were at £20,000 but there were more costs to come through.  This included stationery and licences.  

· Photocopier costs were over £1,000 higher and was in respect of the home packs provided.

· Computer licences – the school had switched to Scholar Pack for the SIMS part of the contract.  This would be very efficient and was online rather than server based.  The school had purchased 5 new laptops for teachers and an order had been placed for iPads for pupils.  Unfortunately, because of Covid, delivery had been delayed.  
· Advertising – the school had paid into an advert at the hospital.  It had proved difficult to manage and LB was looking to get out of the contract or a price reduction.  She was also investigating the advertising at local roundabouts.

· New telephones had been installed around the school and some had been upgraded.

· Agency supply now stood at zero for the first time ever .MC explained that funding was now spent t on the HLTA but the children knew her well and was the better option to agency staff.

· Consultancy work – curriculum had increased to £13,000.

· Consultancy work included Wilkin Chapman and the Lincoln Diocese.  The school may move back to NELC HR.

· Insurance Reimbursement Non-Teaching was in respect of staff sickness.

· A total of £125,742 had been received from grants.

· Income from LA/Schools of £10,090 included the TA Apprenticeship levy and EY inclusion funding.

· Funding for pupil premium pupils had been taken from the January census at £144 per pupil and this had been increased.


LB stated that the budget would change in April 2021 but there was a healthy carry forward, a good in year surplus and accumulated surplus.  MC stated that because numbers were fluctuating, staff had been employed on fixed term contracts.  The budget was therefore in a much better position than the same time last year.  LB added that at the end of the plan the school still had an 8.46% carry forward.  LB was thanked for her work on the budget.
LB advised that a member of staff had not been referred to Dr East.  She had been offered a referral but this had been declined.  MW stated that this may be needed if there were to be a phased return or alternatively, she may not return to the school.  MC had been advised that it was up to the school to progress this.
RESOLVED:
That Governors approved that MW could sign the budget as 



presented.

6.
TLR’s

This matter had been raised and discussed earlier in the meeting.

7.
Health and Safety Update
LB advised that there had not been a recent walk through by the LA but there were no issues to report and the school was compliant.  There was a planned walk with the caretaker in the next couple of weeks.  The main playground area from the tarmac to the mud had corroded and repair work would take place in the summer.

MC advised that the safeguarding audit was work in progress and had to be returned in March 2021.  The outcome would be discussed with EH and an action plan would be presented to Governors in the summer term.

8.
Date of next meeting

The date of the next meeting had previously been agreed as 25 May 2021 
at 9.30am.
9.
Any other business
MC stated that whilst she was pleased with the budget despite the additional costs generated by Covid.  However, she would still be moving forward with the planned developments.  She was satisfied with the interior of the school and it was now the outdoor space which required attention although not of immediate urgency.  The caretaker had carried out considerable work which had saved the school money.
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