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Cambridgeshire Schools Forum - Minutes

Date: Friday 10 January 2025
Time: 10.00am - 11.59am
Venue: Via zoom
Present:
e Maintained Primary - Nicki Brown, Sasha Howard and Cate Thompson
e Maintained Special Schools - Charlotte Whysall
e Hospital Education - Nadine Gooding-Hebert
e Academy Special School - Mary Abeyasekera
e Academy Alternative Provision - Mark Vickers
e Other Academy Appointments - Lesley Birch, Helena Marsh, Mark Woods

(Chair), Adrian Ball, Christopher Bennett, Alison Anderson, Ryan Kelshall

(Vice-Chair), Peter Law and Jon Culpin

Early Years Reference Group - Alison Bishop (sub)

Post 16 FE- Yolanda Botham

Teacher Union Membership - Helen Brook

Non-Teacher Union Membership Representative - Rob Turner

Cambridgeshire County Council - Councillors Firouz Thompson, Claire

Daunton and Simone Taylor.

e Officers: Martin Purbrick: Executive Director Children, Education and
Families, Sarah Callaghan: Service Director Education, Martin Wade:
Strategic Finance Manager, Jonty Holden: Senior Finance Business Partner
supporting schools, Tamar Oviatt-Ham: Democratic Services Officer.

82. Appointment Vice Chair

It was resolved unanimously to appoint Ryan Kelshall as the Vice Chair of
Schools Forum for the academic year 2024-25.

83. Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest

Apologies were received from Jon Young, Lisa Peacock, Carin Taylor,
Richard Scott, Karen Scott and Clare Clarke.

No declarations of interest were made.
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Schools Forum Minutes — 22 November 2024 and Action Log

It was resolved unanimously:

to approve the minutes of the meeting held on 22 November 2024 as a
correct record and note the action log.

Proposed Future Dates for Schools Forum 2025-26

It was resolved to approve the dates for future forum meetings as set out
section 3 of the report.

Schools Budget Setting 2025-26

The Schools Forum received a presentation that outlined the latest position on
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) funding in relation to the 2025/26 budget
setting.

Officers highlighted the following key points in relation to the presentation:

e The authority was still awaiting the outcome of the disapplication request
to the Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA) in respect of a block
transfer of up to 1.25%. However, as a result of overall affordability, and
not meeting the ESFA’s minimum allowable factor values a block transfer
of 1.25% was not now deemed to be viable. Based on the minimal uplifts
applied to the National Funding Formula factor values for 2025/26, and the
potential impact at individual school level, a block transfer of 1% was also
deemed to be unviable.

e Schools Forum were being asked to reconsider approving a block transfer
of 0.5% (£2.6m) which would be used to support the creation of new
Enhanced Resource Bases (ERBs) to avoid escalation into more
expensive provision. The aim was to have the new ERBs set up from
September 2025. The potential cost avoidance / saving would be
dependent on anticipated placement’s / ability to move off existing
packages but estimated to be circa £30k-£40k per annum per pupil. Work
on the proposals would be carried out through the High Needs Block
subgroup in order to progress the work quickly. The Service Director:
Education explained that this work was significant as it would reduce costs
from circa £45,000 per placement to £15,000 per pupil and would ensure
that individuals were able to be supported in a mainstream setting.

e Based on estimated of diseconomies funding and potential growth it was
is proposed to maintain the centrally retained growth fund at £2m
Growth fund.


https://cambridgeshire.cmis.uk.com/CCC_live/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=emJMaU7sXBfVwMl7qLDjG38%2bux4Cb6W0RJmt9xW%2bVvilTgtSqGAHJw%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d

In relation to the Notional Special Education Needs (SEN) Budget,
appendix D of the report provided comparative data as to how other local
authorities calculated the levels of notional SEN (based on 2024/25 budget
submissions). As a % of the total Schools Funding Formula the
Cambridgeshire figure (9.09%) was low when compared to the average of
regional and statistical neighbours (11.81%). It was therefore proposed to
increase the notional SEN % to align with statistical / geographical
neighbours as well as the national principles. Based on 2024/25 datasets
this would result in the notional SEN equating to circa 11.26% of the total
Schools Funding Formula.

