
 

 

Children and Young People Committee: Minutes 
 
Date: 21 April 2026 
 
Time: 2.00pm - 5.12pm 
 
Venue: Red Kite Room, New Shire Hall, Alconbury Weald 
 
Present: Councillors L Beckett, L Damary-Homan, D Divine, J Edge (Vice Chair) 

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

 
 Co-opted Members:  
 

J Young and K Pereira 
 

 

64. Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest  
 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Yasmin Deter (substituted by 
Councillor David Levien). 
 

65. Children and Young People Committee Minutes - 10 March 2025 
 

The Chair invited Members to consider the minutes of the meeting held on 10 March 
2026 for approval as an accurate record. 
 
It was first noted that Councillor Charlotte Lowe had been omitted from the 
attendance list in the circulated minutes. Officers advised that this had been 
corrected and was reflected in the amended version to be signed. 
 
Councillor Goodliffe raised a concern in relation to the wording of minute 54, which 
recorded officers’ comments regarding the use of the Crisis and Resilience Fund, 
including statements relating to communications from the Department for Work and 
Pensions (DWP).  Councillor Goodliffe explained that, since the previous meeting, 
she had received information through a Freedom of Information request which she 
felt contradicted the position recorded in the minutes. She referred to emails from the 
DWP dated January and February 2026 and written parliamentary responses which 
she claimed indicated that local authorities had discretion over the design of 
schemes within the Crisis and Resilience Fund guidance, including the use of 
vouchers to support families eligible for free school meals.  She acknowledged that 
the wording in the minutes accurately reflected what had been said at the meeting on 
10 March 2026, but expressed concern that the statements recorded may not be 
factually correct in light of information she has received subsequently. 
 
In response, the Chair clarified the distinction between the accuracy of the record, 
and accuracy or completeness of the information available at the time of the 
meeting. 
 



 

 

The Chair advised that the role of the Committee at this point was to confirm whether 
the minutes accurately recorded what was said during the meeting, rather than to 
revisit or revise the substance of the discussion based on new or additional 
information that may have emerged after the meeting.  The Chair further indicated 
that, whilst the points raised were noted they were not relevant to the minutes.  
Councillor Goodliffe reiterated her concern about the implications of the information 
as she understood it but confirmed that the wording did reflect the discussion as it 
had occurred at the time. 
 
No further amendments were proposed. 
 
The minutes of the meeting on 10 March 2026 were approved as an accurate record. 
The minutes action log was noted.  
 
 

66. Public questions and Petitions 
 

None received. 
 

67. Healthy Child Programme Section 75 Contract Extension 
 

The Committee considered a report seeking approval to extend the existing Section 
75 partnership agreement with Cambridge Community Services NHS Trust for 
delivery of the Healthy Child Programme (HCP).  The agreement was previously 
approved by Committee in October 2024 for a six‑year period, structured as a 
2+2+2-year arrangement, with a progress report required before exercising the 
option to extend into the second two‑year term. 
 
Introducing the report officers summarised the key points in the report which 
included: 

 
- that the Healthy Child Programme was a statutory public health service that 

provided a universal offer to all families, alongside targeted and specialist 
support.  The service played a key role in early identification of need, early 
intervention, and prevention. 

 
- the current arrangement was an integrated service across Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough, through aligned commissioning, enabling consistency of delivery 
and joint working. 

 
- the report provided an update on service performance and evidence of progress 

against key performance indicators; assurance on service improvement and 
workforce stability and an assessment of risks associated with alternative 
commissioning options. 

 
- performance against mandated contacts showed good and improving levels 

of coverage. Outcomes contributed positively to children’s health and 
development, including Good Level of Development at age five. 

 



 

 

- whilst quantitative performance data focused mainly on the universal offer, the 
report also included case studies illustrating the depth of targeted and specialist 
work, the programme’s impact on vulnerable children and families and  
the preventative value of early intervention. 
 

- the provider continued to demonstrate strong engagement in ongoing service 
improvement activity, working collaboratively with Public Health and other council 
services. 

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

 
- raised questions about the gap between the 2-2.5-year health and development 

review and the next formal assessment at age five and sought further detail on 
the support offered to families during this period, particularly in relation to school 
readiness.  Officers explained that the 2-2.5-year review was structured around 
the Ages and Stages Questionnaire (ASQ) and advice and support was tailored 

to each child and family, depending on identified need.  Follow‑up work was 
provided for families requiring additional support, including: Speech and language 
therapy, toilet training and physical development, nutrition and growth, wider 
family issues such as housing, poverty, safeguarding and domestic abuse.  
Officers highlighted the integration with Early Years settings and speech and 
language services as a particular local strength. 

