
Children and Young People Committee: Minutes 
 
 
Date: 25 November 2025 
 
Time: 2.00pm - 4.14pm 
 
Venue: Red Kite Room, New Shire Hall, Alconbury Weald 
 
Present: Councillors L Beckett, L Damary-Homan, J Edge (Vice Chair)  

M Goldsack, B Goodliffe, D Levien, C Lowe, R Martin, E Murphy 
(Chair), L Navarro, J Stuart, E Tong and C Whelan.  

 
 

30. Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest  
 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Ian Manning (substituted by 
Councillor David Levien), Councillor Yasmin Deter (substituted by Councillor Luis 
Navarro), Councillor Daniel Divine, Councillor James Sidlow, Jon Young and Kate 
Pereira. 

 

31. Children and Young People Committee Minutes - 7 October 2025 
 

The minutes of the meeting on 7 October 2025 were approved as an accurate 
record. The minutes action log was noted.  
 
Members queried why action 17C in relation to an update on the Minor Works 
Contractor Framework had not been included on the forward plan but had been 
marked as completed.  The Executive Director for Children Education and Families 
explained that an update on the number of contracts let in autumn 2027 would be 
provided to committee when the first summer of maintenance works under the new 
framework had been completed and a report would be included on the forward plan 
Action Required.    
 

 

32. Public questions and Petitions 
 

Two public questions were received and no petitions.  The questions and written 
responses can be found at appendix 1 of the minutes.   

 

34. Commissioning Children's Placements 

 
The committee received a report which sought approval for a two-year extension of 
the Dynamic Purchasing System (DPS) for external children’s placements. 
 
In presenting the report officers highlighted a number of key points: 
 
- the DPS was split into four lots: Lot 1- Independent Fostering Agencies,  



Lot 2 - Children’s Residential Homes, Lot 3 - Independent Special Educational 
Placements and Lot 4 - Out of School Tuition. 
 

- Highlighted the issues with the current DPS in securing value for money, market 
sufficiency, and best outcomes and provided detail on the mitigations in place to 
manage this during an extension period. 

 
- set out some of the alternative options that commissioners had started to explore 

to ensure new commissioning arrangements were in place for each area before 
the contract extension period ended. 

 
- highlighted that as these options were fully collaboratively developed, the new 

service redesigns and decision to go to tender, would come back for approval at 
Committee 

 
 Individual members raised the following issues in relation to the report: 
 
- queried the risk of exceeding the £30 million per year.  Officers explained that the 

remained due to the service being needs lead and market inflation.  There had 
been a significant growth in the volume and cost of placements that made the 
prediction of costs difficult.  Officers explained that through the business planning 
process the forecasting models included growth assumptions and cost control 
measures were being developed.   
 

- questioned if any of the options that had currently been discounted outlined in 
section four of the report would be considered in future.  Officers explained that 
some of the options lacked maturity or time for deployment but may feature in 
future proposals.  Officers commented that the option of cross regional 
commissioning was not quite ready at this stage, but a lot of work was ongoing in 
this space. 
 

- sought further detail on what steps had been taken to reduce the reliance on 
high-cost unregulated placements. The Executive Director for Children Education 
and Families explained that there were weekly review meetings for any children 
in unregulated placements and many of these unregulated settings were working 
towards being regulated with OFSTED which took time.  He explained that there 
had been a strong downward trend in this type of placement.   
 

- queried what proportion of the modelling on the current commissioning and how 
much looked ahead.  Officers explained that the modelling was partially based on 
the current position, however with the population changing and moving around 
there were increasingly more sophisticated estimates and there was a need to do 
more work to strengthen the analysis of the data.   

 
- sought clarity on what progress had been made with the DPS review since it was 

last extended in 2023 and what needed to be done in the next six months to 
ensure best value.   Officers highlighted that engagement with the market had 
improved with the establishment of provider forums, and the recent development 
of regional collaboration was key to future developments. Officers stated that the 
retendering of lots one and two would were scheduled for the March Committee 



and three and four for the June Committee.   Officers commented that they were 
keen to engage with Members for their input and would be attending future 
spokes meetings to update on developments and would be organising a training 
session. Action Required   

 
- queried what the potential benefits were of opening up the DPS to new providers. 

Officers highlighted that there were providers that had historically found it difficult 
to get on to the DPS including small operators and that the authority was looking 
a how the DPS could be opened up to these providers  

 
- questioned the risks around the potential of a regional commissioning framework 

and how certain the authority was that children would be placed locally.   Officers 
confirmed that they were speaking to officers in the West London Alliance on how 
their regional framework operated and how the framework could be designed so 
that it was lotted geographically with a good mix of providers so that children 
could be placed locally.   

 
It was resolved unanimous to: 

 
approve a two-year extension for Lots 1 (Independent Fostering Agencies), 2 
(Residential Care), 3 (Independent Special Education Provision) and 4 (Out of 
School Tuition, Alternative Education Provision and Post-16 provision) of the 
external placement DPS, to commence March 2026 up until March 2028, at a 
total value of £60.71m for all contract extension periods. 
 

