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Wednesday, 14 January 2025, at 8.30am in the Town Hall

	TYPE
	MEMBERSHIP

	GOVERNORS
	Mr Johnson Brock, Ms Tracy Edwards, Mr Alan Morton, Mr Robin Precey*, Ms Srividya Srivathsan*, Ms Laura Worsley*

	HEADTEACHERS
	Ms Veronica Armson*, Ms Sarah Bowmer, Ms Nicola Denton-Dash*, Ms Hodo Dirir, Ms Zobaidha Elmi, Mr Tom Foster, Mr Nicholas Langham*, Mr Danny Lye*, Mr Owen O’Regan* (Chair), Ms Carla Prince*, Mr Jon Ryder*, Ms Astrid Schön*, Ms Shoshannah Thompson* (Vice-Chair)

	Non-School Members
	Ms Natasha Chaudhury* (NEU), Ms Kim Arrowsmith (Matchbox Day Nursery), Ms Jemima Reilly* (THEP)

	Officers in Attendance
	Mr Farhad Ahmed (Head of Governance, Information & Traded Services), Ms Uzma Chowdhury (Governor Support Officer), Ms Triny Diaz (Operations Manager, Governor and Traded Services), Ms Lisa Fraser (Director of Education), Mr Angus Huck (Clerk), Mr Kudzi Mambara (Accountant), Ms Kerri Marriner (Head of BASS), Mr Les Oosthuizen (Head of Schools Finance), Mr Steve Reddy (Corporate Director, Children’s Services)


*Denotes attendance
The meeting commenced at 8.32am, and was quorate.

1. Welcome and apologies for absence

Mr O’Regan welcomed everybody present.

Apologies for absence had been received from Mr Morton and Ms Dirir.

2. Minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday, 26 November 2025

Members received the draft minutes of the Schools Forum meeting that took place on Wednesday, 26 November 2025, as circulated prior to the meeting.

Members made the following amendment:

That Mr Rubin be recorded as a Primary Rep rather than an Observer.

It was AGREED that, subject to the above amendment, the draft minutes of that meeting be approved as a true and accurate record, and they were signed by the Chair.

Action points

Members went through the Summary of Action Points at the end of the minutes, as follows:

Include contextual information about facilities time, including ratio of members to days.

This had been done. The requested information was in the papers in front of Members.

Clarify if LEAP is included in the Special Schools category.

LEAP was not included in the Special Schools category.

Check the figures stated in paragraph 6.3 of the De-delegation Consultations proposal.

The figures were correct. A three-times multiplier was used to arrive at those figures.

Ms Armson (Headteacher, Phoenix) stated the following:

· Her contemporaneous notes contradicted what had just been said. The three-times multiplier did not apply to special schools. It was the case that special schools received more money per pupil than mainstream schools. That was why they had more money. The Contingency de-delegation was £13 per pupil as opposed to £4 per pupil. Phoenix considered that inequitable.

Ms Chaudhury (NEU) stated the following:

· In relation to the TU de-delegation, the data that she had asked Tower Hamlets to present to Headteachers had not been presented. Those data would give Headteachers an informed view of where the money was going in relation to work. The data had been presented to the TU Forum. It was very important that Headteachers had access to that information before making a decision. Ms Chaudhury had requested that information, but it had not been provided.

In response to the issue raised by Ms Chaudhury, Mr O’Regan stated that the papers had gone through the Working Party before the De-delegation Report had gone to schools, and that the information in question had not been requested on the day.

Provide Ms Armson (Headteacher, Phoenix) with the government recommendations for the Special Schools Consultative Meeting.

The recommendations in question had not been provided to Ms Armson.

3. Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) Monitoring 2025 and 2026

Members received the following paper, as circulated prior to the meeting:

· DSG Monitoring Quarter 3 2025-2026

Mr Mambara (Accountant) reported as follows:

· An end-of-year deficit of £29.5 million was being projected. A deficit balance of £20.1 million had been carried forward from 2024-2025. An in-year overspend of £9.4 million was currently being projected. An underspend of £2.1 million on the Schools Block was being projected. This would be offset against the High Needs Budget. The High Needs Working Party was looking at waste. A white paper was awaited.

Ms Armson (Headteacher, Phoenix) stated the following:

· It would be a matter of grave concern if the rights of SEND children and those subject to EHCPs were diminished by proposals in the white paper; and
· It was understood that the white paper would be published on Saturday, 7 February 2026. A total of nine policy makers would be visiting Phoenix this coming Friday to discuss the white paper.

In response to the following question from a Member, the following answer was given:

The proportion of Tower Hamlets SEND children who are educated out-of-Borough is 7.3%. How does that figure compare to other LAs?