 
- sought greater clarity on how outcomes and “return on investment” were being 

quantified, particularly in the period between early years contacts and later 
educational measures.  Officers acknowledged that some longer‑term outcomes, 
such as school readiness and development at age five, were already captured.  
Officers explained it was more challenging to evidence outcomes for families who 
received advice but required no ongoing intervention.  Officers advised that a 
system of goal‑based outcomes had recently been introduced across targeted 
and specialist services and future reports would provide clearer articulation of 
progress and outcomes achieved over time.  

 
- asked about partnership working and voluntary sector engagement with the 

programme.  Officers advised that the Healthy Child Programme was a key 
partner in the Best Start in Life programme and contributed to the development of 
Best Start Family Hubs.  The service worked closely with voluntary and 
community sector organisations.  Examples included: Collaboration with the 
National Childbirth Trust and local breastfeeding alliances; Joint work with SEND 
and disability support groups and an infant feeding team working towards 
UNICEF Gold Baby Friendly accreditation.  Officers emphasised that, whilst the 
contract was high‑value, effective delivery depended on strong community 
partnerships rather than health visiting services alone. 
 

- highlighted a graph at 4.3.4 of the report that showed comparative performance 
at the 2-2.5-year health and development review, which demonstrated that 
Cambridgeshire maintained consistently high performance whilst performance 
across the East of England showed a significant drop during a particular period.  
A Member queried whether this reflected a wider systemic issue, a local factor, or 
a specific change in practice, or whether Cambridgeshire had adopted a distinct 



 

 

approach that helped sustain performance.  Officers explained that a small 
number of authorities in the East of England had trialled a different model, by 
delaying the 2-2.5-year review until closer to age three.  As national data 
collection measures performance strictly against the mandated 2-2.5-year 
timeframe, this change resulted in a sharp drop in reported compliance for those 
authorities and consequential impact on the regional average.  Officers advised 
that Cambridgeshire had not altered its delivery timescales and that reviews 
continued to be undertaken within the nationally expected window.  This 
consistency explained why local performance remained high in comparison to the 
regional picture.  Officers advised that updated national guidance for the Healthy 
Child Programme had been issued in recent months.   This guidance clarified 
expectations around the timing of mandated contacts, including the 2-2.5-year 
review and authorities that had moved away from the standard timescale were 
now realigning their practice.  Officers explained that early indications suggested 
regional performance was beginning to recover. This aligned with feedback from 
regional networks and benchmarking discussions.  No wider deterioration in 
service quality had been identified elsewhere in the region. 

 
- questioned whether the service adequately captured outcomes across different 

demographic groups.  Officers reported that an equity audit had been carried out 
and had indicated that overall access to the service was broadly equitable.   
Some minor inequalities had been identified (e.g. among certain ethnic groups 
and younger parents), and work was underway to address these.  Officers 
explained that the most significant and persistent inequality related to low income 
and that data demonstrated a substantial gap (approximately 30%) in good levels 
of development at age five between the overall population and children from 
low‑income households.  Officers highlighted that as a result the strategic focus 
was placed on supporting families experiencing economic disadvantage and a 

low‑income tracker, being commissioned jointly with the district councils, would 
hopefully be used to improve identification and targeting, and links were being 
strengthened with the Council’s Crisis and Resilience Fund.  

 
- sought clarity on workforce stability and service resilience in relation to the recent 

merger of trusts.  Officers reported that long‑standing recruitment challenges in 

specialist roles had been addressed and a workforce plan and revised skill‑mix 
model had resulted in a fully staffed health visiting pathway and improved 
resilience and continuity.  Officers explained that the district‑based service model 
supported flexibility and local responsiveness and that integration across 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough placed the service in a strong position ahead 
of potential local government reorganisation. 
 

- asked if any risks had been identified in terms of seeking alternative 
commissioning arrangements.  Officers advised that seeking alternative delivery 
arrangements at this stage would present significant risks.  The key risks 
included disruption to staffing, service continuity and system integration.  Officers 

stated that maintaining the current arrangement was considered the lowest‑risk 
option and the most likely to maintain stability while further transformation work 
continued. 
 



