Children and Young People Committee: Minutes

Date: 20 January 2026

Time: 2.00pm - 5.45pm

Venue: Red Kite Room, New Shire Hall, Alconbury Weald

Present: Councillors L Beckett, L Damary-Homan, Y Deter, D Divine, J Edge
(Vice Chair) M Goldsack, B Goodliffe, | Manning, R Martin, E Murphy
(Chair), L Navarro, J Sidlow, J Stuart, E Tong and C Whelan.

39. Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest

40.

41.

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Charlotte Lowe, Councillor
Liam Beckett (substituted by Councillor Luis Navarro), Kate Pereira and Jon Young.

Councillor Damary- Homan declared a non-statutory pecuniary interest in item 7 on
the agenda ‘Deneia Primary Academy’ as his sister was a bid writer for Kier
Construction. He left the room for the debate and vote on this item.

Councillor Damary- Homan declared a non-statutory pecuniary interest in item 8 on
the agenda ‘Porting funding for education capital expansion works to Academy
Trusts’ as it related to a school in his constituency.

Councillor Sidlow declared a non-statutory pecuniary interest in item 8 on the

agenda ‘Porting funding for education capital expansion works to Academy Trusts’
as it related to a school in his constituency.

Children and Young People Committee Minutes — 25 November 2025

The minutes of the meeting on 25 November 2025 were approved as an accurate
record. The minutes action log was noted.

Public questions and Petitions

One public question was received and taken at the relevant item on the agenda.



Schools and Early Years Revenue Funding Arrangements 2026-27

The Committee received a report that detailed the 2026-27 Dedicated Schools Grant
(DSG) allocation for Cambridgeshire published by the Department for Education
(DfE) in December 2025 and sought approval of the 2026-27 local Cambridgeshire
schools and Early Years funding formulae.

One public question was received relating to the report. The Democratic Services
Officer read the question in the absence of the questioner. The Chair confirmed that
a full written response would be provided within 10 working days. (see appendix 1 for
question and response). When the questioner later arrived, the Chair acknowledged
her attendance.

Officers introduced the report, explaining the national funding formula (NFF)
constraints, tight timescales following the mid-December DSG announcements, and
the modelling undertaken for 0% and 0.5% block transfer scenarios. Officers stated
that the Schools Forum had voted unanimously against a 0.5% transfer owing to
pressures on school budgets, and that following further discussions with senior
officers and finance colleagues at the Council, officers had revised recommendation
A to a 0% transfer. Officers highlighted key points for members consideration which
included pupil-number driven reductions (notably in primary), baselining of grants
into core allocations, and ongoing uncertainty following the temporary suspension of
the High Needs NFF.

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

- Queried why the recommendation had changed with such late notice and
whether earlier notification could have been given. Officers explained that
Schools Forum only met the Friday before the meeting and the tight timescales
were in relation to late Department for Education (DfE) announcements just
before Christmas on the suspension of the High Needs National Funding
Formula. Officers explained that it was important that schools were consulted
fully on the process. Officers then had to consider whether to take the 0.5%
block transfer forward through a disapplication by the Secretary of State, which
the authority had decided not to pursue. Officers accepted members feedback
regarding timely communications ahead of committee. A member queried the
responsibility for setting the frequency of Schools Forum meetings and whether
this could be changed to ensure that there was more time for consideration of the
budgets going forwards. Officers reiterated the issue was in relation to receiving
the information from the DfE late, which was an annual issue that they had
repeatedly flagged with them.

- Sought clarity on the impact of a 0% transfer on individual school budgets and on
the High Needs Block. Officers explained that a 0% transfer would mean that all
schools would receive a slightly higher funding allocation, due to no transfer
being undertaken. Officers explained that this did not change any of the planned
work in relation to the High Needs Block and the development of Enhanced
Resource Bases (ERBs) and Enhanced Resource Provision (ERP) and there was



a lack of clarity from government on High Needs Funding going forwards and the
delay of the publication of the white paper.

