
Sandwich Technology School 

Full Governing Body 

Minutes of a meeting held on Monday 8 February 2016 

 
Present: Mr B Eccles (Chair) Mrs C M Hurst 
 Mr I Barwood Mr C James 
 Mr P Carter Mr D Larkins 
 Mr P J Crean Mr T Porter 
 Mr J Flannery Mrs T Savage 
 Ms D Hogben 
 
In attendance: Mrs C Biggs (Admissions Officer) Mrs L M Walters (Company Secretary) 
 
Apologies for absence: Miss D Hawkins Mr J Boyes (Deputy Head) 
 Mrs K Manser Mrs W Tutton (Deputy Head) 
 Ms R Starr Mr A Fisher (School Business Manager) 
 
Absent:  Mr J Kirtley Mr L Ridings MBE 

 

Minute  Action By 
 The Chair welcomed Mrs Biggs, who had been invited to attend to support 

her professional development. 
  

    
1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE   
 Apologies for absence were received and accepted from Miss Hawkins, 

Mrs Manser, Ms Starr, Mr Boyes, Mrs Tutton and Mr Fisher. 
  

    
2 DECLARATION OF BUSINESS INTERESTS   
 No new business interests were declared.   
    
3 TO ELECT A VICE CHAIR OF THE GOVERNING BODY   
 Three nominations had been received for the role of Vice Chair: Mr Carter, 

Mr Porter and Mr Ridings. A secret ballot was conducted and Mr Porter 
was duly elected. 

  

    
4 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS   
 Minutes of the General Meeting held on 12 October 2015, the Annual 

General Meeting held on 7 December 2015 and the Development Meeting 
held on 7 December 2015 were signed as accurate records. 

  

    
5 MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES    
    
5.1 Minutes of the General Meeting held on 12 October 2015   
    
5.1.1 Retiring Governors (Minute 5.1.1)   
 Former Governors had been invited to the ‘Celebration of Achievement’ 

evening, but had been unable to attend. The Company Secretary had since 
sent a thank you letter and token gift to each of them, which had been well-
received. 

  

    
5.1.2 Governor Information File (Minute 5.2.1)   
 A Governor Information File had been created and a copy given to each 

Governor. The resources that it contained had yet to be uploaded to the 
secure area of the school website; this would be expedited. 

 
 

LMW 

 
 

24.03.16 
    
5.1.3 Parental Engagement with the Governing Body (Minute 5.2.2)   
 The Company Secretary continued to work to populate the governance 

section of the school website to provide more information for parents about 
the role of governors. 

 
 

LMW 

 
 

24.03.16 
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5.1.4 Learning and Development Team (Minute 8.4)   
 It had been agreed previously that a future Development Meeting would 

consider all aspects of the Sixth Form offer. This would be arranged in due 
course. 

 
 

LMW 

 
 

31.08.16 
    
5.1.5 Horizontal Wind Turbine (Minute 11.1)   
 The School Business Manager had, by email, informed all Governors that 

this project was no longer being pursued. 
  

    
 All other action points had been completed or would be addressed by the 

current agenda. 
  

    
5.2 Minutes of the Annual General Meeting held on 7 December 2015   
 There were no matters arising from these minutes.   
    
5.3 Minutes of the Development Meeting held on 7 December 2015   
 The single action point from this meeting had been completed; there were 

no further matters arising from these minutes. 
  

    
6 TO CONSIDER PERFORMANCE DATA FROM EXTERNAL SOURCES   
 Data had been distributed with the meeting papers to inform discussion of 

this agenda item. The data compared key performance indicators for STS 
with those of other, non-selective schools within a 25 mile radius. The table 
had been colour-coded to show the top performing school for each 
indicator and instances where STS had performed above the national 
average. The school’s ranking in each category was also shown. The 
Headteacher reminded Governors that the national average represented 
students of all abilities. 

  

    
 It was pleasing to note that performance in English was above the national 

average as was the percentage of students achieving five GCSEs at 
grades A* to G. 

  

    
 The Headteacher explained that this information provided a local context; 

the RAISE online national data had been considered in depth at the 
Development Meeting on 7 December 2015.  

  

    
 The following points were raised by Governors and discussed:   
    
 Q: Could this comparison be provided quarterly rather than annually?   
 A: No; the national performance data on which it was based was only 

published annually. 
  

    
 Q: How did the comparison enhance what was known from RAISE 

online? 
  

 A: RAISE online did not take full account of the selective education 
system. The comparison with similar schools provided by RAISE 
included comprehensive schools, which would have a larger 
proportion of middle ability students than a non-selective high school. 