 

 

- sought clarity on whether the ‘Good level of Development’ data included recently 
academised schools. The Service Director for Education stated that the Early 
Year Profile score applied to all schools and that it was only independent schools 
that it did not apply to.  

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) To delegate responsibility for awarding and executing the first 2-year 
extension to the Healthy Child Programme Section 75 partnering arrangement 
from 1st April 2027 to the 31st March 2029 to the Executive Director Adults, 
Health and Commissioning in consultation with the Chair and Vice-chair of the 
Children and Young People’s Committee.   

 
b) To agree the novation of the Section 75 partnering agreement from 1st April 

2026 to the new East of England Community Health and Care NHS Trust, 
formed by the merger of the Healthy Child Programme’s provider 
Cambridgeshire Community Services NHS Trust with Norfolk Community 
Health and Care NHS Trust. 

 
c) To delegate responsibility for awarding and executing the second contract 

extension of the Section 75 partnering agreement starting 1st April 2029 to 
the Executive Director Adults, Health and Commissioning in consultation with 
the Chair and Vice-chair of the Children and Young People’s Committee. 

 
 

68. Inclusion for All (Area SEND Action Plan) report 
 

The Committee received a detailed update on progress against the Area SEND 
Action Plan, agreed following the 2024 Ofsted/CQC inspection, and on delivery of 
the Council’s Inclusion for All improvement framework. The report also set out the 
local response to national SEND reforms contained within the Department for 
Education White Paper Every Child Achieving and Thriving, published in February 
2026. 
 
The Chair requested that the report be taken in thematic sections due to its breadth, 
with questions taken after each section. 
 
The Service Director for Education explained that the report brought together: 
Performance data, particularly relating to Education, Health and Care Plans 
(EHCPs), progress on inclusive places and sufficiency; evidence of improvement 
following the Area SEND inspection and alignment with emerging national policy and 
reform requirements. 
 
Members were advised that, whilst the report focused on inclusive places for this 
meeting, it also provided assurance that the wider Area SEND Action Plan was being 
delivered and was beginning to evidence impact. 

 



 

 

The Service Director for Education proposed that, ahead of submission of the local 
SEND Reform Plan to the DfE in June 2026, a further briefing session be arranged 
for all elected members to examine the detail in greater depth. Action Required.  

 
Officers summarised the key point in the report in relation to EHCP timeliness and 
backlog reduction: 
 

- that EHCP timeliness was measured nationally on a calendar year basis. 
 

- performance had been historically low, with fewer than 9% of plans completed 
within 20 weeks in 2024. 

 
- in October 2025, a realistic improvement trajectory had been agreed. 

 
- reported that performance in late 2025 had improved, with Q4 showing 

completion rates of approximately 22%. 
 

- early 2026 performance was around 18%, reflecting seasonal pressures 
linked to phase transfer activity. 

 
- the service remained on track to meet the 20% completion target for 2026, 

with an ambition to reach the national average (approximately 46%) by the 
end of 2027. 

 
Individual members raised the following issues in relation to EHCP timeliness and 
backlog reduction: 

 
- expressed concern regarding the number of cases waiting over 52 weeks for 

completion and sought detail on the support given to children and families 
whilst waiting in the backlog.  Officers advised that schools retained the 
statutory responsibility to support children during the assessment process 
using their delegated funding.  Further advice and guidance was available 
from council funded services whilst plans were in progress.  Officers stated 
that additional guidance and limited targeted funding support was being made 
available to schools facing particular pressures or higher risk cohorts.  
Officers acknowledged that delays placed considerable strain on families and 
schools, and that addressing the backlog remained a priority alongside 
preventing future backlogs.   

 
- queried the reported delays in EHCP related funding payments to schools and 

academy trusts and when the payments were expected to be made.  Officers 
confirmed that some delays had occurred during the year whilst interim 
funding approaches were tested and that these issues had been resolved by 
the end of the financial year.  Officers stated that clearer guidance for schools 
on funding expectations and interim arrangements was due to be issued.   

 
- highlighted an increase in capital allocation for high needs of over £1.5 million 

this year.  Members asked what differences would be seen and how would 
the funds be used to assist schools and nurseries to be inclusive including the 
detail on the to roll out of ERB provision into secondary schools. Officers 



 

 

explained that national policy direction indicated that all secondary schools 
would be expected to have inclusion bases over the coming years and that 
approximately one third of feeder primary schools were likely to require 
specialist bases.  This investment was to support ERBs and minor 
adaptations to mainstream settings to improve accessibility and inclusion.  
Officers explained that local sufficiency planning would need to align carefully 
with this national direction to avoid over or under provision. 
 