Requested further detail on what work was being done to support schools with
financial issues due to falling rolls. The Executive Director for Children,
Education and Families stated that a small school’s strategy was being
developed alongside an overall strategy on sufficiency, looking across all schools
and age groups and this would be brought to Committee for consideration.
Members requested that the report was added to the Committee forward agenda
plan. Action Required

Queried if a 0% transfer translated to a cut in budget. Officers explained that the
0% transfer was not a cut to the high needs block as the transfer was not
guaranteed on a yearly basis and the funding was never built into assumptions.
Officers explained that as a transfer of 0.5% went ahead last year this meant
there was less funding in the high needs block for the next financial year.

Questioned how many schools were crossing into deficit, as this had not been
covered in the report. Officers explained that the Committee received an annual
update on maintained schools in deficit as the authority did not have the
information in relation to academies as they submitted their data direct to the DfE.
Officers stated that there were currently 35 maintained primary schools in deficit,
and officers had regular meetings with them to provide support. Officers would
have an updated picture in 2-3 months’ time when schools had completed their
budget setting. Members requested the updated information, once available, to
be included as part of the finance monitoring reports. Action Required

Queried the status of the Safety Valve agreement. The Executive Director for
Children, Education and Families stated that the Safety Valve agreement had
been suspended for over 18 months now and no further announcements had

been made on the future of the agreement.

Sought further information on the membership of Schools Forum. Officers
explained that membership included Headteachers, Governors, Early Years,
Special School, Academy and Pupil Referral Unit representatives drawn from the
schools/partnerships in the Cambridgeshire Local Authority area.

In debating the report:

A Member stated that they could not support the revised recommendation of a
0% block transfer as it was their view that the information to make this decision
had not been included in the report. The Executive Director for Children
Education and Families drew members attention to appendix B of the report that
set out the detail of a 0% block transfer.

The Vice Chair stated that members needed to support the Schools Forum in
their decision; in relation to the impact a transfer would have on all schools.
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- A Member stated that the there needed to be further debate as part of the
business planning process as to if there was anything that could be done to
support the ongoing work in the High Needs Block as the allocation from
government from 2026-27 was still unknown.

- A Member commented that it would be difficult to go against the view of the
Schools Forum and as the SEND crisis was a national issue, until the white paper
was issued, there was not much room for change.

A Member requested that the votes on each recommendation were taken
separately which was agreed by the full Committee.

It was resolved to:

a) Approve a 0% block transfer from Schools Block to the High Needs Block
(following Schools Forum feedback)

It was resolved unanimously to:

b) Approve the formula factors and draft unit values to be applied in the local
Cambridgeshire funding formula, for primary and secondary mainstream
schools as set out in Appendix A.

c) Approve the proposed hourly rates for Early Years settings as detailed in
section 5.3.

Commissioning Supervised Family Time

The Committee considered a report that outlined the statutory duty on the Council
to facilitate family time for children in care and the additional services required to
meet this duty and current demand.

Introducing the report, officers explained that the report sought approval from the
committee to the commissioning of external supervised family time via a framework
agreement to supplement the service delivered by the Council’s in house Supervised
Family Time team. This team were currently unable to deliver the volume of services
needed when children are cared for outside of Cambridgeshire.

Officers explained that there was no committed spend attached to this framework.
However, the estimated contract value if demand remained the same over a 5 - year
contract period was approximately £1.5 million (with an assumed annual inflation of
3%). Officers highlighted that there would be a novation clause in all contracts as a
result of Local Government Reorganisation (LGR).



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

- Asked that the voice of young people as service users, giving feedback, be
included in future procurement reports. Action Required.

- Queried whether the estimated costs of the contract over 5 years set out in 4.5 of
the report had included placing more children in Cambridgeshire as set out in 3.4
of the report. Officers explained that it was the Councils priority to place children
in the right home at the right time and the figures were based on demand and
improvement work.