  

    
 Q: Did the comparison raise any concerns?   
 A: Yes; performance in Mathematics and in the EBacc suite of subjects 

had been identified as areas for improvement.  
  

    
 Q: Dover Christ Church Academy was shown as the top performing 

school for Mathematics; could STS learn from their experience? 
  

 A: Yes; there would be merit in asking them to share best practice. TLS 26.02.16 
    
 Q: Although Dover Christ Church Academy was the top performing 

school for Mathematics, its results were still below the national 
average; was this a product of the selective education system? 

  



Full Governing Body – 8 February 2016 

Page 3 

Minute  Action By 
 A: Yes. Changes to grade boundaries in 2015 had had an effect, but this 

had affected schools nationally and was not an excuse for the 
disappointing performance of STS students.  

  

    
  The principles of ‘norm-referencing’ were explained and recognised to 

be an additional challenge. 
  

    
 Q: The Chaucer Technology School had been the top performer in 

English; in light of the school’s recent closure, had that been a small 
cohort? 

  

 A: Yes and that would skew the statistics.   
    
 Q: Two columns recorded absence data; what was the distinction 

between them? 
  

 A: The first was an overall absence measure, the second recorded cases 
of persistent absenteeism, which was defined as missing 15 per cent 
or more of all possible sessions. 

  

    
 Q: What did the data tell the school about its Sixth Form provision?   
 A: The STS Sixth Form ranked highly when compared to other local, 

non-selective schools, with performance close to the national average. 
  

    
7 TO CONSIDER THE DEPARTMENT FOR EDUCATION’S NOVEMBER 

VISIT REPORT 
  

 A written report from the Department for Education (DfE) had been 
distributed with the meeting papers. Both the Chair of Governors and the 
Headteacher had been disappointed by its content. The report had been 
critical of the Governing Body and the School Development Plan, but had 
not made recommendations beyond the school’s existing action plan.  The 
report did acknowledge that the school was moving in the right direction 
and seemed to be driven by central policy rather than local circumstances. 

  

    
 The report cited low expectations as a barrier to student learning, but did 

not recognise local context or the need to be realistic when setting student 
performance targets. 

  

    
 The following points were raised and discussed:   
    
 Q: What concerns did the DfE Adviser have about the School 

Development Plan? 
  

 A: The Adviser felt that the Plan did not focus sufficiently on raising 
standards and did not respond to Ofsted’s recommendations. In 
response, the Headteacher had highlighted the link to the Governors’ 
strategic vision and the way in which the Plan would be populated as 
the year progressed. 

  

    
 Q: How often would the school be subject to a DfE visit of this type?   
 A: Such visits were triggered by potential areas of concern rather than 

being at defined intervals and reflected the Government’s direct 
relationship with Academies. 

  

    
 Q: There were contradictions within the report; who did the Adviser meet 

with during the visit? 
  

 A: There were meetings with representative groups of staff, students and 
Governors. 

  

    
 There was no requirement to publish the report, simply to submit 

performance data to the DfE at agreed intervals. 
  

    
8 TO CONSIDER THE SCHOOL’S MEDIUM TO LONG-TERM VISION   
 The Governors’ Strategic Plan for September 2015 to July 2018 had been 

distributed with the meeting papers. There was a requirement for this to be 
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subject to regular review. The next agenda item would consider progress 
against the School Development Plan, which had been drawn up to deliver 
the Governors’ vision. 

    
9 TO RECEIVE REPORTS FROM THOSE WITH DELEGATED 

RESPONSIBILITIES 
  

    
9.1 Headteacher (including progress against the School Development 

Plan) 
  

 A written report had been distributed with the meeting papers to inform 
discussion against this agenda item. The 2015/2016 School Development 
Plan had also been sent out, which included a progress report for Terms 1 
and 2. During the Headteacher’s presentation, a number of points were 
raised and discussed. 

  

    
 Q: Were there any concerns that should be brought to the Governors’ 

attention? 
  

 A: The Headteacher doubted the accuracy of present predictions for 
Year 8 students at the end of Key Stage 3 and made reference to 
specific figures to illustrate this. She would be talking with the Heads 
of English, Mathematics and Science to explore this issue. 

  

    
 Q: Could it simply be a reporting error?   
 A: No; similar discrepancies had been noted in the previous year’s data 

and the Headteacher felt that there was a need to review and refine 
assessment methods. 

  

    
 Q: What alternative strategy might be employed?   
 A: This would be discussed with subject leads, but consideration could 

be given to using external, written assessment such as old SATs 
papers. 