With regards to de-delegations and Union Facilities Time, officers
explained that there was a separate report later on in the agenda that
outlined the work that had been done, in relation to this, in more detail.
Revised estimates were based on increasing the level of facilities time for
the smaller unions (e.g. ASCL, NAHT) from 1.2 to 1.25 days per week.
The uplift applied to the daily rate was to be confirmed based on final
academy take-up. The funding source for a proposed contingency to be
reviewed separately to this pot. The estimated cost for 2025/26 = £89.5k
(currently £80.5k) and the proposed increase was from £1.10 to £1.20 per

pupil.

Individual members raised the following points in relation to the presentation:

Queried how key performance indicators (KPIs) would be developed to
map the financial implications of the ERB model proposed as any transfer
needed to be effective in is use. Officers explained that the sub-group
would be looking at the governance and the KPIs for ERBs.

Highlighted that part of the Notional SEN budget used to create what
should be ordinarily available in schools. A Member commented that there
was a potential that this could be detrimental to schools that were already
being creative with their provision and there was a potential for over
identification of SEN that could increase Education Health and Care Plans
(EHCPs). Officers explained that there was already analysis around
notional SEN. The Service Director: Education stated that the sub-group
could look at the trends over time of EHCP referrals and demography and
build on the quality assurance process

Stated that there was a need to support schools that had good provision
not be overloaded and this needed to be done at a local level. Officers
explained that the data was available for SEN at a district level, and this
could be provided to both the sub-group and forum. Action Required.

Questioned when the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Indices
(IDACI) data would be updated by the Department for Education as it was
out of date.



Stated that feedback from discussions at the Cambridgeshire Primary
Heads meeting highlighted the real concerns around the implications on
capacity to deliver ordinarily available provision. There was a real danger
that there could be more children not able to receive support to stay in
mainstream schools as many primary schools were not able to provide the
support required. The Service Director: Education explained that ERBs in
isolation were not the solution, but part of it, alongside support in
mainstream schools working with health partners as therapeutic provision
was key to this with a broader piece of work needed for commissioning
and support in this area. She explained the ‘Inclusion for all Framework’
would review the top funding to schools in its entirety.

Queried the short timescale of 6 months to deliver the additional ERBs and
if there was the capacity and pace at the authority to undertake the work.
The Service Director: Education acknowledged that the timelines were
tight but that officers would work with schools to explore the options in
order to better manage needs.

Highlighted the need to work with parents and look at the quality of training
in schools as there was an expectation on getting ordinary provision right
and there needed to be clarity on what this looked like for schools and that
there were assurances that there was the capacity within the local
authority and across the system to take the change forward as this had
been promised before and not delivered. The Service Director: Education
acknowledged that there had been significant capacity issues across the
team and that the current offer of support was not good enough. She
explained that there was £500,000 of funding allocated on a temporary
basis to support this work and the officers were confident that the work
could be taken forward. She highlighted that there was a national issue in
relation to the number of educational psychologists. The Executive
Director for Children, Education and Families stated that there was work
being undertaken to look at how the service was structured including the
statutory assessment team.

Queried the implications for the Local Authority on how it would be
perceived by the Department for Education if the forum continued to vote
against a transfer. Officers explained that there had been no response to
the disapplication that had been submitted so far and it was difficult know
what the next steps would be from government. From reviewing against
the settlement by government officers were of the view that a 0.5%
transfer would be feasible. The Executive Director for Children, Education
and Families stated that this was an opportunity to work together but that
the officers would have to respect the decision of the forum. The Service
Director: Education commented there was a need to strengthen
relationships with schools and hoped that the subgroup would provide
greater transparency around the spend and application of the spend. She
explained that of the disapplication did not go ahead then the pressure
would get pushed elsewhere.