- Questioned the cost differential between internal provision (~£25/hr) and agency
rates (often £70—-£120/hr), and the need for best value. Officers explained that
the framework would cap rates and provide consistency; in-house remained the
default when feasible.

- Queried whether reciprocal commissioning with neighbouring councils could
reduce costs. The Executive Director for Children, Education and Families
agreed to raise with peers at the Eastern Region DCS meeting and report back.
Action Required.

- Sought further detail on the opportunities for earlier intervention to reduce the
need for supervised contact. Officers stated that targeted support and early help
services were strong within the authority and would continue to focus on reducing
demand where safe and appropriate.

- Requested further detail in relation to the quality standards, performance review
frequency and escalation routes built into the framework. Officers explained that
robust KPIs and provider management would be embedded in the framework;
and that they would be able to provide further detail on this once the framework
specification had been finalised. Action Required.

It was resolved unanimously to:

a) Agree to the commissioning of a 5-year contract for supervised family time via
a framework agreement (initial period of 3 years with an optional extension of
2 years).

b) Delegate authority for awarding and executing a contract for the provision of
Supervised Family Time for an initial period of 3 years and an optional
extension period of 2 years to the Executive Director of Children Education
and Families Service in consultation with Chair and Vice Chair
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Early Years and Childcare Contracts (March 2026-April 2027)

The Committee considered a report that sought approval to award contracts, which
exceeded the key decision threshold of 500k, to deliver early years and childcare
provision through the Pseudo Dynamic Purchasing System (PDPS).

Officers outlined the re-procurement of five settings via the Early Years PDPS,
emphasising stability for providers/parents, quality standards and affordability. The
proposal sought delegated authority to award and execute the contracts (5+5 years).

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

Questioned the proposed shift from licence to lease at Brampton Village Primary
(given the shared space). Officers stated that market engagement would confirm
whether a licence or lease was most appropriate and that the intention was not to
disadvantage the current model.

Asked if there would be support for small local providers in using the PDPS and
perceived risk of national chains supplanting incumbents. Officers confirmed that
PDPS workshops and one-to-one support were provided and that quality
accounted for 90% of scoring, with rent only as a tie-breaker. A Member
explained that she had received a number of queries from members of the public
regarding the change to a lease at Brampton Village Primary, which had caused
confusion and the operator had stated that they had not been notified of the
proposal. She explained that the provider had an excellent OFSTED rating, low
fees and could demonstrate inclusion and accessibility so was happy to hear that
there was a 90% rating for quality which would include community continuity,
transition and inclusion.

Sought further detail on how the Carbon Charter/ sustainability KPIs would be
monitored under these contracts. Officers to provide further detail to Members.
Action Required

It was resolved unanimously to:

Delegate responsibility for awarding and executing the contracts for the provision of
early years and childcare scheduled from March 2026 - April 2027, and extension
periods, to the Executive Director for Children, Education and Families and the
Executive Director for Finance and Resources, in consultation with the Chair and
Vice Chair of the Children and Young People Committee.

a) A five (plus five) year contract for early years provision at 69 High Road,
Gorefield, Wisbech, valued at £2,046,642 (5+5 years).

b) A five (plus five) for early years provision at The Barn, Ashbeach School,
Ashbeach Drove, Ramsey St. Marys valued at £2,204,076 (5+5 years)

c) Afive (plus five) for early years and wraparound provision at the former
Somersham Children's Centre, Parkhall Road, Somersham valued at
£3,536,280 (5+5 years).
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d) A five (plus five) for wraparound provision at Over Primary School valued at
£969,000 (5+5 years).

e) A five (plus five) for wraparound provision at Brampton Village Primary School
valued at £969,000 (5+5 years)

Deneia Primary Academy

The Committee received a report that outlined the contract required between
Cambridgeshire County Council (the Council) and Kier Construction to deliver
Deneia Primary Academy. The objective of the report was to seek approval relating
to the Engineering and Construction contract, and to approve the roof system
proposed.