It is somewhere in the middle, but it is growing. Tower Hamlets does have a relatively small spend on out-of-Borough SEND placements compared to other LAs. There is probably a lower proportion going out-of-Borough than the national average.

4. Update on DSG Budget 2026 to 2027

Members received the following paper, as circulated prior to the meeting:

· Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) 2026-2027

Mr Oosthuizen (Schools Finance) stated the following:

· The DSG funding allocations for the four DSG blocks for 2026-2027 had been announced on Wednesday, 17th December 2025. The increases were as follows:

Schools Block				0.9%
Central Schools Services Block	8.12%
High Needs Block			5.22%
Early Years Block			11.57%
Total DSG Allocation			2.87%

· These above figures did not include academy recoupment. The Primary increase was 3.4% and the Secondary increase was 2.85%. There had been a decrease of 3% in primary school numbers. There was a projected carry forward of £31.5 million at the end of the financial year.

A Member commented that, although technically schools would be getting more money, they would not be better off because of increased costs.

In response to the following question from a Member, the following answer was given:

The Early Years Block has increased by much more than any of the others. Why is that?

Funding for three- and four-year-olds has not increased. There is a protection factor in place in 2025-2026. That means that funding will not increase in 2026-2027. However, under two-year-old funding will increase. Overall, Early Years funding will increase by 11.52%.

5. Central Schools and Services Block (CSSB) Budget 2026 to 2027

Members received the following paper, as circulated prior to the meeting:

· CSSB Report

Mr Oosthuizen (Schools Finance) reported as follows:

· Background. The figures in front of Members covered all schools including academies. The per pupil rate for ongoing responsibilities had increased. The total funding for Historical Commitments had decreased. In fact, it had decreased by less than the 20% listed in Table 1. Five years hence there would be no more funding for Historical Commitments. In the event of a shortfall, LAs would have to approach the DfE to make it up; and
· Proposals. It was recommended that School Admissions would be increased by 18.52%, Servicing the Schools Forum by 18.52%, Copyright Licenses by 3.8% and Former ESG Duties by 14.18%. The overall increase being proposed was 14.51%. The total CCSB amounted to £3,182,111, which represented an increase over the previous year of 8.12%.

In response to the following questions from Members, the following answers were given:

What are Historical Commitments?

They are ongoing pension contributions from 2013-2014 for teachers who are employed centrally.

What will happen after five years?

The LA will have to find the money itself. The DfE says that it is still holding considerable costs and that after five years LAs can approach the DfE. The situation will need to be monitored.

Is this a piece of work for the Working Party? Should the LA understand pensions better?

The LA does not need to worry about the pensions. The LA just needs to know how the pensions are funded.

Is the LA also liable for redundancy costs?

Yes.

Do Per Pupil Ongoing Responsibilities apply to special schools?

They cover all schools.

What is the source of the extra money?

It is based on the increase received per pupil. That is a 20.29% increase. Its purpose is to subsidise the increase in salaries.

Would it not be in the interests of transparency and accountability for Members to understand why these amounts have been increased?

It is mostly about staffing. There has been an increase in the cost of staff working in Admissions. That is attributable to the greater complexity of the work that they do. There has not been an increase in the number of staff working in Admissions, but there has been an increase in staffing costs, amounting to 51% this year.

What are “Former ESG Duties”?

These are things like HR, payroll and Pupil Place Planning. They are more usefully called overheads. The LA no longer receives the ESG.

Members considered that there needed to be more clarity in respect of the figures presented to them. Mr Oosthuizen responded that monitoring would be carried out the following year and Members would be appraised of what it brought up.

6. Dedicated Schools Grant

Members received the following papers, as circulated prior to the meeting:

· De-delegation Consultation Proposals 2026-2027
· De-delegation of Behaviour Support Services 2026-2027

Members went through the following proposals and indicated their preferences by shows of hands:

FSM Eligibility

The proposal was as follows:

Uplift the 2026-2027 per pupil rate by the current Consumer Prices Index (CPI) inflation rate of 3.8% (2025-2026 2.15%).

It was noted that in 2024-2025 primary schools had opted out of this.

It was AGREED that the proposal for the FSM Eligibility de-delegation be approved and recommended to the LA for implementation in 2026-2027.

Additional School Improvement Services

The proposal was as follows:

Uplift the 2025-2026 per pupil rate by the current Consumer Prices Index (CPI) inflation rate of 3.8 %.

It was noted that at the Consultative Meetings, both Primary and Secondary, participants had supported this proposal.

It was AGREED that the proposal for the Additional School Improvement Services de-delegation be approved and recommended to the LA for implementation in 2026-2027.

