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In Attendance

	Rod Lane (RL) – Chair
	John Hunter (JH)
	Jeff Fair (JF)

	Peter Malcolm (PM)
	Rob Fox (RF)
	Valerie Lucking (VL)

	John Crane (JC)
	Tim Barrett (TB)
	Jane Youdale (JY)

	Lynn Skinner (LS)
	Debbie Rogan (DR)
	Bob Hough (BH)

	Richard Foster (RF)
	Russell Ayling (RA)
	Sue Hammond (SH)

	Lesley Brenan (LB)
	Helen Roberts (HR)
	Joan Binder (JB)

	Sue Shenton (H)
	Debbie Holmes (DH)
	Cllr Valerie Metcalf (VM)

	Cllr Stephen Castle (SC)
	Cllr Ray Gooding (RG)
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Representatives from Suffolk Schools Forum:
	
	

	Pat Wilkinson (PW)
	Fay Hammond (FH)
	Neil Watts (NW)

	
	
	

	LA Officers:
	
	

	Jim MacDonald (JMC)
	Rob Baxter (RB)
	Terry Reynolds (TR)

	Stephanie Mitchener (SM)
	Harriet Hill (HH)
	Terry Hollingsworth (TH)

	Matt Searle (MS)
	Lou Williams (LW)
	

	Nicky Merrell (NM)

minutes
	
	


	1.0
	Apologies for Absence (and substitute notices)

Apologies were received from David Wood, Gary Pocock and Mike Alder
RL chaired the meeting.  RL welcomed everyone and in particular Fay Hammond, Neil Watts and Pat from Suffolk School’s Forum,
John Crane of Rolph CofE Primary School who is Elizabeth Marshall’s successor and Rob Fox who is Cannon Peter Hartley’s successor.

RL also welcomed Cllr Valerie Metcalf, Cllr Stephen Castle and Cllr Ray Godding.  RL welcomed Terry Hollingsworth of Early Years and Sue Hammond, substitute for Vic Goddard.


	2.0
	Early Years Formula Funding from 2010-11
Jeff Fair presented the report and its recommendations. JF commented that the Schools Forum Sub Group had met to talk through the concerns raised at the last meeting. Schools Forum was asked to approve the recommendations in 2.1 and 2.2. Whilst developing the formula the process of transition needed to be appropriate.  Judgements have had to be made on government funding assumptions which highlighted some risk. There had to be an economically viable model which continued to deliver the best education to youngsters in care. The Quality Factor needed to be considered with awareness that there may need to be changes.  Being mindful not to double fund and to be aware of the risk that funding may change, there may be a need to review. There is no additional money coming into the scheme it is all within the funding envelope. Funding of providers has been based on 90% occupancy, with a two year transition.

JF commented that the formula change was highlighted sometime ago and schools were aware that change was afoot so hopefully there has been some forward planning.

PM questioned if it was realistic that the funding envelope cannot reduce – leaving budgets very tight.

JF made the Forum aware of its responsibilities, and that they had tried to reflect costs on what a setting should charge.  There was no certainty of funding, but they are certain about costs and that it is a changing situation.  There had been some under spend in previous years.
JMC stated that the numbers for September 2010 will be taken from the January census and that the Forum needed to mindful that the Sure Start funding needed to continue to ensure sustainability.
HH responded to this saying that she has received strong messages of support for the whole agenda going forward and that there was no desire to move away from the current position.

HH commented that Government targets on maintaining graduate leadership were an expectation.

Schools Forum approved the recommendations.


	3.0
	School Balances and Clawback Position 2008-9.  Amendments to the Balance Control Mechanism Scheme
Rob Baxter presented the report to the forum.
RB summarised the background, commenting that data in 2007-08 shows that Essex balances were above those of national and regional averages.  Essex’s schools balances rose by £2M for 2008/9, whereas those in other authorities have either stabilised or fallen. 

The Balance Control Mechanism allows schools to hold balances of a lump sum of £30,000 plus 5% Secondary/8% Primary and Special of their delegated funding and School Standards Grant with various excepted items.

35 schools had been contacted with regard to a clawback of approx £800k.  .  Those schools with a substantial clawback were asked to produce evidence and in many cases this was received in the form of Governors Minutes or Planning Processes.  The revised Clawback figure is approx £365,000.  

RB reported that one school has appealed against the decision to clawback and that he expected another to do so.