Officers presented the proposal to enter into an Engineering and Construction
Contract with Kier for Deneia Primary Academy within a budget of £20,413,000, with
construction beginning April 2026 and practical completion in July 2027. Due to
lower than expected housing-led demand, opening to pupils would be deferred until
September 2028. Meanwhile the building would be used for early years/community
provision via the academy trust to avoid delayed costs.

The Democratic Services Officer read out a statement on behalf of the Local
Member for Waterbeach (see appendix 2 for statement).

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

- Sought confirmation that a sprinkler system had been included in the design.
Officers confirmed that a sprinkler system had been included in line with
Council policy.

- Queried the the technical and cost rationale for the bio-solar green roof
including whether there were inbuilt maintenance costs within the overall
budget. Officers stated that the bio-solar roof supported the authorities
climate and biodiversity objectives and costs were included within the scheme
budget factoring in future maintenance. Officer confirmed that further
technical detail would be provided to Members in writing. Action Required.

- Questioned the risk of “ghost funding” whilst the building was not open to
pupils. Officers explained that the Anglian Learning Trust would have an early
handover for early years/community use to avoid the authority holding costs.

- Sought clarity on the funding for the school in relation to SEND. Officers
confirmed that the section 106 funding included an allocation for SEND needs
to be built into the scheme.

- Queried the potential impact on the existing Waterbeach Primary School.
Officers confirmed that the new school would only open to pupils when
numbers supported sustainability across both local primaries.
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In debating the report:

- A Member stated that they were unable to support recommendation C as it was
their view that climate and biodiversity objectives could be achieved in a more
cost effective way. Officers stated that the proposal had to present value for
money and the bio solar roof had been considered and approved by the technical
assessor.

It was resolved unanimously:

a) To approve the Council entering an Engineering and Construction Contract
with Kier Construction for the construction of Deneia Primary Academy from
April 2026 on the condition that the contract value continues to stay within the
project budget of £20,413,000.

b) To approve delegating authority for awarding and executing a contract for the
construction of Deneia Primary Academy, extension periods and associated
legal documents to the Executive Director of Children, Education and Families
in consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair of the Children and Young
People’s Committee.

It was resolved:

c) To approve the installation of a bio solar green roof system which
incorporates multi-layer waterproofing protection.

Porting funding for education capital expansion works to Academy
Trusts

The Committee considered a report that sought agreement to port capital funding to
two Academy Trusts in line with the principles agreed at the Children and Young
People Committee in June 2025. The report provided information on how the
process would be managed to mitigate risk to the Council. The Vetting Process set
out in detail how Academy Trusts were vetted against agreed criteria to evidence
their ability to manage the funding in a way that was value for money and mitigated
risk to the Council. Included within the Grant Funding Agreement was the option for
the Council to step in if the terms of the agreement were not met.

In introducing the report officers outlined proposals to port Section 106 capital
contributions to Anglian Learning (Icknield Primary: 30 primary places and 26 early
years places) and Astrea Academy Trust (Longsands Academy improvements and
expansion), in line with the previously approved vetting framework. The approach
allowed trusts to integrate works with their planned capital activity while protecting
the Council’s interests via grant agreements (gateway reviews, collateral warranties,
step-in rights and clawback).

Individual members raised the following issues in relation to the report:
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- Queried if the funding would be phased. Officers clarified that grant drawdowns
would be phased against gateway reviews with technical advisor oversight.

- Sough further detail on linkages to SEND/inclusion spaces within the schemes.
Officers explained that trusts were expected to incorporate inclusive spaces and
that officers would share the criteria evidenced for these two cases. Action
Required

- Queried if the Icknield Primary scheme met the 20% expansion threshold and
whether early years places were counted within the limit. Officers confirmed that
the 20% threshold applied to statutory school-age places; early years sat outside
that calculation and both schemes met the threshold.

- Asked if there was an application of a consistent criteria to early years
expansions delivered by schools. Officers agreed to provide a note to Members
setting out how early years quality criteria were assessed when schools were
capital-funded to expand provision. Action Required.