  

    
 The Headteacher had greater confidence in the predicted outcomes for 

Year 11, which anticipated 2016 GCSE results to be broadly in line with 
2015. It was noted that the cohort was weaker than in previous years and 
presented more challenging behaviour. Performance in Mathematics 
remained a concern. 

  

    
 The Headteacher referred Governors to statistics within her report relating 

to student behaviour. She was concerned to note a significant rise in the 
number of referrals in Terms 1 and 2 and described some of the factors 
that might have contributed to this. Behaviour management strategies were 
being reviewed and the school was seeking to employ two members of 
staff to bolster the pastoral support team. The current Year 7 cohort was 
proving to be particularly challenging. 

  

    
 Q: Did the figures indicate that SEN students were proportionally less 

well behaved than other students? 
  

 A: Not necessarily; the number of referrals reflected incidences of poor 
behaviour not the number of students involved. There could be 
individual offenders who were referred repeatedly. 

  

    
 Q: The present Year 11 cohort had been cited previously as presenting 

challenging behaviour; could any lessons be learned from that? 
  

 A: A lot of work had been done to engage the present Year 11, including 
fostering a competitive spirit and offering rewards; students had 
responded well to that intervention. Similarly, every effort would be 
made to address Year 7 behaviour. The school’s SEN Co-ordinator 
was organising an event for Primary School SEN Co-ordinators to 
develop their understanding of issues surrounding transition. 

  

    
 Q: Are parents made aware of their child’s very challenging behaviour?   
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 A: Parents are made aware, but some refuse to accept the situation or 

are overwhelmed by it. 
  

    
 Q: Could account be taken of behaviour at the point of admission?   
 A: No; the school was not permitted to differentiate between applicants 

other than applying its published over-subscription criteria. 
  

    
 Q: Could behaviour be addressed as part of the induction process?   
 A: The Home-School Agreement had been strengthened and students 

would now join their parents at a one-to-one meeting in advance of 
admission, when the Agreement would be explained and signed. 

  

    
 Q: Was the need to respect the Home-School Agreement emphasised at 

Parents’ Evenings? 
  

 A: Yes.    
    
 Q: Would poor behaviour preclude a student from participating in extra-

curricular trips?  
  

 A: In some cases it might be a consideration, but poor behaviour could 
be a manifestation of a difficult home environment and those students 
often derived great benefit from wider, positive experiences. 

  

    
 It was important to note in discussing these concerns that Ofsted had 

judged behaviour within the school to be “good” and the majority of 
students did observe the school’s rules and values. Additionally, many 
positive, unsolicited comments were received about our students’ 
behaviour whilst on school trips and educational visits. 

  

    
 Within the report on extra-curricular activities, the success achieved by the 

school’s football teams was noted. It was agreed that the Headteacher 
would pass on the Governors’ congratulations. 

 
 

TLS 

 
 

26.02.16 
    
 The School Development Plan was discussed and it was recognised as a 

useful basis for Critical Friend exchanges. The possibility of introducing a 
‘Note of Visit’ to record Critical Friend meetings was suggested as this 
would provide valuable evidence of Governor support and challenge. It was 
agreed that the Headteacher would draw up a model form and present this 
to the Governors’ Learning and Development Team for approval. 

 
 
 
 
 

TLS 

 
 
 
 
 

09.03.16 
    
 (Company Secretary’s note: Ms Hogben left the meeting at this point.)   
    
 To further supplement her report, the Headteacher tabled a visual Self-

Evaluation Form (SEF) and explained the information categories and the 
system of colour coding. Information on lesson observations and results 
achieved by individual teachers had been anonymised, but still illustrated 
strengths and weaknesses within subject areas. The visual SEF also listed 
documents that each department would be required to have in place, but 
this had not yet been implemented. 

  

    
 The Headteacher was concerned to note the low level of progress across 

KS3, which supported the concerns that she had expressed earlier in the 
meeting about the accuracy of Year 8 assessment data and predictions. 

  

    
 The following points were raised and discussed:   
    
 Q: There appeared to be inconsistencies, with one department scoring 

very highly in lesson observations, but not translating that into positive 
examination residuals. Was sufficient time being allowed for those 
staff members to deliver the curriculum? 

  

 A: The prescribed, guided-learning hours were always adhered to and 
supplemented by after-school support and holiday revision 
programmes. It was possible that lesson observation judgements were 
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too generous in some cases, but results were also affected by other 
factors that might not be witnessed during a typical lesson, such as 
behaviour issues, the quality of marking and the appropriateness of 
homework. 