SH questioned when comparing Essex to National and Regional averages, were the comparisons done on a like for like basis as it is common for Essex schools to hold funding for other groups, where other authorities may hold this money in different ways.

RA commented that it would have been helpful if Appendix A had all the sub data indentified within it to reflect the true position.

RF expressed concerns that clawback could jeopardise future projects – giving his school as an example where a Capital Funding bid had been delayed by nearly a year which had a knock on effect on planning being delayed. Any potential clawback could mean that schools are signing off fraudulently on projects they no longer have funds for.  The appeals process would not be helpful to a school in this position.

PM invited Suffolk to comment on their clawback mechanism and the effects on the KS2 Standards in Suffolk.

FH commented that financial difficulty could not be attributed to low KS2 results. Suffolk CC has a BCM which allows schools to hold a lump sum of £20,000 plus 5% and no permitted exceptions.
JC also commented on Capital Projects particularly in the light that Voluntary Aided Schools need to confirm 1,2 and sometimes 3 years in advance that they hold the 10%.

JMC mentioned that there was a systemic formula review in 2007 and no evidence in the review of the formulaic disadvantages

JH commented on funds raised privately and funds that arrive late which cannot be spent within the timeframes.  He also reiterated others comments that schools hold money for other bodies which have noting to do with revenue funding.  The report needs to be clear on what is revenue and what isn’t.
JMC mentioned that Revenue expenditure in schools is not there for Capital Projects.  Revenue money is for revenue purposes.
Cllr SC commented that the school budget balances would indicate that Essex is inherently wrong in the formula in operation.

JMC made it clear that ideally we do not want to clawback any funds and that the money needs to be spent within the school. It is up to the LA and Schools Forum to resolve this in partnership and how the formula is to work to reduce perceived balances.

TB mentioned that schools were expected to have a 5 year plan but spend it in one year.  Spending within means could end up with the school being in a deficit budget.

JF commented that Revenue contributions were problematic and made planning difficult.  Once again it was reiterated that indications need to be clear on how much of the funding held in schools is for other bodies.

RA mentioned that the 2009/10 proposal for a £70k lump sum in respect of his schools was an area of concern.

JMC responded that the 5% shouldn’t be ignored.  A school with a £10M budget, therefore, would have £570k as an acceptable level of carry forward.

DR suggested that it may be helpful for RB to link up with FH of Suffolk and take a few case studies to try to establish what is leading Essex schools towards this clawback position.

JB reminded the forum that Essex has a large number of schools and that it has a different ethos to Suffolk.

RF said that there needed to be a robust position to carry forwards.  Planning approvals/drawings costing etc.  There needs to be documentary evidence.
TR mentioned that Schools Causing Concern have earmarked balances against capital projects.  Where funds would be more wisely spent on more 1 to 1 tuition, evidence in the pilot phase has shown a marked improvement to students.  Money would be better spent here than left in schools bank account. 
In light of the comments TR suggested an amendment in the wording of 9.4 to include 2008/9 revenue earmarked will be exempt if notified to the authority with robust evidence such as plans rather than it being considered under the appeals process.

RL asked members to agree the 2.1 proposal with the changes to the wording suggested by TR.

8 were in favour

7 were against

3 abstained 

The motions with the amendments suggested in 9.4 were therefore carried. 

The proposals under 2.2 (for future years) were deferred to the next meeting where a further analysis of schools balances would be presented.


	4.0
	Amendment to the Scheme for Financing Schools 
Jim MacDonald gave an outline of the recommendation, which was to abandon the two instalments in April and to combine these with a single payment in April.

The motion was carried.


	5.0
	Amendment to the Formula for Financing Schools; Calculation of Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG)
The forum was asked to approve a request to remove the Teaching Cost Adjustment from the calculation of MF and to approve the consequent amendment to the Formula for Financing Schools, to come into effect for 2010 – 2011 School Budgets.

The motion was carried.


	6.0
	Health and Safety – The Inspection of Trees on School Sites
Matt Searle was welcomed to the meeting.
MS outlined the report.  The LEA currently has a duty to determine a strategic response to Health and Safety legislation for Community and VC Schools.  The duty of the LEA is less clear for VC and foundation schools.  

Matt Searle was seeking support from the Schools Forum to deliver a tree inspection service to all Community and VC Schools and an enhancement to the Foundation/VA School Sector to ensure equitable treatment for all schools for a period of 3 years.