It was resolved unanimously to:

to approve the porting of capital contributions to Anglian Learning for a capital
scheme at Icknield Primary and Astrea Trust for a capital scheme at
Longsands Academy as set out in section 3.3 of the report.

2026-29 Business Plan and Budget

The Committee considered a report that summarised the 2026-29 Business Plan and
Budget, presented to the Strategy, Resources and Performance Committee on 11
December 2025, focusing on proposals relevant to the committee and outlined an
update on the new Strategic Framework vision, ambitions and priorities of the
authority.

The Executive Director for Children, Education and Families presented the relevant
elements of the business plan and budget for scrutiny, highlighting demand/cost
pressures in children’s placements, SEND home-to-school transport, and direct
payments. Members discussed the cessation of the Household Support Fund (HSF)
and the introduction of the Crisis Resilience Fund (CRF), noting risks of a “cliff edge”
for families reliant on holiday food vouchers and the potential crowding-out of
preventative anti-poverty work if crisis payments dominated CRF spend.

In scrutinising the relevant budget lines Members raised a number of points,
including assumptions and confidence around savings and income such as:

- Queried the amount of prior HSF spend on school holiday vouchers and the
number of families supported and whether transitional funding could be identified
to manage the move from HSF to CRF without undermining prevention. The
Executive Director for Children, Education and Families stated that approximately
25,000 vouchers were ordered for Christmas 2025 with around a 90% uptake;
precise figures would be confirmed in writing. Action Required. The Executive
Director for Finance and Resources explained that officers were in the process of



assessing CRF guidance from Government and scoping transitional options with
a report due to go to the Strategy, Resources and Performance Committee. He
explained that a more targeted approach would be required, working alongside
the districts. He commented that there had been active discussions with
Government regarding the transition as the funding for the HSF was due to end
at the start of the Easter holidays. A Member queried if the authority had looked
at how cost effective the holiday voucher scheme had been over time as a huge
number of children had proved to be eligible for free school meals.

Highlighted the escalating costs of SEND home-to-school transport and the
importance of a joined-up places/transport strategy. The Executive Director for
Children, Education and Families explained that a report on the Travel to Learn
plan was scheduled for the March Committee and this report would include
contract efficiency, independent travel training and place planning links.

Sought clarity on the stretch savings targets for Children in Care alongside other
developments and if this was feasible. The Executive Director for Children,
Education and Families responded that this was a risk and if it could be replaced
as funding this would manage that risk but every effort would remain to manage
the efficiency and effectiveness of this service and importantly the outcome for
children. As such this should be considered by Strategy, Resources and
Performance Committee in their final setting of the budget.

Sought further information on the decision-making process for the proposed two
special schools following the recent Government announcement. The Director
for Children, Education and Families explained that at decision was required by
Government by 26 February 2026 and an options appraisal was currently being
developed. He explained that if following the options appraisal, it was identified
that there was a need to come to Committee for decision, this would be actioned.
Members requested to see the options appraisal and be kept updated on the
decision-making process. Action Required

The following item was raised for further consideration by Strategy, Resources and
Performance Committee on 29 January 2026:

Clarity was also sought on the position relating to the Holiday Vouchers Scheme
and the need for any support where possible, especially for a transition period. As
a result, it is recommended by the Committee that Strategy, Resources and
Performance Committee consider the need for a further sum to support the first
years of transition between the Household Support Fund and the Crisis
Resilience Fund.

It was resolved to:

a) consider and scrutinise the proposals relevant to this committee within the
2026-29 Business Plan and Budget put forward by the Strategy, Resources
and Performance Committee on 11 December 2025

b) recommend changes and/or actions for consideration by the Strategy,
Resources and Performance Committee at its meeting on 29 January 2026 to
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enable a business plan and budget to be proposed to Full Council on 10
February 2026

c) receive the fees and charges schedule for this committee included at
Appendix 2.