- queried if the new EYEs system interacted with other council systems and if 
data cleansing had taken place as part of the switch to the new system.  The 
Service Director for Education stated that the EYEs system sat alongside the 
Liquid Logic system used by social care colleagues and officers were in the 
process of migrating the data from the current system including manual 
uploads, and there was a training plan in place on how to input the data.  She 
explained that the implementation of the EYEs system was scheduled for 
June 2026 and there would be post go live activity regarding data cleansing.  
A member highlighted that the report stated that an AI pilot was taking place 
and sought further details on this to come back to committee.  Officers 
explained that a number of local authorities had been piloting specific AI tools 
to pull together initial drafts of all reports into EHCP plans, with professionals 
reviewing and providing the detail and assurances.   Officers stated that the 
service was currently working through a procurement to pilot this and would 
need to come back to committee with further detail once this had been 
progressed. Action Required. 
 

- asked why EHCP performance appeared to fluctuate and whether the service 
was realistically on track to meet its improvement targets.  Officers advised 
that EHCP timeliness was measured on a calendar‑year basis, not by 
academic year and performance fluctuated due to seasonal demand, 
particularly in relation to phase transfer activity from primary to secondary and 

pre‑summer increases in referrals.  Officers advised that performance had 
improved from below 10% in early 2025 to around 18–22% in late 2025 / early 
2026.  This remained below the national average but was in line with the 
agreed improvement trajectory.  Officers stated that the target of 20% 
completion within 20 weeks for 2026 remained achievable. 

 
- requested an analysis of area by need against area by provision.  Officers 

clarified that they were able to provide this information and explained that the 
way the authority consulted special schools regarding places as part of the 
annual review process, would provide the information as well as information 
on placements for children that were out of county and vice versa, in the 
authorities sufficiency planning this showed where the gaps where in terms of 
need. Action Required. 

 
- queried if there were any plans on further peer reviews ahead of the next 

inspection.  Officers highlighted the importance of self-evaluation and stated 
that the authority would be required to report to Government quarterly 
following the submission of the authorities SEND Reform Plan in June.   

 



 

 

- asked how the new education service design roles and workflow were 
designed to support improvements and asked how many cases each 
caseworker would handle on average, referring to the table at 3.2.19 in the 
report.  Officers explained that a consultation was ongoing within the service 
and the figures highlighted in the report were illustrative of the way caseloads 
could be reduced but were not a final figure.  Officers stated that the table 
showed the different parts of the team, focusing on different parts of the 
assessments, and that on average using the new caseworker and assistant 
caseworker model, working together it was anticipated 73 new cases per year 
per worker, and clarified this was not based on the use of AI as the pilot for 
this had not yet started.   

 
- questioned how much of the recent improvement in performance was 

dependant on the £780,000 investment.  The Service Director for Education 
that the investment had been to address the current pressures and focus on a 
reduction in the backlog whilst a longer-term sustainable plan was developed. 

 
- queried whether there had been any work to look at having a caseworker at 

each school to so that the needs and assessments were undertaken at a local 
level.  Officers explained that the multiple new funding streams were 
anticipated, including “Experts at hand” funding to strengthen support around 
schools, based on a more local level of support.  Officers explained that 
allocation details of this funding had not yet been confirmed 
and that delivery would depend on strong partnership working with schools, 
health partners and the voluntary sector.  Officers emphasised that the 
reforms broadly aligned with the Council’s Inclusion for All strategy 
and that the shift towards earlier intervention and strengthened mainstream 
support was welcomed but would require sustained investment.   
 

- asked how the authority was managing the risk in relation to the lack of 
Educational Psychologists which was a national issue.  Officers 
acknowledged the issue and stated that through the “Experts at hand” 
funding, Educational Psychologists had been identified as an area for 
investment by the government.  Officers explained that in Cambridgeshire 
there were currently three Educational Psychologist trainees and that there 
was a focus on ‘growing your own’ and encouraging trainees to stay within the 
county once they had qualified.   

