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 MEETING OF THE SCHOOLS FORUM
Wednesday, 18 June 2025 at 8.30am

	TYPE
	MEMBERSHIP

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

	HEADTEACHERS
	Veronica Armson*; Sarah Bowmer*, Dee Bleach; Hodo Dirir; Becky Dolamore*; Zobaidha Elmi, Tom Foster, Brenda Landers* (Chair); Nicholas Langham; Danny Lye*; Jon Ryder, Astrid Schon; Shoshannah Thompson* (Vice-Chair), 

	Non-School Members
	Jemima Reilly -THEP , Natasha Chaudhury* – NEU, 

	OBSERVERS
	Darren Rubin, Gillian Kemp, 

	Officers in Attendance
	Lisa Fraser (Director of Education); Les Oosthuizen (Head of Schools Finance), Kudzi Mambara (Accountant)


*Denotes attendance

The meeting started at 08:33 and was quorate.

AGENDA ITEM 1: Welcome and Apologies
PRESENTING: Chair

The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.

Apologies were received and accepted from Nicholas Langham, Jemima Reilly, Steve Reddy, Dee Bleach, Hodo Dirir, Pauline Maddison, Jon Ryder and Astrid Schon

AGENDA ITEM 2: Minutes of the last meeting – 15 January 2025
PRESENTING: Chair

The minutes of the last meeting were agreed to be an accurate record.  

Matters arising:
· EYFS payment schedule: Kudzi Mambara (KM) informed the Schools Forum that the payment schedule will be shared with all schools in the next few weeks. HTs asked if this could be shared ahead of the Primary Consultative Meeting next week. Action.

A member asked if there was an update on the 30-hour funding for nurseries. KM replied that this was mentioned in the Government’s spending review and the Schools Finance team were looking into it and will update schools appropriately.

· De-delegated contingency spends relating to school organisation: the Chair stated that schools who had a Licensed Deficit Agreement (LDA) were charged by the LA for this (all schools with a LDA are charged a fee by the LA. Some schools already have a SLA with Schools Finance, they are charged a discounted fee). The Chair stated that the costs outlined for the de-delegated contingency spend for school organisation seemed to be for similar work. The Chair asked what was the difference between what schools would pay and what would be paid from the contingency fund.

Lisa Fraser (LF) replied that schools were charged a fee for their Licensed Deficit Agreement. The spend from the contingency fund would support the work of the consultants: the partnership work supported by Dr Helen Jenner, the workshops and other meetings. 

Alan Morton asked if Jay Patel has been involved in supporting the School Organisation Strategy Group (SOSG). LF replied that Jay Patel has been mostly supporting the LDA however there has been some crossover.

A Member asked for confirmation that any school that had a LDA had to pay the LDA fee to the LA. LF confirmed this was correct and schools would need to pay this.

Danny Lye stated that Project 3 - Maintaining Sustainable Futures and Developing Viable Licensed Deficit Applications for Vulnerable Schools, and Project 4 - Maintaining Sustainable Futures and Monitoring LDA Reduction for Vulnerable Schools from 2024-25 (from appendix 1) sounded very similar. Danny asked what the difference was between the two and how was this in addition to what schools would be paying themselves. 

LF replied that, of the schools with LDAs, different schools have made different progress; some schools had not made any progress in achieving savings, and this needed to be monitored. Project 4 would be supporting this work and project 3 would be supporting the work of new schools identified and needing to make a LDA application. Both of these areas of work was more intense support, beyond that which was included in the LDA fee paid by schools. 

A Member stated that schools were paying £7,500 for the LDA fee which would cover approximately 12 days of consultant support. The member asked what additional support could be needed. 

Srividya Srivathsan added that services were also offered by the government which schools could access. 

Action: provide greater detail about what is covered by the LDA fee and what is covered by the contingency budget.

Alan Morton commented that the additional support needed by a school with a LDA was great and it would be unfair to expect that all of it would be covered by the fee. 

LF stated that the SOSG meetings had been supported by Dr Helen Jenner, and it was the wish of the group that this continues.

In response to a query KM clarified that agreement was being sought to agree up to £127,000, however it was likely to be less than that. The costs were budgeted between £70,000 to £127,000, but the full amount may not be used.

LF added that it may be helpful for a HT representative from the SOSG to share feedback of some of the work which has been completed.

The Schools Forum agreed that the de-delegation would be agreed at the next meeting after more information is required. KM requested that £10,000 be agreed as the work was ongoing. This would cover the costs until October 2025.

The Schools Forum AGREED to cover £10,000 could be spent from the de-delegated contingency fund to support school sufficiency.