 
35. Finance Monitoring Report - October 2025 
 

The committee received a report the October 2025 Finance Monitoring Report for 
Children, Education and Families.  At the end of October 2025, Children, Education 
and Families (CEF) was forecasting £10.74m overspent on core funded activities 
and £33.52m overspend on Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) activities. 
 
Individual members raised the following issues in relation to the report: 
 

- queried why the report did not include the variances between the original and 
revised budget columns for clarity.  Officers explained that the formatting of 
the report was a corporate format, and officers would feedback so that future 
reports could include this.  Action Required.   
 

- requested further information on the £800k forecast overachievement in 
relation to the vacancy factor.  Officers agreed to circulate further information.  
Action Required. 

 
- sought further information on the ICT services variance.  The Executive 

Director for Children, Education and Families explained that the variance was 
due to the extension of the Eastnet Broadband Contract to ensure a smooth 
handover of the responsibility for broadband to schools.  He stated that a 
more detailed response could be provided to members to explain the detailed 
cost comparison.  Action Required.   



 
- questioned if the authority had any further detail on the two special schools 

that were due to be built under the free school programme.  The Executive 
Director for Children, Education and Families stated that the government had 
paused this programme and the authority continued to press government for 
updates.   

 
- questioned how accurate the budgeting was compared to the original 

budgeting position.  Officers explained that as part of the annual business 
planning process, officers reviewed the modelling used for the previous year 
in order to put forward the proposals for the budget to committee, demand 
and demography were a key part of the process.   

 
It was resolved to note the report. 

 

 
36. Children, Education and Families Directorate Risk Register 
 

The committee considered a report on the management of risk within the Children, 
Education and Families (CEF) Directorate, including a snapshot of the current 
Directorate Risk Register.  The Executive Director for Children, Education and 
Families highlighted the key changes to risks including the reprofiled delivery 
timelines for the education database; the amalgamation of the SEND risks and 
highlighted that the authority still awaited a response from the government on the 
safety valve and special school delays, and these remained significant risks.   

 
Individual members raised the following issues in relation to the report: 
 

- highlighted that Risk 1: Unable to deliver services within the financial 
allocation across CEF and Risk 2: Non-delivery of SEND statutory timelines, 
financial risk of the DfE Safety Valve Agreement for Cambridgeshire and 
increase in DSG spend, had both had a risk appetite of 16 for over a year 
despite worsening conditions.  The Executive Director for Children, Education 
and Families stated that the risks were reviewed by the Corporate Leadership 
Team (CLT) on a regular basis but note the feedback from members.  He 
stated that the risk score and appetite for both risks would be reviewed again 
by CLT and he would report back at the January committee. Action Required 
A member queried if the impact of the delayed SEND reforms had impacted 
on risk 2.  The Executive Director for Children, Education and Families 
explained that officers were focusing on the current system whilst awaiting 
clarity from government regarding reforms.   

 
It was resolved to scrutinise, consider and comment on the Children, Education and 
Families Directorate Risk Register 

 

 
 
 
 



 
37. Corporate Parenting Performance Report 
 

The committee received a performance report which detailed the progress made in 
achieving the set targets for key performance indicators related to children in care 
and care leavers.   

 
 Individual members raised the following issues in relation to the report: 
 

- requested the voice of children and young people including care leavers was 
included in future corporate parenting reports to committee.  Officer stated 
that this would be included in future corporate parenting performance reports. 
Action Required    
 

- sought specific data on the number of children waiting for EHCPs that were in 
care.  Officers specified this data was available and could be added to future 
performance reports. Action Required.   

 
- queried if children in care were visited by the same Social Worker every six 

weeks.  Officers clarified that each child in care had a dedicated Social 
Worker and also saw an Independent Reviewing Officer who oversaw their 
care plan.  

 
- queried the proportion of an initial health assessments undertaken within 20 

working days and the average number of days it took to complete the 
assessment.  Officers agreed that they would review the data to see if this 
could be provided within the next report. Action Required  

 
- questioned the main reason for multiple placement moves.  The Executive 

Director for Children, Education and Families stated that moves often linked to 
permanent placement planning but that there were a wide range of reasons 
for multiple moves.  Officers explained that more narrative on this could be 
provided in the next report.  Action Required 

 
- sought an update report on the Virtual School.  Officers explained that an 

update report on the Virtual School would be coming to the March committee. 
Action Required   

 
- queried if there were any difficulties in placing siblings for adoption and if this 

had been considered as part of the recruitment campaign.  Officers explained 
that the authority was part of the regional adoption agency and the authority 
had been proactive in recruitment and recognised that internal matches were 
easier. Officers acknowledged that it was harder to find sibling placements 
and stated that they were happy to provide narrative in future reports around 
the adoption cohort.  Action Required  

 
- welcomed the improvement on the rate of annual dental consultations being 

completed on time.  The Executive Director for Children, Education and 
Families explained that there had been a lot of focused work on this area, 
working with local dental providers.   