 
Officers summarised the key point in the report in relation to ‘Inclusive Places’: 
 

- confirmed DfE capital funding had been secured for two new state-funded 
special schools in Cambridgeshire: one area special school (broad range of 
complex needs) and one SEMH special school (social, emotional and mental 
health) and were awaiting timescales for delivery.  
 

- multiple ERBs already operational across the county.  Four new primary 
ERBs were being set up with one opening imminently and three opening at 
the start of the new academic year.  The distribution had been mapped 
geographically to support equity of access.  Government were setting out 
more capital funding for this.  



 

 

 
Individual members raised the following issues in relation to ‘Inclusive Places’ 

 
- sought clarity on 3.3.12 of the report where it stated that children and young 

people would have an aspiration to achieve up to 80% attendance in 
mainstream lessons and how this would be measured.  The Service Director 
for Education explained that officers were working closely with special school 
heads to develop the curriculum offer within ERBs including how this would 
then be monitored to ensure a consistent approach and how impact would be 
measured.   

 
- expressed concern that children and young people were travelling 20–30 

miles to special school provision and this meant that they were not 
meaningfully included in their communities and asked whether the reforms 
would tackle this.  Officers acknowledged the concern and explained that over 
reliance on independent specialist provision was a key driver of the long 
distances travelled and that growing local state provision was intended to 
reduce the distance travelled over time.  Officers explained that there was 
also an emphasis on outreach work with Special schools and AP expected to 
provide outreach support to mainstream schools under the reforms. 

 
Officers summarised the key point in the report in relation to evidence of 
improvement following the Area SEND inspection and alignment with emerging 
national policy and reform requirements: 
 

- targeted and targeted plus in mainstream, going back to pre-2014, and will 
have the same legal status as an EHCP. 
 

- response to government consultation by 18 May 2026 and formal plan will be 
submitted in June 2026.   
 

Individual members raised the following issues in relation to evidence of 
improvement following the Area SEND inspection and alignment with emerging 
national policy and reform requirements: 
 

- stated that ambition had to be coupled with delivery and highlighted the £200 
million that had been earmarked for local authority transformation to support 
the reforms.  A member asked officers how much they thought the 
transformation work would cost to deliver the reforms.  The Service Director 
for Education stated that there were three funding streams set up by 
government; the mainstream inclusion fund £1.6 billion over 3 years, would go 
directly to schools to enable them to support children.   The “Experts at Hand” 
funding £1.8 billion, officers were working through what this would look like 
from a Cambridgeshire perspective and would support the team around the 
school approach that the authority had adopted. She highlighted the crucial 
need for partnership working and that the allocation of funding would need to 
be negotiated between the local authority and health.  She stated that the 
authority had not received confirmation yet from government on funding 
amounts.   She explained that a meeting had been set up with all of the key 
partners to do some initial work on the SEND Reform plan and she clarified 



 

 

that as mentioned earlier in the meeting a member engagement session 
would be set up with the Committee in June to gain member input into the 
plan before it was submitted.   
 

- Asked if officers had been speaking to schools about how they will cope with 
the changes as this would have a significant impact on schools, and if 
discussions had taken place with Schools Forum around the reforms. Officers 
acknowledged the issue of the level of funding going directly into schools to 
meet need, and the issues with fairer funding particularly within 
Cambridgeshire that had been ongoing for a number of years.   

 
In debating the report: 

 
- A member stated that whilst the £780k investment had been worthwhile and 

shown early signs of recovery he had concern about what happened when the 
£780k ran out.  He emphasised that securing future and supplementary 
funding was a political responsibility.  He reiterated that the current “stretch 
target” of 20% still left around 80% of children and young people not being 
seen in time.  He stated that the committee must unite to strengthen the case 
for additional funding, so officers had the best chance of success. Officers 
acknowledged the progress made through restructuring and emphasised that 
improvement was phased and depended on embedding new structures.  
Officers indicated that improvement trajectories were planned and not static, 
with future increases anticipated. 
 

- A member highlighted that the £780k enabled restructuring, innovation 
(including AI), and the creation of new roles and he believed performance 
would improve once structures were fully embedded.  He suggested the 20% 
figure was an initial position and was expected to rise.  He noted that 
performance on completion of EHCPs was projected to move towards 46%, 
closer to the national average.   

 
- A member asked for an estimated timeframe for reaching the projected 46% 

performance level for completion of EHCPs within the 20-week timeframe.    
Officers stated that they expected to hit 20% by Christmas 2026 with 46% by 
the end of the calendar year 2027.   
 