AGENDA ITEM 3: Outturn Reports
PRESENTING: Les Oosthuizen

3.1 Individual Schools 

Overall, the school cumulative revenue balances at the end of the 2024/25 financial year have decreased by £0.116 mill (-0.4%) to £32.5m. The Year end position for schools’ revenue in 2024-25 was approximately £32.5m. This was a decrease of £116m from 2023-24 to 2024-25. 

Schools in financial risk:  10 schools were in a revenue deficit position at the end of 2023-24 (total value of -£1,968 mill).  Of the deficit schools 4 have achieved a revenue surplus at the end of 2024-25, the others have increased the deficit, and one nursery school has closed. 
In 2024-25, 17 schools were in a deficit position at a total value of -£3,245 mill., 8 had been in surplus last year.  
A total of 23 schools have a surplus balance of over 12% of the total income available, 35 pass the 8% threshold and 43 the 5% threshold.
3.2 Dedicated Schools Grant outturn 2024-25

The Schools Block was underspent at the end of 2024-25 following the delay in opening a new academy.  Schools Forum were asked to consider taking forward this to 2025-26 on the assumption that the growth funding was at risk of being insufficient.  This need did not materialise, and therefore the Local Authority are proposing that the surplus would be better used to reduce the overall overspend.

The Central Schools Service Block largely came in on budget.  This is centrally managed and the underspends and overspends were netted off to a minimum impact.  The exception to this was a £21k overspend in historic severance and retirement costs in schools.  The DfE are directing local authorities to reduce the budget at a greater rate that the reduction in costs.

The Early Years Block underspend is mainly due to the fact that the DfE roll out of the new entitlements, using national assumptions, did not reflect the actual number of eligible children in each local authority. 

The High Needs Block was overspent by £8.4m.   Pressures are primarily within the High Needs Budget. This is due to increased demand for EHCPs, rising costs of specialist placements, and insufficient funding to meet the complex needs of pupils.

The DfE were consulted regarding the carry forward of DSG Early Years underspends. Their response was that any in-year underspend on the DSG must first be used to offset a cumulative deficit. The overall savings in the Schools and Early Years blocks will therefore be used to reduce the High Needs overspend as in previous years. This would reduce the HN 2024-25 overspend by £4.19 to -£8.4 mill. The cumulative overspend increased by £4.23 mill from -£19.1 mill to -£20.1 mill.


The Chair commented that 4.2 states that there was an overspend in the CSSB attributed to historic severance and retirement costs in schools., however the Schools Forum’s understanding was that this cost was covered from the Contingency Fund in previous years. KM replied that they would check this. Action.


AGENDA ITEM 4: Biannual Review of the de-delegation budget outturn
PRESENTING: Les Oosthuizen

The Schools Block Contingency year end position was £nil, breakeven.

The Free School Meal Eligibility Assessment year end position was £nil, breakeven. For the 2025-26-year primary schools voted against this de-delegation. This service for primary and secondary schools was supported by a post within the LA. A review has been undertaken to see if the service can be continued for secondary schools only. This will not affect the budget in any way.

The Chair suggested that primary schools could be asked about their views on this in October. Shoshannah Thompson requested more information about what was provided to schools so that headteachers could gauge if this was value for money. Action

The Trade Union Facilities Agreement budget was overspent by £6,765.
The Behaviour and Attendance Support Services year end position was £nil, breakeven.
The Additional School Improvement year end position was £nil, breakeven.

A Member commented that the Schools Forum had received a detailed breakdown of the spending previously. In November 2024 the total spend in the Contingency Budget was £116,701, leaving an underspend of £322,906. The member requested more detail about what the £322,906 had been spent on. KM replied that the additional spend was on school loans. Since January loans had been paid to a number of schools in financial difficulty. 

A Member commented that as the loans would be re-paid they should be reflected as loans instead of a spend. KM replied that when the loans were repaid the Contingency Fund would be adjusted to reflect this.

The Chair commented that in the last few years there had been no loans made to school and asked if this was a change in practice. The Chair stated that her understanding was that in previous years the contingency underspend had been used to support the HNB overspend. Alan Morton added that the paper presented to the Schools Forum in November had stated that the contribution to the HNB from the Contingency underspend would be approximately £300,000.  

KM replied that the Contingency Fund could be used to support schools in financial difficulty. The loans made to schools fit into this category. This loan was not made to the LA but to schools in financial difficulty. A breakdown of this could be provided to the Schools Forum. When the loans are repaid by schools, they would be added to the contingency fund which would be adjusted to reflect this.

A Member asked if the definition of supporting schools in financial difficulty was being expanded to include giving loans. KM confirmed this and stated that since January the LA has received requests for financial help from schools.

