
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 MINUTES OF THE SHOREDITCH PARK PRIMARY SCHOOL  

OUTCOMES COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON 
TUESDAY 03 JULY 2018 

 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Present:  
Jane Kemsley  
Claire Keady   

Helen Fitzpatrick (Chair) 

 

 

 

 

Apologies:   

Siobhan Fehim (Head of School) 

Nikhil Mehta   

 

 

In Attendance:  

Penny Smith (Headteacher)  

Rachel Cleverton (Deputy Head for Inclusion) 

James Scutt (Assistant Headteacher) 

 

 

 

Clerk: 

Tatiana Kazim (HLT Governor Services) 

 



 

The meeting opened at 8:00am  

 

1. Welcome/Apologies 

 

1.1 The chair welcomed Governors to the meeting. 

1.2 Apologies were received from N Mehta and S Fehim. 

 

2. Provision Mapping  

 

2.1 It was noted that the provision mapping item (item 6 on the agenda) was 

brought forward to accommodate R Cleverton’s scheduled training.  

2.2 R Cleverton summarised that the purpose of the provision mapping is to confirm 

all outside agencies for the next academic year, along with tracking to be used. It 

was noted that, this year, the tracking scheme was somewhat ad hoc and did not 

necessarily sync with the review cycle. This will be rectified for the forthcoming 

year.  

2.3 Commissioning an Additional Behavioural Support Agency - It was reported that 

there is one new child joining the school in the next academic year, whose needs 

warrant the commissioning of an additional behaviour support agency. This child 

was permanently excluded from another setting, has an EHCP L5, and ADHD.  

2.4 It was noted that this move could not have been predicted in advance, since the 

transfer request was initially refused. 

2.5  It was reported that the commissioning of the REU team is deemed 

inappropriate in this situation. The REU asks for a 2-year commitment at a cost of 

approximately £15,000 per year, which is a high level of commitment and 

inflexibility, given that service commissioning is to meet the specific needs of one 

child.  

2.6 A recommendation was made by James Sykes at HLT to use RUN. 

Declaration of Interest:  P Smith declared that RUN was founded by James Smith, 

who is P Smith’s brother. 

2.7  RUN is more flexible, with buy-in on case-by-case basis, priced at £1,000 for a 6-

week package. R Cleverton will request that before and after measures should be 

included, to ensure confidence in value for money. R Cleverton proposed that 

RUN represents a more economical way to support children with behavioural 

needs in the Shoreditch Park Primary School setting, where there are few 

children who require extra support, beyond that offered in-house.  

Comment from P Smith:  There is a great need for more flexibility – the 

commissioning of an outreach service for 2-years at £15,000 per year cannot be 

justified in our setting, where we are confident in our ability to meet the needs 

of the vast majority of children enrolled. 



Question: How much funding does a L5 ECHP bring in? 

Answer: The L5 ECHP brings with it £15,000 of additional funding. In terms of 

allocating this funding, we anticipate that specific recruitment, behaviour input, 

and EP input will be required. With all things considered, we can expect that the 

funding will be exhausted by the end of the Autumn term. This issue has been 

raised with HLT, with their response being that support measures must be put in 

place first, and a request for additional funding made retroactively.  

Question: What support measures would usually be expected from HLT for a 

child with this profile of needs? 

Answer: This child was previously enrolled out of borough. He has not attended 

a PRU, which means the usual 6-week package of support was not available, and 

the request for additional funding equivalent to the standard 6-week package 

was refused by HLT. Highlighting the complex needs of this child, it is understood 

that he has not been in a school setting since February and, before that, there 

had been an additional permanent exclusion prior.   

2.8 Therapeutic Family Work with CAMHS - It was reported that a piece of work 

with London Fields and the education psychology department, along with 

CAMHS, has been put in place – looking at therapeutic family work in the school 

setting. This will be particularly appropriate for children within the Nurture 

provision, to increase parental involvement and support.  

Comment from P Smith: It will also involve SLT training and CPD for wider 

school, which represents an excellent opportunity for whole-school upskilling.  

Comment from J Kemsley: This also fits with the school’s ongoing aim of 

increasing parental engagement and should be commended. 