Determined Admissions Arrangements for the 2027-28 academic year

The Committee received a report that sought approval for the co-ordinated scheme
for admission to a school and changes to the admissions arrangements for
Community and Voluntary Controlled Schools which would affect the admission of
children in the 2027/28 academic year.

Officers presented the proposed admissions arrangements, including PAN changes
(Friday Bridge Primary from 17 to 15; Hardwick & Cambourne from 105 to 90) and
an oversubscription change to prioritise Priory Park Infant pupils moving to Priory

It was resolved unanimously to:

determine the admissions arrangements as set out in the documents linked in
Section 7.

1. Determine the admissions arrangements for all schools for which the Council,
as the Local Authority, is the admission authority, as set out in the documents
referenced in Section 7.

2. Approve the co-ordinated qualifying scheme for admissions to schools for the
academic year 2027/28, as published in the consultation documents.

Children and Young People - Corporate Performance Report Q2 2025-
26

The Committee considered a report that provided an update on the performance
monitoring information relevant to the committee for quarter 2 of 2025/26, 1 July

2025 - 30 September 2025.
Individual members raised the following issues in relation to the report:

- Raised concern that the EHCP 20-week performance did not look to be improving
fast enough and requested further detail on capacity and process reforms to
evidence improvements were being made. Officers highlighted that monthly
EHCP completions had increased significantly since the summer and a
redesigned service, including additional capacity and the development of a data
tool, were in the process of being implemented. A Member commented that if the
responsibility for EHCPs was devolved to schools and they had a dedicated
Educational Psychologist this might be a way of improving the system.



Highlighted the need to track timeliness of EHCP annual reviews and address
significant historic delays. Officers explained that 780 overdue annual reviews
have recently been progressed. Members requested inclusion of annual-review
timeliness in future dashboards. Action Required. A Member highlighted that it
had been brought to his attention that an annual EHCP review was 262 weeks
overdue. Officers to review the case and report back. Action Required.

Queried why the KPI set could not be more up to date as there was a time lag in
reporting and queried it was possible to add directorate risk register updates and
and change programme context to performance reporting, sighting the Highways
and Infrastructure performance report as an example. Officers agreed to review
for future reports. Action Required.

Queried why the authority had seen a decrease in the last year of indicator CYP
009: The percentage of 2-year-olds eligible for the 15-hour entitiement

that attend a pre-school setting. The Executive Director for Children, Education
and Families stated that 2024 was the first time the authority exceeded the target
for the national take up of the entitlement. He explained that the offer for two
years olds was being rejected as it was fairly low in favour of the offer for 3—4-
year-olds. Officers were focusing on where the take up was lower and there had
been targeted campaign in Chatteris and March to encourage uptake.

Questioned performance in relation to CYP 013: KS2 Reading, writing and maths
combined to the expected standard (All children). Officers explained that the
figure was an annual update. Officers explained that the latest data which had
not yet been validated showed the performance to be at 58.9% which was still
below national average. There was an underperformance in writing and there
had been focused work in Huntingdonshire and Fenland to tackle this issue.

Commented that CYP 014: KS4 Attainment 8 (All children) was dipping and
questioned what the authority was doing for those who wished to take a
vocational route.

Questioned if there was an online system that parents could use to track EHCPs.
Officers explained that a new system was being developed (EYES on Liquid
Logic) to manage the process and this would improve data and allow for cross-
referencing with social care.

Requested an update on the North Cambridge secondary allocations (including
use of over-PAN and transport implications. Action Required

It was resolved to:

a) Scrutinise and comment on the performance information presented.



50. Agenda Plan, Training Plan and Appointments

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

Chair



Appendix 1

Question

from:

Ms Liz Day Agenda Item 4 relates to the Dedicated Schools Grant and High
Needs funding.
Cambridgeshire currently faces a £98 million SEND deficit. Complaints
to the Council and the Local Government and Social Care Ombudsman
have increased by around 500%, and SEND tribunals are
overwhelmingly upheld in favour of parents. Transfers from the
Dedicated Schools Grant to the High Needs Block have taken place for
many years, yet there is little published evidence showing whether this
spending is improving outcomes for children and young people or their
lived experience in education.
Question:
In the context of Agenda Item 4, can the Committee commit to
publishing clear, measurable outcomes linked to High Needs spending
so that schools, parents, and community partners can see whether
public funds are producing meaningful improvements in children’s
education and lived experience?