 
 
It was resolved to review the Monthly Performance Report (that is also referred to as 
the monthly scorecard) that outlines an update on the progress made on meeting the 
key performance indicators that relate to children in care and carer leavers. 

 
38. Agenda Plan, Training Plan and Appointments 
 

It was resolved to note the agenda plan and training plan. 
 
          Chair 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Appendix 1 

 

Item 3: Petitions and Public Questions   
 

 Question from: Question/ comment: 
 

 Mrs Lucy Wallis Families repeatedly report that the local authority does not always offer the 
most cost-effective option that also meets need. In my family’s case, a 
Personal Budget that would have reduced cost and met need was not 
offered early enough, and this has contributed to the need for a far more 
expensive placement alongside the Personal Budget. This demonstrates 
how failing to provide timely, family-preferred, cost-effective support results 
in higher overall expenditure and poorer outcomes for children. 
  
Question: 
  

- In light of these patterns, what steps is the Council taking to ensure 
that SEND decisions prioritise both lawful, needs-based support and 
genuine cost-effectiveness, so that children receive appropriate 
provision without avoidable overspending on higher-cost 
placements? 

  

 Response: Councillor 
Edna Murphy, Chair 
of the Children and 
Young People 
Committee 

The Council has a statutory duty to carry out initial assessments for 
Education Health and Care Plans and to ensure these are monitored via the 
Annual Review Process and, within these arrangements, has a responsibility 
to ensure that individual children and young people’s needs are clearly 
described and that the corresponding provision that is appropriate to meet 
those needs is set out and then provided.  One way in which support can be 
provided is via a Personal Budget and when this approach is requested by a 
family we have a duty to consider this and to determine the most appropriate 
response, for example is the personal budget going to be the most effective 
way of meeting needs and of using public funding.   
 
Currently, there are a total of approx.55 families benefitting from this 
approach.  
 
Personal budgets enable families to commission their own support rather 
than have that support provided for them and is part of the ‘choice and 
control’ approach that has been established for many years within adult 
services support and became a feature for children and young people as 
part of the 2014 SEND Reforms. 
 
There is dedicated caseworker support within our Inclusion Service for 
personal budgets ensuring that there is a consistent approach and that the 
annual review process can be carried out in a way to ensure that the 
personal budget is being effective, meeting needs and continuing to be 
‘value for money’.    
 
As with all support it has to reflect the assessed needs of child and young 
person and personal budgets can be an excellent approach that enables 
support to be bespoke and responsive to changing needs.  It also creates 
flexibility in the approach, however, for many families the practicalities of 
managing the process can be somewhat of a burden that does not suit their 
individual circumstances. 
 
Within the council’s SEND Local Offer website we provide guidance, which 
can be found here: 



 Question from: Question/ comment: 
 

 
Cambridgeshire Online | Personal Budgets 
 

 
 

 Question from: Question/ comment: 
 

 Councillor Jenny  
Gawthrope Wood 

I have a number of issues relating to school places, which include 
establishing how many children are being allocated schools outside their 
catchment area which were not their chosen schools or are hard to reach by 
public transport or foot, whether places are being taken up by children 
choosing to travel long distances  
affecting those living close by, the accuracy of school roll forecasts as the 
birth rate for King’s Hedges is higher than the wider area and it now seems 
North Cambridge needs more school places than available, the lack of 
clarity regarding the need for parents to state a choice for their children with 
the likelihood of success,  
and finally the need to review the current allocation system given the 
difficulties some of my resident parents are now experiencing with allocation 
to Northstowe, with the distance (some 9 miles away), public transport and 
walking distance. Can the Chair please provide me with a response to these 
issues? 
 

 Response: Councillor 
Edna Murphy, Chair 
of the Children and 
Young People 
Committee 

The Council is committed to its statutory duty to provide sufficient school 
places for the children of Cambridgeshire. The response to the increased 
demand for secondary places in north Cambridge is to build and open 
Darwin Green Secondary school. Due to delays in the development of 
Darwin Green 2/3 this school has been delayed. However, we are now in 
the closing stages of appointing the contractor and will be progressing the 
design and build of the school early in January 2026.  All the secondary 
schools in the north of Cambridge are academies and therefore are 
responsible for setting their own admissions policies. The Council runs the 
coordinated admissions process for Year 7 entry across the Council and 
provides guidance on the application and appeal process on its website. 
There is also information on the website around previous years’ allocation 
information to help parents with their choices.  School allocations are driven 
primarily by parental preference and the statutory admissions process. 
When preferred schools are oversubscribed, places are allocated according 
to published criteria, which often prioritise distance and catchment. This 
means that if families choose schools outside their catchment or far from 
home, it can result in longer travel distances for those children. The Local 
Authority does not override parental preference but must apply the 
admissions rules consistently to ensure fairness and compliance.  In relation 
to providing additional bus stops, or bus services, these are commissioned 
by the Combined Authority and as I committed to at Full Council in October, 
I have written to them to highlight the issues you have raised and ask them 
to provide a response, which I am still awaiting. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

https://send.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/kb5/cambridgeshire/directory/site.page?id=Vor1QYu713Q