2.9 Impact of Peace Girls - It was reported that work is being done in relation to 

assessing the impact of Peace Girls, now that their work with the school has 

completed.  

 

3. Minutes of last meeting and action taken 

 

3.1 The minutes from the last meeting were approved. 

3.2 Actions from the last meeting have been completed - 

 R Cleverton to report progress: complete 

 P Smith to feed back about recruitment: complete 

 P Smith to confirm that mock Ofsted is scheduled for September: complete  

 

4. Attainment and Progress Report  

 

4.1 It was noted that J Scutt to make the full report in S Fehim’s absence. 



4.2 It was noted that, in terms of the progress overview, the target for Year 1 is 5 

steps across year, and the target for Years 2 to 6 is 6 steps across year – this is 

because Year 1 progress is measured across a shorter amount of time. 

4.3 The Target Tracker tool is new for this year and is used in conjunction with other 

measures. 

4.4 It was noted that ECHP children are within the Target Tracker tool dataset – this 

brings down the overall averages. 

Question: How do you define a step of progress? 

Answer: Target Tracker generates the ‘steps’; the six steps are a specific Target 

Tracker tool, though we as a school have taken this on now as a universal internal 

measure. When a statement is blue the bar will move along; when working at 

greater depth, the bar will turn yellow. 

4.5 In terms of attainment, there are currently, for example, 34 children in Year 1 

(75.6%) who are ‘at risk’ in terms of reading. ‘Risk’ in this context means that a 

child is working at the age-expected level, but is at risk of falling behind if they do 

not continue to make the same amount of progress.   

4.6 The percentage of children who had attained a GLD at the end of reception was 

73%, with 13% working above. At the end of Year 1, this dropped to 69% 

combined and 11% working above – this is because a number of greater depth 

children from Year 1 have moved on to other schools.  

Question: What percentage of current cohort had a GLD? 

Answer: This is not currently known, but the data can be generated. 

Action Point: Live data to be generated by J Scutt.  

4.7 It was noted that, across the school, girls tend to perform better than boys – this 

is in line with national trends. 

4.8 It was noted that children in the pupil premium category, boys, and children with 

SEND tend to be working at ‘age-expected’. 

4.9 Children working below ‘age-expected’ are generally children with an EHCP. A 

separate dataset will be generated, with these children removed.  

Question: Does removing children with an EHCP from the dataset go against the 

grain of being an inclusive school? 

Answer: As long as both sets of numbers are there, this will give a fair 

representation.  

Comment: Target Tracker data is necessarily crude, and conceals the fact that these 

are individual children. Target Tracker is simply about top line figures. Arguably, 

generating data out of 60 children is statistically problematic in any case. Most 

importantly for us, we have an understanding of our children. Teachers dig below 

the statistics to understand the individual circumstances of the children who are ‘at 

risk’.  

Progress and Attainment Year by Year –  



4.10  For Year 1 -  All children have made good progress since their starting points. 

This is a really strong picture going forward.  

4.11 TKC children’s spelling is pulling down the average; the Oracy programme has 

had a positive impact on spoken language, but the same impact has not been 

seen in terms of written skills. This is usual when learning a new language – 

speaking skills tend to develop before spelling.  

4.12 For Year 2 – It was noted that variance between children with pupil premium 

and without has closed. Overall a strong picture, though with same gap between 

boys and girls in reading writing and maths. There is also a mobility issue which 

has been highlighted, and which reiterates need for ‘live data’ – a year-on-year 

comparison of children which takes into account mobility. 

4.13 For Year 3 – It was noted that in Year 3, the combined attainment level for 

reading, writing, maths was 70%, which is in-line with KS1 SATS results.  

4.14 At KS1 SATS, 8% achieved greater depth, which is now at 15%. This means 

that the current Year 3 is looking very strong going forward.  

4.15 It was noted that the current Year 3 are a male-heavy cohort (at around 60% 

boys), but the averages are pulled up by the fact that there is a higher of boys 

working in greater depth. 

4.16 It was noted that, as in Year 2, the variance between PP and non-PP children 

has closed.  