Response

from:

Clir Edna We have committed to have regular reporting to the Children & Young

Murphy Chair | People Committee on the Inclusion for All programme and this

of the Children | incorporates both the Ofsted Action Plan for SEND and also the

and Young requirements of the DfE ‘safety-valve’ process which address the

People DSG/High Needs Block budget pressures. It has been agreed that all

Committee reports, provided on a quarterly basis, will always cover a range of Key

Performance Indicators (which include those relating to the finances for
school based SEND provision) in addition to a ‘spot-light’ on a particular
aspect of our SEND/Inclusion provision and services.

Critically, it has been agreed that these reports must always include
information on the impact on improved outcomes and experience of
children, young people and their families.

With regard to the link between funding in the High Needs Block and the
current in year and cumulative deficit, and assuming the implication of
the question is that the deficit (both in year and cumulative) budget
position may impact negatively on outcomes for children and young
people then the reverse is true. The very fact that Cambridgeshire has
been committing more resources than are available with the budget that
government allocate to us, for SEND, demonstrates that our priority is to
be ‘needs led’ rather than to operate within the budget provided.

Ultimately, regardless of whether a council has a surplus, deficit or ‘on
target’ budget for the High Needs Block, the assessment of meeting




needs of individual children and young people with that resource is via
individual school Ofsted inspections and through the ‘Area’ inspection
by Ofsted and CQC of the council and our key partners, in particular
health. Regardless of whether reports to Committee are explicitly
focused on the Inclusion for All programme or with regard to overall
educational performance, the emphasis will be on demonstrating current
practice and practice improvement. The next report to Committee in
April will do this with a spot-light on our sufficiency planning for
specialist SEN provision and how that is, and will continue to, support
children with SEND who require support other than in their local
mainstream school and how the combination of revenue and capital
funding available to us is being used in the most effective way.

The decision to apply a 0% block transfer reflects the lack of
confirmation of the High Needs Block funding for 2026-27 (following the
temporary suspension of the HNB National Funding Formula) and the
ongoing pressures on mainstream schools. Due to the low % uplift in
the Schools Block and following detailed budget modelling we are of the
view that any transfer would have a negative impact on individual
schools, and would further impact on their ability to set balanced
budgets and support existing pupils with High Needs.

We are still committed to creating additional Enhanced Resource Base
(ERB) places in maintained schools and developing outreach support to
avoid the escalation to higher cost external provision, but the
Government’s decision to suspend the High Needs National Funding
Formula and resulting lack of clarity around high needs funding levels
for 2026/27 has hampered the decision-making process.

Appendix 2

Item 7: Deneia Primary Academy- Statement from Councillor Anna Bradnam - Local
Member for Waterbeach

| am pleased to see that the proposal for the new Primary School at Waterbeach New Town
have been revised and are being brought forward.

There has been a tension between the promise of a new primary school and its anticipated
delivery date. Young families already living here are aggrieved that the promised school
has not yet been delivered and prospective purchasers are reluctant to buy without a
primary school being in place. This has depressed the sales of new homes. | welcome the
prospect of the new primary school being built and opening, which will, to some extent,
unlock sales of home in the new town.

Meantime | am mindful that delivering the shiny new Deneia Primary Academy, in the
catchment of the existing Waterbeach Community Primary School, could draw children to
the new school and leave the school in the village with an unsustainably low student roll.



| understand that the Deneia Primary Academy will initially only provide Nursery places.
Please would you reassure me that the opening of the new school will be managed such
that the new school will open only when there are sufficient pupil numbers for both primary

schools to be sustainable?



