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“What have we done at this meeting that has improved education for the children in our school?” 

FROXFIELD CofE PRIMARY & PRE-SCHOOL SCHOOL 
MINUTES OF A VIRTUAL MEETING OF THE GOVERNING BODY 
HELD USING ZOOM ON THURSDAY 18th JUNE 2020 
 

Present: Vickie Farrow (VF) – Headteacher  
 David Handley (DH) 
 Lorraine Harriott (LH) 
 Gillian Hollis (GH) – Chair 
 Simon Matyear (SM) 
 Edward Sadler (ES) 
 Susanna Shepherd (SS) 
     
 

In Attendance: Helen Evison (HE) - Clerk 
   
Apologies:                Monnia Linnell (ML) 
 Natasha Oakley (NO) 
 John Owen (JO) 

Ben Vickery (BV) 
 Rebecca Labram (RL) – Associate Member 
 

 

The meeting opened at 10.30am 
 

20/90 Welcome & Apologies  
 GH welcomed all and thanked them for agreeing to be available at short notice.   

Apologies were received from ML, NO, JO. BV and RL. 
 It was confirmed that the meeting was quorate, seven of eleven full governors in post 

being present. 
   

20/91 Declaration of Interests 
 Standing declarations: 
 BV is married to a member of staff at the school.  JO is also a governor another HCC 

school. HE clerks for other schools in Surrey and Hampshire, for SCC and TKAT. ES 
and GH’s husbands are Trustees of Privett Village Hall. VF’s daughter is occasionally 
employed to at the after-school club. SS’s husband is a Parish Councillor for Froxfield & 
Privett.  
No interest was declared in any particular agenda item. 

 
20/92 Minutes of the Meeting of 19.05.20 
 It was agreed to carry these minutes forward to the next scheduled meeting. 

ACTION: HE 
20/93  Chair’s Action 
 GH advised that there had been no Emergency Action. 
. 
20/94         Arrangements for wider re-opening 
 Refer VF e-mail of 16th June outlining the numbers currently in school and the guidance 

regarding inviting back additional pupils where there is capacity. 
 VF summarised the current provision and proposals for wider re-opening and took 

questions arising. 
          - Just under 50 pupils were in school, they were in four ‘bubbles’ but only 3 ‘bubbles’  
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       were in school on any day 
- The older pupils were good at social distancing, the younger ones, less so 
- Procedures had been implemented so that contact between bubbles were avoided 
and rigorous cleaning and hygiene regimes were in place. 
Q: How were the children emotionally and educationally? 
A: Some had been ‘wobbly’ about returning, so it was good to get them back in. 
Education provided to the children in school was very good as the groups were small; 
there appeared to be a huge range in the quality of education provided at home.  
Q: Were all the staff happy? 
A: LH explained that at they had asked for feedback at the last staff meeting; there was 
a range of views but most were concerned for the children and wanted to get more in. 
VF said that staff had been nervous to start with but they were more confident now that 
systems were in place.  All staff were back; there were some issues with workload as 
they had to balance the provision of materials for home learning with time in class. 
Q: Would workload issue be exacerbated if more pupils came back? 
A: VF and LH had been looking at how to reduce the workload but maintain the quality 
of provision. They would probably switch from using the school’s own schemes of work 
to units developed by the local authority. 
Q: Were they proposing that all children come in for 4 days? 
A: Next week was scheduled to be ‘creativity week’. This was already planned and it 
would be difficult to introduce more pupils during this.  
Q: After creativity week, how many days could they offer to the others that 
wanted to come in? 
A: Two days per week for years 3,4 and 5.  Two or three days per week for Yr2. 
 
Governors discussed whether to abandon creativity week in order to offer the children 
restarting now three weeks rather than two. Staff felt that creativity week should be 
retained; planning was underway, parents had been informed. Creativity week was also 
designed to create a more positive mindset for the pupils at home, many of which would 
not be coming back at all anyway. 
 