- A member emphasised the importance of understanding what the “80% 
waiting” actually looked like in practice.  Officers agreed that the quality  
of interim support for waiting children was crucial and acknowledged the need 
for better understanding and monitoring of those children whilst demand 
remained high, and this would be set out in future reports. Action Required 
 

- A member asked whether more funding was considered when the £780k was 
originally requested and questioned why additional funding was not requested 
earlier, if further funding was now required.  The Service Director for 
Education confirmed the £780k was not the only additional investment, prior 
funding supported extra SEN caseworkers.  She explained that in light of the 
SEND reforms, funding streams were coming on track and education redesign 
work (e.g. inclusion units in secondary schools) were already underway. She 



 

 

stated that until the authority received clarity on the scope of what could be 
done with the funding allocations, officers were not in a position to estimate 
the figures involved.  She explained that once the figures were known officers 
would work with the Section 151 Officer to understand funding capacity. 

 
Closing the debate the Chair thanked members for their through scrutiny and debate 
of the report and thanked officers for their contributions.   

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 

 
a) To scrutinise the update on the key performance indicators, noting that formal 

feedback from the DfE and NHS England is expected to be available in time 
for the June committee report update. 

 
b) To agree to proposed forward plan for the ‘spot-light’ items for future reports 

over the next two-year period. 

 
c) To note the summary regarding the governments, SEND Reforms (Education 

White Paper) and agree that implementation of the reforms, when enacted, 
will be incorporated in a revised Inclusion for All programme.  

 
 

69. Children, Education & Families Participation Reports Q2 and Q3  
2025-26 

The committee received a report that provided a summary of the Participation 
Reports for quarter two and quarter three of 2025-26. The reports demonstrated 
participation and engagement with children and young people across Children, 
Education and Families, and enabled member scrutiny, not simply to note activity. 

Officers highlighted that the reports show significant improvement in participation 
over the past 12–18 months, both in quality and breadth.  Key achievements 
included: well‑attended and impactful events for children in care and care leavers; 
national and local recognition for young people’s contributions and participation work 
and continued development of the care leaver participation offer.  Officers explained 
that the participation function was delivered by a small, dedicated team (one 
manager and two officers), supported by participation leads and champions across 
services and there was a strategic participation group that coordinated and oversaw 
engagement activity.  Officers commented that a final quarter participation report 
would be brought to a future committee. 

 It was resolved to: 

a) Note the contents of the report. 
 

b) Raise any queries with the lead officers. 
 

 



 

 

70. Corporate Parenting Performance Report  

The Committee received the Corporate Parenting Performance Report, which 
provided an overview of key performance indicators, trends and activity relating to 
children in care, care leavers and the Council’s wider corporate parenting 
responsibilities as of January 2026. 

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

- welcomed the highest visit rates in six years and asked how this improvement 
had been achieved.  Officers explained that foster carers were providing 
children with stability and security and one to one time and support and this 
had been fed back through the visits with Social Workers.  Officers explained 
that they had also had some positive reunifications with parents.   
 

- queried if there was still a buddy system in place for children in care where 
volunteers could buddy and mentor children.  Officers explained that there 
was a statutory obligation to provide independent visitor sessions and there 
was a group of volunteers that sat under the supervision of the participation 
service.  Children were referred by their IRO or Social Worker and then they 
are matched.  Officers explained there was an annual report on this including 
feedback from the children.  Officers agreed to circulate the information on the 
service to members.  Action Required 
 

- asked for reassurance about progress in reducing unregistered placements.  
Officers confirmed that the numbers had reduced from nine to six, with a 
further reduction to five being imminent.  Officers stated that each placement 
was tracked weekly, subject to senior oversight and supported with detailed 
safety plans.   
 

- queried the spikes in missing episodes and the effectiveness of return home 
interviews and safeguarding responses during repeat episodes.  Officers 
explained that seasonal increases (e.g. summer months) accounted for some 
spikes.  Officers stated that a low threshold was used for reporting missing 
episodes, reflecting corporate parenting responsibility.  Officers explained that 
each episode triggered a safety plan and risk assessment.  Officers stated 
that home interviews were offered independently, not mandated, but officers 
highlighted persistent and relational engagement to ensure children’s voices 
were heard.  Officers to provide members with the historical data that had 
been captured and to add further data to the next report. Action Required. 
 