A Member asked, when the loans are repaid how will that money be used. KM replied that this would be the decision of the Schools Forum. 

The Chair stated that for the 2025-26 year the Schools Forum had agreed to reduce the contingency fund. At the time of making that decision they were not aware that the fund would be used to give loans to schools. This was concerning because there was a risk that there will be very little money to support school loans.

Members requested further information on how much was paid to schools as loans, for what reason and when was this expected to be repaid. Action.

Les Oosthuizen (LO) commented that refining the definition of ‘schools in financial difficulty’ would give greater clarity to everyone.


AGENDA ITEM 5: Falling Rolls Policy
PRESENTING: Les Oosthuizen

The report set out the guidance published by the DfE regarding falling rolls and when such a factor may be used in the schools’ formula funding. LAs which choose to operate a Falling Rolls Fund will only be able to provide funding where school capacity data 2022 (SCAP) shows that school places will be required in the subsequent three to five years. Currently the numbers in Tower Hamlets were not expected to recover in the next three to five years and therefore di not met this requirement. 


AGENDA ITEM 6: Plan for Updating School HR Policies
Presenting: Kudzi Mambara

KM gave a verbal update and informed the Schools Forum that the school HR policies were being reviewed and a more detailed briefing paper will be presented at the next meeting. 

The Chair commented that it would be helpful to share a timeline of policies and when they would be reviewed. Action.

The Chair added that it would be helpful if the Redundancy Policy could be one of the earlier policies to be reviewed. 


AGENDA ITEM 7: TUF Update on Budget
PRESENTING: Lisa Fraser

In the absence of Pauline Maddison, Lisa Fraser gave an update. 

The two schools affected have been given assurance by the LA that their costs will be covered through to August 2025. The LA was working with the unions to plan next steps.

A Member asked if Schools Forum could be assured that there will be no calls for additional funds at the end of this financial year. Lisa confirmed this.

Natasha Chaudhury commented that the SWTUF group was not properly constituted and this made it difficult for the group to make decisions. The Chair stated that the remit of the Schools Forum was to allocate the budget and the Schools Forum had no responsibilities beyond this.

Shoshannah Thompson commented that schools were happy to contribute more and had asked for more detailed information.

AGENDA ITEM 8: Review Schools Forum Membership
PRESENTING: Farhad Ahmed

The terms for Dee Bleach, Brenda Landers and Veronica Armson will come to an end at the end of this academic year.

The following positions will need to be filled:

2 x Primary HT vacancy.	
1x Secondary HT 
1x Special School HT 
1x Primary Academy gov 
1x Secondary Academy gov
1x Nursery HT

The Academy governor positions had been vacant for a number of years despite several messages being sent to academies to share with their governors.

AGENDA ITEM 9: Workplan 2025-26
PRESENTING: Les Oosthuizen

The draft workplan was shared with everyone. 

Action: update the workplan with the additional agenda items for the October meeting. Salma Siddiqua

Les Oosthuizen asked if it would be helpful to add the provisional payment dates to the workplan. Headteachers replied that this may be helpful.


AGENDA ITEM 10: Update from Working Groups

High Needs Group

In the absence of Pauline Maddison, Lisa Fraser gave an update on the High Needs Group. Pauline was participating in the SEND Inspection.

The High Needs Group has organised two trainings. Coming up on the 23rd June was a training on the High Needs Block for Schools Forum members. 

The deadline for responding to the ISOS consultation was the 19th of June.


AGENDA ITEM 11: Agenda items for the next meeting

A Member stated that they would like to understand the full implications of moving closer to the National Funding Formula.

Lisa Fraser thanked Brenda Landers for chairing the Schools Forum so effectively.

The Chair thanked Les Oosthuizen and Kudzi Mambara for their hard work.


AGENDA ITEM 13: Date of Next Meeting
The date of the next meeting was the 8th of October 2025.


The meeting ended at 9:45 

Summary of action points

	Agenda item
	Action
	Responsible

	2
	EYFS payment schedule will be shared with schools by the HTs Consultative Meeting – 25 June
	Kudzi Mambara

	2
	Provide greater detail about what is covered by the LDA fee and what is covered by the contingency budget.

	Who is responsible for this? Catherine Grace? Needs to come to SF. 

	3
	Clarify if the historic retirement and severance costs were paid from the CSSB or the Contingency Fund.

	Schools Finance

	4
	A detailed report on the FSM Eligibility Assessment SLA and what this includes
	Schools Finance?

	4
	A detailed report on loans made to schools. 


	Schools Finance

	6
	Timeline of HR Policy review 
	Kay Odubanjo


	9
	Update the workplan with the additional agenda items for the October meeting.


	Salma Siddiqua
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