Behaviour Support Services

Members were asked to choose between the following two options:

Option 1 - To uplift the 2025-2026 per pupil rate by the current Consumer Prices Index (CPI) inflation rate of 3.8%. This would increase the per pupil rate as shown in the table below. This option will leave the service with a budget shortfall of £44K.

Option 2 - To uplift the 2025-2026 per pupil rate by an exceptional increase to cover the increase in the salaries and on-costs of the two Inclusion Support Teachers. This would increase the per pupil rate as shown in the table below, also factoring in the anticipated reduction in pupil numbers.

It was noted that at the Consultative Meetings, primary schools had favoured Option 1 while secondary schools had favoured Option 2.

The following comments were made:

· Phoenix did not buy into the Behaviour Support Service;
· What was being proposed would reduce capacity. BASS would have to think about reducing its staff numbers, which might mean losing experience and skills;
· Option 2 was the better of the two. It was important that this service continued to carry out its excellent work, which was mainly with secondary school students;
· Secondary schools were not unanimous in their support for Option 2, though most were willing to accept it, but not necessarily with huge enthusiasm;
· The key issue was not the quality of the service but affordability. The majority of schools spoke highly of BASS. Schools were unhappy about the cost, not the quality of the service;
· In 2024-2025 there had been a 75% increase in exclusions in primary schools and in secondary schools there had also been a significant rise in the number of exclusions;
· It was unfair that academies did not pay for this service but still received the benefit of it;
· Academies were not necessarily choosing not to pay. Their funding arrangements made it difficult for them to do so;
· This issue of academies getting a free service was raised every year. It had not been a significant problem over the previous two years; and
· When academies appointed new Headteachers, it might not always be made clear to the new Headteacher what was expected.

Ms Fraser (Director of Education) stated that she had written to all the academies in Tower Hamlets to make them aware of the situation and to remind them of the expectation that they should contribute to Behaviour Support.

In response to the following questions from Members, the following answers were given:

What would be the reduction in service level if these options were implemented?

The reduction would be equivalent to 1.2 (Option 1) and 1.3 (Option 2) full-time teachers.

What would be the effect of academies paying for the service?

About 40% of Tower Hamlets pupils are in academies. The services accessed by academies relate mostly to exclusions and suspensions. For a two-form entry academy, the cost would be £920 per annum.

A show of hands was taken. Two Members voted for Option 1 and eight Members voted for Option 2. There were two abstentions.

It was AGREED that the proposal for the Behaviour Support Services de-delegation (Option 2) be approved and recommended to the LA for implementation in 2026-2027.

Trade Union Facilities Time

Members were asked to choose between the following two options:

Option 1 - To uplift the 2025-2026 per pupil rate by the current Consumer Prices Index (CPI) inflation rate of 3.8%.

Option 2 – To uplift the 2025-2026 per-pupil rate by 28.1% to fully cover the actual costs of Trade Union Facilities, including recent increases in teachers' pay.

It was noted that all three Consultative Meetings had voted for Option 1.

The following comments were made:

· It was a real concern that Headteachers had not been given the proportionate ratios that they had requested. This would impact directly on the ability of the trade unions to represent their members; and
· There was a real danger that the procedures would be slowed down significantly. Restructures would lead to rising HR costs for schools and impact on the time that trade unions could give to them. A decision needed to be made that maintained the existing culture.

In response to the following questions from Members, the following answers were given:

Do academies pay separately?

Yes.

Do the figures in front of Members include academies?

No.

A show of hands was taken and the majority voted for Option 1.

It was AGREED that the proposal for the Trade Unions Facilities Time de-delegation (Option 1) be approved and recommended to the LA for implementation in 2026-2027.

Contingency Fund

Members were asked to choose between the following two options:

Option 1 - To uplift the 2025-2026 per pupil rate by the current Consumer Prices Index (CPI) inflation rate of 3.8% and redistribute any underspend to the de-delegated schools. The redistribution will be based on the same pupil and place numbers (Special schools) used for de-delegation.

Option 2 – To uplift the 2025-2026 per pupil rate by the current Consumer Prices Index (CPI) inflation rate of 3.8% and use any underspend to offset the DSG deficit balance. There is no gap expected assuming pupil numbers remain constant.

A show of hands was taken. Seven Members voted for Option 1 and no Members voted for Option 2.

It was AGREED that the proposal for the Contingency Fund de-delegation (Option 1) be approved and recommended to the LA for implementation in 2026-2027.

7. Next meeting date

It was noted that the next Schools Forum meeting would take place on Wednesday, 17 June 2026.

It was AGREED that the Working Group would meet before March 2026.
Action: Mr O’Regan

The meeting ended at 9.56am.

Action List

· Convene a meeting of the Working Group to be held prior to March 2026 – Mr O’Regan.


Chair’s signature……………………………………Date……..
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