Seaford Primary School
Minutes of the Premises Committee
Tuesday 11 March 2008

Present: Michael Lovesay (Chair), Leica Barnard, Paul Nicholls (Site Manager),
Jackie Ryan, Elizabeth Morgan-Jones (Clerk).

1.1 Welcome - to all, especially Leica attending her first meeting of the Premises
Committee.

1.2 Apologies were received and approved from Malcolm Anderson and Andy
Steer.

2. Minutes of the last meeting held on 12 February 2008 having been
previously circulated were approved and signed.

3. Matters arising
3a. Re 7b.4 Report from Site Manager

The matter of employing another member
Personnel meeting. Nothing could be done before April.

3b. Re 7a. Foundation Stage Playground

3b.1 The Head commented on progress to date and confirmed that the Fund
Generation Group was working to raise funds. They would be approaching local
sources to fund specific small projects.

3b.2 The Head had recently procured £4000 from the LA following a bid for funding
from the Extended Schools Local Partnership for children. This would be added to
the £1000 gift from a parent.

4. Capital Projects

4.1 Two lists (one from the Head and one from the Site Manager) detailing the
proposed projects and maintenance plans for 2008/9 were circulated together with a
table showing the list of Legal obligations with regard to the premises with which the
Site Manager had to comply. Copies in Minute Book.

4.2 The committee went over the projects and plans and noted that -

4.3 Most maintenance jobs would come out of the Revenue Budget.

4.4 The office staff still felt there was a need for a CCTV camera to monitor the gate
area.

4.5 Costs for the upkeep of the grounds was seen as a project which improved the
general environment of the school and could be taken as a capital item.

4.6 Most maintenance tasks were statutory (Legal obligations table filed in Minute
Book) with the exception of the gutters.
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4.7 The amount for e-learning credits was unknown but as it was ring fenced did not
affect budget planning.

4.8 Replacement Fire doors were still top of the list but might possibly be seen as a
maintenance task.

4.9 It was still considered best to replace the lighting bollards rather than
remove/repair them.

4.10 Toilet refurbishment had been completed throughout the school with the
exception of Years 6 and 1.

4.11 It was preferable to remove the water fountains from the toilet areas but this
might not be possible if only a partial refurbishment was undertaken by redecorating,
improving the lighting and installing quarter turn taps.

4.12 Foundation playground — quotes were currently being obtained for different
types of surfacing. So far one for a soft tarmac and the other for a carpet like
material that could have shapes, patterns and pictures laid into it. Governors were
concerned that the life of the products should be taken into consideration.

4.13 Year 6 Activity Area was the last one awaiting refurbishment and the Head
would |Iike to see it on this year’'s project [|i

4.14 ICT Hardware - This maintenance budget might be the only source of funding
for ICT hardware this year.

4.15 Overhead projectors and other equipment were now requiring serious
maintenance expenditure. It cost £100 to have each projector cleaned: the Site
Manager deemed this good value.

4.16 The Head felt it was time to have maintenance of ICT equipment as a separate
item instead of the current reactive approach.

4.17 CCTV Camera - Recent quotes had been received in the region of £600 for a
basic system: the Site Manager did not have any further details to hand.

4.18 Fire-doors — the most recent quote was cheaper than those received previously.

4.19 Proposed Projects and Maintenance Lists
The Head would amalgamate the two for circulation with the minutes.

4.20 The Chair queried what the likely Capital projects allocation might be, but the
Head felt it was always an unknown figure.

5. Health and Safety
5a. Risks and Hazards Report

5a.1 Emergency Action-Yest erday’s high winds had highl i
roof tiles were not seated properly. In the circumstances parents were asked to
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collect their children from the hall at the end of the school day to avoid using the
playground.

5a.2 Parents had fully understood and appreciated this risk management strategy.
5a.3 Subsequently a roofer had put back the loose tiles.

5b. Fire Risk Assessment i not applicable.

6. Little Poppets

6.1 Julie Smith had let the school have a copy of the Planning Consent for their
building dated 28.01.08: it was valid until 23.01.11. Copy in Minute Book.

6.2 It would be necessary to make an application for renewal in 2010.
6.3 The committee went through the conditions:

6.4 Details illustrating parking spaces for three vehicles should be submitted to the
Local Planning Authority — all Little Poppets staff were parking within the school
grounds but not in dedicated spaces.

6.5 A landscape scheme and management plans — these were in place and the
planting of shrubs begun.

6.6 Security

The Site Manager confirmed there had been no further incidents following the
reported break-in to Little Poppets which he felt had been opportunist and so difficult
to assess future risk.

6.7 Paul had spoken with Julie about the possibility of installing a basic alarm system
with movement detectors: Little Poppets might give consideration to a system linked
to the police station. As LP had separate insurance they would need to liaise with
their insurance company as necessary.

7. Lettings Policy

7.1 A copy of the policy last approved by governors in 1997 was circulated. Copy in
Minute Book.

7.2 There was a brief discussion on the pros and cons of lettings.

7.3 The site manager reiterated that he was not available to deal with lettings.

7.4 It was noted that there were very few affordable and accessible halls remaining
in the area. Charges varied greatly. Seaford Head Community College currently
charged £70 per hour plus £25 for the caretaker but did not appear to have many
bookings. Cradle Hill did lets but Chyngton did not.

7.5 It was felt that there were occasions when charges should not be made: such as
for MAD’'s fund raising activities.
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7.6 Leica agreed to undertake a review/feasibility study and bring a document to the
next meeting and if appropriate the committee could then look at charges and an
agreements etc.

8. Any other business

Assistance with outdoor tasks

8.1 Leica felt that there were parents who were willing to undertake suitable outdoor
tasks (litter picking, weeding, etc), possibly one Saturday in May.

8.2 The Head agreed that he would ask Paul to identify any jobs: the Head stated
that it would be necessary to provide very strict parameters. Paul warned that the
scale of the grounds could be a problem when considering the disposal of any waste
created.

9. Date of next meeting

Tuesday 6 May at 2.00 p.m.

The meeting closed at 3.00 p.m.

Action:

4.19 The Head would amalgamate the two Proposed Projects and Maintenance Lists
for circulation with the minutes.

7.6 Leica to undertake a review/feasibility study and bring a document to the next
meeting

8.2 The Head to ask Paul to identify any outdoor jobs that parents could undertake.
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