Curriculum Committee of Harlyn School Governing Body
Notes on meeting held 2nd December 2010, commencing at 6pm.
Committee Members Present:  Abi Back, Terry Butfield,  Simon Jones, Mike Simons (Chair), Tina Sutch
A draft Special Educational Needs policy was approved, as received.
A draft Inclusion Statement was approved, as received.

A draft Design and Technology policy was approved, with minor additions for clarification, and an accompanying Safety Booklet was approved, as received.
A draft Music policy was approved, as received.

Draft Physical Activity and draft Physical Education policies were approved, as received.
A draft Homework policy was approved, as received.

The Chairman commented on the high quality of the draft policies submitted.
Non-teaching members of the committee asked general questions about the teaching of the various subjects to enhance the committee’s understanding of their teaching in the school.

During a discussion of issues around homework, including lack of support by some parents, a governor suggested that some homework topics sometimes are perceived as boring, which can put children off doing the work well.  It was suggested that it would not be easy to set differentiated homework tasks for children of different attainments because of the workloads involved.
The Deputy Head, Simon Jones, then presented the school’s KS2 Tracking Results, from tests and teacher assessments carried out in the Summer 2010 and Autumn 2010 terms in Reading, Writing, and Maths.  The Chairman also showed the results tabulated in a different order and format which he believed showed more clearly and graphically the changes between terms and comparison between different year groups for each subject.

While generally there was good progress in the different subjects and year groups, and significant progress in the lower attainment end for all subjects and year groups, the data showed some anomalies – although it should be noted that these arise from relatively small numbers in each group:
Year 3 (of Autumn 2010) showed a lack of progress in the higher levels (2A to 3B) in writing.

Year 4 showed negative progress in the higher levels in both reading and writing, although that was from anomalously high scores in Summer 2010.
Year 6 did not show clear progress in the higher levels in reading and writing.

On the other hand, year 5 showed clear progress at all levels in all three subjects, although the Summer Reading results showed an extraordinary bunching of 73% of pupils at level 4C, which may reflect the nature of the external tests used in Summer 2010.  Simon pointed out that the Summer 2010 results were from externally marked tests whereas the Autumn results were from internal assessment, and as noted in our previous meeting notes, the latter is considered more reliable and consistent.  Further, a particular grade in say year 3 may not represent the same level of actual attainment as the same grade in year 4.  
Because of these factors, it is not clear what these comparisons are telling us.  However the Spring 2011 results will, like the Autumn 2010 results, be by internal assessment, and the year groups the same, so we should then be comparing apples with apples.

As also noted in our previous meeting notes, it is still believed that the process has real value in tracking individual pupils’ progress.
Michael Simons

Chairman, Curriculum Committee