4.17 In sum: 72% made expected or better progress; or 87% if children with an 

EHCP are removed from the dataset. 

Question: For the 13% without an EHCP, what is the reason for these children 

falling below the expected progress level? 

Answer: Some of these children have a suspected or confirmed SEN but no EHCP. 

Teachers need to dig below data to find the individual story. 

Question: When a new child enters the school, how are they incorporated into 

the Target Tracker system? 

Answer: Baseline assessment are inputted, and the child is assessed by Target 

Tracker from that point onwards. 

4.18 For Year 4 – It was noted that this cohort contains a high number of SEND 

and EHCP children (17 children in total). Year 4 is a gender balanced cohort with, 

again, girls outperforming boys.  

Comment: Analysing the Target Tracker data and what this means in terms of 

teaching and learning standards is dependent on the profile of that cohort. Year 

4 has a particular profile, which means that if we don’t see expected levels of 

progress, this is not necessarily negative.  

Question: Progress measures in writing appear to be inconsistent with the ‘more 

able’ numbers; only 75% of ‘more able’ children are ‘working above’ the 

expected level. Why is this?   



A: There are only 4 ‘more able’ children. Therefore, the drop from 100% to 75% 

is caused by just one child out of the four, who is ‘more able’ but not working at 

greater depth. The percentage drop is not as significant as it first appears. 

4.19 For Year 5 – It was noted that Year 5 is a very strong cohort, with 75% 

combined working at AE or above, and 16% working at greater depth. We are 

hopeful for an increase to 84% combined and 20% greater depth in Year 6. With 

teaching profile for Year 6 next year, this is looking achievable.  

Question: Where would this put you in terms of FFT rating? 

Answer: This would put us just above FFT 20. 

4.20 For Year 6 – It was noted that slower progress has been made in maths as 

compared to the strong progress in writing and reading. However, attainment 

scores are very high, with 82% combined at AE or above. All children have made 

at least good progress from their starting points.  

Question: Should we expect SATS results to reflect the strong attainment scores? 

Answer: We feel very confident that SATS results should reflect the teacher 

assessment made in-house.  

Comment: TKC reading progress is very good, supported by Oracy programme.  

Question: Looking at the whole school picture, apart from SEN and EHCP 

children, it is TKC children who need to be a priority? 

Answer: TKC are certainly a priority. We see the difference level out at Year 5 

and 6 – with continuous and ongoing intervention year on year, by the time KS2 

is entered, we see the fruits of this labour. 

Question: Are any other ethnic groups specifically tracked? 

Answer: No – TKC children represent the ‘at risk’ ethnic group in our school 

context. Working with a psychologist, we’ve found that if structures are 

inadequately formed in a first language, this can present difficulties in learning a 

second language. We have found that children’s language structures have not 

always formed in Turkish.  

Comment: In the PTA, we have been working on attracting Turkish mothers to 

join the PTA and to engage with ESOL classes.  

 

5. Writing Moderation  

 

5.1 It was noted that the school’s internal judgements across the board were 

confirmed by the moderation.  

5.2 The internal moderation system, based on Hackney model, was a key point of 

discussion. We have created a bank examples, to indicate what each level looks 

like. This will form the basis to develop a Shoreditch Park model, which will be 

more appropriate for our school context, especially since that Hackney model is 

only for Year 6 onwards.  



5.3 We will also look at working with other schools, such as London Fields, to 

develop a cross-school bank. 

5.4 It was noted that the use of video stimulus was vey well-received. 

Comment: It is impressive that the openness and willingness to give moderators 

full access comes across in the moderation document.  

Action Point: The writing moderation to be brought to the full governing board. 

 

6. Phonics Screening Check  

 

6.1 The result of the Phonics Screening check was an 82% pass rate. This is a very 

good result. 

Question: Of children who didn’t pass, how many are expected to pass in Year 2? 

Answer: In general, they won’t be expected to pass in Year 2. These children have 

quite complex needs and the testing methods used - for example, the ‘nonsense’ 

words -  will not capture the reading ability of these children.  

 

7. Another Other Business 

7.1 There was no other business.  

 

The meeting closed at 8:49am  

 

 

 

 

 