- questioned whether feedback from the return home interviews could be used 
as insight to formulate training plans and whether members could have sight 
of this.  Officers explained that members could be provided with the template 
used to conduct the interviews. Action Required. Officers stated that the 
interviews were conducted by individuals independent of the process.  
Officers highlighted the difficulties in gaining trust and feedback from some 
children but that it was crucial to be consistent. Officers explained that the 
missing and exploitation team worked with the provider forum and foster 
carers around the broader training around missing children.   A member 



 

 

asked what was done if a child refused to take up an offer of a return home 
interview.  Officers stated that that the individuals that carried out the 
interviews were chosen as they were tenacious and persistent and ensured 
that follow up was sought.  Officers also explained that a Social Worker would 
go out and visit within a few days.   
 

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. 

 

71. CYP Corporate Performance Report Q3 2025-26 

The committee received a report that provided an update on the performance 
monitoring information for the committee for quarter 3 of the 2025/26 financial year, 
October 1st to December 31st 2025. 

Introducing the report the Executive Director for Children Education and families 

highlighted the following key points in the report: 

- CYP07: Children cared for by in-house foster carers - performance had 
improved following a previous dip and is on an upward trajectory. This 
reflected sustained effort in recruiting foster carers, including kinship carers, 
and was associated with better outcomes for children such as placement 
stability and educational progress. The Executive Director for Children 
Education and Families suggested the target could be reviewed and 
potentially made more stretching if improvement continued. 

 

- CYP09: Take-up of the 15-hour childcare entitlement for eligible 2-year-olds -  
this indicator was currently rated red, with take-up declining from 73.2% to 
67.39%. The Executive Director for Children, Education and Families 
explained that this reflected a national trend following the expansion of 
childcare entitlements, which had affected provider capacity and incentives. 
Despite the decline, local performance remained above the national average 
and had improved significantly against statistical neighbours. 

 
- CYP18: Electively Home Educated (EHE) children- there continued to be 

year-on-year growth in the number of children educated at home. The 
Executive Director for Children, Education and Families highlighted 
forthcoming legislative changes that would require local authorities to maintain 
a register of children not in school, improving oversight and safeguarding. 

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

- queried whether kinship carers were included within the CYP07 indicator for 
in-house foster carers and had recent changes to allowances affected kinship 
care numbers.  Officers confirmed that CYP07 included both mainstream 
foster carers and kinship carers. 
 



 

 

- questioned if officers had information on how many electively home educated 
children had SEND needs or were withdrawn from mainstream education. The 
Executive Director for Children, Education and Families acknowledged a 
disproportionately high number of children with special educational needs 
within this cohort. He explained that whilst a detailed breakdown of the 
information was not available at the meeting, he committed to sharing further 
data after the meeting and highlighted that the proposed national register 
would support stronger oversight and targeted intervention. Action Required. 

 
- noted that the percentage of EHCP assessments completed within statutory 

timescales (CYP05) only told part of the story and asked whether future 
reports could include data on average, minimum, and maximum waiting times 
to ensure no children were repeatedly delayed.  The Service Director for 
Education agreed that this was a valid point and explained that data quality 
had been affected by the transition to a new education and early years system 
(EYEs).  She explained that work was underway on a SEND data dashboard 
through the Inclusion for All Board, and future updates would aim to provide 
more granular analysis, including timescale distribution. 

 

- highlighted an apparent inconsistency in CYP12 (school inspection 
outcomes), where commentary suggested no change, but the indicator 
showed a decline.  The Service Director for Education explained that the 
school inspection framework had changed significantly, moving away from 
single-word judgements to multiple judgement areas plus safeguarding.  She 
explained that whilst the indicator suggested a decline, officers had 
acknowledged that comparisons were now more difficult and agreed the 
indicator presentation should be reviewed to reflect the new framework more 
accurately. 

 
- asked why increasing numbers of electively home educated pupils were 

shown as “green” and at what point this trend would become a cause for 
concern. The Service Director for Education stated that the authority was 
concerned about the rise in elective home education, particularly where it may 
be linked to unmet SEND needs or disengagement from school. The green 
rating reflected its contextual status rather than endorsement of growth.  A 
member asked whether officers had explored reasons behind the increase in 
elective home education and whether this growth was disproportionate when 
set against population growth in Cambridgeshire.  The Service Director for 
Education suggested that a detailed briefing on the profile of electively home 
educated children would be the most helpful next step.  This would include 
known motivations, levels of risk, and demographic context and would be 
circulated to the Committee outside the meeting. Action Required. 
 