     
 Q: Did the visual SEF focus solely on Year 11 results?   
 A: No, there was a Sixth Form element.   
    
 Q: Did formal lesson observations focus on a particular cohort?   
 A: No, all members of the teaching staff were subject to quality 

improvement processes. 
  

    
 Q: Were all lesson observations announced in advance?   
 A: Learning walks by members of the Senior Leadership Team were 

unannounced. For formal lesson observations, teaching staff would be 
made aware of a window within which they would be observed, but not 
the specific time. 

  

    
 Q: Would there be merit in not giving any notice?   
 A: That could be counter-productive as it was important to maintain 

goodwill and create a positive climate for professional development. 
The outcome of a single observation would not be considered in 
isolation, but supplemented by other information such as student 
feedback and work sampling. 

  

    
 Q: Did the outcome of lesson observations influence performance-related 

pay? 
  

 A: Yes, it was one element of the evidence that would be considered.   
    
 Q: Was there a defined, minimum requirement for the number of lesson 

observations? 
  

 A: The requirement was for one observation to be carried out by the 
teacher’s performance manager. The school was working towards two 
observations per year for each teacher, with more if weaknesses 
should be identified. 

  

    
 Q: Where the performance of staff within a subject area varied, was peer 

mentoring in place? 
  

 A: Those with responsibility for professional development were working 
to identify a team of outstanding staff to support colleagues. 
Additionally, Raising Standards Plans were put in place for individual 
members of staff who were recognised to be performing below the 
required standard. 

  

    
9.2 Company Secretary   
 The Company Secretary had distributed a brief, written report on her areas 

of responsibility to inform consideration of this agenda item. She wished to 
raise two points: 

  

    
9.2.1 Parent Governor vacancies   
 It was proving increasingly difficult to recruit Parent Governors. To raise 

awareness of this important role, the Company Secretary suggested that 
existing Governors might attend an information evening that was being 
held for parents of the 2016 intake. Messrs Barwood, Carter, Eccles and 
Flannery all indicated their willingness to participate. Mrs Walters would 
circulate the date and invite all Governors to attend. 

 
 
 
 
 

LMW 

 
 
 
 
 

19.02.16 
    
9.2.2 Community Governor vacancy   
 There was a vacancy for a Community Governor. The Company Secretary 

wished to propose that Ms Starr, who was a Co-opted Governor, transfer to 
this category. This would bring the Governing Body back to its standard 
complement. This course of action was approved formally. 

 
 
 

LMW 

 
 
 

19.02.16 
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9.3 Strategy Group   
 Minutes of the meeting held on 7 December 2015 had been distributed with 

the meeting papers. The minutes recorded a very sensitive issue and the 
need for confidentiality was emphasised. The Chair assured Governors 
that he had been kept fully informed about the matter. 

  

    
 Mr Eccles invited questions, but there were none.   
    
9.4 Learning and Development Team   
 Minutes of the meetings held on 2 December 2015 and 20 January 2016 

had been distributed with the meeting papers. In the absence of 
Ms Hogben, Mr Porter and Mr Larkins highlighted the key points that had 
been considered. Questions were invited, but none were asked. 

  

    
9.5 Resources Team   
 Minutes of the meetings held on 17 November 2015 and 2 February 2016 

had been distributed with the meeting papers.  
  

    
 Mr Carter noted that the Sandwich Sports and Leisure Centre Trustees 

were keen to meet with the Governing Body to seek support for the future 
development of the Centre’s facilities; this would be arranged in due 
course. In the meantime, a holding letter had been sent. 

  

    
 It had been agreed that two items of business would be referred to the Full 

Governing Body: 
  

    
9.5.1 Defining the Governor role   
 The Resources Team had agreed that it would be useful to draw up a job 

description for the role of Governor to support recruitment. It had been 
suggested that a small working party might work on this. The Company 
Secretary would email all Governors to invite participation. 

 
 
 

LMW 

 
 
 

19.02.16 
    
9.5.2 Student welfare   
 The Resources Team had been made aware of an increase within the 

student body of mental health issues and wished to bring this to the 
attention of the Full Governing Body. The significant demands that this was 
placing on staff was a concern. The Headteacher noted that this was not 
restricted to STS, but a national issue. 

  

    
 Q: Does the school have a Counsellor?   
 A: The school does not employ a Counsellor, but has an external 

provider for this service. 
  

    
 Mrs Hurst explained the protocol that was followed if a concern should be 

raised or disclosure made. The portal to access external support was 
KCC’s Early Help and Preventative Services (EHPS), but, because of 
demand, it was sometimes several weeks before a referral was acted 
upon. 