Q: Was it the case that parents could no longer change their minds about 
whether to send their child back this term? 
A: Yes; this had been made clear and it would not be possible to have all the children 
in, only those whose parents had confirmed that they wished them to return. 
 
Q: Did the school maintain contact with the children that they did not hear from 
and were there many? 
A: Teachers contacted families and then VF followed up. The office staff had also been 
very helpful. There had been one child of concern but this was okay now. 
 
Governors returned to questioning the decision to maintain creativity week. Governors 
expressed their individual views; it was concluded to support the preference of staff. 
 
VF explained that, as well as extending provision to other year groups, it was proposed 
to increase the number of days that Yr1 were in from 3 to 4 days and to maintain the 
number of days per week for Yr6 at 3. 
 
Q: Might there be an increase in the number of Key Worker children? 
A: There was a small risk as the KW group was 14 for three days a week; should it 
prove necessary they would split the group and use the library. 
Q: How many KW children were from ‘front line’ worker parents? 
A: One. 
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Q: Would there be an increased risk for this one? 
A: The only change was that some staff would work with two bubbles; all the other 
measures would remain in place; hygiene procedures were robust. 
Q: How many children were there in the KW bubble? 
A: There were 21 in total but no more than 14 on any one day. 
Q: Would the one-way system be compromised if more children were in school? 
A: No. 
Q: If the required separation distance was reduced from 2m to 1m would this 
allow more children to come back? 
A: Not many, as they could still only have one child per table and would be unable to 
get many more tables in to each room.  
Q: The class Dojo has been successful but did the children need access to 
Teams? Did all have computers? 
A: Staff had been researching possibilities; they were working towards a way of sharing 
the interactive white board with children at home. Although they could organise a class 
video link this did not allow the provision of individual responses.  They were 
investigating the use of Teams and G-Suite, too. 
Q: Had any necessary changes been document in the Behaviour Policy? 
A: VF said that she would review this and the Risk Assessment as some revisions may 
be required.                                                                                                    ACTION: VF 
Q: Do we know why the parents of the children who don’t come in have decided 
to keep them at home? 
A: No. 
Q: Was it clear that they cannot now change their minds? 
A: They were asked ‘If we were able to offer your child time in school would you take it 
up?’ VF felt that it was clear. 
Q: Did they have any concerns regarding the children whose parents had said 
no? 
A: No because staff were keeping in touch with everyone. 
 
Q: What were the next steps? 
A:  To talk through and agree the new timetable with staff and to explain what was 
happening to the KW families; they needed to understand that even though others from 
their child’s year group were retuning the KW children would have to remain in the KW 
bubble. After this an announcement could go out to all parents. 
 
Q: Could these proposals be met within budget? 
A: Yes, one teacher had increased from 1 day to 2 but this was due to maternity cover. 
 
VF highlighted that what they were offering was the chance for the children to 
experience a few days back; it would not be a reunion, it would not be the same as 
before; most, but not all, would be with their ‘current’ class teacher. 
 
The Chair asked whether governors agreed with the proposal to open the school to the 
children whose parents wished them to return in all year groups for a limited number of 
days per week in the last two full weeks of term. Governors gave their support to the 
plans for more year groups to return. 
 

20/95  Other questions arising 
 Q: What was happening with the pre-school? 

A: They were open Monday, Wednesday and Friday; most children were in. The Village 
Hall was closed for all other activities which helped to minimise the risks and enabled 
equipment to be left out overnight. 
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 Q: Had there been any response to the advert for a pre-school assistant? 
 A: The current assistant was leaving at the end of term. The post had been advertised 

for 27.5hours per week (or job share); there appeared to be some good candidates. 
 VF added that funding for 7.5hrs had been agreed to support a child with individual 

needs; she was hopeful that they would be able to appoint someone to cover this, too. 
 
20/96 Diary dates & dates of forthcoming meetings 
 C&L Tues 14th July at 9.15am 
 FGB Monday 20th July ay 4.30pm 
 
  

 
The meeting closed at 11.40am 

 
 
 
 
 

 
                             Chairman …………………………..……………….   Date ……………….... 