RA agreed that the service should be provided for ALL schools including foundation; if a foundation school then wish to opt out they can.  It would be better value for money and the proposal should be changed to ALL schools.

JB asked for the clarification of the sums.  Matt confirmed that the cost would pay for advisory, inspections and the costing for any work would have to be met by the school.

JF agreed that it was important to deliver these services centrally to ensure schools meet statutory requirements.

It was agreed that the Forum would support the delivery of a tree inspection service to ALL schools funded by the transfer of £80,000 (FYE) from the Individual Schools Budget and the virement of up to £20,000 to the Licences and Subscriptions policy line to advance the implementation of this approach.
The recommendation was approved subject to changes noted above.


	7.0
	Raising Achievement Through the Transformation of Secondary Schooling in Colchester
TR outlined the report.  After extensive consultation it had been agreed to close 3 secondary schools in Colchester and expand one to an academy, with priority admission areas.

TR confirmed that no appeals had been received against the proposals so the decision to close the 3 schools by ECC is final subject to caveats and dependent on funding of wave 6 to allow it to happen.

As a result of the proposal home to school transport costs will increase as students will be travelling longer distances.

The DSG will save around £920,000 as a result of the closure of the schools and it is proposed that £444,000 of this saving be set aside for the increased transport costs.

JF asked for clarification on proposed revenue funding for waves 1-5 and whether Building Schools for the Future funding was included.
TR mentioned that there will be a need to bring forward proposals to the Schools Forum to fund different waves.

JMC confirmed that a paper on Wave 5 detailing the BSF project will be brought to the Schools Forum meeting in December, with an update with where we are for Wave 4.  In December the Forum can explore the initial thoughts around Wave 5 and a year on the Forum will consider Wave 6.

BH  asked about the disposal of land at the two unused school sites.

TR referred to cabinet reports, which state that the authority should retain the land for educational use and there were no plans therefore, to dispose of the land.  The Secretary of State could however, direct the disposal of the land to offset any capital spend.

It was clear in consultations that there were no plans to sell of the land.
The motion to set aside the £444,000 for additional home to school transport costs was carried.
  

	8.0/ 9.0
	The Virtual School for Children Looked After/Looked After Children Funding Mechanism
Debbie Holmes was welcomed to the meeting.

DH informed the Forum that School Improvement took over management of the Virtual School in May.
The Virtual School is currently undergoing a review with The Care Matters Partnership and a report is expected next week with recommendations.  This is a radical review with an urgent action plan which is due to start after half term.

RA asked for a wider brief, with looked after students from varying authorities.

DH confirmed that an out of County Post had been funded and this will give a key link following the review.

SH asked if Out of County Statements for those looked after children was a function of the Virtual School?

DH agreed to pick this up and report back at the next meeting.

RL asked if the Formula Review Group were happy to leave funding as it is.

JF suggested they were not as the belief was that data on looked after children could be collected termly based on information being easily available.
Proposals gave schools the ability to move money around for looked after children but the reality is that there is less movement than originally thought.  

RA commented that although the mechanism was there if a looked after child moved into Essex from another authority how would the money be transferred?

JMC replied it is pragmatic; Essex wouldn’t necessarily pass on the resource to another authority.  Schools decide how to delegate the resource so even if faced with movement the funding may have already been used at the beginning of the year. 
JMC explained that schools don’t understand they can claim and there was a 20% under claim to date.  

TR said there was a proposal to change – Inspectors had noted a low level of compliance of PEPs for looked after children and schools getting access to it.  Voluntary arrangements to pass funding on were not happening.

JF commented that the different information wasn’t being passed on and he had no knowledge there was to be a change.

The proposals would again be discussed at the Schools Forum Formula Review Sub Group and for the time being will be deferred



	10.0
	Any Other Business

TR asked for opinions before bringing a formal report to the Forum on educational visit services.

It is currently a statutory requirement for all Community and Voluntary Schools to have educational visit services to assess injury, harm or death.  But it is a service offered to VA and foundation schools as well.
There has been an increase in demand in that the service has seen a 160% increase in day visits.

The service needs to find another £70,000 per annum to continue offering this service to all schools.

One option would be to start charging VA and Foundation Schools for the service but this in turn will incur administration costs.

The preferred option would be to ask the Schools Forum for a topslice of the £70K.  TR was asking if this would be considered acceptable if the formula was only applied to VA and Foundation Schools.  The Forums views were invited.

