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Minutes 

Cheshire East Music Education Hub 

STEERING GROUP MEETING 

Monday 8th February 2016 at Shavington High School 
 
 

  Action 

 Welcome and Introductions 
Present as Members:  
Susan Weir – (SW) - Chair 
John Barber (JB) 
Iain McKnight (IM) 
Sarah Marks (SM) 
Helen Brown (HB) 
Jill Hayes (JH) 
Louise Renshaw (LR) 
Jackie Davies (JD) 
Alastair McWilliam ((AM) 
Graham Prince (GP) 
Carol White (CW) 
Vicky Smith (VS) 
Kathy Simms (Clerk) 
 
Apologies 
Ian Anstee (IA) 
Vince Galley 
 
Members were welcomed by SW and thanks were given to CW 
for the hospitality provided by Shavington High School. 
Members asked to introduce themselves 
 

 

 Setting the Scene 
JB explained in the introductions that he was not a regular 
member of the group but that he was here to set the scene as 
this was the first meeting of the group. 
He advised that there had been a previous steering group but it 
hadn’t worked very well and attendance was poor.  Following the 
Nigel Taylor report (a copy of the Executive Summary had been 
provided to all group members) and conversations with the Arts 
Council the group was reinstated..  
JB brought several points from Nigel Taylor’s report to the 
attention of the members. 
 

 
 

 Steering Group Terms of Reference 
SW referred the group to the TOR and highlighted the main 
function of the group as described in the opening sentence.   
The fact that this group doesn’t replace the Management Team 

 
. 
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or Board of Trustees was emphasised, meetings will be 4 times a 
year and will be in a different venue each time. 
SW highlighted the rules of the group – e.g please send 
apologies and asked members to be ensure they are clear on the 
functions of the group, i.e. it does not function to make policy but 
to celebrate, challenge and advise. 
 

 Proposal – Schools music grant funding 2016/17 
IM referred the group to the document provided and highlighted 
the fact that we are still waiting for confirmation of the funding 
from Arts Council England (ACE). 
LR arrived 
Once LMT receives this information the actual figures available 
for the grant will be known. 
Nothing too onerous in the application process, but we ask for 
the completion of the Data Return. This is issued to schools in 
June, and must be returned by the end of August, is this 
appropriate? 
We need to collect and validate the data to return to ACE 
Funding is granted using the Cheshire East number on roll, 
based on an average class size, an amount will be ring fenced 
for first access and for continuation. Conditions of the grant were 
explained, First Access is as defined by ACE, Continuation 
funding is a little more open and input from school colleagues 
would be very helpful. LMT hope that a grant allocation will 
encourage the schools who don’t currently have an instrumental 
provision to take part next year. 
CW asked what the return to the ACE included, IM explained it is 
numbers of pupils, gender, pupil premium funding, SEND, 
number and type of ensembles.  
AM asked if we have any idea what the funding will be, IM 
advised that we are planning at 10% less than last year but 
colleagues in other hubs are working on an increase of 20% on 
last year.  
AM raised the point that while £80k ring fenced for grants to 
schools is really good he felt the group should have an idea what 
rest of money is going on. SW suggested that when the ACE 
allocation is known it would be useful for the Trustees to advise 
the Steering Group on how the grant is allocated. Agreed that 
this should be on the next agenda. 
 
SW – data return end of Aug may be not ideal, end of Aug is not 
the time to be trying to remember what happened last academic 
year and suggested that we give July as the deadline, VS agreed 
with this. 
. 
JB asked Primary colleagues if they thought the grant allocation 
would encourage schools who were not engaging in first access 
to try it or were there other barriers? 
Several opinions were given ; HB  - small schools funding is tight.  
JH agreed with this, and felt continuation is also subject to 
finance. 
GP – the staff numbers in smaller schools is a problem. 
HB  - suggested demo in schools, this may already have been 
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done. JD – what is the breakdown of small schools versus large 
school who don’t have provision? 
IM answered that it is a real mix, the smallest school as just 
signed up with us. LMT hope that the base grant funding will 
encourage take up by small school, grant is for one class 
group/mixed class. 
AM felt that a proactive head of music is the most powerful tool 
and can they be released from High Schools to do transitionary 
work in Primaries. Questions were asked if LMT had found that 
Heads were prepared to use pupil premium to fund music 
lessons for pupils. IM felt that some schools do, others not.  
 

 Quality Assurance Process 
IM talked through the Quality Assurance Process, confirmed this 
is what our staff are put through and referred to the document 
provided. LMT are trying to establish if this is good starting point 
for the QA process? 
HB – is there any training for tutors who are not used to 
observation, could they have training, the opportunity to observer 
an outstanding lesson would be very useful. IM replied that this 
would be a positive investment as a Hub CPD investment. 
CW feels the suggested process is not fit for purpose. There is 
no evidence of progress over time, no evidence of student voice, 
it shouldn’t be about if the tutor can perform in 20 mins, it has to 
be the bigger picture. 
AM sees the implication of this approach as being more complex, 
requiring several steps to observe teaching over time.  
SW agreed and felt that this process was only about the quality 
of the teacher and not the progressing over time, where is 
student feedback?  
IM said it would be good to discuss this further, we need to look 
at this if it is not right, how much we can put in to it, financially 
and in terms of staffing resources. 
AW was interested to see that we can find ways to work together 
and look at ways of expanding the process. 
GP would rather see a teacher who is able to keep children at 
the end of the 10 week programme still interested in playing an 
instrument rather than a 30 mins observation of an excellent 
teacher. 
JB asked if there is another way of doing this as the cost of 
providing this sort of observation would be high and need to 
come from somewhere, he wouldn’t want it to impact on the grant 
offered to schools. 
SW is there a way of ‘peer to peer’ where two peripatetic  
teachers observe/monitor each other. 
SM asked if we could use a monitoring model where you take 
data from the of people attended, continued attending, level of 
engagement etc. 
JB & IM offered some ideas and open discussions as to how 
schools may be able to quality assure by data, similar to what 
Ofsted do. 
SW – suggested that we leave this with JB & IM for update at the 
next meeting, but if any members had any further ideas they 
could email them direct. 
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 AOB 
No items for this meeting. 
AM suggested that the next meeting has an agenda item 
regarding the position of LMT as the Lead Partner of the Hub or 
the Hub itself as there is some confusion around the difference 
between the two. 

Item for next 
agenda; LMT 
as the Lead 
Partner of 
the Hub vs. 
LMT as the 
Hub. 

 Future Meeting Dates 
Monday 9th May 4.15pm 
Venue – Mablins Lane as a possible venue 

Helen Brown 
to confirm if 
this is 
possible. 
 

 Meeting closed at 5.15pm  
 

 

K Simms 
08.02.16 