- questioned why take-up of the 2-year-old entitlement was treated as a “higher 
is better” target rather than contextual, given parental choice. The Service 
Director for Education explained that the 2-year-old entitlement was a 
targeted national intervention aimed at improving outcomes for disadvantaged 
children, with strong evidence of benefit, and therefore required active 
performance monitoring rather than contextual treatment. 
 



 

 

- Sought clarification on local take-up data for the 15-hour and 30-hour 
childcare entitlements.  A member raised concerns that some childcare 
providers may charge additional fees for extras, potentially undermining 
affordability.  The Service Director for Education confirmed that the reported 
67.39% figure reflected local take-up among eligible 2-year-olds and that 
whilst this had declined, Cambridgeshire performed better than national and 
regional comparators.  She stated that providers were not permitted to charge 
additional compulsory fees linked to the funded offer. She explained that 
funding used was closely monitored and any reported concerns would be 
investigated. Proactive assurance mechanisms were in place through funding 
oversight and provider relationships. 

It was resolved to:  

a) Scrutinise and comment on the performance information presented. 
 

72. Children, Education & Families (CEF) Risk Register 

The committee received the Children, Education and Families Risk Register.  The 
risk register had been updated earlier in the month.  No risks had increased or 
decreased since the previous committee.  Action plans had all been reviewed and 
updated.  The next formal review was planned before 7 July 2026. 

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

- A member questioned why risks 1 and 2 were scored 20 rather than 25, which 
they had raised at a previous meeting.  He argued that the likelihood was 
scored at 5, but consequence only 4 and that failure to deliver SEND statutory 
duties, manage budget pressures (including the Safety Valve), and remain 
within financial allocations should represent a maximum consequence (5).  He 
asked for reassurance that the scoring accurately reflected the true level of 
risk.  The Executive Director for Children, Education and Families 
acknowledged the concern. He agreed that the consequence could 
reasonably be scored as 5. He suggested that the likelihood might be 
reconsidered as 4, keeping the overall score similar but better reflecting the 
nature of the risk.  He confirmed the comments would be incorporated into the 
July review. Action Required 
 

- A member asked why no progress was being shown against risks if action 
plans were in place. The Executive Director for Children, Education and 
Families confirmed that scores had intentionally remained unchanged.  He 
explained that some risks (e.g. harm to vulnerable children) had reduced 
historically, but not in this review period.  He stated that these were long-term 
risks that took time to shift.  He explained that although improvements had 
been noted since the last Ofsted inspection, the service still required 
improvement, and caseloads had reduced but remained challenging.  He 
emphasised that risks were reviewed meaningfully and action plans were 
assessed for effectiveness and stressed the importance of being honest about 
slow progress.  The member acknowledged the explanation but stated an 
expectation that some positive movement should be visible in future quarters. 



 

 

 
- A member asked whether the financial aspect of Risk 2 (Safety Valve) would 

reduce significantly once grant funding was received and suggested the risk 
would need to be rewritten and rescored, with statutory SEND risks remaining 
but financial exposure reducing.  The Executive Director for Children, 
Education and Families explained that the detail and long-term implications of 
grant funding were not yet fully clear and confirmed that the risk would be 
updated appropriately once funding was clearer. 

 
- A member supported earlier points about lack of movement in the risk register 

and argued that risk 2 combined two distinct issues: financial risk and ongoing 
EHCP/statutory delivery risk.  He suggested these risks should be separated 
into distinct risks to improve clarity, mitigations and monitoring.  The Executive 
Director for Children, Education and Families acknowledged the point and 
confirmed that the risks would be reviewed once further clarity on funding was 
known.   

 
- A member queried whether risk 5 ‘Non delivery of the Early Years and 

Education System (EYES) Implementation’ was a generic new system risk or 
whether it was related to specific data or delivery concerns.   The Executive 
Director for Childre, Education and Families explained that the risk was in 
relation to the financial impact if there were to be delays in implementing the 
system.  He stated that no delays were expected. 

It was resolved to scrutinise, consider and comment on the Directorate Risk. 

73. Agenda Plan, Training Plan and Appointments 

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

 
 

Chair 
 
 
 
 
 