RA commented that this should be a standard service offered by the LA for everyone and schools shouldn’t be able to opt in or out of a critical service.

JB said that this seemed a logical way to fund it.

JC commented that it was a valuable service.

The Forum was in favour in principle of the proposals and asked that a report be submitted for the next meeting.


	11.0
	Schools Forum Representation

Schools Forum members were asked to comment on the table of representation on other bodies.
The table of representation was agreed with the amendment of Rob Fox being on the Children’s Trust Partnership as Peter Hartley’s successor.  John Hunter agreed to be on the Standards Funds Consultation Group as a substitute for Joan Binder.


	12.0
	Minutes

Amendments to Page 9.

HR said that the decision to keep money within Early Years could be decided at a later date.

Should read HR said that the decision to keep money within the Quality Factor could be decided at a later date.

The minutes were approved by the Schools Forum


	13.0
	Schools Budget – Half Year Outturn Report
The Schools Forum were requested to note the likely 2008-2009 outturn position as at 31 August 2009, and to approve the proposal that Area Based Grant funded activities are removed from the schools Budget and transferred to the Local Authority Budget.
4.1 showed an underspend of £1.5M on the year.

4.2.2 Miscellaneous Expenditure, extended schools, area based grant to LA which was not really dedicated for schools) LA to take decisions £406,000 an area LA will want to prioritise for itself.

Schools contingencies, Chelmsford and Colchester re-organisations were unlikely to be spent this year.

JF queried the figures in 4.2.6 Education Otherwise £589,000 overspend

JMC confirmed that the costings for the PRG transformation had an upper and lower limit.  The lower limit was anticipated costs were coming in at the upper limit as a result of not gauging risks.

PM commented on the need for transparency.  Especially as we are holding schools to account.  We need to be sure we are holding those responsible for the budgets to account, showing an equal weight of accountabilities.


	14.0
	Narrowing the Gap Initiatives

TR confirmed that staff appointments are underway and currently in the process of CRB checks etc.

SH asked for a report to come to the Forum on progress.  Was overstaffing in more successful schools proving more successful than overstaffing in challenging schools.

PM expressed concerns with NtG.  How would officers enable schools to better devise a programme to narrow the gap, are we making an impact with the kids?
DH confirmed that training money had been distributed to local delivery groups with a Service Level Agreement.  Money is, therefore, closer to the schools.  Training had also been delivered to local delivery groups.
PM questioned the decision to recruit family support officers who primarily worked with the child in the home rather than at the school – how would this help with Narrowing the Gap?

DH commented that the Service Level Agreement – had set targets for Local delivery Groups giving frameworks for accountability and decisions.

RL asked the forum to look at the impacts in Appendix 1 and the priorities in connection with standards.

RL pointed out the £305,000 staffing costs for Primary Behaviour Support were unlikely to be in post by January.
SS commented that crucial services were running at 50% staffing. If we cannot staff the positions then we are pouring money into something that isn’t working as there is not enough key staff.

DR requested a report to show the start of the process and what the objectives are for attainment etc.

DH confirmed that a Business case was presented to the forum in February, but a new report could be produced to show where we are in relation to this.



	15.0
	Update on Children’s and Young Peoples Plan (CYPP)
Lou Williams was welcomed to the meeting.
The CYPP is a 2 year plan. It is a review of the Children’s Trust Arrangements in Essex.  There are 5 local Children’s Trust Boards accountable for delivering the priorities.

SH said there were issues in the South where Health Services and Quadrants don’t quite sit – this needs to be looked at.

LW commented that for the South East feelings amongst partners were that it made more sense for them to work with Southend rather than across the boundaries.

SH mentioned that the South had 2 Children’s Trust Boards and asked how they would work together and what the financial implications would be.

LW told the Forum that legislation was changing and Trust Boards would have to specify resources on a statutory basis.  There will therefore, be a need to be transparent.

DR asked how we can be sure key partners are delivering the plan and how?

LW confirmed that the legislation would be a statutory responsibility and that there were consequences if they do not deliver this statutory obligation.

JH asked if School Governors could form part of the membership 

LW believed that we could add to the membership statute and he would take this back with him.
The Forum noted the report and endorsed the proposals


	16.0
	RL closed the meeting and formally thanked Suffolk for their attendance and welcomed any feedback to the forum.
Dates  of Next Meetings:

2 December 2009 – Hylands House

3 February 2010 – Hylands House
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