The Chair of the forum stated that the forum was in an unfair position as
the current settlement that Cambridgeshire received from the Government
was inadequate and had been for a number of years. He questioned were
the proposed payrise for teachers would be found in the current school
budgets. He highlighted that in the Growth Funding Policy the Growth
Funding Panel was not explained clearly and did not include who sat on it.
Officers explained that the Growth Funding Panel was made up of officers
from place planning, finance and admissions. Head Teacher
representatives were invited to attend the panel when there was a
requirement for further detail. Officers acknowledged that as forum agreed
the policy there needed to a forum representative on the panel and agreed
to pick this up with place planning colleagues. Action Required.

Highlighted that it was disappointing that the per place funding for high
needs remained the same and did not reflect the increased costs. Officers
commented that the funding had not increased for a number of years and
that it was effectively a cut in funding every time.

Stated that the Early Years Reference Group had unanimously approved
the early years centrally retained funding amounts for 2025/26 as it was
crucial in order to be sustainable in the future.

In bringing the debate to a close the Chair thanked officers for their support
and the detail provided in order for the forum to make the required decisions.

It was resolved to:

a)

b)

c)

d)

note and comment on the final schools funding formula proposals following
the December announcements.

approve the proposed Growth Fund policy to be applied in 2025/26 and
the centrally retained Growth Fund of £2m.

vote on the approval of a 0.5% / £2.6m block transfer between the Schools
Block and High Needs Block

approve:

e The continued retention of £10 per pupil from maintained schools for
services specifically provided to maintained schools.

e The continuation of the de-delegation in respect of Contingency.

e The continuation of the de-delegation in respect of Free School Meals
Eligibility.

e The continuation of the de-delegation in respect of Maternity and
Paternity Cover.

e The continuation of the de-delegation in respect of Trade Union
Facilities Time.
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e) note and comment on the high needs block following the December
announcements.

f) note and comment on the central school’s services block following the
December announcements.

g) note and comment on the final early years block proposals following the
December announcements.

h) approve the early years centrally retained funding amounts for 2025/26.

Union Facility Time

Forum received a report on Union Facility Time. Officers explained that whilst
the facilities agreement was updated annually, the underlying principles had
not been changed for many years. There had been some updating of rates
including increasing the daily rate agreed in the arrangement from £205 to
£215.50 but this needed a formal review in light of the cost of supply and other
costs for the host school. Officers explained that in reviewing costs it was
suggested that forum increased the per pupil de-delegation rate in recognition
of the increase in costs of staff cover, to bring this in line with other Councils
and thereby recognising the contribution the trade unions had in resolving
concerns at a local level. It was also suggested that Forum agreed to
implement a minimum funding level for the smaller trade unions that
predominantly support Senior Leaders (NAHT and ASCL) and to implement
an annual contingency fund to be used for complex case support.

It was resolved unanimously to:
consider the Cambridgeshire Trade Union Facilities agreement and agree to:

a) increase the per pupil rate,

b) a minimum facilities funding level for smaller trade unions equivalent to
1.25 days per week funding,

¢) include time spent representing the unions groups in other meetings
within the calculation for funding,

d) the creation of a £5,000k contingency facility fund from the facilities
budget to be used to provide additional funding for complex cases.

High Needs Block Sub-Group Draft Terms of Reference

The Forum received the draft terms of reference for the High Needs Block
Sub Group.

Members of forum requested the following representatives be included on the

group :
- a SENCO representative
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- apost 16 representative
- an alternative provision representative

Action Required

The Service Director: Education stated that the sub group would be scheduled
to feed into decision making at schools forum. The first sub group meeting
would be scheduled on 14 February to use the Schools Forum reserve date.
It was resolved to agree the final terms of reference.

Schools Forum Agenda Plan — January 2025

It was resolved to note the agenda plan

Date of next meeting

Friday 7 March 2025