  

    
 The possibility of the Governors receiving a presentation on this subject 

was discussed, but it was recognised that the school would be calling upon 
external support agencies that were already overstretched. Mr Barwood 
noted that his son worked within ‘Crisis in the Community’ and would be 
willing to brief Governors; this suggestion would be pursued by the 
Headteacher.  

 
 
 
 
 

TLS 

 
 
 
 
 

26.02.16 
    
 The Chair emphasised the need for Governors to focus on their strategic 

role and avoid routine involvement in operational matters. 
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10 TO RECEIVE REPORTS ON GOVERNOR MONITORING AND 

EVALUATION 
  

    
10.1 Responsible Officer   
 A written report from the Responsible Officer had been distributed with the 

meeting papers. Mr Flannery assured Governors that a concern raised 
about cash payments to football referees had now been addressed. 

  

    
10.2 Data Governor   
 Following the resignation of Ms Turner there was a need to appoint a 

designated Data Governor. The only expression of interest received by the 
Company Secretary had been from Mrs Hurst, who had previous 
experience of fulfilling a similar role. As Mrs Hurst was a Staff Governor, 
the potential for a conflict of interests was raised and discussed. The 
nature of her role and her sphere of influence were considered.  

  

    
 Q: Would Mrs Hurst feel confident in challenging a senior leader?   
 A: Yes; she would feel able to raise concerns in her capacity as a 

Governor. 
  

    
 It was agreed formally that Mrs Hurst be appointed as the designated Data 

Governor. If any conflict of interest should arise, that would be declared at 
the appropriate time. 

  

    
10.3 Child Protection/E-safety Governor   
 Mr Porter had nothing to report against this agenda item.   
    
10.4 SEND/Pupil Premium/Groups Governor   
 Mrs Manser was absent from the meeting and had not submitted a written 

report. No points were raised against this agenda item. 
  

    
10.5 Training/CPD Governor   
 A written report from the Training/CPD Governor had been distributed with 

the meeting papers and Mr Larkins highlighted key points within it. 
  

    
 Q: Had the suggestion of a “buddy” system for new Governors been 

pursued? 
  

 A: Not yet; this was to be considered further when Mr Larkins next met 
with the Deputy Headteacher. 

  

    
10.6 Quality assurance visits   
 A written report had been circulated on a Governor quality assurance visit 

that had taken place on 19 November 2015. As agreed previously this had 
focussed on key objectives within the School Development Plan. Questions 
were invited, but none were asked. 

  

    
10.7 Critical friend relationships   
 A log of Critical Friend activity had been distributed with the meeting 

papers. The Chair asked if there were any matters arising from these 
exchanges. 

  

    
 Mr Flannery had met with the Head of Computing, Business Studies and 

Hair and he described two issues that she had raised with him as barriers 
to raising standards. It was agreed that the two points raised were 
operational matters and Mrs Stannard should have used the appropriate 
reporting channels. The importance of Governors taking a strategic view 
was emphasised. 

  

    
 (Company Secretary’s note: Mrs Biggs left the meeting at this point.)   
    
 Mr Barwood said that the ‘Note of Visit’ proposed earlier in the meeting   
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together with the School Development Plan would provide a consistent 
framework for Critical Friend exchanges, which he would find beneficial. 

    
 Mr Larkins had met with the Head of Design Technology and he reported 

the topics that had been discussed. He noted that the development of a 
biomass plant at the Discovery Park might provide curriculum opportunities 
for STS students. 

  

    
11 TO AGREE A FOCUS FOR THE TERM 4 DEVELOPMENT MEETING   
 It was agreed that the Term 4 Development Meeting would focus on the 

Staff Quality Improvement Programme. 
 

LMW 
 

21.03.16 
    
 The Governors’ interest in mental health issues was noted and the 

Headteacher committed to making a presentation to Governors later in the 
year about external agencies and the support available (including for those 
with mental health issues), either to the Full Governing Body or to one of its 
committees. 

 
 
 

TLS 

 
 
 

22.07.16 

    
12 ANY OTHER BUSINESS   
 No items of business were raised against this agenda item.   
    
13 ITEMS OF CONFIDENTIALITY   
 The only point to note was that one component of the Strategy Group 

minutes was extremely sensitive and should remain confidential. 
  

    
14 DATE OF NEXT MEETING   
 The next meeting of the Full Governing Body would be a Development 

Meeting to be held at 6.00 pm on Monday 21 March 2016. 
  

 


